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(Legislative day of Wednesday, October 13, 1993) 

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the Acting President pro 
tempore [Mr. DORGAN]. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Hear 0 Israel: the Lord our God is one 

Lord: And thou shalt love the Lord thy 
God with all thine heart, and with all thy 
soul, and with all thy might. And these 
words, which I command thee this day, 
shall be in thine heart: And thou shalt 
teach them diligently unto thy children, 
and shalt talk of them when thou sittest 
in thine house, and when thou walkest by 
the way, and when thou liest down, and 
when thou risest up.-Deuteronomy 
6:4-7. 

God of Abraham, Isaac and Israel, of 
Moses and the Prophets, of Jesus and 
the Apcstles, Father of us all, these 
profound words from the Torah are the 
mandate for a functional family, a 
healthy home, and a strong social 
order. Help us to hear them, heed 
them, and apply them in our lives and 
our homes. 

In Jesus' name. Amen. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume consideration 
of H.R. 3116, which the clerk will re
port. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (R.R. 3116) making appropriations 

for the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1994, and for other 
purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

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

pore. The Senator from Hawaii is rec
ognized. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the com
mittee is ready to proceed. However, 
the author of the first amendment to 
be proposed is on his way. 

I suggest ·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. GREGG. 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the quorum call be rescinded.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. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed as if in 
morning business for 5 minutes. 

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

The Senator is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

WARRANT OFFICER MICHAEL 
DURANT 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, this is 
obviously a day of good news for New 
Hampshire, for the country, and espe
cially for the people of Berlin as their 
son WO Michael Durant is released and 
returned to Germany where he will be 
treated. 

Michael Durant, as we all know, was 
the individual who was held hostage in 
Somalia. He was sent to Somalia as a 
soldier of the United States and com
ported himself extremely well rep
resenting our country and doing his job 
pursuing his duty. 

Unfortunately, in the process of un
dertaking that obligation, he was 
taken prisoner and he was wounded. 
But he has now been released, and the 
people of New Hampshire and the peo
ple of this country are obviously great
ly heartened by that. 

There was universal support from the 
folks in New Hampshire for him and for 
his family during this very difficult 
time. We are still a small enough State 
to be really considered a community. 
We are a State where people are very 
concerned about our fellow citizens and 
when they are put in harm's way. 
There are a great many prayers not 
only in Berlin but across the whole 
State to assure the safe return of Mi
chael Durant which now appears to be 
accomplished. 

The early reports are that his wounds 
are significant but that he is going to 
recover and, as I mentioned, he will be 
going on to Germany for excellent 
treatment in an American military 
base hospital. So this is excellent news. 

But out of this tragedy, which has 
turned out well for Michael Durant but 
not so well for the other Americans 
who died there, some very significant 
questions are raised. Today, it was re
ported in the Washington Times that 

the commander of the troops in Soma
lia opposed pursuing Mr. Aideed under 
the manhunt as requested as it was 
pursued. The commander, as rep
resented by this newsstory, if it is ac
curate, represented to the leadership of 
the Pentagon that to ·pursue Mr. 
Aideed in this manner was not some
thing that could be accomplished effec
tively, that it was not a mission that 
the military should pursue, I presume 
because of the nature of the situation 
in Mogadishu where you have over a 
million people living in very close 
quarters, and yet the commander, ac
cording again to the story, was over
ruled by the Secretary of Defense. In 
addition, we know that the Secretary 
of Defense rejected a request by the 
commander in the field for support in 
the area of transport, in the area ·of 
heavy military equipment, and in the 
area of more men in order to undertake 
the manhunt effort. 

That rejection may well have been 
one of the reasons why the men who 
were shot down in the helicopters 
found themselves under fire and with
out relief for almost 9 hours-9 hours 
during which American soldiers' lives 
were at risk and, unfortunately, some 
were lost. 

Those two major decisions, which ap
pear to have been taken by the Sec
retary of Defense and the administra
tion and which appear to have been in 
opposition to the requests and posi
tions of the commander in the field and 
the military commanders on the 
ground, raise very serious issues, seri
ous issues involving the appropriate
ness of the mission, No. 1, and, No. 2, 
the question of whether or not Amer
ican lives would have been lost had the 
on-the-ground commanders' positions 
been followed and accepted by the Sec
retary of Def~nse and the administra
tion. 

I would hope that the proper commit
tees of this Senate would hold open and 
public hearings on these two issues. I 
do not understand how we can pursue a 
course in Somalia which is inconsist
ent with our military advice of our 
commanders in the field, and I believe 
the American people want to know why 
we were pursuing a course in Somalia 
which was inconsistent with our mili
tary commanders and people on the 
ground who were responsible for that 
action. 

American lives have been lost. One 
American has been put through an in
credible trauma in the person of War
rant Officer Durant. He has now re
turned. But the question remains: Why 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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were these lives put at risk? Was the 
mission appropriate? Did the military 
personnel advise against the mission 
and were they overruled by the Sec
retary of Defense? Did the military 
commanders on the ground request 
greater support in order to pursue the 
mission and were they overruled by the 
Secretary of Defense and the adminis
tration? And if those decisions were 
made, was the approximate result of 
those decisions the loss of American 
lives? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The time of the Senator has ex
pired. 

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Acting 
President pro tempore and hope we will 
hold hearings on this issue. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

FIRST EXCEPTED COMMITTEE AMENDMENT 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, what is 
the pending business? . 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair would advise the first 
excepted committee amendment is 
pending. 

Under the previous order, Senator 
BUMPERS is to be recognized to offer an 
amendment. 

Mr. INOUYE. I thank the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Arkansas. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1027 

(Purpose: To reduce the amount of funding 
provided for the Trident II Missile Program) 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the pending 
committee amendment will be set 
aside and the clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP
ERS], for himself, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. WOFFORD , 
and Mr. FEINGOLD , proposes an amendment 
numbered 1027. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the 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: 
On page 27, strike lines 13-14 and insert in 

lieu thereof the following: " $2,972,906,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep
tember 30, 1996: Provided, That of the funds 
appropriated in this paragraph, $1 ,028,596,000 
shall not be obligated or expended for pro
curement or advance procurement of Trident 
II missiles unless the President has certified 
to Congress that the other signatories to the 
START treaty have rejected a United States 
proposal to the Joint Compliance and Inspec
tion Commission that " detubing" be accept
ed as an option for eliminating SLBM 
launchers under START II ." 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I want 
to say to the distinguished floor man-

ager, who has been more than generous 
and cooperative on this, that I have for 
the time being and I am not sure per
manently stricken the last part of the 
amendment he has there, and I will 
talk about that in just a moment. But 
let me first talk about the substance of 
this amendment. 

I cannot remember in my 19-year ten
ure in the Senate where the Senate has 
had an opportunity, Congress has had 
an opportunity to save between $13 and 
$17 billion with no military or strategic 
disadvantage. 

I have had a few Senators in the last 
few weeks say to me that they were 
sorry they voted for a lot of the defense 
spending of the 1980's. And those same 
Senators told me they were going to 
support this amendment. 

I want to say, first of all, that it is a 
little bit complicated for people who do 
not keep up with strategic weaponry 
and the START agreements and the 
agreements that we have had with the 
Soviet Union in the past and now have 
with Russia and other former Soviet 
Republics. 

But under the START II agreement-
and this is very basic, and so all of my 
colleagues I hope will understand this 
if they do not understand any other 
part of the debate-the United States 
and Russia and Kazakhstan and 
Belarus, and the Ukraine are limited to 
3,500 warheads each. In my opinion, 
this is a good treaty. We should have 
always been negotiating treaties based 
on warheads rather than land launch
ers. 

But this amendment deals with sub
marine-launched missiles. 

Now, while both Russia and the Unit
ed States are each allowed 3,500 war
heads, we are allowed 1,750 warheads on 
submarines. That leaves us, if we 
choose to put all the 1,750 warheads on 
submarines, with 1,750 warheads to be 
placed on bombers and ICBM's, land
based missiles. 

Mr. President, in 1997, the U.S. Navy 
will have delivered to it its 18th Tri
dent submarine. That is the completion 
of the Trident Program. And by 1997, 
those 18 Trident submarines will com
pose the entire submarine missile fir
ing part of our strategic weaponry. 

Let me repeat that. By 1997, we will 
have 18 Trident submarines. Each one 
of those 18 submarines is equipped with 
what we call 24 tubes-that is, they 
will carry 24 missiles-and each missile 
would, except for START II, carry 8 
warheads. That means that each Tri
dent submarine has 24 missiles, with 8 
warheads on each one; that is 192 war
heads per submarine. That means that 
we wind up with 3,456 warheads on 
those 18 Trident submarines. 

Let me digress just a moment to say 
that, obviously, 3,500 warheads, which 
we are permitted under the agreement, 
is enough to blow the planet out of 
orbit. 

But to proceed with the story, the 
Trident force alone would have 3,456 
warheads if we did not have START II. 

Now, Mr. President, under the 
START II agreement, since we are only 
allowed 1, 750 SLBM warheads, that 
means we have to cut 50 percent of the 
warheads that the Trident is capable of 
carrying because we are limited to 
1,750. 

And so the question then is, How do 
you do that? We have to start doing 
this in the year 2000, and we have to be 
in compliance by the year 2003. So the 
question for the U.S. Congress and the 
Senate today to answer is: How do we 
cut 50 percent of the warhead capacity 
the Tridents are capable of carrying? 

You can do it either of two ways. You 
can go ahead and equip each submarine 
with 24 missiles, and download the war
heads from 8 to 4. Again, if you have a 
Trident submarine that could carry 24 
missiles, and you download from 8 war
heads to 4 warheads, you cut in half the 
192 warheads that submarine is capable 
of carrying to, namely, 96. 

Now, Mr. President, what does that 
mean? That means that if you 
download every Trident submarine 
from 8 warheads to 4 warheads per mis
sile, you arrive at 1,728. That is 24 
fewer than we are allowed, but that is 
what we will do one way or the other. 
That is option 1-24 missiles per sub
marine, 4 warheads per missile; total 
warheads on all 18 Tridents, 1,728. 

Option 2, which is what this amend
ment would do, instead of putting 24 
missiles on each submarine, you put 12 
missiles, and instead of downloading, 
you go ahead and leave 8 warheads on 
each missile. 

Now, if you have 12 missiles with 8 
warheads, you know what you come 
out with? The very same 96 warheads. 

Why the amendment? Because those 
missiles cost $46 million a pop. Do you 
know what you save if you take option 
2 and put 12 missiles rather than 24 on 
each submarine? Do you know how 
much money you save? $5 billion be
tween now and 1999. Do you know what 
you lose strategically? Nothing. Zip. 
Zero. 

Now, let me go on with the story. Of 
the 18 Trident submarines-which have 
been in service for some time; some of 
them are getting a little age on them-
8 of them are in the Pacific Ocean. The 
remainder, the other 10, are and will be 
in the Atlantic Ocean. 

But let me take the first eight sub
marines that we built which are now in 
the Pacific Ocean. They do not carry 
this D-5 missile, properly known as the 
Trident II missile. 

Now, bear in mind, my amendment 
would stop production of the D-5--and 
I will come back to why. 

Well, I will just tell you now. Be
cause we have already bought and paid 
for-under my option, we have already 
bought and paid for-more missiles 
than we can possibly use, plus a very 
robust testing program of five tests of 
the D-5 each year for 20 years. In other 
words, we have in excess of 100 missiles 
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above what we need to outfit this last 
10 submarines with the D-5 missile, 
plus 100 left over to test with, assum
ing we follow my option of having 8 
warheads on each of 12 missiles per 
submarine. 

Back to the Pacific Trident fleet. 
Eight submarines in the Pacific carry 
what is known as the C--4 missile; a 
good missile, nothing wrong with it. 
But do you know what the Navy wants 
to do, Mr. President? In about the year 
2002, they want to start backfitting 
these eight submarines to accommo
date the D-5 missile. They want to 
take the C--4 missile off and put the D-
5 on. 

Do you know what the cost of that 
is? It is $7 billion. Do you know what 
you get by taking the C--4 off the Tri
dent submarine and putting the D-5 on, 
in addition to a $7 billion cost? I will 
tell you what you get. You get a new 
missile, a D-5, even though you are re
placing a C--4, which has a good, long 
life in front of it . 

Do you know what else you get? You 
get a missile that is more accurate 
than the C--4. Do you know how much 
more accurate? We are going to spend 
$7 billion to put the D-5 on these first 
eight submarines and take the C--4 off, 
and you get accuracy, what we call the 
circular error probable or CEP; that is, 
how many of these missiles are going 
to hit within a certain area. The· D-5 
has what they call a CEP of 150 yards. 
That means, if you fire a D-5, it will 
normally hit within something like 
that distance of what it is aimed at. 

Do you know what the C--4 hits? It is 
to within 300 yards. For $7 billion you 
get missiles that are more accurate by 
a distance from here to the House of 
Represen ta ti ves down the hall. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FEINGOLD). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. To proceed, Mr. 
President, that is what you get. That is 
how much more accuracy you get for $7 
billion. 

If the C--4 missile's life was going to 
be terminated along that period of 
time, it might make a little sense. But 
even the Pentagon tells you the C--4 
missile is good through 2016. 

Do you want to know something else? 
After you spend $7 billion to put the D-
5 on these eight Trident submarines, 
you are doing that, spending that $7 
billion, for submarines which have a 
life expectancy of 5 to 8 years left. 

The Senate is going to live a long 
time before it has an opportunity to 
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save this kind of money and lose noth
ing. You are going to hear stories 
about how the submarines are going to 
have to get in closer, presumably to 
Russia, because the missiles will be 
carrying eight warheads. 

Let me ask this question. If that is a 
problem, why on God's green Earth do 
we now have 24 missiles with 8 war
heads on them? Why do we now patrol 
the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans with 24 
missiles, each with 8 warheads, if sud
denly this is such a critical thing on 
how close you get to your targets? 

But, do you know what the real 
clinker is on that argument? The C--4 
and the D-5 have exactly the same 
range. You lose nothing. And when you 
talk about 300 yards of accuracy in the 
nuclear business where you are talking 
about destroying square miles, totally 
devastating square miles, I submit buy
ing new missiles for the C--4 is sheer id
iocy, lunacy. 

Then you will hear, well, all our 
ships are not at sea all the time. It is 
true, 65 percent of the force is at sea, 
one or two are usually in overhaul, and 
the rest of them are on standby. Of the 
18 Trident submarines, 65 percent of 
them are at sea, on patrol, ready at all 
times and all but 2 of the 18 are ready 
to go. Those that are not at sea are 
ready to go. 

I will save some of my arguments on 
this. But the one point I want to make 
is to refute the arguments the Navy is 
making about why this is not a good 
idea. I have a letter from President 
Clinton, saying, I assume, essentially 
what the Navy told him to say, and 
that is this is not a good idea. But the 
Secretary of Defense, the President of 
the United States, our strategic com
mander and the Deputy Assistant Sec
retary of Defense-do you know what 
they say? "This is a great idea except 
for one thing. You are tinkering with 
the START agreement. We would have 
to renegotiate the START II treaty." 

Let me destroy that one for you. This 
agreement was executed in May 1991 
when George Bush was President and 
Mikhail Gorbachev headed up the So
viet Union. When they brought that 
agreement back to Russia, they first 
jumped on Gorbachev, the Parliament 
did, and later jumped on Yeltsin. They 
said, "You dummies, you have been 
outfoxed by the United States again. 
Don't you know why they want to put 
24 missiles on each one of those sub
marines and download to 4 warheads?" 
They said, "In the case of an emer
gency the United States can upload to 
eight warheads per missile in nothing 
flat. You have been snookered." 

So when people say to me you have 
to reexecute the agreement, or you 
have to submit this to the other repub
lics like Russia and the Ukraine and 
they may want something in return, I 
have two arguments on that. No. 1, I 
think the Russians would 10 times 
rather see us fill up 12 tubes on each 

submarine with concrete or whatever 
else, where we could not upload in a 
matter of days. If they are really upset 
about the fact that we could up load 
from 4 to 8 warheads, they would jump 
at the chance of an offer from us say
ing we are going to detube-that is 
what they call it, filling up the tubes
detube 12 tubes on the submarine. 

When people say to me the Russians 
will not accept it, I say, for $17 billion 
it sure will not hurt to ask. If they say 
no, you are the winner, I say to the 
Senator, Mr. President, and we spend 
the money and we buy the missiles, 
even though I will go to my grave 
knowing we did not need to. We will go 
ahead, as we did in the 1980's with the 
B-1 bomber, 24 of which will soon be 
taken out of service, 100 B-1 bombers 
that cost $28 billion and will hardly get 
off the ground. But because we were 
convinced the Russians were coming up 
the Potomac River any day, we voted 
for it wholesale. I did not. 

Then they come along with the B-2 
and they say, "Oh, it's stealthy." They 
did not tell us it was going to cost $2 
billion apiece. The first time I ever got 
a presentation on the B-2, it was going 
to be $300 million each. Then it goes to 
2 billion. 

Do you think the Senate cared? We 
did not care what it cost. Nobody was 
going to go home and run and tell his 
people that he was antidefense. Better 
still, he was not going to let his oppo
nent accuse him of being antidefense, 
and that lunatic buildup of defense in 
the 1980's cost us-cost us-at least $1.5 
trillion of the $3 trillion increase in the 
national debt. 

What did we get for it? The question 
has the answer in it. 

And so in this case-and the battle
ships. That is another one. Oh, that 
was a beauty. Some lobbyist in town 
did not know what else to do, so he de
cided we would take those old World 
War II rust-bucket battleships out of 
mothballs: The New Jersey, the Iowa, 
the Wisconsin, the Missouri-four of 
them. We were going to take them out 
of mothballs and retrofit them. 

That wonderful Missouri on which the 
Japanese surrendered to MacArthur in 
1945, take it out, spend a half billion 
dollars on it, take the New Jersey out, 
spend a half billion dollars on it. Sen
ator CHAFEE, of Rhode Island, and I 
stood on the floor and we almost 
dropped saying: "This is crazy. What 
are you talking about?" We might as 
well been hollering in a rain barrel for 
all the good it did. 

So we took those four battleships out 
of mothballs and spent close to $2 bil
lion. Do you know where they are now? 
Back in mothballs. 

Do you remember when the New Jer
sey pounded the shores of Lebanon? 
When you go to the Shouf Mountains 
in Lebanon today, do you know what 
the civilians talk about? How we 
slaughtered innocent men, women, and 
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children in the Shauf Mountains be
cause that battleship was so inac
curate . 

Of course, the first thing they discov
ered when they took it out of moth
balls and retrofitted it was that those 
16-inch guns shook everything out of 
kilter, so they had to go back and en
case it in rubber, and all that sort of 
thing, so they could use it. 

But the point is, time after time 
after time the U.S. Senate has had a 
chance to do something rational and 
sensible and save money, and we have 
steadfastly refused to do it. Battle
ships, B-1, B-2, and on it goes. And 
now, today, an opportunity to save 
$13.7 to $17.7 billion between October 1, 
1993, and October 1, 2010, and that does 
not count, Mr. President, the interest 
on the money we are going to borrow 
to do those things. Double that. 
Compound 41/ 2 percent interest on that 
$17 billion for 30 years and you wind up 
at $35 billion. 

I saw in the New York Times yester
day where the President is getting 
ready to send a rescission to the Con
gress. A rescission, of course, is the 
right to cancel spending that Congress 
has already appropriated. The story 
said the President is going to rec
ommend $10 to $15 billion in spending 
cuts. I do not mind telling you, I rec
ommended to the President 6 months 
ago during the debate on the stimulus 
package that he ought to send a king
size rescission over here, and it will 
give all the people who have been want
ing to embarrass the President an op
portunity to offer amendments and 
say, " Well, we ought to do this and we 
ought to do that." 

We can cut more spending than that. 
We heard all those arguments back 
during the debate on the deficit reduc
tion package: "Cut spending first. I 
would not mind voting for this deficit 
reduction package, but it does not have 
enough spending cuts in it." And so we 
come to the super collider and the 
space station and the National Endow
ment for Democracy, SDI, and now the 
D-5 missiles, and the same people who 
lamented and railed endlessly on the 
floor of this body about spending cuts 
could not find it in their hearts to vote 
to cut one single dime-not one. 

The Senate is back to the old stand 
doing business, a<;lding to the $4 trillion 
debt and going home and telling the 
folks something. I do not know what 
they tell the folks back home. 

Do you know another argument you 
are going to hear on this? The British 
have built four Trident submarines and 
they are buying the D-5 missile. Well, 
I think that is just wonderful, but I do 
not think the United States ought to 
be footing the bill to keep the line open 
buying missiles we do not need in order 
to accommodate the British. I think it 
is fine for the British to buy this. I 
think they are going to buy about 20 
over the next 4 years, which means 

they probably have enough to fill up 
the first three Trident submarines, and 
they have one more to go. 

Look at the savings right there . Now 
these are not figures that I just 
grabbed out of the air. These are fig
ures that come from the budget, from 
the Defense appropriations bill, from 
CBO, from the Navy's own in-house 
studies. I promise you they are accu
rate. 

If you detube the last 10 Trident sub
marines and say we are only going to 
put 12 missiles on those 10 submarines, 
you will cancel 133 missiles that the 
Navy intends to buy and that the 1994 
appropriations is a part of. So you can
cel those. Bear in mind, we already 
have-this is a point that I cannot 
make too many times-we already 
have enough missiles bought and paid 
for, that will be delivered by 1995, to 
take care of all of our needs under this 
option and give them five missiles to 
test every year for 20 years. But here is 
the first i tern: Cancel the 133 missiles, 
$45.7 million each. That "ain't" bean
bag. 

Everybody on this floor sends wish 
lists to the chairmen of the 13 appro
priations subcommittees. I am chair
man of the Agriculture Appropriations 
Committee, and I do not know how 
many requests I got. My guess would 
be somewhere in the vicinity of 1,000 
requests from the Members of the U.S. 
Senate: "Please give me a million for 
this; please give me $2 million for that; 
please give me $500,000 for this." 

And this year Senator BYRD, chair
man of the Appropriations Committee, 
had to warn all of us: You have to scale 
back. You do not have the money you 
have had in the past. You cannot dole 
out this pork the way you have been 
doing it. 

You think about one missile, $46 mil
lion. I could build five small, rural hos
pitals in my State for that amount of 
money. Education is failing this coun
try miserably, not the least of the rea
sons being a shortage of money-$46 
million for one missile. And here under 
this amendment we give the Congress a 
chance to do something. Cancel those, 
and do you know what that is worth: 
$6.1 billion. Add back to that the cost 
of filling in those 12 tubes on each sub
marine for $1 billion and your net sav
ings is $5.1 billion. That is real. That is 
real money. I have seen days I did not 
make $5.1 billion. 

And then you go ahead and cancel 
the backfitting of those eight sub
marines in the Pacific and do not buy 
the D-5 to put on those submarines. 
You save $8.6 to $12.6 billion with that 
one, and you lose nothing. 

This would be a good amendment if 
the Soviet Union were still intact. If 
we had executed this agreement, which 
we did with the Soviet Union, and the 
Soviet Union were still in business, 
this would be an excellent amendment. 
The fact that the Soviet empire has 

disintegrated makes it absolutely irre
sistible . 

So, Mr. President, there is your sav
ings. Cancel the program now; do not 
backfit the first eight submarines, 
your strategic forces in the Atlantic 
and the Pacific do not suffer one iota, 
and the taxpayers of America save 
from $13.7 to $17.7 billion. . 

Let me make one other observation. 
I have said it once but I wish to say it 
again. Nobody in the U.S. Senate has 
been more committed to arms agree
ments than I have been. John Heinz, 
our late departed brother from Penn
sylvania, PAT LEAHY, JOHN CHAFEE, 
and DALE BUMPERS stood on the floor 
the first 5 years Ronald Reagan was 
President of the United States and said 
even though the SALT Treaty has not 
been ratified, let us live by it until the 
Russians start violating it, and for 5 
years we succeeded in not breaking out 
of an unratified agreement. 

So I always have championed arms 
agreements. I am married to the sec
retary of peace. I would not have much 
choice, I guess, even if I had not felt 
strongly about this. She thinks she 
brought about the dissolution of the 
Soviet Union. I think she did make a 
contribution, but my point is this. Peo
ple say you are going to destroy the 
START agreement. You are destroying 
nothing. 

Now, Mr. President, let me make one 
topical statement before I finish. It has 
nothing to do with this amendment. It 
has to do with the Senate. 

It is tragic, is it not, when you are 
talking about the fate of the planet 
and there are roughly four or five Sen
ators in this Chamber and most of 
them will not have read the colleague 
letter sent out. 

Incidentally, I should say at this 
time I am very happy to have Senator 
DORGAN as a chief cosponsor, and he 
will be speaking on this amendment a 
little later. I am happy to have the 
Presiding Officer, from the great State 
of Wisconsin, as a chief cosponsor of 
this amendment. 

But my point is this. How do you 
reach the other Senators with this ar
gument? They are off doing other 
things. I am not really criticizing 
theni. Some of them are in committee 
meetings. I ought to be in the con
ference committee on Interior appro
priations right now. 

But this is a fairly complicated 
amendment. I discussed it in the Demo
cratic caucus yesterday, and I did the 
very best I could to simplify it. But I 
felt, when I left the caucus yesterday, 
there were a lot of Senators who did 
not really fully understand it. 

I also want to say you are going to 
hear a lot of Senators come into this 
Chamber and talk about patrols, the 
START agreement. Nobody is going to 
argue-the President did not and the 
Secretary of Defense did not-that we 
are placed at a military or strategic 
disadvantage if my amendment passes. 
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The Navy is going to say, well, this is 

the agreement we cut with the Rus
sians, that we download all of our mis
siles from eight warheads to four, so we 
need to stick with that agreement. It 
would just be a nightmare to go talk to 
the Ukrainians, the Byelorussians, and 
Russia, and so on. We do not want to do 
that. 

What you are saying is we do not 
want to save maybe $17 billion. 

Mr. President, I will have a few more 
things to say and I hope we can pos
sibly enter into a time agreement on 
the amendment. At this point I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise to 

support the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Arkansas, and to oppose 
any weakening amendments. I will 
speak only a few short minutes. 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
BUMPERS] has raised the sport of swim
ming upstream in the Senate to Olym
pic standards. I remember, early this 
year, when people were proudly wear
ing, on their dark suit lapels, pins that 
said "cut spending first." "Cut spend
ing first," that was the political battle 
cry early in this year. That was a bat
tle cry that became a chant, a mantra 
used during the deliberations on the 
budget. 

Well, we got through that period and 
then the Senator from Arkansas began 
to bring amendments to the floor of 
the Senate. He offered an amendment 
to cut over $30 million for the National 
Endowment for Democracy. How many 
people know that we give money to the 
national Republican Party, the na
tional Democratic Party, the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, and the AFL-
010 and urge them to take this around 
the world and do good work with it to 
promote democracy? The NED is the 
most colossally wasteful program in 
the entire world. The Senator from Ar
kansas brought that NED amendment; 
he offered an amendment to eliminate 
the space station, a project that cannot 
do what it was advertised, is running 
far over budget, and is not needed. The 
Senator wrote an amendment to elimi
nate the super collider; and now he is 
proposing an amendment to save $6 bil
lion by stopping production of the D-5 
missile. We would save $1 billion this 
fiscal year and $5 billion in later years. 

As I said, the Senator from Arkansas 
has made swimming upstream an art. 
Unfortunately, he and I and others who 
have helped him on these amendments 
have not always succeeded. That is be
cause wearing the pin that says "Cut 
Spending First" is easy. That is show
boating. Coming to the Senate floor, 
registering your judgment as an elect
ed representative of the people, and 
giving one of two answers, yes or no, to 
the specific amendments-that is 
where we determine how we spend the 
taxpayers' money. 

The amendment to eliminate funding 
for the National Endowment for De
mocracy failed. The amendment to cut 
the space station failed. The amend
ment to terminate the super collider 
failed. Here we are talking about tens 
of billions of dollars of future spending, 
which was voted for and supported by 
people who just months before had 
worn badges that said, "Cut Spending 
First." 

Now the Senator from Arkansas 
brings to the floor of the Senate a very 
simple amendment. He is proposing an 
amendment that would save about $6 
billion by stopping the production of a 
missile that we do not need. We will 
not sacrifice any of this country's secu
rity. We will not diminish this coun
try's preparedness. We will simply save 
money. 

There is an almost irresistible tide in 
the Congress of the United States to 
spend money. That is because all 
spending has a constituency: In this 
case it is the Navy. The Navy and con
tractors and others who are involved in 
the production of the D-5 will come up 
with a range of arguments suggesting 
that this would not be a wise course. 
They will list the reasons why we need 
to continue to fund production of this 
missile. 

But let me remind my colleagues of 
one central fact. We will borrow slight
ly less than $1 billion today. But that 
is not peculiar to this day. That is true 
of every day this year. Every single 
day this year, the Federal Government 
will borrow $1 billion in order to sup
port spending for which it has not col
lected revenue. That is not just work
days or weekdays. That is every day, 7 
days a week, every week, every month. 
All year we are going to borrow money 
in order to spend it on a range of pro
grams. Some of these programs are 
critically important to the American 
people. Some of them are terribly 
wasteful. 

We face a fiscal crisis in this country. 
The Senator from Arkansas proposes 
one modification, one change, without 
sacrificing security, without sacrific
ing preparedness. We can save $6 bil
lion. Now is the time for us to take a 
look at the merits of these arguments 
and say, is there an irresistible need to 
keep spending money we do not have 
on things we do not need? Or should we 
not from time to time take a look at 
the merits of these amendments and 
decide yes, this makes sense, now is 
the time to cut back? Cutting spending 
is real. It is more than just a chant. 

I want to commend again the Sen
ator from Arkansas for this amend
ment, and tell him I not only support 
it, but I also support it enthusiasti
cally. This amendment makes good 
sense. 

Let me say to the chairman of the 
subcommittee, the Senator from Ha
waii, I understand the job he does. He 
has done a wonderful job for many 

years. It is not easy to allocate scarce 
resources among those who have un
limited wants and needs. However, in 
this instance I think the Senator from 
Arkansas has proposed an amendment 
that will warrant attention and sup
port by the entire Senate, and I hope 
we will see this amendment pass today. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I find no 

pleasure in rising to speak in opposi
tion to this amendment. 

May I say at the outset that the sta
tistics and numbers presented by the 
very distinguished Senator from Ar
kansas are correct. They are based 
upon numbers and statistics presented 
by the Department of Defense. The 
only area that may be · questionable 
would be the dollar figures. But I be
lieve that this is a fun dam en tal issue 
involved there, not in this amendment 
alone but in the bill before us. And the 
issue is the question: Have we, the in
habitants of this planet, reached the 
stage of development in which we can 
assure ourselves that peace is finally 
upon us? That is the question before 
this House . 

I will agree with everyone here that 
defense spending has been painful and 
expensive, but we must also admit that 
since the end of World War II, becam,e 
we were willing to spend this money, 
our people have not had to suffer the 
agony and the misery of a world war. 

Yes, we have had Grenada, Panama, 
Lebanon, and the desert war, but none 
of the magnitude of World War I and 
World War II. 

Yes, the wall is no more. It is now a 
place for souvenir hunters to pick up 
bits of concrete. The Soviet Union that 
we knew 5 years ago is part of history. 
But yet, Mr. President, I think we 
should be aware at this moment that 
the Russian Government is still pro
ducing and procuring multiple warhead 
ICBM's, intercontinental ballistic mis
siles, at a time when they are telling 
us they are poor and destitute. Mr. 
President, they are still producing and 
procuring multiple warhead ICBM's. 

The question is why? At this moment 
the nuclear arsenal of the Russians is 
greater than that of the United States. 
That is fact. Mr. President, when the 
wall came down, there was sudden eu
phoria in this Nation. Many believed 
that the long-sought peace was finally 
upon us. 

And back to the point, 10 months be
fore Desert Storm, all of us, Members 
of this Senate, our intelligence com
munity, were convinced that the Mid
dle East had finally reached that state 
of grace. Decisions were made by the 
Department of Defense to dismantle 
the central command, put it out of 
business. It was no longer needed. Deci
sions had been made to retire General 
Schwarzkopf, that his services were no 
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longer necessary. But there are some of 
us who felt otherwise. But I think we 
should remind ourselves that many of 
our colleagues had very pleasant visits 
with Saddam Hussein. And many of our 
colleagues returned to this floor to de
clare, in ringing terms, what a great 
person Saddam Hussein was, that he 
was the "Prince of Peace." But then we 
found ourselves in a shooting war. 

Last evening, I watched a program on 
one of our networks, and it spoke of 
the strange mystery of a squad of men 
in the Na val Reserve. These men had 
served in the desert, and all of them 
came down with strange ailments. Now 
one of the agencies of this Government 
is suggesting that they are victims of 
chemical biological warfare. 

Mr. President, I wish I could come 
before this body and assure my col
leagues that there is peace; that we can 
further cut defense. In the last 5 years, 
we have cut out $100 billion. Three 
years ago, we had 2.1 million men and 
women in uniform; today, it is 1.4 mil
lion. Yes, we are cutting down defense. 
But the question is: Have we reached a 
stage where we can cut further? 

I wish I could tell my colleagues that 
we need not lose any sleep over the Ko
reans. I have no idea what the leaders 
of North Korea have in mind. What 
about India and Pakistan? Are they 
embracing each other? Why are they 
producing nuclear devices? Is it for en
ergy production, or is it for weapons 
production? Mr. President, I have no 
answers. I wish I had the good sense to 
be like some of my colleagues and say, 
"Do not worry; peace is upon us." 

Mr. President, I was prepared to ac
cept the amendment as it was origi
nally drafted. The original draft of this 
amendment included a phrase that read 
as follows: "* * *or until the President 
has certified to Congress that such 
cause of action would not be in the na
tional interest." 

I think this would cover cir
cumstances of uncertainty. I think all 
of us should keep in mind that though 
communism as a threat may not be a 
viable one this day, we do have another 
threat, and that is uncertainty. 

So, Mr. President, I wish to amend 
the pending amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1028 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1027 

(Purpose: To reduce the amount of funding 
provided for the Trident II Missile program) 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. 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 Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] pro

poses an amendment numbered 1028 to 
amendment No. 1027. 

Before the period add the following: "or 
until the President has certified to Congress 
that such course of action would not be in 
the national interest". 

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
hopeful that the Senator from Arkan
sas will see fit to restore this language 
to his amendment. I join the Senator 
from Hawaii in expressing a reluctance; 
we have to really support funding for 
these continued funds for systems such 
as this. But we do so because it is the 
request of the administration, and it 
also is the request of those who tell us 
what we need to maintain our defenses. 

At one time, the Senator from Ar
kansas was speaking and said that we 
"could have our money." I am sure our 
friend from Arkansas meant the Sen
ator from Hawaii and this Senator. If 
we could possibly do so, we would shift 
this money to other problems that we 
work every day to solve. I want to as
sure the Senator from Arkansas that 
we do not present these systems to the 
Senate because this is something that 
will benefit us or benefit our States, or 
in any way because of a commitment 
to continued production of systems we 
do not need. 

I am convinced that we must con
tinue to maintain these systems, to 
have these weapons, until the peace, as 
the Senator from Hawaii has indicated, 
is actually here. 

Furthermore, I believe that the sys
tems that we have financed in the past, 
as the Senator from Hawaii has sa.id, 
did in fact bring about the changes 
that we have seen in the world, because 
we had demonstrated our willingness 
to defend ourselves and to meet every 
challenge that was offered by the 
former Soviet Union. 

Brit, in my judgment, this amend
ment of the Senator from Arkansas, 
without the clause that the distin
guished chairman of the subcommittee 
asked to be reinserted, could not be ac
cepted and ought not to be adopted by 
the Senate. To put us in the position 
where the President of the United 
States would have to make an offer to 
the former Soviet Union, and the Rus
sians would have to accept it in order 
to change the policy of the United 
States, I think is wrong at this time. 

So I say to our friend from Arkansas 
that the original amendment was an 
amendment that we could accept. It 
still would maintain the control of the 
President of the United States as Com
mander in Chief over the future of this 
system. 

As such, I would not have any objec
tion to it in that form. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, first 

of all, I want to say that I sit on the 
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, 
which my very good friend, the Senator 
from Hawaii, chairs, and of which my 
good friend from Alaska is ranking 
member. 

There are no two Senators for whom 
I have a higher respect and a greater 
personal friendship. 

These things really transcend friend
ships, and they understand that and I 
understand that. It has nothing to do 
with the way we feel about each other. 
It has to do with basic disagreements 
about the way we spend money. 

I want to especially thank the Sen
ator from Hawaii, the distinguished 
chairman of the committee, for saying 
that my figures are generally correct. 

I must say, when you consider the 
fact that the chairman of the commit
tee does not challenge the fact that we 
have an opportunity to save between 
$13. 7 and $17. 7 billion between now and 
the year 2010-and when you compute 
the interest at 4Y2 percent for 35 years 
on that amount of money, compute it 
from the day we are going to spend it, 
the savings reach almost $35 billion 
-when you consider the fact that we 
have here this morning the oppor
tunity to save $35 billion, for a Nation 
that is hopelessly and deeply in debt, 
whose problems are not being solved 
but continue to escalate, but more im
portantly, the saving of $35 to $40 bil
lion, and losing nothing militarily or 
strategically, I submit to you, Mr. 
President, the U.S. Senate has never 
had such a perfect opportunity. 

I listened very carefully to my good 
friends from Alaska and Hawaii for 
some rationale for spending this 
money. I listened very carefully, hop
ing that they would say we lose some
thing militarily or strategically or our 
forces or our Nation is going to be 
placed a b_ risk if this amendment is 
adopted. None of that. 

I do not think they feel this way, but 
I can tell you there is a sort of mindset 
in this place that you have to keep 
these lines open, you just have to keep 
spending money for something. 

The Senator from Hawaii said some
thing that I do disagree with partially 
when he said, yes, defense spending is 
painful, but went ahead to say it is 
necessary for the security of the coun
try. I disagree with that. I do not think 
defense spending is painful. I think the 
defense of the Nation ought to be ut
most in every Senator's mind. 

What I find painful is spending 
money senselessly. What I find painful 
are things like the B-1 bomber and the 
B-2 bomber and spending $35 billion on 
missiles that we do not need to spend 
and lose nothing by saving. 

One of the reasons that is painful to 
me is because this great Nation of ours 
is in decline by any measurement you 
want to use, economically, politically, 
socially, culturally. 

I tell high school and college kids in 
graduation speeches and other times I 
talk to them, we have even lost the art 
of saying, thank you, please, excuse 
me, pardon me, I am sorry. We do not 
even do that anymore. We get out of 
the car and blow someone away if they 
honk their horn at you. If that is not a 
cultural deterioration of the Nation, I 
do not know what is. 
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We have an educational system that 

is failing us miserably. Everybody 
knows it. If you do not believe it, do 
you know where our 10th graders stand 
in math and science against the other 
16 developed nations of the planet? 
Last, dead last. Do you want to know 
where we stand in social studies, geog
raphy, history, philosophy? Thirteenth 
out of seventeen developed nations. 

What is the principal topic of con
versation in America today? Heal th 
care reform. Do you know what the 
principal topic of that is? The cost. 
People say, well, the White House is de
luding us. They say it is going to cost 
more than we think it is going to cost. 

I would like to say to Hillary Clin
ton, a dear woman, and I am proud to 
call her a good friend-I want to say, 
"Hillary, why don't you help me save 
$35 billion to help pay for your heal th 
care plan?" I am not going to try to in
volve her in this. This is really the 
President's bailiwick. What I am say
ing is we talk about how we are going 
to provide heal th care for everybody in 
the country and how we cannot afford 
it, and we walk in here and cavalierly 
vote against an amendment that would 
save $13 to $17 billion. 

You know what is painful to me? It is 
our priorities. We have an uncertain 
economy. We consider ourselves a great 
Nation, and listen to this. The highest 
crime rate of any nation on Earth? Not 
Colombia, South Africa, Russia, or 
China. They are not in our league. 
That is a fact. Our crime rate exceeds 
any other nation. We overtook Colom
bia 2 years ago, the drug nation of the 
planet, and our crime rate is greater 
than theirs. 

I read someplace where Hillary Clin
ton said after heal th care she would 
like to become involved in that. I 
would certainly like for her to. She is 
a brilliant woman. Maybe she can give 
us some ideas. 

But I can tell you the crime rate is 
basic, aided and abetted by television 
and Hollywood. I do not care how long 
and hard they protest. That is a part of 
the reason-maybe the main reason
for the crime rate of this country. 

And as to public broadcasting, the 
only sane television still available to 
us has lost viewership every year for 4 
years now. Someone will call and say 
that is wrong. Maybe it is. I hope it is. 
If I were raising children, I would block 
off every channel except Discovery, 
A&E, and PBS. 

But that is not what this amendment 
is about. This amendment is about 
spending money senselessly and waste
fully. 

You did not hear anybody say, Sen
ator, the Russians are going to come 
and get us if this amendment is adopt
ed. You did not hear anybody say we 
need more warheads, because we are 
talking about precisely the same num
ber of warheads that are in the bill, 
that are in the START agreement. We 

are just talking about how you are 
going to equip our submarines so we 
come out with 1,728 warheads. You can 
do it the Navy's way or you can do it 
my way and save $17 billion, and the 
Senator from Hawaii does not deny the 
figure. 

And 25 percent of the children in this 
country-you think about this-25 per
cent of the children in this country are 
living in households below the poverty 
rate. Do you think you are going to get 
crime in this country under control 
when that situation exists? 

Shame of the Nation. Shame, shame 
of the Nation. 

In the 1950's, we began improving the 
plight of the elderly. You know the el
derly poverty rate in this Nation used 
to be 25 percent in the 1950's. Now it is 
down to about 11 percent because of So
cial Security, Medicare, and cost-of
living increases, and we beat our chests 
because we are proud of it. And while 
we did that, the most vulnerable 
among us, our children, who do not 
vote-they do not vote, so we do not 
hear their cries-and 25 percent of 
them, one out of every four children in 
the country are living below the pov
erty line. 

Do you think you are going to deal 
with the crime rate? Have you heard 
people talking about how the President 
wants to put 100,000 more police on the 
street and the people are saying how 
are you going to pay for it? That is a 
very good question. 

Mr. President, I have $17 billion for 
you. All you have to do, Mr. President, 
is say you think this is a good idea and 
you have picked up $17 billion, and 
counting interest over the next 35 
years, $35 billion. That just does not 
seem like it ought to be too tough. If I 
were President of the United States I 
would jump on that like a chicken 
after a June bug. I would pick up the 
phone and I would call old Boris and I 
would say, "Boris, have I got a deal for 
you." You know what Boris would say? 
"That sounds good to me." But nobody 
wants to give Boris Yeltsin the chance 
to say that because we have to keep 
the line open. 

Mr. President, I do not know of any
thing else I would say about this. Some 
people love to talk about the deficit, 
which you simply cannot get them to 
deal with. They are not I'eally serious. 
It is all rhetorical. We go home and tell 
the chamber of commerce how terrible 
it is. 

Incidentally, let me just say one 
other thing that is something of an in
dictment of the U.S. Senate. You know 
the House of Representatives keeps 
killing all these programs and cutting 
spending and the Senate keeps resur
recting them. They killed the National 
Endowment for Democracy by an over
whelming vote, and when I offered the 
same amendment here, I got 23 votes. 
Mr. President, that is the least number 
of votes I have ever gotten in 19 years 
since I have been in the Senate. 

Someone said, well, Senator, the Na
tional Endowment for Democracy is 
giving somebody a grant and Mrs. 
Bumpers is going to go to Russia with 
this group. And I said Mrs. Bumpers 
can stay home. I got 23 votes. 

And the House killed the super 
collider by 130 votes. What did we do? 
We resurrected it, 57 to 42. They almost 
killed the space station, lacked 1 vote 
killing the space station in the House 
while we voted overwhelmingly to res
urrect that sucker, even though there 
is not one Member in the Senate who 
can tell you what the space station is 
going to do. They cannot tell you what 
it looks like . They cannot tell you 
when we are going to deploy it. Noth
ing. You know, I think if I had said 
during that debate, "We have been kid
ding you all this time; there is no such 
thing as a space station, no work has 
ever been done; that $8 billion went for 
parties, whiskey and cigarettes, there 
is no space station," I do not think the 
vote would have changed one iota. 

People walk in here determined to 
vote for those things, regardless of 
what the debate is . 

I started, and did not finish, a train 
of thought earlier about how many 
Senators are going to pour through 
that door and vote on this amendment 
without a clue as to what this debate 
has been about; about how much sav
ings; nothing. 

In all fairness, the House defeated 
this amendment by 230, I think, to 183. 

Well, Mr. President, I was going to 
offer another amendment, but I think 
it would be good for the Senate to vote 
on this, just because I think it would 
be educational for the people to come 
in here and at least know what they 
are voting on. 

The Senator from Hawaii has been 
trying to be cooperative. I want him to 
know I appreciate that. I think a roll
call vote will be heal thy for all of us. 

With that, Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the second-degree 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KERRY). Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

any further debate? 
If not, the question is on agreeing to 

the amendment of the Senator from 
Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] to the amendment 
of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
BUMPERS]. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen
ator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD] and 
the Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN
STEIN] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Califor
nia [Mrs. FEINSTEIN] would vote "yea." 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is 
necessarily absent. 
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I further announce that, if present 

and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote "nay." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 63, 
nays 34, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Breaux 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dole 
Domenici 

[Rollcall Vote No. 309 Leg.] 
YEAS--63 

Faircloth McCain 
Ford McConnell 
Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Gorton Moynihan 
Graham Murkowski 
Gramm Murray 
Gregg Nickles 
Hatch Nunn 
Heflin Packwood 
Helms Pressler 
Hollings Robb 
Hutchison Rockefeller 
Inouye Shelby 
Kassebaum Simon 
Kempthorne Simpson 
Kennedy Smith 
Levin Specter 
Lieberman Stevens 
Lott Thurmond 

Duren berger Lugar Wallop 
Exon Mack Warner 

NAYS-34 

Boren Grassley Mitchell 
Boxer Harkin Pell 
Bradley J effords Pryor 
Brown Johnston Reid 
Bryan Kerrey Riegle 
Bumpers Kerry Roth 
Byrd Kohl Sarbanes 
Conrad Lau ten berg Sasser 
Daschle Leahy Wellstone 
DeConcini Mathews Wofford 
Dorgan Metzenbaum 
Feingold Mikulski 

NOT VOTING---3 

Dodd Feinstein Hatfield 

So the amendment (No. 1028) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. 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. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the underlying amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to amendment No. 1027, as 
amended. 

The amendment (No. 1027), as amend
ed, was agreed to . 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1029 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] pro

poses an amendment numbered 1029. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. 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 91, beginning on line 11 , delete the 

text of s ection 8051 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following : " Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, a qualified Indian tribal or 
Alaska Native Corporation which enters into 
a joint venture with a qualified small busi
n ess concern shall not be denied the oppor
tunity to compete for and be awarded a pro
curement contract to supply a produc t under 
the program provided for by section 2323 of 
title 10, United States Code, solely because 
the Indian tribal or Alaska Native Corpora
tion is not the actual manufacturer or proc
essor of the product to be supplied." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the committee amendments 
are set aside temporarily. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared on both 
sides. We are prepared to accept it. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is an 
acceptable amendment dealing with 
the problems of Indian tribes in con
tracting with the Department of De
fense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1029) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise, 
first of all, to thank the senior Senator 
from Arkansas for his efforts on the 
last amendment. I regret, once again, 
we did not succeed in making an obvi
ous cut, but we have to proceed 
through this bill and try to succeed on 
some of the other amendments. 

As we consider the fiscal year 1994 de
fense appropriations bill, I think more 
and more people need to come out here 
and speak about another matter that is 
integral to our national security, and 
that is the Federal deficit. 

At the end of the cold war, we can 
and should reduce and eliminate cost
ly, irrelevant and anachronistic 
projects in the defense budget, as well 
as excessive costs within the Depart
ment itself. I think this is part and 
parcel of the peace dividend. The peace 
dividend was promised to the American 
people who had to pay, in the first 
place, for the military buildup against 
the Soviet Union. By 1991 and 1992, the 
Bush administration tried to basically 
create an impression that the United 
States military had been drastically 
cut back to adjust to the end of the 
cold war. But, of course, the reality is 
that this country still sustained a 
roughly $280 billion in defense outlays 
in the 1993 budget when President Bush 
left office and the military has not 

really undergone the structural 
changes called for in a new world secu
rity situation. 

As President Clinton came into of
fice, he made, I think, a genuine effort 
to address the ·crisis of deficit reduc
tion and called for even more defense 
cuts. I congratulate the chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee for at 
least bringing down defense appropria
tions by more than $13 billion in this 
bill from last year's enacted level of 
$253 billion down to $239 billion for fis
cal year 1994. These are the kinds of 
cuts we need. But I would suggest we 
consider even deeper reductions as de
mands on military spending decrease. 

We should not only trim the military 
budget, we should also, Mr. President, 
restructure a meaner, leaner force 
which adjusts to national security 
threats, and we should also clean up 
the Department which, over the years, 
has developed some wasteful, if not 
strange, procurement policies and a 
number of slush funds, like the M ac
counts. 

This year when Secretary of Defense 
Les Aspin proposed the defense budget, 
he acknowledged that given time con
straints, this budget was what he 
called the treading water budget. Mr. 
President, I think given our deficit 
problem, we cannot have a treading 
water year for the U.S. Senate. 

The Bottom-Up Review of Secretary 
Aspin recently completed was intended 
to provide a fresh look at the mission, 
structure, and cost of the U.S. Armed 
Forces. It concluded that American na
tional security apparatus must be con
figured to fight two conventional wars 
at the same time. For example, Iraq 
and North Korea. Now, that is a dra
matically different mission than com
bating a high-technology nuclear 
threat of another superpower. 

However, this DOD budget we are 
considering today does not reflect that 
dramatic difference. It is still extraor
dinarily high at $239 billion. In com
bination with other components of the 
military budget, such as military pro
grams within the Department of En
ergy, military spending in space pro
grams, intelligence accounts, addi
tional military retirement pay and vet
erans benefits, our spending, though re
duced somewhat significantly, is still 
out of control. Our military strategy 
must assume that the United States 
can deter potential adversaries in areas 
vital to our interests. We do have to re
spond to threats which may endanger 
an entire region. We do have to reas
sure our friends and allies, particularly 
in the Pacific, Eurasia, the Middle 
East, and Latin America, that we still 
support regional security. 

Mr. President, we have to reinforce 
deterrence by maintaining the sum 
level of strategic nuclear capability, 
and I accept and agree that we have to 
promote some sort of collective secu
rity to address international problems. 
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These goals are also articulated in 

the Bottom-Up Review which describes 
several different threats to U.S. na
tional security interests, including eco
nomic interests and competition, nu
clear proliferation and, of course, what 
we have seen a great deal of in this 
past year, ethnic conflicts. 

While these are all very serious-
they are dangerous threats; they are 
challenging problems-these issues do 
not, fortunately, always require mili
tary solutions or a major military-in
dustrial-scientific complex of the cur
rent size to address them. The Bottom
Up Review also named several poten
tially hostile countries, and states: 

Regional threats against which our forces 
have been sized in this study are the follow
ing kinds of countries: Iraq, Iran, North 
Korea, Syria, Libya, maybe Cuba. 

Mr. President, I submit that al
though this is a concern, this is hardly 
the superpower threat of the Soviet 
Union which we once did face. 

A look at the 1992 annual military 
spending of these six countries reveals 
that combined, they spent less than 8 
cents to every dollar the United States 
expended on its military forces. Our 
Armed Forces have more than twice as 
many tanks, aircraft, and helicopters 
as all six of these potential enemies 
have combined. Beyond that, none of 
these countries possess seagoing navies 
which can even rival the U.S. forces. 

Nonetheless, according to the Bot
tom-Up Review, these threats require, 
somehow, the United States to main
tain its current production of cold-war 
weaponry and its present level of mili
tary forces. In other words, Mr. Presi
dent, it promotes unacceptably high 
levels of defense and deficit spending 
and too much continued support of the 
military-scientific-industrial complex 
which is overburdening our Federal 
deficit and causing far too much spend
ing. 

When we have voted upon cuts for 
several massive spending projects in 
this body-and these cuts have been 
most often proposed by the very able 
senior Senator from Arkansas-when 
we have tried to eliminate such things 
as the space station, the superconduct
ing super collider, the GWEN commu
nications system, we have in all but 
four cases this year voted to maintain 
the programs and, in most cases, to 
maintain them at the current levels. 

Furthermore, I know of several cases 
where Senators were not even willing 
to go to the floor with their proposals 
for cuts because they knew for sure the 
votes just would not be there. So de
spite the end of the Soviet threat, de
spite the repeated acknowledgements 
that we must overhaul our military, 
despite all the national attention that 
has been focused on the Federal deficit, 
the fact remains that the U.S. Depart
ment of Defense is still a huge bureau 
commanding the most powerful mili
tary in the world by a substantial mar
gin. 

Just as one example, according to the 
respected journal, Defense News, in 
1992, the United States spent $282.6 bil
lion on defense, although the United 
Kingdom, certainly not the size of the 
United States but an important mili
tary partner, spent only $42.1 billion, 
about one-seventh of the United States 
defense budget. 

In 1993, the United States will spend 
$259 billion, compared to China, now 
defined as one of the leading security 
threats, which spent $30 to $45 billion, 
according to Pentagon estimates. By 
1992, U.S. military spending claimed al
most 60 percent of all Federal discre
tionary funding, and that is about 5 
percent of the entire U.S. gross domes
tic product. Military products were, 
after agriculture, Mr. President, the 
second-largest U.S. export. Furth~r
more, the Defense Department is the 
largest Department of the Federal Gov
ernment, employing over a third of all 
civilian employees. 

Mr. President, now that the cold war 
is over, the Pentagon and the defense 
contractors are fighting very hard 
against reduction. Rather than prepar
ing for a generalized European war, 
which perpetuated the military-indus
trial-scientific complex for 50 years, 
the search is now on for new justifica
tions for military spending. Like so 
many other constituencies I have wit
nessed this year, this industry is really 
fighting for the status quo. They are 
fighting against change. They, of 
course, want us to make the reductions 
elsewhere. 

Mr. President, we are in a different 
age, in a drastically different time 
than the cold war years, which 
precipitated all this spending. We can
not afford to continue programs simply 
because there is a good enough reason 
to continue them. Rather, we must 
continue programs because we abso
lutely need them. We must prioritize 
all Government-funded programs and 
fund only those which are absolutely 
vital. That is really all we can afford, 
and we have to start making those 
hard decisions. · 

Just as we are swallowing hard medi
cine for domestic programs, we have to 
start setting some much tougher, some 
very high standards for continuing 
many of these defense contracts. 

We will hear many arguments today 
that we must protect one program be
cause of the jobs it will save in one 
State or many States. As powerful an 
argument as this is, and it is often very 
compelling from a human point of 
view, I have to say this is not the pur
pose of the Defense appropriations bill. 
The defense bill is supposed to finance 
our national security. Digging deeper 
into the empty Federal pockets is not 
national defense. Asking taxpayers 
throughout the country to finance the 
jobs of only the defense industry is not 
fair, and it does not serve our national 
security. 

Mr. President, it is time we climb out 
from under the heavy cloak of national 
security and take advantage of the end 
of the cold war; that we take this op
portunity to address the other national 
security crises which threaten us, our 
children, and our grandchildren. 

Toward that end, Mr. President, I 
will support a number of amendments 
to this bill which could greatly reduce 
our defense spending and, in my view, 
begin to right-size the military to fit 
all of our national security needs. 

The first, of course, is the amend
ment that we just attempted on the 
Trident missile. I will not go into the 
details, but I just again express my dis
appointment that we were not able to 
make the very reasonable cut the Sen
ator from Arkansas proposed. But let 
me move on to other items that will 
come before us. 

Ballistic missile defense. Last 
month, the Senate did vote to reduce 
spending for ballistic missile defense, 
formerly known as SDI. That was one 
of few bright moments in terms of defi
cit reduction I have seen out here this 
year. We reduced it to $3 billion, and I 
applaud the committee's recommenda
tion to bring it down even a little fur
.ther, to $2.8 billion. 

However, where this bill recommends 
$684 million for one part of the BMD, 
the so-called limited defense system, 
formerly known as national missile de
fense, the Bottom-Up Review itself 
only calls for $600 million of LDS fund
ing. I think the amendment of the Sen
ator from Arkansas to cut $84 million 
from the LDS budget makes good fiscal 
sense and is consistent with the admin
istration's projections for BMD. So I 
urge my colleagues to support that. 

I also urge my colleagues, later in 
the day, hopefully, to support the 
amendment on the intelligence budget. 
This has been another source of bloated 
spending, mostly because, as it was 
covered in a black budget, it lacked the 
transparency and the scrutiny of the 
public. Without a doubt, though, it 
benefited from the national security 
spending frenzy which characterized 
the entire cold-war era. 

Despite the end of the cold war, the 
unclassified intelligence budget for 
DIA, NSA, the CIA, and other depart
ments still sits at $28 billion a year. 
This was the same as last year. Our un
classified intelligence budget is almost 
as great as all of the military budget of 
France, and is greater than the entire 
military budgets of Italy, North Korea, 
and Israel, according to the CIA. 

Senator BUMPERS' amendment in this 
area would reduce the intelligence 
budget by $400 million. It is really only 
less than 1 percent. But it would cut 
the intelligence budget, just as other 
budgets have been cut. 

I do not see how this would prevent 
the United States from continuing to 
do the important things it must do in 
the intelligence area such as tracking 
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arms shipments, monitoring prolifera
tion activities, and following various 
activities in other countries. 

To meet these reductions, I would 
also support many of Senator MoY
NIHAN's suggestions to adjust our clas
sification systems to make them more 
reasonable. I was also intrigued by his 
proposal to abolish the CIA not only as 
a cold-war relic, but also as a redun
dant agency given the intelligence bu
reaus throughout the Government. 

THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE 
While there are solid strategic rea

sons to continue theater missile de
fense, we can help defray the costs with 
the support of our allies who also bene
fit from their deployment. Senator 
SASSER's amendment on TMD 
burdensharing addresses both of our 
national security problems: Tactical 
ballistic missile threats and the Fed
eral deficit. 

The Sasser amendment takes an 
original view toward U.S. military re
sponsibility in the post-cold-war world. 
Since the inception of SDI in 1983, the 
United States has spent about $32.5 bil
lion on ballistic missile research and 
development, according to the Congres
sional Research Service. In 1993 alone 
we spent $1.1 billion-a 500-percent in
crease in just 3 years. 

Our allies, on the other hand, have 
expended only $500 million on the pro
gram since 1983. Yet theater range mis
siles pose a greater threat to our allies 
in Europe, Asia, and the Middle East 
than they do to U.S. interests. 

We need their help in funding this 
program. The administration requested 
$1.8 billion for theater missile defense 
in fiscal year 1994, and has indicated its 
support for a $12 billion TMD Program 
over the next 6 years. I am not arguing 
about the importance of this program; 
I am just saying that we have an op
portunity to lessen the Defense burden 
on our budget, and we should seize that 
opportunity today. 

Under the Sasser amendment Con
gress would budget annual TMD spend
ing levels to address the threat to our 
national security. The United States 
would fund 80 percent of that amount, 
and our allies would cover 20 percent in 
fiscal year 1995, with their portion in
creasing over time. 

There is a provision included in this 
amendment which would permit the 
President to waive the payment re
quirement if it is in our national inter
est. 

Mr. President, this amendment of the 
Senator from Tennessee is a creative 
amendment, designed to address the 
same multilateral security arrange
ments we are experimenting with in 
many parts of the world. It comes at 
almost no cost, and potentially saves 
us hundreds of millions of dollars. I 
hope very much that it will be adopted 
by the Senate. 

" SEAWOLF" SUBMARINE 
Mr. President, I was not here last 

year when the Congress decided to 

build 21/z Seawolf submarines, but I am 
aware of the debate about the pro
gram's overall relevance in the post
cold-war world and the cost effective
ness of the program. The solution the 
Congress crafted was certainly inter
es ting, and seems to have put off the 
sensitive debate on the third boat. This 
year we will have an opportunity to 
vote on funding for the half a boat 
funded last year. 

While the first two boats are under 
construction-and unfortunally well 
above cost at that--! do not see the 
benefit of terminating the program 
right out. However, construction on 
the third SeawoZf-which is only par
tially funded as is that we have an op
portunity. We should rescind those 
funds now and save the money, rather 
than be put in the awkward position 
later of having to finish something we 
probably should not be starting in the 
first place. 

Finally, Mr. President, I am inter
ested in and am supportive of the 
amendments that will hopefully be 
coming before this body today on the 
administrative procedures. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 
In addition to program rightsizing, 

we should also take advantage of this 
opportunity to streamline administra
tive procedures at the Department of 
Defense. I complement my colleagues 
Senators GLENN, PRYOR, and GRASSLEY, 
particularly, for their work in trying 
to cleanup the Pentagon procurement 
system, which is by far one of the most 
obscure, complex, and Byzantine sys
tems around. 

The great advantage of the dissolu
tion of the Soviet Union for America is 
that we should now be able to profit 
from the vast resources we have in this 
country. Unfortunately, though, for 
decades we will be paying the interest 
alone on the costs of the cold war and 
the military-industrial-scientific com
plex it spawned. It is a shame that we 
are throwing away those resources. It 
is a lost opportunity to only tread 
water this year. We have the chance to 
reverse that this year and next by cut
ting waste, by cutting programs which 
just have not fulfilled their mission, 
and by cutting programs whose mis
sions have been fulfilled. If we can con
trol our deficit spending, then maybe 
we can begin to truly benefit from 
what does matter. 

I would like to con.cl ude by express
ing it through the words of President 
Eisenhower who said in April 1953: 

Every gun that is made, every warship 
launched, every rocket fired, signifies, in the 
final sense, a theft from those who hunger 
and are not fed, those who are cold and are 
not clothed. This world in arms is not spend
ing money alone; it is spending the sweat of 
its laborers, the genius of its scientists, and 
the hopes of its children. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN] is rec
ognized. 

Mr. McCAIN Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator that there is 
a committee amendment pending at 
the present time. 

Mr. McCAIN Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
committee amendment be temporarily 
set aside. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1030 

(Purpose: To limit the use of funds for the 
SSN-21 attack submarine program) 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN], 

for himself, Mr. D'AMATO, and Mr. SMITH, 
proposes an amendment numbered 1030. 

On page 157, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 8142. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this or any other Act, the total 
amount obligated or expended for procure
ment under the SSN-21 attack submarine 
program may not exceed $4,673,371,000. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the pur
pose of this amendment is simple. It is 
to cap the expenditure of funds for the 
purpose of constructing the SSN-21 and 
SSN-22. I have always stated that 
America requires a balance of the right 
kinds of weapons systems and plat
forms for our national defense. Sub
marines are part of that balance. 

Submarines are valuable contribu
tors to special operations, can contrib
ute to overland strike warfare, and are 
critical to the maintenance of sealane 
control. 

Submarines are now and probably al
ways will be an important part of our 
force structure. Although I have stren
uously objected to the program in the 
past, Seawolf has been made a part of 
that force structure, and so be it. I 
know our brave submariners will do 
their best to make the program work. 

However, Mr. President, the time has 
come to put an end to any further cost 
growth of the Seawolf Program. This 
program is typical of what happens 
when pork barrel projects are author
ized. They grow far beyond their origi
nal cost and live on indefinitely. 

As I stated earlier, the Seawolf Pro
gram has grown more expensive since 
its inception, seemingly by the day. In 
a letter dated July 22, 1993 from Vice 
Admiral Owens, he stated that the 
Seawolf Program construction costs 
were $4.45 billion for the SSN-21 and 
SSN-22. That was in July. Then on Sep
tember 13, in a letter to Senator NUNN 
and Congressman DELLUMS, the Sec
retary of the Navy stated that the 
costs were now up to $4.673 billion. 
That is a cost increase of $268 million 
in only 2 months. 

These totals do not include the asso
ciated research and development test 
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and evaluation costs for these two sub
marines, which brings the average cost, 
Mr. President, per submarine to $5.2 
billion. 

I repeat. Each Seawolf submarine is 
going to cost the American taxpayers 
$5.2 billion, and now we want to move 
forward with a third one, which will be 
the subject of an amendment after this. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Vice Admiral Owens' letter 
and the letter of the Secretary of the 
Navy be printed in the RECORD. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF THE NA VY, 
Washington, DC, September 13, 1993. 

Hon. RONALD v. DELLUMS, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, House 

of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to pro

vide the information requested in R.R. 2401 
Subtitle C, Section 122, regarding the best 
estimated costs of producing SSN-21 and 
SSN- 22, and the proposed use for the $540 
million made available by Public Law (P.L.) 
102-298 for preservation of the submarine in
dustrial base . 

The SSN- 21 and SSN-22 current estimated 
end costs are $2,395 million and $2,278 million 
respectively . These figures exceed the 
amount appropriated for SSN-21 and SSN- 22 
by $41 million and $292 million . The primary 
factors for these increases are costs associ
ated with the truncation of the SEAWOLF 
program. These increases were reflected in 
the FY 1993 Ship Cost Adjustment (SCA) 
which was presented to congressional staffs 
of the Authorizations and Appropriations 
Committees on July 19, 1993. A list of cur
rently available department assets was pro
vided to address the overall SCA shortfall. 
These assets are sufficient for SSN-21122 re
quirements. 

The Department of Defense Bottom Up Re
view has concluded that construction of the 
SSN- 23 will be the most effective alternative 
to bridge the submarine industrial base gap 
to the authorization of the New Attack Sub
marine. Therefore, the $540 million provided 
by P.L. 102-298 will be used to support criti
cal long lead i terns for SSN-23. 

I hope this response adequately addresses 
your concerns. Similar letters have been 
sent to Chairman Nunn, Inouye, and Murtha. 
As always, if I can be any further assistance, 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN H. DALTON, 
Secretary of the Navy. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, OFFICE 
OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL 0PER-
ATIONS, 

Washington , DC, July 22, 1993. 
Hon. JOHN McCAIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: Thank you for 
your recent letters on the status of naval 
aviation and submarine procurement. The 
Office of the Secretary of the Navy has asked 
me to respond to your inquiry in light of Mr. 
Dalton's official status and my active in
volvement in the Bottom-Up Review (BUR) 
process. I have reviewed your concerns and 
would like to provide you with the Navy's 
strategy on the issues you have articulated. 
As you know, this strategy and the associ
ated programs are under review in Secretary 
Aspin's Bottom-Up Review, hence no final 
decisions have been made. 

The Navy's number one tactical priority is 
to deploy power projection capability on its 
aircraft carriers, as stated in testimony. And 
we agree that power projection from our air
craft carriers is still the primary mission of 
Naval Aviation, as you have noted. The 
Naval Aviation plan, as proposed in the Bot
tom-Up Review, continues to provide that 
all-important capability into the 21st cen
tury . As we have proposed in the FYDP, our 
Naval Aviation plan calls for the procure
ment of the F/A- 18E/F (a significant upgrade 
to the CID which will cost only 114 the R&D 
(about $5B) required for a new aircraft) , a 
modest air-to-ground upgrade to the F- 14, 
and the continuation of the joint develop
ment program associated with our high-end 
requirement. Additionally, we are pressing 
ahead with our next generation stand-off and 
precision guided munitions. 

The introduction of the F/A-18E/F will cor
rect the impending tactical and hardware 
limitations of the fleet 's primary force 
structure asset , the CID . The upgrade plan 
was given priority because of the near term 
F/A-18C/D lack of capability to project 
power, carrier deck management issues re
lated to cycle time, the impending arrival of 
our next generation weapons including 
stand-off and precision guided munitions and 
the affordability issues associated with the 
reductions in defense spending confronting 
us. In response to your concerns for the E/Fs' 
" range , payload and sophistication," I have 
enclosed a paper which provides you with the 
F/A-18E/F's inherent capabilities. 

To ensure that Naval Aviation 's power pro
jection capability is not adversely affected 
during these critical budgetary times, we 
have proposed a moderate and affordable pre
cision weapons delivery capability for the F-
14. This modification, known as the Block I 
strike upgrade , will provide our remaining 
F-14s with FLIRJLaser capability, improved 
HUD, new INS/GPS, night vision equipment, 
ALE-50, air-to-ground radar software modi
fications and air-to-ground weapons integra
tion. We recognize that these proposed modi
fications to the F-14 will not wholly replace 
the A-6's capabilities, but Naval Aviation 
agrees that with the F/A- 18E/F, all necessary 
power projection capabilities will be sus
tained through the arrival (-2011) of our next 
generation aircraft, an AF-X-like aircraft 
(procured jointly with the Air Force) . This 
new generation aircraft will be an impera
tive at that time to allow Naval Aviation to 
remain strong through the first half of the 
next century. 

Recapitalizing our decks with the F/A-18E/ 
F and the power projection capabilities pro
vided by the F-14 Block I strike upgrade, 
Naval Aviation will be prepared to move into 
the 21st century. With this plan, we believe 
we have proposed an affordable procurement 
strategy that maintains the power projec
tion capability inherent in oqr forward de
ployed carriers. 

Concerning cost over-run issues with the 
SSN-21 and SSN-22 programs, the following 
provides the SCN costs for these two ships: 

Fiscal year: 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

[In millions of dollars] 

1991 ........... .................. . 
1992 .... .... -······················ 
1993 

Total . 

Ships 

SSN--21 SSN--22 

375.0 
257.6 

1.272.7 

'"i64.4 
284.8 

2,354.5 

207.5 
194.4 

1,560.l 
48.0 
40.l 

2,050.1 

Ship Cost Adjustments (SCA) for the 
SEAWOLF program have resulted from con
tractor Requests for Equitable Adjustments 
(REA) for HY-100 welding problems, govern
ment termination and subsequent reversal of 
the construction program, and litigation re
sulting from the SSN-22 contract award. Set
tlement of a majority of these REA's has 
been reached totaling $331M for the SSN-21 
and $265M for the SSN-22. Outstanding REAs 
on the order of $150M still remain to be set
tled. None of the $540M specifically author
ized for the preservation of the submarine in
dustrial base has been or is planned to be 
used by the Navy to fund these SCAs. Addi
tionally, there is no intent by the Navy to 
use the funds from SSN- 23 or the New At
tack Submarine (NAS) program to pay for 
SCAs associated with either SSN-21 or SSN-
22. 

The Navy shares your concern on the im
pact that severe defense budget cutbacks 
have on CVN-76 funding. Pending the out
come of the BUR, we stand firm on our pro
posed plan to fund CVN-76 in FY95. 

The Navy 's recommended plan for the pres
ervation of the submarine industrial base 
has three components: (the Bottom-Up Re
view will make the final determination on 
these issues). 

I. Construction of the CVN- 76 in FY95; 
II . Construction of a third SEA WOLF 

(SSN-23) submarine in FY96; 
III. Authorization of the NAS in FY98. 
We believe that procurement of SSN- 23 in 

FY96 is the most cost effective construction 
alternative to bridging any gap in the sub
marine industrial base since major propul
sion components have already been author
ized. The use of the $540M of FY92 submarine 
industrial base funding for SSN-223 will lead 
to a remaining construction cost of $1.4B to 
$1 .6B in FY96. 

The New Attack Submarine will be the fol
low-on to the SEA WOLF class and will main
tain the submarine industrial base into the 
21st century. NAS is currently expected to 
reach a Milestone I DAB in September 1993. 
The projected SCN funding requirement 
(RAD V) for this submarine is: 
Fiscal year: 

Millions 
1994 ... .... .................. .......... .................. .. ...... . 
1995 ··· ·· ······· ··· ·············· ··· ··· ················ ····· ·· ···· 
1996 ...... ............ ... ......... ...... ........ $576 
1997 ····· ················ ··········· ···· · ·· ····· 258 
1998 ... ... ..... .... . ···· ········· ··· ··· ········· 1,952 
1999 ········ ·· ······· ···· ········ ······· ······· · 752 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,535 
The obligation of the $540M for the preser

vation of the submarine industrial base has 
been held pending the completion of the Bot
tom-Up Review. If the BUR approves the 
Navy's plan to build SSN-23, immediate ac
cess to these funds will be required to pro
cure long lead components to support a FY96 
construction start. 

I hope this response satisfactorily address
es your concerns. If I can help in any way on 
these or other matters, please just ask me. 

Sincerely, 
BILL OWENS. 

FA-18E/F FACT SHEET 
BASIC UPGRADES 

3600# additional internal fuel (33% in-
crease). 

Improved inlet design. 
2 additional wing stations (22% increase). 
Aerial refueling store compatibility. 
F414-GE-400 engines (22,000 lb thrust class, 

35% increase). 
3,000/5,000 psi hydraulics. 
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500 sq. ft. increase in wing (25% larger). 
Crew station upgrade. 
Composite use increase in fuselage skin . 
Survivability enhancements. 

RANGE FIGURES 

Fighter Escort: 420 NM (35% increase over 
CID) (2 Aim-9s + 2 Aim-120s, no tanks). 

Interdiction: (2 Aim-9s + Mk-83s, FLIRJ 
TINS). 

HLLH profile 
(2) 480 tanks 475 NM (71 % increase over C/ 

D ) . 
(3) 480 tanks 520 NM (53% increase over Cl 

D). 

HRH profile 

(3) 480 tanks 660 NM (40% increase over C/ 
D). 

SURVIVABILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

Radar Cross Section: Redesigned inlets & 
Special treatment. 

VHF: X to X plus or minus 60 degrees off 
nose . Potential to X w/ESA radar, treated 
ordnance and 480 gal tanks. One order of 
magnitude below CID Night Attack configu
ration . 

Towed Decoy: ALE-50. 
Vulnerability Reduction: Critical piping 

rerouted, ECS moved and more suppression 
in/around fuel tanks 

Overall vulnerable area reduced. 
ORDNANCE/PAYLOAD 

Type: All existing weapons plus JSOW, 
JDAM, TSSAM & SLAM P31, 3 times more 
"bringback" allows for deployed carriage of 
new weapons with suitable fuel service. 

Capacity: Increased number of stations (2) 
allows for more payload (16K total capacity). 

By station: Sta 6-2700#; Sta 4 & 8-2875#; 
Sta 3 & 9-2500#; Sta 2 & 10-1150#; Sta 1 & 
11-200#; Sta 5 & 7-FLIR & TINS mounted, 
but could substitute Aim-7/120. 

COMMONALITY 

Same infrastructure, maintenance proc
esses, support equipment, and training 
equipment; 90% common FA-18C/D avionics 
and!)()% software commonality. 

AERIAL REFUELING CAP ABILITY 

Configuration: (2) 480 Gal Tanks; (1) Sar
gent Fletcher Refueling Store 

Give : 

Cycle Give KA--6 

0+45 .... ................................. ... .. 15,200# 16,000# 
1+45(0VHD/15K) . 5,900# 10,000# 
l +45(300NM/30K) 6.400# 9,000# 

IMPROVED WARFIGHTING CAPABILITY 

3 Times More Ordnance Bringback. 
80% Reduced Threat Lethality. 
25% More CAP Coverage . 
80% More Time on Station. 
52% More Target Coverage. 

S-3 

10.700# 
8,000# 
7,200# 

80% Greater Carrier Standoff or 65% More 
Penetration. 

20 Year Growth Capability. 
MISCELLANEOUS 

Development is proceeding on cost and 
schedule. 

All critical performance parameters being 
met, including range estimates. 

Independent assessments by the Defense 
Science Board, Defense Acquisition Board, 
and an independent OSD team unanimously 
confirmed the E/F as a low risk evolution. 

The Defense Science Board found no basis 
to support prototyping the E/F. 

Improved cockpit displays greatly enhance 
pilot situation awareness. 

EIF will use the same training hardware, 
including flight simulators. 

Wind tunnel testing has surpassed 10,300 
hours and is more than 52% complete . 

Material qualifications are more than 99% 
complete . 

Without E/F , Naval aviation will not have 
an advanced capability for 20+ years until 
AF- X arrives. 

EIF provides new aircraft capability for 
greatly reduced development cost and sig
nificant lowered procurement costs. 

Mr. McCAIN. These cost increases 
are absolutely mind boggling. The 
growth in cost does not reflect an in
crease in capability from the original 
design. The growth in cost does not 
represent an acceleration of the deliv
ery time. The growth in cost does not 
re present an extension of the service 
life or an increase in the reliability, 
maintainability, or safety of the sub
marine. In my view, there is no good 
reason for the huge increase in costs. 

The program has simply gone out of 
control. The way to stop the escalating 
costs to the Seawolf Program is to cap 
total outlays to procure the SSN-21 
and SSN-22 at $4.63 billion. We must re
quire fiscal responsibility in the Navy 
and of the contractors constructing the 
submarines. We cannot allow the ex
penditure of funds on this submarine 
program to bleed us to death. We can
not continue to cut a new check for 
Seawolf every 2 months. We must de
cide at some point that we have spent 
enough money to buy these sub
marines, and I think that time has ar-
rived. · 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
say enough is enough, that we should 
make the final payment for these 
Seawolf submarines today, with fair 
warning that no further funds will be 
authorized or appropriated, and that 
we expect to go see two new ships from 
our investment in the near future. I 
ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment as a step toward fiscal re
sponsibility. 

Mr. President, we have a study from 
the GAO that indicates the original 
cost of this submarine. In January 1989, 
the Navy awarded Electric Boat a $630 
million contract to build the first SSN-
21; consequently, Electric Boat esti
mated the escalation would add $81 
million to the construction costs. The 
delivery scheduled for May 1995-be
cause of welding cracks discovered on 
the SSN-2l's pressure hull, and subse
quently on other components of the 
submarines delivery-was delayed 1 
year. 

Up until this time, delays caused 
construction to fall significantly be
hind schedule. Electric Boat estimated 
total cost to construct the SSN-21 at 
$1.03 billion, a $321 million increase, a 
45-percent increase over the original 
target cost. These costs do not include 
the $1 billion estimated to complete de
velopment of the AN/B2Y combat sys
tem. The 1987 original estimated cost 
was $2.3 billion and as we know now, it 
is up to $5 billion. It is time we cap the 
program. 

I understand that my colleagues are 
willing to accept this amendment. If 
not, I would be glad to ask for a roll
call vote. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1030, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send a 
modification of my amendment to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor from Arizona has the right to 
modify his amendment. 

The amendment is so modified. 
The amendment, as modified, is as 

follows: 
On page 157, between lines 9 and 10, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 8142. Notwithstanding any other pro

vision of this or any other Act, the total 
amount obligated or expended for procure
ment of the SNN-21 and SSN- 22 Seawolf at
tack submarines may not exceed 
$4 ,673,371 ,000. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the 
modification makes clear that this 
cost capping does not have any effect 
on the SSN-23, the third Seawolf sub
marine. That was the concern, I under
stand, of the managers and others, in
cluding my friend from Connecticut. 

The modification simply states that 
it caps the cost of SSN-21 and SSN-22, 
which I believe was the desire of the 
managers. I ask for its acceptance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. If the Senator will 
yield, with that modification, the man
agers of this bill are willing to accept 
the amendment. 

Mr. STEVENS. That is correct, Mr. 
President. We do find that amendment 
acceptable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, so we 

will be absolutely clear now, the 
amendment as finally drawn and as 
amended by the Sena tor from Arizona 
provides as follows: that there shall be 
a cap on the total cost for Seawolf 21 
and 22 at-and the figure I believe is 
cited, is it not? 

Mr. INOUYE. The authorized 
amount. 

Mr. CHAFEE. The authorized 
amount, which is the amount that the 
Navy has said will be the amount it re
quires to complete the two submarines. 

Mr. STEVENS. I cannot quite accept 
that. It is the amount that is author
ized. I do not know what the Navy has 
said. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, if my 
friend from Alaska will yield, the let
ter that I had submitted in the RECORD 
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from the Secretary of the Navy to Con
gressman DELLUMS and to Senator 
NUNN says: 

The SSN-21 and SSN-22 current estimated 
end costs are $2,395 billion and $2,278 billion 
respectively. These figures exceed the 
amount appropriated for SSN-21 and SSN-22 
by $41 million and $292 million. * * * These 
assets are sufficient for SSN-21122 require
ments. 

That is indeed the cap as stated by 
the Navy as their estimated cost. 

Mr. STEVENS. If they are the same, 
I apologize. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I am not sure they are 
the same. 

Is that the amount that is authorized 
now that has been authorized? 

Mr. McCAIN. Yes. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. 
Mr. McCAIN. It is my understanding 

that amount has been authorized and 
has been included in the pending appro
priations bill. 

Mr. STEVENS. We only funded the 
amount that was authorized. 

Mr. CHAFEE. That is clear, is it? 
Mr. INOUYE. The dollar in the 

amendment represents the current es
timate of the cost of constructing both 
SSN-21 and SSN-22. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Thank you. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate? 
Hearing none, the question occurs on 

the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Arizona. 

The amendment (No. 1030), as modi
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KERREY). The Senator from Arizona. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1031 

(Purpose: To limit the use of funds for the 
SSN-21 attack submarine program) 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
myself and Senator ROTH and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Sena tor from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN] 

for himself and Mr. ROTH proposes an amend
ment numbered 1031. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. 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 157, between lines 9 and 10, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 8142. (a) None of the funds appro

priated by this or any other Act may be obli
gated for procurement of a third submarine 
under the SSN-21 attack submarine program 
or for advance procurement for such sub
marine. 

(b) None of the $540,200,000 available to the 
Department of Defense for preservation of 

the industrial base for submarine construc
tion in accordance with Public Law 102--298 
may be obligated or expended for any pur
pose until-

(1) the Secretary of Defense submits to 
Congress a report containing-

(A) the funding requirements for each of 
fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000 
for the proposed third submarine under the 
SSN-21 attack submarine program and the 
proposed New Attack Submarine and a state
ment regarding whether the necessary fund
ing is provided for in the future-years de
fense program required by section 221(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, to be subm1tted 
to Congress in 1994; 

(B) the acquisition objective, mission re
quirements, projected total program cost, 
projected total development cost, projected 
total procurement cost, and estimated total 
per-unit cost for the New Attack Submarine 
(all such costs to be computed and expressed 
on the basis of the actual dollar amount to 
be expended at the time expended); 

(C) a comparison (with each other) of-
(i) the costs associated with procuring an 

additional SSN-688 submarine as the produc
tion bridge at Electric Boat Division of Gen
eral Dynamics Corporation; 

(ii) the costs associated with procuring an 
additional SSN-U88 submarine as the produc
tion bridge at Newport News Shipbuilding 
and Drydock, Incorporated; 

(iii) the costs associated with procuring a 
third submarine under the SSN-21 attack 
submarine program as the production bridge 
at Electric Boat Division of General Dynam
ics Corporation; and 

(iv) the costs associated with procuring a 
third submarine under the SSN-21 attack 
submarine program as the production bridge 
at Newport News Shipbuilding and Drydock, 
Incorporated; 

(D) an assessment of the costs associated 
with delaying procurement of an additional 
submarine until 1998 without providing a 
production bridge at either Electric Boat Di
vision of General Dynamics Corporation or 
Newport News Shipbuilding and Drydock, In
corporated; and 

(E) an assessment of the costs and feasibil
ity of meeting operational requirements and 
sustaining the industrial base for submarine 
construction by carrying out either a pro
gram that combines overhaul and upgrade of 
existing SSN-688 submarines or a program 
for development and production of the New 
Attack Submarine instead of procuring a 
third submarine under the SSN-21 attack 
submarine program; and 

(2) the Congress, in an Act, other than an 
appropriations Act, enacted after the date of 
receipt of the report referred to in paragraph 
(1), has specifically authorized the expendi
ture of the $540,200,000 made available to the 
Department of Defense for preservation of 
the industrial base for submarine construc
tion in accordance with Public Law 102--298. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, the committee amend
ment will be laid aside. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the President. 
Mr. President, the amendment I pro

pose would do two things. 
First, it would prohibit any Depart

ment of Defense funds from being ap
plied toward the SSN-23 which is the 
third Seawolf submarine until we can 
clearly examine the submarine indus
trial base. 

Second, it would prohibit the expend
iture of funds previously targeted for 

the submarine industrial base until the 
industrial base issue is resolved. 

The time has come to put an end to 
any further growth of the Seawolf sub
marine. This program is typical of 
what happens when projects are au
thorized which are unnecessary. They 
grow far beyond their original cost and 
live on indefinitely. 

Seawolf is a program that will not go 
away despite the fact that the adminis
tration did not request any funds for it 
in the fiscal year 1994 Navy budget. The 
services and strategic think tanks ac
knowledge that no threat exists to 
warrant construction of these sub
marines. Yet the funds for Seawolf con
tinue to be picked from the pockets of 
the American taxpayers. 

Mr. President, the Seawolf procure
ment cost ceilings were set by the Sec
retary of the Navy in December of 1983. 
At that time the first Seawolf SSN-21 -
had a cost ceiling of $1.6 billion. That 
figure included nonrecurring startup 
costs. Today the construction costs 
alone of the first Seawolf submarine 
have risen from $1.6 billion to $2.4 bil
lion. The cost of these submarines keep 
going up. Every cost cap has been ig
nored by the Navy, by the contractors, 
and by the Congress. I think it is time 
we said stop. 

The GAO, after extensive research, 
provided accurate figures on the real 
costs of Seawolf submarines. The real 
cost of each submarine, taking into ac
count construction costs, research, de
velopment, and test and evaluation, is 
now up to $5.2 billion. That is $5.2 bil
lion according to the General Account
ing Office for each of the first two 
Seawolf submarines. 

The third Seawolf submarine is cur
rently projected to cost just as much 
to construct as the first submarine. 
This means, given the track record of 
the Seawolf submarine, that the final 
cost of construction will be at least $3 
billion. The normal cost savings we 
would expect from being farther into 
the production run will not materialize 
in the case of the Seawolf. 

The type of money we are talking 
about for these submarines is simply 
incredible. For this amount of money 
we can construct all the sealift ships 
required to fulfill our country's rapid 
deployment needs, on an accelerated 
basis. For this amount of money, we 
could field a precision-guided conven
tional weapons capability for our stra
tegic bomber force in the next 3 years 
plus build an additional two B-2 bomb
ers. For the cost of a single Seawolf we 
could develop a next-generation tank. 

Is a single Seawolf submarine as valu
able as all these other options? I think 
not. 

Proponents of this weapons system 
have stated that "Seawolf contract ter
mination costs are estimated at $1.8 
billion." Those costs will probably not 
be that high, but even if they are the 
country will be able to save between 
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$600 million and $1.2 billion over what 
would be expended to field a third 
Seawolf submarine. 

Other options exist which will save 
money as well. The construction costs 
of additional 688 submarines is $1.4 bil
lion per submarine, substantially less 
than the new Seawolf which costs at 
least $2.4 billion to construct. And that 
is genuine savings. 

Let us consider the cost on decom
missioning the Los Angeles class sub
marine. The estimated cost of decom
missioning the submarine and dispos
ing of the reactor are $61 to $70 billion. 
To decommission the 40 submarines re
quired to reach the proper force level 
as determined by the Secretary of De
fense in the Bottom-Up Review, it will 
cost up to $2.8 billion. It does not make 
sense to spend $2.4 billion on a new sub
marine when we have to spend billions 
of dollars to decommission perfectly 
good Los Angeles class submarines, sub
marines which will be decommissioned 
with up to 15 years of service life re
maining. 

We may not even be able to decom
mission submarines in the near future. 
Environmental concerns nearly de
railed the entire spent nuclear mate
rial program earlier this year. The 
issue is not a dead one, because there 
are shortcomings in the disposal pro
grams and valid environmental con
cerns. 

Mr. President, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff agreed in 1992 that there was no 
longer the type of threat which war
ranted the construction of Seawolf sub
marines. Most of these same gentlemen 
are still in place as service chiefs. 
Judging by the recent events in Russia, 
Ukraine, and elsewhere in the former 
Soviet Union, the threat has dimin
ished even more from last year. 

I recently made a trip to Estonia. I 
went and visited which at one time was 
the largest submarine base that the So
viet Union had at that time on the Bal
tic Sea. 

Mr. President, the state of total dis
repair, the total absence of any viable 
weapon system in that port was star
tling. I even saw warehouses where 
hundreds of submarine electric bat
teries sat rotting. I saw cranes on their 
sides. I saw equipment and buildings 
gutted. 

Mr. President, there is no Soviet sub
marine threat today, nor is there in 
the future. There is a need for a sub
marine capability, but certainly not 
one that is as prohibitively expensive 
as the Seawolf submarine is. 

There is no other nation which has 
the ability to design and produce sub
marines equal to the Los Angeles class 
submarines in firepower, speed, diving 
ability, and reduced noise signature 
within the next 8 to 10 years. Which 
means we have technical superiority in 
attack submarines into the 21st cen
tury. 

Another factor which rarely gets 
mentioned in the debate over sub-

marine procurement, is the progress we 
have made in antisubmarine warfare. 
Congress has appropriated funds, bil
lions of dollars, over the last decade, 
for research and development in the 
area of underwater acoustics and anti
submarine warfare. We have numerous 
platforms and devices to detect, target, 
and attack enemy submarines. We have 
intelligence gathering systems that 
can provide detailed information, in 
minutes, to operational users. 

We have spent the money and fielded 
the systems which make submarine 
hunting easier. These systems make 
the 688 submarines even more formida
ble. 

Now we get down to the submarine 
industrial base. 

We know that the threat which drove 
the huge military buildup during the 
cold war no longer exists. We also 
know that the threat is changing. And 
we know that the fiscal realities facing 
America dictate a smaller military 
budget. 

With a smaller military budget, we 
must procure the right mix of the most 
effective personnel and equipment to 
counter a changing threat to our na
tional security. We must procure weap
ons in such a manner that we can 
counter any current threat, but we 
must also retain the ability to surge 
production or rapidly improve systems 
to counter any future threat. That is 
the whole industrial base issue. 

Limited resources guarantee that 
painful choices must be made concern
ing force levels and weapons systems. 
These choices are also painful to the 
manufacturers of weapons systems and 
their associated suppliers. There will 
be some manufacturers and suppliers 
who will be denied defense contracts, 
and for those we have created the 
whole defense conversion program. 
Limited resources dictate that every 
procurement decision must be balanced 
against all others. Limited resources 
dictate that money for the purchase of 
one system will come from the can
cellation of another. 

If the Seawolf Program is continued, 
many other weapons systems will be 
canceled to pay for Seawolf, jeopardiz
ing the industrial base for those weap
ons systems. If the industrial base is 
harmed, the ability to defend our na
tional interests is diminished. 

If the Seawolf Program is continued, 
especially if Seawolf is used as a Gov
ernment subsidy to maintain an unnec
essary shipyard, jobs in other sectors 
of the industrial base will be lost. The 
loss of these jobs might damage more 
than the defense industrial base, it 
could have grave implications to the 
whole economy of this country, espe
cially if the jobs displaced by Seawolf 
are in industries which have good po
tential in the defense conversion area. 

We do not know what elements of the 
submarine industrial base need to be 
retained in order to maintain the abil-

ity to build submarines. We do not 
know how many shipyards must re
main functional to maintain the abil
ity to build submarines. There has not 
been a comprehensive, detailed study 
of the defense industrial base as a 
whole, and the submarine industrial 
base as a subset, which provides both 
the administration and the Congress 
with the information necessary to 
make decisions concerning the pro
curement of weapons systems and plat
forms. 

Seawolf is not the panacea for the 
submarine industrial base. Building ad
ditional 688 submarines maintains all 
the key elements of the submarine in
dustrial base, at a lower cost. Building 
nuclear powered aircraft carriers main
tains the propulsion element of the in
dustrial base. If a realistic study is 
made of the submarine industrial base 
issue, a study without assumptions or 
caveats which plagued the past at
tempts, I think it would show that 
there are better ways to maintain the 
submarine industrial base than the 
construction of Sea wolf submarines. 

Opponents of my amendment have 
stated that the cost of shutting down, 
and then rebuilding, the nuclear sub
marine industrial base is estimated at 
$4 to $6 billion. I have no idea where 
they got their figures and what it is 
based upon. 

To me, the idea of shutting down the 
entire submarine industrial base is lu
dicrous. Submarines are a valuable 
part of our national defense. I have pre
viously stated the continuing need for 
submarines. 

I have proposed, as an option, shut
ting down production of submarines 
until such time as new submarines, or 
submarines with greatly enhanced ca
pabilities, are required. While this pro
duction stoppage is occurring, there 
can be technology demonstrating pro
grams or programs of another type 
which would maintain the skills and 
equipment necessary to build sub
marines in the future. A thorough, 
independent study of the industrial 
base would determine if this option 
were feasible and affordable. What I 
have proposed is a production shut
down, not an industrial base shutdown. 

Stopping production on the Seawolf is 
not the same as shutting down the sub
marine industrial base. 

Mr. President, the Secretary of De
fense wrote a letter concerning his ra
tionale for the decision that he made in 
supporting the third Seawolf sub
marine. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this letter be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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THE SECRETA.'l.Y OF DEFENSE, 

Washington , DC, October 6, 1993. 
Hon. DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 

Defense Subcommittee , U.S. Senate, Wash
ington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR INOUYE: This letter provides 
the views of the Department of Defense on a 
proposed amendment to eliminate all fund
ing for the Seawolf attack submarine pro
gram. 

The Department thoroughly examined fu
ture plans for the attack submarine force as 
part of the recently completed Bottom Up 
Review. DoD concluded that it should seek 
funds for production of a third Seawolf at
tack submarine in FY 1995 or FY 1996. That 
conclusion was based primarily on consider
ations of industrial base impacts and pro
jected modernization programs needed to 
sustain the submarine force in the future. 
The need to support the industrial base dur
ing the period of transition to a new class 
was also supported by other DoD studies dur
ing the past year. 

Currently, the Navy operates a submarine 
force larger than our new long-term goal of 
45-55. As a result, the Navy is achieving 
near-term budget savings by retiring older 
submarines before incurring the high costs of 
mid-life nuclear refuelings and by stopping 
production of new submarines for several 
years. However, submarine construction will 
have to resume around the turn of the the 
century to sustain this smaller force as Los 
Angeles class submarines reach the end of 
their service lives. For that reason, the Bot
tom Up Review concluded that the Navy 
should develop and build a new attack sub
marine as a more cost-effective follow-on to 
the Seawolf class, with construction begin
ning in FY 1998 or FY 1999 at the Groton, 
Connecticut, shipyard. The third Seawolf
class submarine, SSN-23, is intended to 
"bridge" the projected gap in submarine pro
duction until the new submarine has com
pleted development and is ready for initial 
construction later in the decade. Why a 
Seawolf? Beside considerable material that 
can be used for SSN-23 is already in the pipe
line, making this our most cost-effective 
"bridge" option. while also providing the 
benefit of continuing with the most current 
production technology. The last Los Angeles 
class submarine was ordered in 1990, so re
starting Los Angeles class construction did 
not compare favorably to continuing with 
one additional SSN-21, a submarine much ca
pable of dealing with existing and projected 
threats. 

Industrial base considerations played a pri
mary role in the decision to seek a "bridge" 
submarine in FY 1995 or FY 1996. The Bottom 
Up Review examined in depth the alternative 
of taking steps to effect a "smart" shutdown 
of nuclear submarine construction, with an 
eye to preserving the capability to resume 
production in the future. This option would 
have ended all production at the Groton, 
Connecticut, shipyard and left the country 
with only a single active nuclear-capable 
shipyard. The decision to build the "bridge" 
Seawolf submarine will maintain two nu
clear-capable shipyards, thereby mitigating 
the risk of the industrial base and preserving 
an important national capability. 

There is obviously considerable uncer
tainty. and therefore risk, in any estimate of 
the likely cost of restarting nuclear sub
marine construction from a "cold" base 
when it is likely to be needed to maintain 
force levels. The Bottom Up Review was not 
intended to develop detailed budget esti
mates; that activity will occur this fall. 

However, for the purposes of comparing al
ternative courses of action. cost estimates 
were developed for both the smart shutdown 
option and the construction of a third 
Seawolf submarine. The construction of the 
third Seawolf submarine was estimated to 
cost about Sl.5 billion, in addition to $900 
million previously appropriated. Although 
construction of a third Sea wolf was the more 
expensive option by some estimates, it was 
judged to be a much less risky industrial ap
proach and had the added benefit of provid
ing the nation with a third state-of-the-art 
Seawolf attack submarine that will have 
considerable capability for emerging sub
marine tasks, including land-attack missile 
employment and transporting special oper
ations forces. More importantly, allowing 
our submarine industrial base to go com
pletely cold, as proposed by Senator McCain, 
could result in future start-up costs that 
transcend the transient savings envisioned 
by the Senator's amendment. 

The average Seawolf cost of S5.2 billion per 
submarine cited in Senator McCain's letter 
apparently was derived from an August 1993 
GAO report. The $5.2 billion figure includes 
all " sunk" costs of development (almost half 
of the total) and initial construction in
curred prior to the end of the Cold War. The 
incremental cost to construct a third sub
marine in FY 1995 or FY 1996 is about Sl.5 bil
lion . 

The Department did not request funds for 
the third Seawolf submarine in the FY 1994 
budget, which was prepared prior to the Bot
tom Up Review. 

I hope these comments clarify DoD's posi
tion on this program. Please let me know if 
you need any additional information. 

Sincerely, 
LES ASPIN. 

Mr. McCAIN. The Secretary of De
fense, Secretary Aspin, says: 

DOD concluded that it should seek funds 
for production of a third Seawolf attack sub
marine in FY 1995 or FY 1996. That conclu
sion was based primarily on considerations 
of industrial base impacts and projected 
modernization programs needed to sustain 
the submarine force in the future. 

He goes on to say: 
Industrial base considerations played a pri

mary role in the decision to seek a "bridge" 
submarine in FY 1995 or FY 1996. 

"Industrial based considerations 
played a primary role." He goes on to 
say: 

There is obviously considerable uncer
tainty, and therefore risk, in any estimate of 
the likely cost of restarting nuclear sub
marine construction from a "cold" base 
when it is likely to be needed to maintain 
force levels. 

But then he says: 
The construction of the third Seawolf sub

marine was estimated to cost about Sl.5 bil
lion, in addition to $900 million previously 
appropriated. Although construction of a 
third Seawolf was the more expensive option 
by some estimates, it was judged to be a 
much less risky industrial approach and had 
the added benefit of providing the nation 
with a third state-of-the-art Seawolf attack 
submarine. 

Mr. President, I am not sure what the 
benefit of a state-of-the-art Seawolf at
tack submarine is today. I am sure it 
will look very impressive, as it .goes 
down the way. 

Clearly, in his own words, the Sec
retary of Defense chose the most ex-

pensive option. In these days of draco
nian cuts in the defense budget, Mr. 
President, I do not buy that argument. 

Now in all fairness to the record, I 
think I should point out that the Sec
retary goes on to say: 

More importantly, allowing our submarine 
industrial base to go completely cold, as pro
posed by Senator McCain-

! was flattered that he mentioned my 
name-
could result in future startup costs that 
transcend the transient savings envisioned 
by the Senator's amendment. 

As you might note, Mr. President, 
the Secretary of Defense is a very in
telligent individual, and I respect and 
admire him in many ways. He says 
"could result." He does not say "will." 
He said "could result in future startup 
costs that transcend the transient sav
ings envisioned by the Senator's 
amendment.'' 

·The average Seawolf cost of $5.2 billion per 
submarine cited in Senator McCAIN'S letter 
apparently was derived from a August 1993 
GAO report. 

Not "apparently," "was," I would 
make the record clear. 

The $5.2 billion figure includes all "sunk" 
costs of development (almost half the total) 
and initial construction incurred prior to the 
end of the Cold War. 

Mr. President, I do not know if the 
American people are really concerned 
whether these costs were incurred dur
ing the cold war or after or at any 
time. I think what they do say is that 
they are appalled that we would be 
spending this kind of money for one 
single weapons system. 

Mr. President, I have been urged by 
several of my colleagues not to bring 
this amendment up. I think that their 
concerns and their arguments, which 
we will hear shortly, have merit and 
justification. 

I appreciate, as a matter of fact, es
pecially the indepth knowledge of my 
two colleagues from Connecticut on 
this issue and their strong advocacy for 
the continued production of the third 
Seawolf submarine, and I respect their 
views. 

I respectfully disagree with them. I 
do not anticipate winning this vote be
cause we went through it last year. But 
it will not be the first vote I have lost 
on this and other issues that I believe 
in, and it will certainly not be the last. 

I think the facts speak for them
selves. The facts speak for them
selves-when we are cutting the de
fense budget by some 40 percent since 
the cold war was over; since there is no 
discernible mission for this submarine 
except for the preservation of the sub
marine industrial base, which I believe 
clearly can be maintained in other 
ways, in much less expensive ways- · 
that this weapons system is not re
quired. 

We have sunk many billions of dol
lars into this system; many, many bil
lions of dollars. Two of them, if they 
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can stay under their escalating cost 
caps, which was the subject of the pre
vious amendment, will be constructed. 
Two of them will be. I suggest the time 
has come now to call a halt. 

When we look at the entire defense 
requirements of this country, we have 
some significant priorities: Sealift, air
lift, rapid deployment, special forces 
capabilities-so many that are under
funded now. In fact, in the case of air
lift, in my view, that is critically un
derfunded. To spend this kind of money 
on this weapons system which is not 
critical to our Nation's defense is in
deed a mistake. 

Let me point out again, we should 
preserve industrial base wherever we 
can. But our first priority must be na
tional security. This weapons system 
does not meet the argument that this 
weapons system, at huge numbers of 
dollars, indeed is vital to our national 
security. That is why we have defense 
conversion. That is why we are going 
to spend billions of dollars in defense 
conversion. 

I would be the first to support a de
fense conversion program at Electric 
Boat Co. in Connecticut, in Groton, CT, 
because I am aware of the terrible dis
location that would take place in the 
economy of the entire State of Con
necticut, and probably Rhode Island, as 
well. If my colleagues could make a 
proposal for defense conversion which 
would alleviate the suffering of these 
good people in the State of Connecticut 
and the surrounding States, I would be 
the first to support it. But this weap
ons system is not a defense conversion 
program. What it is is a continuing 
drain of defense dollars, which are be
coming more and more scarce as years 
go by. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. McCAIN. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent this vote be held at 
2:30 this afternoon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. INOUYE. 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. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that any vote on 
this amendment or relating thereto 
occur at 2:35 this afternoon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I notice 
the Senator from Arizona is off the 
floor. 

Mr. INOUYE. He said OK. 
Mr. CHAFEE. All right. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, it is deja 

vu time. We had this debate about a 
year ago. This amendment, with all its 
provisions, does one simple act: It kills 
the SSN-23. I realize the author sug
gested this amendment is just to have 
a study and reauthorization, but the 
intent is very simple: It is to kill the 
SSN-23. 

First of all, the SSN-23 'has been au
thorized. Its procurement was author
ized in 1992. Furthermore, funds have 
already been appropriated. At this mo
ment, $540 million are being fenced and 
are awaiting our decision for expendi
ture. Add to that $346 million already 
obligated and spent. So it is not some
thing we are authorizing from scratch 
and appropriating moneys for. 

As I have indicated, this is a revisit. 
The McCain amendment has asked for 
studies before any of the $540 million in 
the industrial base funds can be used, 
but it also stipulates that even after 
the study, it cannot be used for a third 
Sea wolf. As all of us know, the Depart
ment of Defense has reviewed the in
dustrial base and determined that pur
chasing the SSN-23 is the most cost-ef
fective use of resources. The amend
ment seeks additional studies without 
any real benefit. 

We have just concluded the so-called 
Bottom-Up Review, a massive review 
by the Department of Defense. Simply 
put, it is a thinly veiled termination of 
the SSN-23. The Bottom-Up Review 
reached the following conclusions. 

First, maintaining the attack sub
marine base is vital to the future of the 
U.S. national security. As I indicated 
in an earlier debate, the fundamental 
question before us is whether we, who 
inhabit this planet, can say to our
selves that peace is upon us. If peace is 
upon us, then we can do away with all 
of these systems and do the business of 
this land. But as I pointed out, at this 
moment the Russians are building mul
tiple warhead intercontinental ballis
tic missiles. To suggest to me that that 
is an act of peace is mind-boggling. 

The Bottom-Up Review also indi
cated that the capability to produce at
tack submarines is unique and, at this 
moment, there are only two locations 
that can produce the submarine: One is 
in Virginia, the other in Connecticut. 
The Electric Boat Co. in Connecticut 
has been building submarines since 
World War I, and that is all they do. 
They are the foremost submarine pro
ducers on this planet. 

The Bottom-Up Review also notes 
that the reduction in submarine pro
duction has already jeopardized the in-

dustrial base. I believe we should re
mind ourselves, Mr. President, that 
when the Seawolf Program was origi
nally authorized-and this is just a few 
years ago-we agreed to purchase 20 
Seawolf submarines. We have cut it 
down to three. To go beyond that 
would utterly destroy the industrial 
base and may put our national security 
in jeopardy. 

So the Bottom-Up Review concluded 
that the most cost-effective way to 
transition to a new attack submarine, 
possibly the Centurion, which will be 
required to replace retiring submarines 
in the early 21st century, is to build 
this third Seawolf, the SSN-23. 

Mr. President, there are several of 
my colleagues who are waiting to be 
recognized, but I just wanted to point 
out, one, this program has been author
ized. It need not be reauthorized. Funds 
have already been appropriated and 
spent. The Department of Defense Bot
tom-Up Review clearly states that the 
procurement of this third submarine is 
essential to our national security, and 
it would be the most cost-effective way 
to move into the new attack sub
marine. 

So with all those arguments, I hope 
that this body will go along with the 
committee and reject this McCain 
amendment. 

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, first of 

all, I want to congratulate the chair
man of the Defense subcommittee for 
the presentation he has made and for 
the position he has taken. It seems to 
me that the question before the Senate 
is the following: Are we to maintain 
some kind of industrial base to build 
submarines in this Nation for the fu
ture? 

Nobody is suggesting that the U.S. 
Navy is not to have submarines in the 
first part of the next century and into 
the next century, and, indeed, the pro
ponent of this amendment, the Senator 
from Arizona, himself has said that we 
are going to have submarines, an addi
tional class of submarines in the latter 
part of this century or the first part of 
the 21st century. 

What is the situation as far as sub
marine building capacity in the Nation 
currently? There is no new work going 
to one of the yards. There are cur
rently two yards that build sub
marines: One-it has been determined 
that no new work would go to it-New
port News. So that leaves one surviving 
yard, Electric Boat Yard, partly in 
Rhode Island, partly, the major part of 
it, in Groton, CT. It is clear that ab
sent the construction of the third 
Seawolf that the industrial base will be 
gone. 

Is that just me talking or is that 
somebody who has spent a lot more 
time studying it than I have? We have 
a letter addressed to the distinguished 
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chairman of the subcommittee from 
the Secretary of Defense dated October 
6 of this year. This is what the Sec
retary of Defense says: 

Currently, the Navy operates a submarine 
force larger than our long-term goal of be
tween 45 and 55 submarines. As a result, the 
Navy is achieving near-term budget savings 
by retiring older submarines before incurring 
the costs of midlife nuclear refuelings and by 
stopping the production of new submarines 
for several years. However, submarine con
struction will have to resume around the 
turn of the century to sustain this smaller 
force as the Los Angeles class submarines 
reach the end of their service life . 

I do not think anybody is going to 
argue with that. 

For that reason, the Bottom-Up Review 
concluded that the Navy should develop and 
build a new attack submarine as a more 
cost-effective follow-on to the Seawolf class, 
with construction beginning in fiscal year 
1998 or fiscal year 1999 at the Groton, CT, 
shipyard. The third-

N ow here is a very important point, 
Mr. President-

The third Seawolf class submarine--
The one we are discussing here today, 

SSN-23--
is intended to bridge the projected gap in 
submarine production until the new sub
marine has completed development and is 
ready for initial construction later in the 
decade. 

Why a Seawolf? Because considerable mate
riel that can be used for SSN-23 is already in 
the pipeline making this our most cost-effec
tive bridge option while also providing the 
benefit of continuing with the most current 
production technology. 

The Senator from Arizona has talked 
about, "Well, use the old Los Angeles 
class, the 688." This is what the Sec
retary said: 

The last Los Angeles class submarine was 
ordered in 1990, so restarting Los Angeles 
class construction did not compare favorably 
to continuing with one additional SSN- 21, a 
submarine much more capable of dealing 
with existing and projected threats. 

So, Mr. President, the Secretary of 
Defense concludes with the following 
sentence: 

More importantly, allowing our submarine 
industrial base to go completely cold, as pro
posed by Senator McCAIN, could result in fu
ture startup costs that transcend the tran
sient savings envisioned by the Senator's 
amendment. 

Mr. President, there it is. We are 
going to have submarines in the U.S. 
Navy, certainly in the beginning of the 
next century. We are going to need the 
capability to build them. The question 
is whether we end that capability now 
and then start up all over again with a 
tremendous cost, not just for the 
yards, but for all the suppliers like
wise, the suppliers of steel and other 
necessities for submarines, or are we 
going to keep going at a very low pro
duction base? 

There is no question that the first 
two submarines cannot be stretched 
out. We just adopted an amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Arizona 

20 minutes ago that provided that 
those submarines must meet their pro
duction schedule because we put a cap 
on the money that can be spent by the 
Navy on those two first submarines, 
Seawolfs 1 and 2. So, therefore, Mr. 
President, this is a necessity and it 
makes financial sense as the Navy it
self has testified after going through 
an arduous Bottom-Up Review. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
the Senator from Hawaii should he 
move to table or to vote against the 
amendment, should there be an up-or
down vote. I want to thank the Chair. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Paul 
Montgomery, who is a congressional 
fellow on my staff, have access to the 
Senate floor during consideration of 
this DOD appropriations bill. 

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

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise to oppose the amendment offered 
by my colleague from Arizona. The 
Senator from Hawaii, the chairman of 
the committee and manager of the bill, 
was right. This is deja vu all over 
again. This was an issue that was ar
gued and defeated last year. Since that 
time, the evidence has grown that 
building a third Seawolf is the right de
cision to make for our national secu
rity and for the level of expenditure 
that we will make through the Federal 
budget to preserve our submarine in
dustrial base. 

We had a study from the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff under General Powell reaching 
that conclusion. The Navy has reached 
that conclusion and, most recently, the 
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Aspin, has 
reached that conclusion in the Bottom
Up Review, and yet the same amend
ment returns again. I think in this cli
mate when there is an understandable 
desire to cut spending, we have to be 
very careful about jeopardizing our na
tional security. And we also have to be 
careful, Mr. President, that we do not 
take actions which may have some ap
peal politically but which ultimately 
will end up costing more than the 
course that is recommended in building 
a third Seawolf. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Ari
zona has described the construction of 
the third Seawolf as somehow a relic, 
an indication of a cold war mentality, 
as part of a cold-war budget without 
recognizing that the cold war .has 
ended. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. Let me just cite some specific 
numbers that bear this out. The origi
nal plan for Seawolf construction, the 
finest attack submarine ever to be 
built, was to build 29 submarines. Ev
eryone involved here recognizes that 

the cold war has ended and that is why 
we are talking now about building 3, 
not 29. 

The second part of the numbers sug
gests that we have recognized the end 
of the cold war. Some people want to 
describe this three Seawolf construc
tion program as primarily a jobs pro
gram, as an attempt to keep people 
working in spite of the fact there is no 
sense to the program anymore. 

Mr. President, obviously, each of us 
in our own way wants to preserve jobs 
in our own State-Senator DODD, Sen
ator CHAFEE, Senator PELL, and I no 
less than any of our other colleagues. 
But the fact is that even if this third 
Seawolf is built, the level of employ
ment at Electric Boat in Connecticut 
and Rhode Island will go from a high of 
23,000, just about 3 years ago, to 7,500. 
That means that more than 15,000 peo
ple are going to lose their jobs. 

So this is not some kind of, "Let's 
just keep going as if the cold war ex
isted and keep everybody employed" 
scenario. The tragic fact is that 15,000-
plus people are going to lose their posi
tions at Electric Boat as part of this 
attempt to maintain our ability to 
build submarines into the next cen
tury. 

Mr. President, I note the presence in 
the Chamber of the Senator from Geor
gia, the chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee. I know he has a 
very busy schedule and was good 
enough to come over to the floor to 
participate in this debate. I would be 
happy to yield to him at this time if he 
would so choose. 

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Georgia is recognized. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I thank 

my friend from Connecticut. I will 
make my remarks rather brief on this 
subject. I appreciate very much his 
courtesy. 

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment proposed by the Sen
ator from Arizona. I do so reluctantly 
because I share his concerns about the 
affordability of our defense forces and 
that is a significant and a growing 
problem. However, I believe that the 
problem of what to do about the sub
marine industrial base is too important 
to be solved by imposing an arbitrary 
fence around the total program or 
around the $540 million left in fiscal 
year 1992 after the rescission of the 
third Seawolf. I wish to recount just 
briefly a little history as to how we 
find ourselves in this position today. 

The Bush administration proposed to 
cancel further production of Seawolf 
submarines in the fiscal year 1993 budg
et. This proposal included canceling 
two Seawolf submarines that Congress 
had already authorized and appro
priated. 

On April 1, 1992, our Armed Services 
Committee in the Senate held a hear
ing on this issue. It became very clear 
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at that hearing the administration had 
taken this action without analyzing 
the effect that their proposal would 
have on the defense industrial base. 
Studies addressing these issues were 
only begun after the Defense Depart
ment decision to rescind the prior year 
ships. One of the things they told us on 
April 1 when we asked about the indus
trial base, the effect on the industrial 
base, the decision was we are going to 
study that. Well, the study in any kind 
of normal logic would precede the deci
sion rather than follow the decision. 

Mr. President, at that time the De
partment could not say with any cer
tainty whether the submarine indus
trial base should be protected and, if 
so, how it should be protected. I believe 
the initial vote in the Senate on the re
scission package, a vote which rejected 
canceling these two ships, reflected the 
fact that the Senate had grave reserva
tions about the administration's plan. 

Mr. President, the Department of De
fense has now concluded its Bottom-Up 
Review under the leadership of Sec
retary Aspin. The Bottom-Up Review 
included the analysis of the submarine 
industrial base which all of us had 
hoped would have been available last 
year when the Seawolf cancellation was 
proposed by the Bush administration, 
but it was not available. 

The results of that analysis con
firmed what many of us suspected last 
year when we voted. Protecting the 
submarine industrial base is very im
portant to our Nation's security. I 
would point out that the Senate last 
year voted to continue building the 
third Seawolf when the rescission bill 
was before this body. Later, however, 
the conferees on the rescission bill 
agreed to terminate this ship. 

Mr. President, having the world's 
best submarines was important during 
the cold war. In fact, it was crucial. It 
was critical during the cold war. Cer
tainly the numbers of attack sub
marines will decline as we adjust our 
forces to reflect the new world reality. 
Secretary Aspin intends to cut that 
force level roughly in half to a level of 
45 to 55 submarines. Because we are 
cutting force levels, I believe the Na
tion still requires the world's best sub
marines and, just as important, the Na
tion requires the ability to build the 
world's best submarines. 

The Bottom-Up Review has con
cluded that building the next Seawolf 
submarine, the SSN-23, is the best way 
to protect the submarine industrial 
base while we develop the next genera
tion of attack submarines. 

Congress should certainly review the 
Defense Department's analysis. We 
should consider this analysis and any 
analysis that the Senator from Arizona 
wants to present during the normal 
course of the budget review next year. 

In the meantime, however, I do not 
believe that the Congress should take 
unilateral action that could bring fur-

ther harm to the submarine industrial 
base by tying up needed funds now 
while we await further analysis. Tak
ing such a position now precludes the 
Navy from taking short-term actions 
to protect vital components of the in
dustrial base. That is a risk that I do 
not believe is prudent. 

To summarize, Mr. President, the De
fense Department has done the analy
sis that should have been conducted be
fore the program was canceled in the 
Bush administration. That analysis has 
demonstrated three things. 

No. 1, the Navy needs to begin build
ing the next generation of attack sub
marine before the end of this decade. 

No. 2, the Navy needs to protect the 
submarine industrial base while this 
new submarine is being designed. 

No. 3, building the SSN-23, the third 
Seawolf, is the best way of protecting 
the submarine industrial base while 
the Navy designs this next generation 
submarine. 

Mr. President, I agree with the Sen
ator from Hawaii and his comments. 

I believe that the amendment of the 
Senator from Arizona would preempt 
the Navy from taking prudent steps to 
protect the submarine industrial base 
while the Congress reviews the Seawolf 
program and the new attack submarine 
program. 

So I urge my colleagues to oppose 
this amendment. I commend both Sen
ators from Connecticut for their re
marks and their leadership on this 
matter. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I modify 
my request relative to the consent 
granted regarding the McCain amend
ment No. 1031 by asking unanimous 
consent that no amendment to the 
amendment be in order prior to a mo
tion to table at 2:35 p.m. today; that if 
the amendment is not tabled, it be fur
ther debatable and amendable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
wonder if the Senator will yield to me 
for just a moment to modify a pending 
order governing the disposition of this 
bill. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Of course I will. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, last 

evening there was entered order 221 
printed at page 2 of today's calendar 
dealing with the consideration of the 
pending bill. It is only two sentences 
long, and the second sentence reads as 
follows: 

That no amendments or motions on the 
subject of Somalia, or the basing or com
mand of U.S. troops overseas, be in order un
less they have been cleared by the majority 
leader, after consultation with the Repub
lican leader. 

I wish to make clear to all of the 
Members of the Senate that my inten
tion and that of Senator DOLE when we 
reached this agreement was that no 
such amendment be in order until we 

reach the subject of Somalia. That was 
to permit us to have a period of time 
within which to continue the discus
sions that had been under way and still 
go forward on other business, as we 
have been doing all day. 

Although read literally, it might be 
construed to suggest that at no time 
during consideration of this bill could 
such amendments be offered; I wish to 
make it clear that is not the intention 
of myself as the majority leader or the 
Republican leader, and that once we 
get into the subject of Somalia, so far 
as I am concerned, this provision will 
no longer be operative and I will seek 
to have it vitiated so that any Senator 
can offer any amendment he or she 
wants as is the ordinary case. 

As I said last night, I tried through
out the day yesterday to get an agree
ment which would permit us to con
sider other matters. I was unable to get 
that agreement. As a result, the Senate 
did not act on any business for several 
hours yesterday. So this was a response 
to that immediate situation. I wish to 
assure all Sena tors, so there can be no 
misunderstanding in that regard, once 
we get into the subject of Somalia-I 
hope that will be sometime this after
noon-nobody has to clear anything 
with me. I am going to vitiate this 
order and Senators will be able to have 
the full freedom to offer amendments 
which the rules permit. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleagues 
for permitting me to make this clari
fication. I yield the floor. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
again I thank the Chair. I thank my 
friend and colleague, the Senator from 
Georgia, for taking the time to come 
over, for his typically thoughtful and 
reasoned statement. I think he makes 
a number of excellent points. 

The one I want to emphasize is that 
this amendment by the Senator from 
Arizona would terminate a very 
thoughtful process to determine the 
best and most cost-effective way to 
sustain our submarine industrial base, 
which means our ability to build sub
marines at the end of this century and 
into the next century, which everybody 
acknowledges we are going to have to 
do. 

The point is this: There is no funding 
in this bill for the third Seawolf. There 
have been a series of judgments made, 
including $540 million appropriated last 
year by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, which are aimed at sus
taining the submarine industrial base 
and continuing work on the Seawolf 
program. Next year the remaining 
funds presumably will be requested, or 
perhaps in the following year. That 
would certainly be a more appropriate 
time for more consideration, after con
tinued oversight by the Department of 
Defense and the relevant committees 
of the Congress. 

Mr. President, while my colleagues 
are on the floor, I want to restate that 
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the Seawall program, as it exists now, 
is not cold war business as usual. We 
have reduced the program from 29 sub
marines to 3. It is not some kind of po
litical pork-barrel, full-employment 
program for the folks back home. The 
tragic fact is that even if we continue 
to fund-as I certainly hope and believe 
we will and should-this third Seawall, 
more than 15,000 people at Electric 
Boat in Connecticut and Rhode Island 
will lose employment, as will many 
others throughout the country working 
for subcontractors who supply this pro
gram. 

Mr. President, why build the third 
Seawolj! I think there are two fun
damental reasons. 

The first is to sustain our ability to 
build submarines at the end of the dec
ade. When we say the industrial base, 
that is what we are talking about. We 
are not just talking about some theo
retical possibility. The fact is that the 
Navy has made very clear to us, and I 
do not find anybody who disagrees with 
this, that even reducing the number of 
submarines in our fleet down to 45 to 55 
as Secretary Aspin has concluded in 
the Bottom-Up Review, we will still 
need to build between 10 and 20 new at
tack submarines in the first decade of 
the next century. 

We need to build new submarines be
cause the existing submarines are sim
ply going to reach the end of their 
operational lives. They are going to 
have to be taken out of service. We are 
going from a fleet of about 85 down to 
probably 45 to 55. Even under that sce
nario, we need to build 10 to 20 new 
submarines. 

So the question is-and this is what 
the Bottom-Up Review considered 
quite carefully- do we close down the 
production lines now and restart them 
at the end of the decade? Or do we con
tinue at a low rate of production, sus
taining the infrastructure, the people, 
the factories, and be able to gear up at 
the end of this decade? The conclusion 
from all the studies that have been 
done is that it makes absolutely no 
sense to cut these factories off, to lay 
off all of these people. And the point I 
want to make again is that it makes no 
sense, not from a political point of 
view, but from an economic point of 
view. In one of its studies of this issue, 
the Navy made it clear that shutting 
down the production line now and 
starting it up at the end of the decade 
would cost at least $4 to $6 billion. 

This is sophisticated work, with so
phisticated equipment, and sophisti
cated factories, with sophisticated 
workers. You do not just do it over
night with no cost. It is $4 to $6 billion 
to start it up again, as compared to $1.5 
billion to build this third Seawolf. A 
low rate of production sustains the ca
pacity to build more submarines at the 
end of this century. It makes a lot 
more economic sense. 

I must say that the numbers that our 
colleague from Arizona has thrown 

. around in his discussion of the earlier 
amendment were misleading at best: 
$5.2 billion per submarine is just not 
real. Again, in the earlier amendment 
that he offered, it talked about $4.7 bil
lion for the first two Seawalls. And on 
this third one, we are talking about an 
estimated cost of $2.4 billion. Inciden
tally, cost begins to drop a little bit as 
we gain some experience in building 
them. The $5.2 billion can only have 
the remotest relationship to reality if 
we consider the so-called sunk costs, 
the startup costs, the earlier invest
ments when we were going to have a 29-
boat Seawall program, which now has 
been reduced to three. 

The only way that anyone can under
stand the $5.2 billion number by taking 
the so-called overhead for the 29 boats 
and applying it only to the two boa ts 
that are being built. 

Incidentally, this money has already 
been appropriated, with some spent, 
and some waiting to be spent on the 
third Seawolf. We are talking about an 
additional $1.5 billion for a total of $2.4 
billion for this third Seawall. We are 
talking about sustaining the industrial 
base, the ability to build submarines. 
But more than that, Mr. President, 
what we are talking about is not just 
makework, but about creating a kind 
of silver bullet fleet of the finest at
tack submarines in the world; quieter, 
faster, with the capability not only to 
perform the traditional functions of at
tack submarines, but to carry out in
telligence operations, surveillance op
erations, covert delivery of special op
erations forces, and firing Tomahawk 
cruise missiles, which were so impor
tant in the gulf war, and will be in fu
ture military operations. 

These are extraordinary vessels. I 
guess there are some who would say 
that as sophisticated and extraor
dinary as these vessels are, we are not 
going to need them. Well, in the first 
place, there are almost 40 nations in 
the world that now have submarine ca
pacity, and that capacity is increasing 
in some of those nations that are least 
friendly to the United States. 

But let us talk about the former So
viet Union. A little more than a week 
ago, the question of who was in charge 
of the military might of the former So
viet Union-in this case Russia-was in 
doubt. It is quite possible that nation
alists, people hostile to Western inter
ests, people who might have more ag
gressive designs, would be back in 
charge of the former Soviet Union, in
cluding its submarine fleet. I think in 
these cases, as somebody said to me 
during the week, what we have to judge 
is not intention but capacity. 

The Russians have enormous mili
tary capacity, including enormous sub
marine capacity. An expert in this field 
said to me this week that the com
parable Soviet submarine to our 688 
class, which is the best attack sub we 
have now, is equal to the 688 and can 

challenge the 688. So the question is ca
pacity, not intention. The intentions of 
President Yeltsin seem, thank God, to 
be good and n.ot hostile. But who ·knows 
who will be in control in the future. 

Mr. President, these submarines are 
built to last 30 to 40 years. Can anyone 
in this Chamber say that in the 30 to 40 
years after these submarines will be 
built that the United States of Amer
ica will not want to have within our 
capacity, within our control, within 
our national security structure the 
three finest attack submarines ever 
built? I hate to say it, but I have a feel
ing that somewhere along the line in 
that next 30 or 40 years, human nature 
being what it is, human history telling 
us what it does, we are going to look 
back, or our successors will look back 
and be very grateful that we built the 
three Seawolf submarines. 

So we sustain the industrial base at 
the most cost-effective price. We pro
vide not just a make-work product but 
the three finest attack subs that have 
ever been built and that will be avail
able to our military for the next 30 to 
40 years. 

It is a wise and thoughtful decision, 
not easy in these times politically, but 
the right decision to make. It has been 
sustained over and over again by those 
who have looked at this question. 
Again, there is nothing in this bill be
fore us on the third Seawall. 

So I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Arizona. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. PELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise in op

position to the amendment offered by 
our colleague from Arizona, Senator 
MCCAIN. 

The fiscal year 1992-93 Defense Au
thorization Act authorized a third 
Seawall submarine, commonly referred 
to as SSN-23. In 1992, Public Law 102-
298 appropriated $540.2 million that 
could be used for advance procurement 
of critical long-lead items for SSN-23. 

The amendment before us, pure and 
simple, deauthorizes funding for SSN-
23 and is more inconsistent with con
gressional action. Furthermore, it 
would run counter to the recently re
leased Bottom-Up Review, the elabo
rate defense posture plan prepared by 
Secretary Aspin. In it, Secretary Aspin 
and the administration conclude that 
construction of the third Seawall is the 
best, most cost-effective way to pre
serve our submarine industrial base. 
The production of this third submarine 
would bridge the gap until we are ready 
to begin construction on the new at
tack submarine to be known as the 
Centurion. 

Sustained low-rate production is the 
most effective way to preserve the 
technology, design, and unique skills 
necessary to maintain our submarine 
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industrial base. In an October 6 letter, 
Secretary Aspin reiterates his belief 
that the SSN-23 is needed to bridge a 
projected production gap until a new 
attack submarine nears construction 
later this decade. If a production gap 
occurs, the Navy has determined that 
the highly specialized submarine ven
dor base , consisting of over 1,000 firms 
in 37 States, will be jeopardized. 

Submarine technology and construc
tion is unique and complex. It cannot 
be turned on and off like a faucet with
out considerable additional costs and 
disruption. Reconstituting the sub
marine industrial base to produce a 
new attack submarine, if at all pos
sible, would also prove to be prohibi
tively expensive. In 1992, the Navy 
statement estimated that reconstitu
tion would cost at least $4 to $6 billion. 

The McCain amendment would re
verse the previous authorization and 
appropriation of the Seawolf Program. 
In doing so, it would constitute killing 
a program which has not had a fair 
hearing in the Armed Services Com
mittee. It would also block our Na
tion 's ability to build submarines in 
the future. 

Mr. President, the administration 
and Department of Defense also op
poses this amendment, and I hope my 
colleagues will join in voting against 
it. In doing so, it is important to note 
that the bill before us today, the un
derlying bill, does not contain any spe
cific funds for the Sea wolf Program. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
made my views on the Seawolf known 
to the Senate before, and they have not 
changed. However, I cannot support 
Senator McCAIN'S amendment, and I 
want to point out why. 

The Seawolf is a stealth submarine. 
People keep talking about attack sub
marine. It was designed and brought to 
us as a stealth submarine. I fail to see 
why we need a stealth submarine right 
now. I do think we need additional 
stealth aircraft. We started off with 
the idea of building 70 B-2 bombers, 
and because of attacks on this floor 
and general limitations, that has been 
reduced down and down and down 
again. 

Additional Seawolfs, we are told-and 
this was the Secretary's testimony be
fore our subcommittee-are necessary 
only to preserve the industrial base to 
build Seawolfs. That is illogical to me 
because I do not think we need Seawolfs 
to start with. 

The real problem about this is that 
Senator McCAIN'S amendment requires 
us to have an additional authorization 
to spend money that was already au
thorized, that we appropriated, and it 
is in a reserve account; and it would 
take, I believe, authority to start the 
third submarine. But I do not think we 
have to have authority to use the 
money we have already appropriated 
for the preservation of the industrial 
base. 

However, if the Senate will look at 
the request that is contained in Sen
ator McCAIN'S amendment-a report 
from Congress, for the funding required 
from 1995 through the year 2004, a third 
submarine of the Seawolf class, for a 
mission requirements statement on 
such a third submarine, for a compari
son of the costs of that submarine to 
the 688 class construction, for a whole 
series of comparisons as to the procure
ment of similar submarines, and for 
the assessment of the costs associated 
with the delaying production of a third 
submarine, I think all of those subjects 
are worthy of a report to Congress. 

It is my understanding that it takes 
8 years to build a Seawolf. I do not see 
any reason for us to even get around to 
thinking about a third Seawolf for a 
couple more years. So, in effect, Sen
ator McCAIN 'S amendment is pre
mature in that regard, but his provi
sions calling for a report I would sup
port. 

That is my problem. I do not support 
the amendment that contains a re
quirement for an additional authoriza
tion to expend moneys in the industrial 
base account, but I do support the con
cept of having a report to Congress, as 
he has indicated, as to why we should 
consider a third Seawolf. 

Every one of these Seawolfs is equiva
lent to five B-2's. Yet, I look around 
the floor and I see many Senators who 
voted against the B-2's. Why? Because 
they told us they were too expensive. 
They told us they were unnecessary. 

A B-2 is much more necessary for the 
future of this country's defense, in my 
opinion, than a Seawolf. I ask Senators 
to come forward and explain why they 
are opposed to B-2's if they support 
this Seawolf. 

The main thing about Senator 
McCAIN'S amendment right now is it 
really is making an advance decision 
that I think we will have to make 
maybe next year or the following year. 

I wish he would just offer the amend
ment to ask for the report so we would 
have the report. As he has indicated, it 
is very important information, and I 
certainly believe the Senate should 
support getting such a report. But I do 
not think we should support making 
the decision that the report pertains 
to. I would like to have that report, be
cause I think many more people would 
join me in seriously questioning the 
need for another Seawolf. But that 
issue is not before us. We are not decid
ing whether to have a third Seawolf 
today, as I understand it. 

If we are making that decision, I 
think the Senate will be around for a 
much longer time, because I am very 
much opposed to a third Seawolf unless 
there is a lot more information and 
justification presented to the Senate. 
But I oppose Senator McCAIN'S amend
ment because I do not think we should 
have to have another authorization to 
use the $542.2 million that is available 

to the preservation of the industrial 
base. That could be used in other areas. 

It could be used, actually, in the 638 
area. It could be used in other portions 
of the submarine program, again, 
though it would take an action by Con
gress to approve that, in effect, because 
I do not think that any of these pro
grams can be sustained very long for 
the amount that we reserved in the in
dustrial base. 

I just oppose putting on the appro
priations process another level of au
thorization requirement for moneys 
that are already authorized, already 
appropriated, and were already specifi
cally reserved in the bill that we 
passed last year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CAMPBELL). The Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. DODD], is recognized. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, first of all, 
let me commend the Senator from Ha
waii and the Senator from Alaska for 
their leadership on this bill overall, 
and also commend my colleague from 
Connecticut, who I think made a very 
comprehensive argument against the 
amendment of the distinguished Sen
ator from Arizona. 

Let me also say to my colleague from 
Alaska, before he leaves the floor-

Mr. STEVENS. I am not leaving the 
floor. 

Mr. DODD. As one who supports the 
B-2, I think Senator STEVENS' argu
ments on the B-2 make sense. 

I also happen to believe that the 
steal th technology we are talking 
about here has an appropriate value, 
just as the arguments for a B-2 have 
value, and this Senator supported 
those even though we do not have any 
business in my State with a B-2. But I 
think stealth technology for the 21st 
century is critical. We ought not to 
abandon that technology. 

I subscribe to his arguments and ask 
him to consider the arguments being 
made on this particular matter when it 
comes to this form of technology. 

Mr. President, as once said in this ar
gument, you have heard now from a 
number of us here that everything 
probably has been said in defense of 
this particular program, but not every
one has said it. 

So I am going to take a minute or 
two here to reiterate some of the argu
ments--! think the important argu
ments. 

First of all, I would like to include in 
the RECORD an article written by Ad
miral Trost. It appears in today's De
fense News. I ask unanimous consent 
that this be printed at this juncture in 
the RECORD. 

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

BUY TODAY, INVEST IN FUTURE 

CONGRESS MUST FUND SEAWOLF BRIDGE TO 
FUTURE SUB 

(By Adm. Carlisle Trost) 
In its consideration of the 1994 defense 

budget, Congress at last has the chance to 
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begin a historic redefinition of America's na
tional security priorities. 

Since the fall of the Berlin Wall set off a 
chain of political events that shook the 
world, there has been endless debate over 
how we should adjust to these changes. It is 
time for the debate to end and decisions to 
be made. It is time to adopt a forward-look
ing strategy for defense in the post-Cold war 
era. 

The comprehensive bottom-up review of fu
ture defense requirements just completed by 
the Pentagon affords us that opportunity. It 
provides a sound basis for moving ahead with 
not only a rational reduction and restructur
ing of our forces , but a major redirection of 
our defense strategy. 

There is more at stake than peace divi
dends and downsizing. It goes to the very 
core of how we view America's role in the 
world and its ability to carry out its future 
responsibilities. The concerns that drove our 
defense planning for more than 40 years have 
changed dramatically. In their place, we 
need a new strategy that takes into account 
not only today 's demands, but tomorrow's 
uncertain ties. 

For the foreseeable future, that means we 
can be more selective in the weapons we buy 
and the number of troops we station around 
the world. But as the Pentagon review 
makes crystal clear, it does not mean we can 
lose sight of basic defense needs. One of 
those is the technology base that has under
pinned our military s~rength for decades. 

It is clear that significant downsizing of 
the defense industry will and must occur. 
But as we reduce military spending in ac
cordance with the changed nature of the 
global threat to U.S. interests, we must take 
care not to jeopardize defense capabilities 
that may not be needed now but will be need
ed in the future. As the Pentagon assessment 
aptly points out, the only effective way to 
bridge the gap between the demands of to
day's world and tomorrow's is through con
tinued low-rate production of critical , de
fense-unique technologies-especially those 
with no commercial application . 

Last year, Congress recognized the long
range importance of certain defense assets 
by appropriating $540 million to help pre
serve our ability to build nuclear sub
marines. Nuclear submarines are in a class 
by themselves. Critical to strategic deter
rence in the past, they will continue and ex
pand a wide range of conventional roles in 
the future . enhancing our ability to project 
force and respond to crises wherever they 
may erupt. 

Their stealth, reach and firepower will 
make them versatile instruments of U.S. pol
icy, capable of carrying out missile strikes, 
like those launched against Iraq; intel
ligence gathering; coastal operations; or the 
covert deployment of special forces. From 
Defense Secretary Les Aspin down , U.S . ci
vilian and military leaders agree that sub
marines-and the ability to design and build 
submarines-will remain vital to our na
tional defense . 

For some time. Congress and the adminis
tration have agreed that America's hard-won 
technological lead in undersea warfare must 
be upheld. The nagging question has been: 
How? We now must begin to build a consen
sus around the answer contained in the bot
tom-up review. 

That document confirms the wisdom of 
what Congress did last year on an interim 
basis to sustain the highly specialized tech
nologies, skills and workers who constitute 
the U.S. submarine industrial base. More im
portantly, it argues for Congress to commit 

to the low level of production needed to 
guarantee that the necessary resources still 
will be available when the next-generation 
attack submarine, the first specifically de
signed for the post-Cold War environment of 
the 21st century, is scheduled to enter the 
production pipeline five years from now. 

The strategy is clear: buy what we need 
today, but invest in what we need tomorrow. 
As we exact deserved savings from the end of 
the Cold War, we must take care to protect 
resources fundamental to our national secu
rity. With its recommendation to build a 
third and final Seawolf submarine as a 
bridge to the next planned modernization~ of 

our unde1·sea fleet, the Pentagon has given 
us an effective way to strike that balance. It 
is now up to Congress to show that where ir
replaceable defense capabilities are at stake. 
it is prepared to invest in America 's future . 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the title of 
this particular piece written for today 
is entitled "Buy Today, Invest in Fu
ture." The subtitle is "Congress Must 
Fund Sea wolf Bridge to Future Sub." 

I think the last paragraph or so here, 
which I will just quote, says very elo
quently what we are trying to say by 
raising the various arguments that are 
valid here. 

Admiral Trost is highly regarded, 
and for the record, I point out he was a 
former Chief of Naval Operations and 
one of the most highly regarded naval 
officers in the past three or four dec
ades, and certainly a knowledgeable in
dividual when it comes to these mat
ters. 

He says: 
The strategy is clear: buy what we need 

today, but invest in what we need tomorrow. 
As we exact deserved savings from the end of 
the Cold War, we must take care to protect 
resources fundamental to our national secu
rity. With its recommendation to build. a 
third and final Seawolf submarine as a bridge 
to the next planned modernization of our un
dersea fleet , the Pentagon has given us an ef
fective way to strike that balance. It is now 
up to Congress to show that where irreplace
able defense capabilities are at stake, it is 
prepared to invest in America's future . 

I suppose if we had all been clairvoy
ant 5 or 6 years ago, and had been able 
to predict the end of the cold war and 
the collapse of the Soviet Union, we 
would have come up with some dif
ferent technology than the Seawolf, I 
suspect a less costly scaled down ver
sion of a modern 688 submarine. But no 
one was clairvoyant 10 years ago, so we 
planned and invested heavily for a 
modern, next generation attack sub
marine, and that was the Seawolf. 

As colleagues here who follow the de
bates over the years will recall, we 
originally planned 29 Seawolf sub
marines to be part of that arsenal to 
protect and provide that attack sub
marine capability at the close of this 
century and into the next century. And 
then, of course, the collapse of the So
viet Union occurred and the end of the 
cold war. 

So what has happened here, we have 
now reduced that number of 29 down to 
3. And, in a sense, subscribing to the 
arguments raised by my colleague from 

Arizona and the Senator from Alaska, 
who argue whether or not this particu
lar technology is needed in the 21st 
century, I happen to agree with my col
league from Connecticut. I think the 
point he made about events that oc
curred in Russia just a few days ago 
ought to cause everyone to pause here. 
I think a significant argument could be 
made, had two battalions decided to 
support the insurgents inside the White 
House in Moscow, we may be looking 
at a different situation today in Rus
sia. 

Fortunately, that did not occur. For
tunately, we had a President who 
spoke loud and clear in support of 
Boris Yeltsin, at a moment when it was 
critically important for the rest of the 
world to support him and encourage 
the paramilitary forces in Russia to 
back Yeltsin at that particular mo
ment. 

The point here is not necessarily the 
outcome, but to point out, as has the 
Senator from Connecticut, my col
league, the fragility of the former So
viet Union and the major arsenal there. 

As the Senator from Hawaii pointed 
out, and accurately so, there is still an 
industrial capacity for submarines in 
the former Soviet Union. For the first 
time, we now have submarine tech
nology that has been injected into the 
Persian Gulf. Iran has bought two sub
marines from the former Soviet Union. 
Libya is trying to buy them. 

The notion somehow that this is no 
longer an issue out there is just not the 
case. There are some 400 submarines 
plowing the ocean floors right now, ex
cluding the arsenals of the United 
States and the former Soviet Union. 
The People's Republic of China has an 
arsenal of 100 submarines. North Korea 
has the fourth largest submarine force 
in the world. The list I read, those are 
not exactly allies of ours. 

We also know, as I say, there is an 
export market going on. Our allies in 
Germany are producing a diesel model 
for export, a very sophisticated sub
marine, by the way. It is not as sophis
ticated as the Seawolf at all, but there 
obviously are those out there who be
lieve that this technology has some 
value in terms of a national security 
structure. 

So what we are saying here is that we 
believe that maintaining our lead, our 
technical advantage, in this area 
makes sense. 

Does anyone suggest for a minute 
here-and this may sound ludicrous-
but let us assume for a second that we 
only had one industrial base left in the 
United States capable of building jet 
engines; only one left. Let us assume 
that is the case. It is not the case, but 
let us assume it is. Were someone to 
offer an amendment on the floor decid
ing to terminate the production of jet 
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engines, even one that was more mod
ern than we possibly need, would any
one really want to support such a pro
posal that would destroy that indus
trial base to produce jet engines or to 
produce surface ships or tanks or some 
of the vital elements to our national 
security structure? 

And yet, with all due respect to my 
colleague from Arizona, that is exactly 
what is being proposed here. 

This is not a debatable point. A dec
ade ago, there were some six or seven 
different yards, I think, around the 
country that had the capacity to build 
submarines. Today, we are down to 
one. I might wish it were otherwise, 
but the fact of the matter is it is down 
to one. 

It happens to be in the State of my 
colleague from Connecticut and my 
State, and a major part of the produc
tion facility is located in Rhode Island, 
the State of our colleagues Senator 
CHAFEE and Senator PELL. So we have 
a compelling interest in this. We are 
knowledgeable about it. We spend a lot 
of time on it, as I expect our colleagues 
would expect us to. 

That is the only place left in America 
for that capacity; the only place left. 

The Senator from Arizona raised the 
question, but, Mr. President, right 
here, I mean, people say what has been 
done about this. Here it is. I mean, that 
is the study. These are not 
lightweights doing this. Every knowl
edgeable, intelligent person who has 
evaluated this program says the indus
trial base is critical. You could lose it. 
You could lose it if you terminate this 
program. 

So, with all due respect to my col
leagues who are suggesting that some
how this is unimportant, here you have 
Admiral Trost, you have the Pentagon, 
you have the Bottom-Up Review, every 
single person who has looked at this 
has said, "Don't jeopardize this." 

The Senator from Arizona is correct. 
He points out that in the letter of the 
Secretary of Defense this could, not 
would, but could. Les Aspin was accu
rate. I cannot say it is absolutely guar
anteed, if the amendment of the Sen
ator from Arizona is adopted, abso
lutely guaranteed that we would lose 
everything. I do not know. I just know 
what other people have said who have 
looked at it. They said you put it at 
risk, it is in jeopardy. 

Does any one of us here really want 
to place this technology in jeopardy? I 
do not think so. Our hope is we get to 
the next generation quickly. 

As the Senator from Hawaii has 
pointed out, for the Centurion-type 
class of submarine, it is going to be, 
hopefully, less costly, less sophisti
cated than the Seawolf submarine, and, 
as the Senator from Arizona pointed 
out-and I compliment him for saying 
so-he supports the submarine tech
nology for the 21st century and be
lieves we ought to have that as part of 
our national security mix. 

The point is, you cannot get there 
from here, or at least there are signifi
cant questions about whether or not 
you can get there from here if, in fact, 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Arizona is adopted. 

So, Mr. President, I just want to em
phasize those particular points here. It 
is not engaging in hyperbole or exag
geration. The numbers I give you
again, my colleague from Connecticut 
pointed out some 405 different nations 
have a submarine capacity. Most of 
them have only one or two. Some of 
them are not very good. But some of 
the people we worry about most in the 
world have very good technology in 
this area and continue to proceed to 
develop it. We ought not to be unmind
ful of that as we consider the value and 
importance of this kind of technology 
for our future needs. 

So I hope that we will reject this 
amendment. 

Now, regarding the points of the Sen
ator from Alaska about a report and 
examination, I am confident that is 
going to happen, I presume, here; that 
we are going to get a continuation of 
an examination as to whether or not 
this particular third boat is absolutely 
necessary to maintain that industrial 
base; to move forward, or we get the 
Centurion moved up maybe more 
quickly. 

Maybe I am speaking to myself at 
this particular juncture, but I am cer
tainly more than willing to examine 
alternatives, as long as we are going to 
be able to maintain that industrial 
base. But that is a question that has to 
be left for next year or the year there
after. To terminate the program now, 
before you have even done the study, 
seems to me to be putting the cart be
fore the horse, in a sense. 

So I am quite confident a study will 
be done to examine whether or not that 
is the question. When that happens, ob
viously, we will have to take a look at 
it. I am confident that the Senator 
from Hawaii, in his capacity as chair
man of the subcommittee, along with 
his colleagues, will want to do that as 
a part of their normal workload in 
scrutinizing these various systems, in
cluding other ones that will have to 
come before us. 

So, Mr. President, I again want to 
thank our colleague from Hawaii and 
our colleague from Georgia, the chair
man of the Armed Services Committee, 
and others who have addressed this 
question. 

We have debated this issue many 
times now in the last several years. I 
think my colleague from Conne.cticut 
and I, Senator CHAFEE and Senator 
PELL and others have spent an inordi
nate amount of time on this issue, as 
would be expected, I suppose, as it is a 
matter that is important to our States 
and regions, just as my colleagues from 
other States that have other issues 
that are important to them spend time 
on those issues. 

But I think we have debated this 
pretty thoroughly. We did last year. 
We had an extensive debate here on a 
rescission package. I think our col
leagues expressed their view that while 
they may not want, necessarily, this 
particular program, we are sort of 
caught between a rock and a hard place 
on this one, and the issue is: Do you 
abandon it altogether or maintain that 
industrial base? Do you lose the only 
production facility left in the United 
States that has this capacity? 

I think, if the people examine this 
issue in that context, they will arrive 
at the same conclusion that a majority 
of our colleagues have in the past, and 
that is that the acceptance of this 
amendment is far too great a risk for 
us to be taking. It is not just a jobs 
issue for our employees in Connecticut. 
It is to us. But I cannot ask a single 
Senator here to vote for this because it 
is a job at stake in Connecticut. That 
would be inappropriate and improper 
for me to do so. Every one of us have 
constituents whose jobs are at risk 
every day, and I cannot come to the 
floor of this Chamber and ask people to 
support programs merely to save jobs 
in our State. That is a matter we have 
to worry about in our delegation or our 
joint delegation. But I would not ask a 
single colleague here to support this 
program because one single job or 
10,000 jobs were at stake in my State. 

I think this program is worth sup
porting because of the arguments that 
we have made regarding th•e industrial 
base and the critical technology. We 
have to maintain that yard for it to 
stay open. That is the reason to be 
against this amendment and support 
the Senator from Hawaii, the Senator 
from Alaska, and others who have ar
gued for this this afternoon. 

So, Mr. President, again I respect my 
colleague from Arizona. He and I have 
spent a lot of time on other matters 
and other issues in the past, and I pre
sume we will continue on that basis. I 
admire his persistence on this issue. I 
just hope he can continue to be persist
ent and not successful in this regard. I 
welcome that persistence. But, hope
fully, his amendment~ with all due re
spect to him, will be rejected. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], is rec
ognized. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I under
stand that my colleague from Alaska 
said that he opposes the third Seawolf 
submarine, but he does not like the 
fact that it was already authorized. I 
would say, if there is any language 
changes that he envisions which would 
change this amendment, I would be 
more than happy to send a modifica
tion to the desk to get his support. In 
fact, I had urged his staff to do that. 

So I am sorry that he finds that as
pect of this amendment unacceptable, 
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and I would like to work with him if it 
were possible to amend the amendment 
so that would be acceptable, since he, 
in his statement, is with me in prin
ciple in opposition to the third Seawolf. 

My friend, the junior Senator from 
Connecticut, said the numbers that I 
have used were many times misleading. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that at least page 8 of the intro
duction to the GAO report on the 
Seawolf, entitled "Problems Continue 
To Plague the "Seawolf" Submarine 
Program" be printed in the RECORD. 

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

(General Accounting Office, August 1993) 
NA VY SHIPS-PROBLEMS CONTINUE To PLAGUE 

THE SEA WOLF SUBMARINE PROGRAM 

(Report to Congressional Requesters) 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Purpose 

Justification for the Seawolf nuclear-pow
ered attack submarine (SSN-21) and its con
current design/construction was based on 
countering the former Soviet Union's sub
marine force. Almost from the beginning, 
however, concerns have been voiced about 
the program's level of concurrency and the 
submarine's affordability. Over the past 6 
years, the program has experienced cost in
creases, schedule delays, reductions in 
planned procurements, and proposed termi
nation after construction of the second SSN-
21 class submarine. 

The Chairman, Subcommittee on Regional 
Defense and Contingency Forces, Senate 
Committee on Armed Services, and the Leg
islation and National Security Subcommit
tee, House Committee on Government Oper
ations, asked GAO to (1) monitor the status 
of SSN-21 class design and lead ship con
struction, (2) assess the effectiveness of tech
nical and management actions to resolve 
SSN-21 welding problems and guard against 
a recurrence of a similar problem in the fu
ture, and (3) evaluate Navy actions to keep 
the program on schedule. 

Background 

In April 1987, the Navy awarded Newport 
News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company 
(Newport News Shipbuilding), Newport News, 
Virginia, a $303-million (fiscal year 1987 dol
lars) contract for the overall SSN-21 class 
design and detailed design of its forward 
half. As part of its design contract, Newport 
News Shipbuilding awarded General Dynam
ic's Electric Boat Division (Electric Boat), 
Groton, Connecticut, a $48.8-million sub
contract for the detailed design of the sub
marine's rear half. As of December 1991, New
port News Shipbuilding estimated the total 
cost of the SSN-21 class design at completion 
would be $655 million (current-year dollars}
a $352-million increase (116 percent) over the 
original contract cost estimate. 

In January 1989, the Navy awarded Electric 
Boat a $636.8-million (fiscal year 1987 dollars) 
contract to .build the first SSN-21. Subse
quently, Electric Boat estimated escalation 
would add $81.2 million to the construction 
cost, bringing the total estimate to $718 mil
lion. Delivery was originally scheduled for 
May 1995. Because of welding cracks discov
ered on the SSN-21 's pressure hull in June 
1991 and subsequently on other components, 
the submarine's delivery was delayed 1 year 
until May 1996. Up until that time, design 
delays had caused SSN-21 construction to 

fall significantly behind schedule. In addi
tion, late delivery of its combat system had 
the potential to further delay the sub
marine's construction schedule. The 1-year 
delay tended to abate these problems. How
ever, in December 1991, Electric Boat esti
mated the total cost to construct the' SSN-
21 at Sl,039 million (then-year dollars}-a 
$321-million increase (45 percent) over the 
original contract target cost. These costs do 
not include the $1 billion estimated to com
plete development of the AN/BSY-2 combat 
system. 

Results in Brief 
The SSN-21 program continued to experi

ence cost increases and schedule delays dur
ing 1992. Since December 1991, the estimated 
total cost for design and lead ship construc
tion at completion increased about $28 mil
lion and $64 million, respectively. Design 
availability and construction work force 
problems contributed to SSN-21 construction 
delays. Because of incompatibility between 
the design and construction schedules, the 
potential exists for further schedule delays. 
According to the Navy, however, actions it 
and Electric Boat have taken are expected to 
overcome the delays and minimize any effect 
of the incompatible schedules. Although it is 
too early to determine whether these actions 
will be successful, the Navy believes these 
actions will maintain the SSN-21's May 1996 
delivery. SSN-21 welding problems appear to 
have been resolved and a recurrence is un
likely. 

Principal Findings 

Corrective Actions Are Expected To 
Maintain May 1996 Delivery 

In the last year (as of December 1992), con
struction has fallen behind si;:hedule at least 
5 months. The Navy and Electric Boat expect 
that actions they have taken will make up 
the 5-month delay and minimize the effects 
of the incompatibility between the design 
and construction schedules. It is still early 
in implementation to be sure these actions 
will be effective. 

Electric Boat and the Navy agree that the 
factors contributing to construction delays 
include (1) late drawings and other design 
data, (2) insufficient staff and problems pre
paring and releasing the instructions and 
materials needed for construction (work 
packages), and (3) a smaller-than-expected 
SSN-21 construction work force. Electric 
Boat believes that late design data was the 
primary factor; however, the Navy believes 
all three factors together caused the delays. 

As of December 1992, more than 4,100 (5 per
cent) of the work packages scheduled for 
completion and 6,100 (9 percent) of the com
pleted work packages scheduled for release 
to construction workers were delinquent. 
Therefore, to minimize unnecessary con
struction rework and labor inefficiencies, 
Electric Boat has not assigned as many con
struction workers as originally planned. 
Consequently, the number of construction 
workers from November 1991 through Decem
ber 1992 averaged about 38 percent below 
planned levels. Electric Boat has imple
mented several measures to address con
struction delays. 

An incompatibility between the design and 
construction schedules has the potential to 
further delay the SSN-21's delivery. In 
March 1991, the design and construction 
schedules were revised to support a May 1995 
delivery, referred to as Revision D. In No
vember 1991, primarily because of the weld
ing problems, a. new construction schedule 
(Revision E) was approved to support a May 
1996 delivery. At that time, however, the 

Navy directed Newport News Shipbuilding to 
continue its design work to meet the Revi
sion D construction schedule. According to 
the Navy, the reasons for this directive were 
to avoid cost increases and staffing changes 
that a schedule realignment would cause and 
ensure a schedule margin for design deliv
eries. 

Since November 1991, the design effort has 
continued to fall further behind the con
struction schedule. Although the Navy was 
aware of the problem throughout this time, 
early corrective actions did not resolve the 
problem. It was not until the summer of 1992 
that the extent of the problem was realized 
and a detailed analysis was conducted. In De
cember 1992, the Navy directed Newport 
News Shipbuilding to realign its design ef
fort to support Revision E. According to the 
SSN-21 program manager, the design and 
construction schedules are now in line and 
all design drawing delinquencies will be 
eliminated by February 1994. In addition, the 
program manager stated that the corrective 
actions taken by Electric Boat are expected 
to maintain the May 1996 delivery. The De
partment of Defense (DOD) stated that (1) a 
process to identify the shipbuilder's drawing 
needs was implemented following adoption of 
Revision E, (2) the schedule variance did not 
preclude following the Revision E construc
tion schedule, and (3) overall design progress 
outweighed the variance problems. 

Design and Construction Cost Increases 
Continue 

As of December 1992, Newport News Ship
building estimated it would cost $683 million 
(current-year dollars) to design the SSN-21 
class, a $28-million (4 percent) increase since 
December 1991, and $380 million (125 percent) 
over the original contract cost estimate. Ac
cording to Newport News Shipbuilding offi
cials, cost increases are primarily due to 
contract modifications; expanded work 
scope; and increased labor, material, and 
overhead rates. 

In December 1992, Electric Boat estimated 
SSN-21 total construction costs would in
crease to $1,103 million (then-year dollars), a 
$64-million (6 percent) increase since Decem
ber 1991, and $385 million (54 percent) over 
the initial cost estimate to complete con
struction. The $385 million includes an esti
mated $173 million in escalation, which is a 
$91.8-million increase over Electric Boat's 
initial $81.2-million estimate. According to 
Electric Boat officials, cost increases are pri
marily due to changes in specifications, re
ductions in the number of submarines to be 
constructed, which results in higher over
head costs per submarine, and re-estimation 
of construction elements unknown during 
the bid proposal and at contract award. 

The SSN-21 program also will incur addi
tional cost increases because of design and 
construction schedule incompatibility. Al
though the full impact is being studied, the 
SSN-21 program manager believes the cost 
increases will be minimal. 

Welding Problem Resolved 
By September 1992, Electric Boat had cor

rected the welding problem and instituted 
new procedures that included raising preheat 
and post-weld temperatures, increasing the 
heating time for completed welds to "burn 
off" impurities, and using welding wire con
taining less carbon. Electric Boat and Navy 
officials and three welding consultants GAO 
contacted believe that the new welding pro
cedures have resolved the welding problem 
and should prevent any recurrence. 

Recommendations 
This report contains no recommendations. 
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Agency Comments 

DOD generally agreed with GAO's findings 
on the status of the SSN-21 design and lead 
ship construction program and provided ad
ditional comments, which GAO has incor
porated where appropriate. (See app. IV.) 

CHAPTER 1- INTRODUCTION 

The Navy justified the Seawolf (SSN-21) 
class nuclear-powered submarine program 
and concurrent design/construction of the 
lead submarine as necessary to counter the 
former Soviet Union's new generation of 
quieter, more capable submarines. The SSN-
21 class, designed to be quieter, deeper div
ing, and tactically faster, will provide better 
operational and weapons capability than the 
Navy's Los Angeles (SSN-688) class nuclear
powered attack submarines currently under 
construction. 

Due to the collapse of the Soviet Union, as 
well as U.S. defense budget constraints, 
planned procurement of SSN- 21 class sub
marines has been reduced from 29 to 2. Un
less the Clinton administration seeks fund
ing to build additional SSN-21 class sub
marines, the program will terminate after 
the SSN-22 is buil t.1 

Total Program Costs Decrease While Average 
Submarine Costs Increase 

Although construction of only two SSN-21 
class submarines reduced total estimated 
program costs by more than $33 billion,2 the 
average submarine cost has increased by 247 
percent. Table 1.1 details the effect procure
ment reductions have had on total and aver
age costs for the SSN-21 program. 

TABLE 1.1-CHANGES IN SSN-21 DEVELOPMENT AND 
PROCUREMENT COST ESTIMATES 

[Dollars in billions] 

Research, 
develop-

Year Number men!, Procure- Total Average 
of ship test, and men! cost 

evalua-
ti on 

1985 .. 29 $2.7 $41.0 $43.7 $1.5 
1991 . 12 5.0 28.5 33.5 2.8 
1992 . 2 4.6 5.8 10.4 5.2 

1 According to the Navy. this includes actions it is taking to avoid future 
program costs of about $208 million over the life of the SSN-21 program. 
These actions include reducing the number of construction spares and can
celing the HY-130 steel program. 

SSN-22 Construction 
On May 3, 1991, the Navy awarded General 

Dynamics' Electric Boat Division (Electric 
Boat), Groton, Connecticut, a fixed-price in
centive-fee contract to construct the SSN-22 
at a cost of $689 million. The Newport News 
Shipbuilding and Drydock Company (New
port News Shipbuilding), Newport News, Vir
ginia, challenged the contract award in 
court, but the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals, 
Richmond, Virginia, upheld the Navy's con
tract award to Electric Boat on March 16, 
1992. However, the Navy had placed a stop 
work order on this cotract due to the Bush 
administration's decision to terminate the 
SSN-21 program after constructing the lead 
ship. The stop work order was lifted in June 
1992. Electric Boat began SSN-22 construc
tion in September 1992, with contract deliv
ery scheduled for June 1997. Primary because 
of construction start delays, but also be
cause of the court challenge and a Navy stop 
work order, Electric Boat requested a $124-
million (1987 dollars) increase in the SSN- 22 
contract's target cost and an 18-month deliv
ery date extension (to December 1998). The 
Navy expects to decide on Electric Boat's re
quest in late July 1993. 

Footnotes at end of article. 

Cancellation of SSN-23 Through SSN-26 
Contracts 

In fiscal year 1991, Congress appropriated 
$2.4 billion to construct the SSN-23 and 
cover advanced procurement items for fol
low-on SSN-21 class submarines. Until Presi
dent B'ush proposed terminating the program 
in 1992, the Navy had planned to issue a so
licitation for SSN-23 construction during the 
second quarter of fiscal year 1992. Since then, 
however, Congress has rescinded certain 
funds appropriated for SSN-23 through SSN-
26,3 and the Navy has either completed, is
sued stop work orders on, or terminated re
lated contracts. 

Our Prior Reviews of SSN-21 Related Issues 
Since 1985, we have reported 19 times on a 

wide range of SSN-21 program-related issues. 
(See app. I.) Topics have included afford
ability and concurrency, combat system de
velopment risks, cost increases and schedule 
delays, propulsor development and testing, 
and the effect of reduced SSN-21 class sub
marine procurement on the U.S . submarine 
shipbuilding industry. In our last report,4 we 
discussed the SSN-21 program's status as of 
December 1991 and pointed out that design 
and construction problems have caused con
tinued cost increases and schedule delays. 
This report presents the results of our con
tinuing SSN- 21 program work and provides a 
1-year snapshot of the program's status as of 
December 1992. 

Objectives, Scope, and Methodology 
The Chairmen, Subcommittee on Regional 

Defense and Contingency Forces, Senate 
Committee on Armed Services, and the Leg
islation and National Security Subcommit
tee, House Committee on Government Oper
ations, asked us to (1) monitor the status of 
SSN-21 class design and lead ship construc
tion, (2) assess the effectiveness of technical 
and management actions to resolve lead ship 
welding problems and guard against a recur
rence of a similar problem in the future, and 
(3) evaluate Navy efforts to control schedule 
delays. 

To accomplish our overall objectives, we 
reviewed and analyzed Navy studies; Navy 
assessments; and contractor cost, schedule, 
performance, and staffing reports. We also 
held discussions with Navy officials respon
sible for the class design, SSN-21 construc
tion, and subsystems' development in Wash
ington, D.C., and at other locations identi
fied below. 

To determine the status of the class de
sign, we reviewed and analyzed contractor
developed documents and reports and held 
discussions with officials at Newport News 
Shipbuilding; officials of the SSN- 21 pro
gram within the Naval Sea Systems Com
mand, Arlington, Virginia; and the Navy's 
Office of the Supervisor of Shipbuilding, 
Conversion, and Repair, Newport News, Vir
ginia. 

To determine the status of SSN-21 con
struction, we held discussions with officials 
from Electric Boat and the Office of the Su
pervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion, and Re
pair, Groton, Connecticut, and the SSN-21 
program office. In addition, we determined 
the status of major SSN-21 subsystems to de
termine whether they will negatively affect 
the SSN-21 construction schedule. Based on 
our prior SSN- 21 program work, we selected 
10 major SSN-21 systems to review. We also 
discussed the development of these sub
systems with responsible Navy officials. Of 
the 10 subsystems we examined, 2 are experi
encing design, production, or installation 
schedule problems but are not expected to af
fect SSN-21 construction. These two sub-

systems and the AN/BSY-2 combat system 
are discussed in appendix II. 

To assess the effectiveness of technical and 
management actions to correct SSN-21 weld
ing deficiencies, we held discussions with of
ficials from Electric Boat, the Navy's Office 
of Supervisor of Shipbuilding Conversion, 
and Repair, Groton, Connecticut; the SSN-21 
program office; the Naval Sea Systems Com
mand Office of Ship Design and Engineering; 
the Office of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion 
Program; and three welding consultants 
hired by the Navy. We also reviewed contrac
tor and Navy welding test sampling and 
quality assurance reports. (See app. III for a 
full discussion.) 

We discussed the Navy's effort to control 
schedule delays with representatives of the 
SSN-21 program office, but primarily with 
the Navy's on-site Supervisor of Shipbuild
ing, Conversion, and Repair, Groton, Con
necticut, for SSN-21 construction and the 
Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion, and 
Repair, Newport News, Virginia, for SSN-21 
class design. 

We conducted our review between May 1992 
and May 1993 in accordance with generally 
accepted government auditing standards. 

FOOTNOTES 

1 In January 1992, President Bush announced plans 
to terminate the program and proposed rescinding 
appropriated funds and canceling planned spending 
for all SSN-21 class submarines, except the lead sub
marine . Subsequently, in March 1992, Congress de
bated the merits of building one, two , or three SSN-
21 class submarines. This debate culminated in Pub
lic Law 102-298, " An Act Rescinding Certain Budget 
Authority," Fiscal Year 1992, June 4, 1992, which im
plicitly rejected the administration's rescission pro
posal and, among other actions, restored funding to 
construct the SSN-21. 

2unless otherwise designated, all cost data is ex
pressed in then-year dollars. 

J For a full discussion on the Bush administra
tion's rescission proposal and the resulting Public 
Law 102-298, see GAO's report, " Navy 's Ships: Plans 
and Anticipated Liabilities to T erminate SSN-21 
Program Contracts" (GAO/NSIAD-93-32BR, Nov. 27, 
1992). 

4 "Navy's Ships: Status of SSN-21 Design and Lead 
Ship Construction Program" (GAO!NSIAD-93-34, 
Nov. 1992). 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I was 
not attempting to mislead my friend 
from Connecticut. I was only quoting 
from the GAO report. If he believes 
that the GAO report's numbers are 
misleading, then I would be more than 
happy to hear his arguments. But if he 
characterized my numbers and figures 
as misleading, then I have to tell him 
that the GAO is misleading. 

I must hasten to add that there have 
been times when I thought the GAO 
numbers were not totally accurate, so 
he may be correct in his assumption 
that they are misleading, ~nd I would 
be glad to respond to a question. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. If my friend from 
Arizona will yield, I would appreciate 
it. I understood he was quoting from 
the GAO report. 

My point really was that I believe 
those numbers are misleading. By sug
gesting each boat will cost, I believe, 
$5.2 billion, what they are doing is fig
uring in the overhead, the investment 
costs that were originally going to be 
spread out over 29 boats now being 
spread, in that example, over two 
boats. As the Senator, my friend from 
Arizona indicated himself in his first 
amend~ent, which we accepted, the 
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first two can be built for a total of $4.7 
billion, in fact. So I appreciate the op
portunity to correct the implication. I 
think we can all agree that occasion
ally GAO is misleading and the Senator 
himself has not been so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the comments of the Senator 
from Connecticut. One of the most dif
ficult aspects of the entire defense de
bate is always exactly how much a pro
gram, or a particular piece of military 
hardware costs. 

All the time we talk about sunk 
costs, we talk about R&D costs, we 
talk about cost overruns. I think one of 
the reasons why the American people 
are so cynical about the acquisition of 
almost any weapons system is because 
they can never get a true handle on the 
exact cost of that system. I would 
point out to my friend from Connecti
cut that one of the major reasons, in 
my view, why the B-2 bomber has been 
under such severe attack is because of 
the cost escalations. A large amount of 
that cost escalation has the very same 
cause as the cost escalation associated 
with the Seawolf submarine, and that is 
we are procuring far fewer B-2 bombers 
than we originally anticipated so we do 
not spread out the original research 
and development costs. 

What I would like to see, and I will 
try to provide it for the record, is the 
total cost of this program. Then if you 
want to divide by two, or if you want 
to divide by three-because we are ar
guing here about the difference be
tween two and three weapons sys
tem&-! think perhaps we could then 
get a · more accurate depiction of the 
total costs. 

I have disagreed with GAO's numbers 
from time to time. But I have never 
heard GAO admit that perhaps their 
numbers were not correct. 

It is a fact there have been signifi
cant cost overruns associated with this 
project and whether there were 1 or 2 
or 3 or 29 submarines, the prototypes, 
No. 1 and No. 2, have had significant, 
and in my view nearly unacceptable
unacceptable-cost overruns. That is 
why I proposed the amendment capping 
the costs of the No. 1 and No. 2. I was 
grateful my friend from Hawaii and my 
friend from Alaska accepted the 
amendment which caps the costs of the 
first two Seawolf submarines. 

I want to talk about the defense in
dustrial base issue. The arguments 
made by the Senators from Connecti
cut, Mr. DODD and Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
all the proponents of the Seawolf sub
marine have validity. We do need an in
dustrial base. We need a missile indus
trial base, a tank industrial base, an 
airplane industrial base, a missile in
dustrial base. For virtually every dif
ferent type of weapons system that 
would be employed in modern warfare, 
we need an industrial base. 

But the reality is, and the President 
and I know, we are not going to be able 
to maintain an industrial base for 
every single type of weapons system 
that this country has used. In fact, we 
are already seeing the disappearance of 
some of the industrial base for certain 
defense weapons systems. We are going 
to have to make more and more hard 
choices as to which we maintain as an 
industrial base and for which we then 
use the defense conversion moneys, 
several billions of dollars, I might add, 
in order to help the men and wom~en 
who are involved in those industries, 
and the companies and corporations 
that maintain those defense industrial 
bases, make the transition into a civil
ian economy. 

No one, least of all this Senator, 
underestimates the difficulties of going 
from doing business with one buyer to 
doing business in the open and free and 
competitive market. It is not easy. Not 
every company will survive. In fact, it 
is my guess the majority of them will 
not. But at least we are making a com
mitment to try to assist them to make 
that very difficult and agonizing tran
sition which, by the way, almost in
variably involves downsizing the com
pany, the corporation. 

So, if we took the proponents of this 
weapons system's argument to an ex
treme, frankly we would not be able to 
cut the Defense budget, certainly not 
on the procurement side. And as we 
know, the procurement side of the De
fense budget is an extremely large por
tion, about 40 percent, I believe, of the 
budget. I will check that number for 
the record. 

So then we have to ask ourselves the 
question, What are the challenges of 
the post-cold-war era? What are those 
challenges? We are seeing them t_oday 
in Somalia. We saw them yesterday in 
Haiti. We see potential flash points 
throughout the world that may require 
U.S. military-may or may not-but 
entail the likelihood of U.S. military 
involvement. 

Perhaps the Senators from Connecti
cut can give me a scenario where we 
need a $2 or $3 or $5 billion, depending 
on your cost estimate, Seawolf sub
marine to protect the United States 
vital national interests; to accommo
date our ability to maintain freedom 
and democracy, but most important 
the preservation of our vital national 
interests in the post-cold-war era. 

On a list of priori ties of the weapons 
systems that we need, I do not know of 
a weapons system that ranks below 
that of the Seawolf submarine, espe
cially given the fact of the incredible 
cost involved. 

What weapons systems could we buy 
in place of the Seawolf submarine? 
Every time we have a hearing before 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
and the Joint Chiefs and the CINC's, 
when the area commanders testify be
fore the committee they testify we 

need sealift capability, we need airlift 
capability; the C-17 is in serious trou
ble and it is one of our major priorities; 
we need rapid deployment forces; we 
need equipment that gives operating 
capability to our special operations 
forces to go into an area quickly and in 
a stealthy fashion; we need to be able 
to move men and equipment very rap
idly, across broad expanses of sea and 
air. 

By the way, Mr. President, procure
ment is approximately 20 percent of 
our overall Defense budget. 

So these military leaders tell us that 
there are significant shortfalls. They 
also tell us they see difficulties arising 
and a potential for a serious crisis in 
readiness. They tell us if we continue 
to cut the Defense budget significantly 
we are going to go back to the hollow 
Army of the 1970's. We are continu
ously cutting readiness, R&D, research 
and development, depot maintenance. 

I have well documented for this body 
and members of the Armed Services 
Committee the pitfalls that lie ahead 
with continued cuts in defense spend
ing. In fact, in an incredible fashion, 
this administration proposed freezing 
the pay for the men and women in the 
military and at the same time says we 
need a Seawolf submarine. Yet we can
not afford to increase the pay of the 
men and women serving in the mili
tary, many of them at incomes hover
ing at less than $20,000 a year. 

Some people have their priorities 
screwed up, in that case obviously. But 
more important, we have to ask our
selves what are our priorities? Both 
Senators from Connecticut make com
pelling arguments for the Seawolf sub
marine. If it were the Seawolf sub
marine alone, I would be the first to 
vote for it. But it is in the context of 
the post-cold-war era and our reducing 
our Defense budget by 40 percent, tell
ing thousands of young men and 
women who voluntarily joined the 
military for a career that they have to 
get out because we cannot afford to 
keep them because of the cuts in de
fense spending, and then at the same 
time fund a multibillion-dollar weap
ons system that has no mission. 

If someone could describe to me the 
mission of the Seawolf submarine that 
cannot be accomplished by the Los An
geles class submarine in the post-cold
war threat scenario, I am very inter
ested in hearing it. 

Just to be a little crass, it is well 
known the President of the United 
States in . the primaries was in the 
State of Connecticut and promised the 
Seawolf submarine would be funded; 
that he would support the Seawolf sub
marine. 

The President of the United States is 
not renowned for his military knowl
edge, but he was free to make that 
commitment. I cannot help but believe 
that perhaps that might have had some 
slight influence on the decision by the 
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Defense Department, and if the Defense 
Department can justify to me procure
ment of a multibillion-dollar weapons 
system for which there is no post-cold
war mission, and at the same time tell 
young men and women to get out of 
the military because we cannot afford 
to keep them and those we keep we are 
freezing their pay and benefits, then it 
is highly illogical to do so. 

In fact, in my view, it is almost 
criminal because if we lose the quality 
of men and women in the military that 
we have today, we are going to have 
very serious pro bl ems. 

I will say-I am happy to say-that 
the Congress corrected the budget re
quest of the administration to freeze 
the pay of men and women in the mili
tary, both officer and enlisted, but it 
was the action of Congress, not the ac
tion of the administration, that rec
tified what to me was an unacceptable 
policy. 

So, again, with great respect and ad
miration for the in-depth knowledge 
that my colleagues have concerning 
the Seawolf weapons system, and I 
think it is better to call it a weapons 
system because it is a magnificent 
weapons system, and their strong sup
port for it, I fully understand and ap
preciate. But I hope the rest of my col
leagues will agree that in the context 
of what is happening to our overall de
fense expenditures we have to make 
tough decisions, and that decision, in 
my view, of the priority list leaves out 
these enormous expenditures. 

So I understand and appreciate their 
views, but at the same time, I think 
that if we, as said the other day in a 
column by Col. David Hackworth, re
tired U.S. Army Colonel, in Newsweek 
magazine, if the Secretary of Defense 
can afford a $5 billion Seawolf sub
marine but he cannot afford to send 
some armor to Somalia, then I think 
we ought to, frankly, reassess what our 
priorities are. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, the history 

of the Seawolf submarine program epit
omizes the predicament of the vast ma
jority of weapons. It is over budget, 
way behind schedule, and, even after 
several billion dollars has been spent, 
we do not know if it will work. Yet, we 
do know that powerful interests work 
because they are keeping the program 
alive. 

Mr. President, the SSN- 21 program 
was part of the cold war struggle over 
the deep seas. The SSN-21 class sub
marines were to be quieter than the 
seas themselves. The submarines were 
to operate more than a thousand feet 
underwater. The submarines were to 
have special sensors and computer sys
tems to detect Soviet nuclear sub
marines that were made very quiet by 
the theft of classified American docu
ments and technologies. 

Two years ago, I joined with Senator 
McCAIN to try to kill the SSN- 21 pro-

gram because the end of the cold war 
made the submarine irrelevant. While 
we got very few votes on the amend
ment that year, it was clear that it was 
time to stop wasting the taxpayer's 
money on cold war-era weapons that 
were no longer relevant. We were vindi
cated in our views when President 
Bush announced the termination of the 
SSN-21 program 2 days after the Sen
ate voted on our amendment. However, 
the powerful interests were still at 
work and Congress overroad the Presi
dent to keep the program alive sup
posedly for industrial base purposes. 
Mr. President, again I state: It is time 
to stop spending the taxpayer's money 
on cold war weapons that are no longer 
relevant. 

Mr. President, two SSN-21 class sub
marines have been funded on the basis 
of the need to maintain the industrial 
base. The argument in favor of spend
ing $2.6 billion on the SSN- 23 is not the 
dire need for such a system. Indeed, 
many analysts have noted that the 
submarine will not be able to operate 
effectively in post-cold war battle 
areas. But, perhaps the greater issue is 
that we cannot afford to keep the spig
ot of funding open for such a program 
It is already about a billion dollars 
over budget and several years behind 
schedule. Unless we are willing to 
make this program accountable for a 
current military need and make it 
measure up against firm cost and 
schedule goals, the nearly $1 billion 
cost overruns will continue to grow. 

Mr. President, there are many un
funded needs in the Defense budget. In
deed, the Secretary of Defense an
nounced that nearly $20 billion in addi
tional funds would be needed over the 
next 6 years. I understand · that the ar
gument boils down to spending about 
$1.5 billion in additional funding in 
order to keep open a part of the defense 
industrial base. That might save per
haps $500 billion if that industrial base 
needs to be reconstituted. I cannot sup
port spending $1.5 billion to save $500 
million. 

Mr. President, the amendment that 
Senator McCAIN and I are proposing 
will send a strong message to the De
fense Department. It says that the 
Congress will not continue spending 
without accountability on a weapon 
program in order to protect the indus
trial base. And, it tells the powerful in
terests that the Congress will not con
tinue throwing money at weapons that 
do not have a real world need. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I op
pose the McCain amendment. It con
tradicts the conclusions of the Defense 
Department's Bottom-Up Review, is 
detrimental to the Navy's public ship
yards, and imposes excessive restric
tions on funds that already have been 
appropriated. 

As part of its Bottom-Up Review, the 
Defense Department concluded that 
the Navy will have to begin construe-

tion of a new class of submarines near 
the end of this century in order to sus
tain our submarine force at a lower but 
stable level. In order to accomplish 
this goal, the Defense Department ac
knowledged that the submarine indus
trial base must be preserved. The De
fense Department reviewed the options 
for sustaining the capability to build 
new submarines and concluded that the 
most cost-effective way to proceed will 
be to begin construction of a third 
Seawolf submarine at the Electric Boat 
shipyard in fiscal year 1995 or 1996. 

The McCain amendment would pro
hibit the Defense Department from 
pursuing its preferred option for sus
taining the submarine industrial base. 
If this amendment were adopted, the 
Defense Department would certainly 
pursue other methods of sustaining 
this industrial base. Currently, the 
only other major submarine-related 
work being conducted is the refueling 
overhauls of Los Angeles class sub
marines at the Navy's premier facility 
for such work, Portsmouth Naval Ship
yard. With the decline in submarine 
construction since the end of the cold 
war, private shipyards are already ag
gressively pursuing smaller submarine 
repair projects offered by the Navy in 
public-private competitions. If the op
tion of building the third Seawolf is de
nied by Congress, private shipyards 
will clearly seek submarine refueling 
overhaul work. Without the option of 
providing new construction work to 
the private sector, the Defense Depart
ment is likely to consider such private 
sector requests favorably . 

I believe this outcome would threat
en the workload scheduled for Ports
mouth Naval Shipyard, which already 
has experienced excessive reductions. 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard has devel
oped infrastructure and work force 
skills that are ideally suited for sub
marine overhaul work, and the Navy 
should not invest limited funds to du
plicate these overhaul capabilities. 

The McCain amendment also requires 
that funds appropriated last year by 
the Congress be withheld until the De
fense Department conducts additional 
studies of the submarine industrial 
base. This requirement imposes exces
sive restrictions on funds that Con
gress already has appropriated to sus
tain the industrial base. I believe that 
such a requirement will delay the De
fense Department's efforts to sustain 
the submarine industrial base and 
place additional pressure on the pri
vate sector to seek additional sub
marine repair work. 

Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Hawaii is recognized. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, pursuant 

to the consent granted on the McCain 
amendment, No. 1031, I move to table 
the amendment. 

I wish to inquire, that vote will occur 
at 2:35 this afternoon? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, that is correct. 
Who yields time? 

AMENDMENT NO. 1032 
(Purpose: To set aside $4,500,000 for replace

ment of the TER-9A ejection rack for F-16 
aircraft) 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, in behalf 

of Senator LEAHY, I send to the desk an 
amendment and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the committee amendments 
are set aside. 

Mr. DODD. Reserving the right to ob
ject, have the yeas and nays been or
dered on the tabling motion on the pre
vious amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
were not ordered. 

Mr. DODD. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the tabling motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the committee amendments 
are set aside, and the clerk will report 
the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], for 

Mr. LEAHY, proposes an amendment num
bered 1032. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. 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 32, line 21, before the period at the 

end insert the following: ": Provided, That of 
the funds appropriated under this paragraph, 
$4,500,000 shall be available for replacement 
of the TER-9A ejection rack for F- 16 fighter 
aircraft" . 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared by both 
sides. I urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1032) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1033 
(Purpose: To provide for a limitation on the 

obligation or expenditure of funds with re
spect to certain activities at the Antler 
Military Operations Area, Pennsylvania) 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendments be set aside. I send to the 
desk an amendment in behalf of Sen
ators WOFFORD and SPECTER, and I ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], for 

Mr. WOFFORD, for himself and Mr. SPECTER, 
proposes an amendment numbered 1033. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. 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 157, below line 9, insert the follow

ing: 
SEC. 8142. (a) No funds appropriated under 

this Act may be obligated or expended for 
the purpose of establishing the Antler Mili
tary Operations Area, Pennsylvania, for the 
purpose of conducting aerial combat training 
operations until the date of the submittal to 
congressional defense committees of the re
port referred to in subsection (b). 

(b)(l)(A) The Secretary of Defense, in con
sultation with the Administrator of the En
vironmental Protection Agency and the Ad
ministrator of the Federal Aviation Admin
istration, shall submit to the congressional 
defense committees a report on the effect of 
low-level aircraft training operations of the 
Department of Defense on the proposed Ant
ler Military Operations Area, Pennsylvania. 

(B) The Secretary shall submit the report 
not later than 6 months after the date of the 
enactment of the Act. 

(2) The report under this subsection shall 
include the following: 

(A) An assessment of the effect of the 
training operations referred to in paragraph 
(1) on-

(i) the environment of the areas of, and in 
the vicinity of, the proposed Antler Military 
Operations Area, including a detailed assess
ment of the effects of the noise generated by 
such operations on the environment of such 
areas; 

(ii) the economy of such areas; and 
(iii) the health and safety of persons living 

in and around such areas. 
(B) A description of the number of aircraft 

flights per month that the Secretary antici
pates will occur in the proposed Antler Mili
tary Operations Area. 

(C) A description of the number and dura
tion of such flights per month that the Sec
retary anticipates will occur at or below a 
level that is 500 feet above the highest 
ground level of the proposed Antler Military 
Operations Area. 

(c) In the section, the term " congressional 
defense committees" means the Committees 
oil Armed Services and the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer an amendment ·to the Defense 
appropriations bill to ensure that the 
Department of Defense fully considers 
the environmental and economic im
pact of new flight-training routes-as 
well as the potential effect on public 
safety. 

The rapid conversion of Air Reserve 
components from older aircraft sys
tems to the F- 15's and F-16's is gener
ating plans to significantly expand 
training airspace around the United 
States. Yet, I am concerned that in 
some cases we are rushing to establish 
military operations areas without fully 
considering the potential effects on the 
surrounding communities. We must 
fully and accurately consider the envi-

ronmental, economic, and public safety 
effects of high-performance aircraft 
flown at extremely low levels or at su
personic speeds at higher levels. 

In Pennsylvania, the Air National 
Guard has proposed the establishment 
of the Antler military operations area, 
or MOA. This proposal would enable 
the Air National Guard to conduct 
flight training over five State parks in 
north-central Pennsylvania. The Ant
ler MOA would result in frequent, low
level flights over approximately 1,2000 
miles of State forest and park land. 
Hundreds of thousands of Pennsylva
nians use these parks for recreation 
and many communities depend on the 
tourism that these parks generate. 

The Antler MOA should not be imple
mented until we have full information 
on the potential impact of flights over 
Pennsylvania's State parks. The 
amendment I am introducing would re
quire that the Secretary of Defense, in 
consultation with the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
and the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Administration, to report to 
Congress on the environmental and 
economic effects, including the noise 
effects, of low-level aircraft training in 
the proposed Antler military oper
ations area. The report will also in
clude a description of the number and 
duration of flights per month-infor
mation that the Air Force has, as of 
yet, not provided. 

A preliminary environmental impact 
study has already been conducted. But, 
serious questions remain. The proposed 
Antler military operations area threat
ens the peace, tranquility, and eco
nomic well-being of some of Pennsylva
nia's most pristine areas. Pennsylva
nians deserve full information before 
such a policy is implemented. 

I thank the distinguished chairman 
and the ranking minority member of 
the Subcommittee on Defense for their 
kind assistance in accepting this 
amendment, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this 
matter has been cleared by both man
agers, and we recommend its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1033) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I believe 
that Senator SASSER is prepared to 
present his amendment at this time. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll . 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

SOMALIA 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I want 

to talk for a minute about the upcom
ing situation in regard to an amend
ment involving our continued presence 
in Somalia. 

As we all know, and gratefully so, 
the American fighting man who was 
being held prisoner, Warrant Officer 
Durant, was released this morning. It 
is my understanding that most, if not 
all, of our missing-in-action have been 
accounted for. 

Mr. President, to me, and I believe to 
a majority of the American people, 
that removes the last impediment for 
the total, rapid, prompt, and safe with
drawal of American troops from Soma
lia. 

There is no reason for the United 
States of America to remain in Soma
lia. The American people want them 
home, I believe the majority of Con
gress wants them home, and to set an 
artificial date of March 31 or even Feb
ruary 1, in my view, is not acceptable. 
The criteria should be · to bring them 
home as rapidly and safely as possible, 
an evolution which I think could be 
completed in a matter of weeks. 

Our continued military presence in 
Somalia allows another situation to 
arise which could then lead to the 
wounding, killing or capture of Amer
ican fighting men and women. We 
should do all in our power to avoid 
that. 

I listened carefully to the President's 
remarks at a news conference that he 
held earlier today. I heard nothing in 
his discussion of the issue that would 
persuade me that further U.S. military 
involvement in the area is necessary. 
In fact, his remarks have persuaded me 
more profoundly that we should leave 
and leave soon. 

I am aware of the parliamentary pro
cedure that will take place. I am aware 
of the unanimous-consent request that 
was agreed to last night that there will 
be a vote on the so-called Byrd amend
ment. I do not know the details of the 
Byrd amendment, but I have an idea 
that there will probably be a date of 
March 31, as opposed to February 1. 
That is what is at least being cir
culated as being the case. 

Dates certain, Mr. President, are not 
the criteria here. What is the criteria 
and what should be the criteria is our 
immediate, orderly withdrawal from 
Somalia. And if we do not do that and 
other Americans die, other Americans 
are wounded, other Americans are cap
tured because we stay too long-longer 
than necessary-then I would say that 
the responsibilities for that lie with 
the Congress of the United States who 
did not exercise their authority under 
the Constitution of the United States 
and mandate that they be brought 
home quickly and safely as possible. 

I have heard the arguments about 
what other nations may do. I have 
heard the arguments about political so
lutions and us going to the President of 
Eritrea and the President of Ethiopia 
for an African solution. All those are 
fine with me, Mr. President. I am all 
for it. I am in favor of any other nation 
that is a part of the United Nations 
doing whatever they can. 

But the mission which the American 
people supported and this Congress 
supported in an overwhelming resolu
tion has been accomplished, and that 
was to feed and keep from starving a 
million Somali. The American people 
did not support the goals of nation
building, peacemaking, law and order, 
and certainly not warlord hunting. 
They did support a policy of feeding 
starving people, and those people have 
been fed. 

We did not say we would feed those 
people forever. We said we would feed 
them and keep them from starving in a 
very short timeframe because, trag
ically, there are people who are starv
ing all over Africa and all over the 
world. Unfortunately, we cannot feed 
all of them. We can feed whomever we 
can, and I would support any effort to 
feed whomever we can who is starving. 
But for us to get into nation-building, 
law and order, et cetera, I think, is a 
tragic and terrible mistake. 

I know that this debate is going to go 
on this afternoon and I have a lot more 
to say, but the argument that somehow 
the United States would suffer a loss to 
our prestige and our viability, as far as 
the No. 1 superpower in the world, I 
think is baloney. The fact is, we won 
the cold war. The fact is, we won the 
Persian Gulf conflict. And the fact is 
that the United States is still the only 
major world superpower. 

I can tell you what will erode our 
prestige. I can tell you what will hurt 
our viability as the world's superpower, 
and that is if we enmesh ourselves in a 
drawn-out situation which entails the 
loss of American lives, more debacles 
like the one we saw with the failed 
mission to capture Aideed's lieuten
ants, using American forces, and that 
then will be what hurts our prestige. · 
We suffered a terrible tragedy in Bei
rut, Mr. President; 240 young marines 
lost their lives, but we got out. Now is 
the time for us to get out of Somalia as 
rapidly and as promptly and as safely 
as possible. 

I, along with many others, will have 
an amendment that says exactly that. 
It does not give any date certain. It 
does not say anything about any other 
missions that the United States may 
need or feels it needs to carry out. It 
will say that we should get out as rap
idly and orderly as possible. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab
sence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. 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. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under
stand that amendments are not in 
order at the moment on Somalia, and I 
do not intend to offer one. But I know 
there will be votes on it later on, and 
I would like to outline my views on So
malia. 

I mention this because as of yester
day we were faced with two possible 
resolutions, one by the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
and one amendment being developed by 
the distinguished majority and minor
ity leaders. 

I support the amendment by the dis
tinguished Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD]. 

When President Bush decided to send 
in American forces to provide humani
tarian relief to end the terrible famine 
we saw in Somalia, those humanitarian 
purposes got widespread support in the 
United States. Congress authorized 
that mission and provided the Presi
dent with broad discretion to carry it 
out. In fact, as long as United States 
forces in Somalia were fulfilling the 
original humanitarian mission of the 
United States intervention, the Amer
ican people, and Congress, solidly 
backed the President. 

Ironically enough, we had a situation 
where we had a very large military 
force to carry out a humanitarian mis
sion. Subsequently, when it changed to 
a military mission, we cut that force 
back to one barely large enough for the 
humanitarian mission. 

By spring, we knew the humanitarian 
goal had been achieved. The famine 
was over. Crops were planted. In fact, 
Somalia today is enjoying a bumper 
harvest. Food is plentiful. In some 
parts, they are even able to export 
food. U.S. forces drew down from 25,000 
to under 5,000. 

The United Nations assumed respon
sibility for diplomatic and other efforts 
to promote some sort of political set
tlement. But that was not the chore of 
the United States, to force a political 
settlement or to nation build. 

But by summer, incrementally, the 
mission of the United States forces 
changed, changed from one limited to 
providing humanitarian relief to that 
of supporting U.N. efforts to rebuild a 
government and find a political solu
tion in Somalia. 
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General Aideed, the Somali warlord not the issue as long as we make it 

in south Mogadishu, became identified very clear that forces are coming out 
as a key roadblock in U.N. efforts to by a date certain. What has been im
mediate a political settlement. Hos- portant to me, far more than a date, is 
tility between the United Nations and that any new mission for United States 
General Aideed deepened, and U.S. forces in Somalia beyond the original 
forces, increasingly committed to sup- humanitarian mission has to be spelled 
porting U.N. diplomatic objectives, be- out by the President. It then has to be 
came drawn into the U.N.-Aideed con- voted on and approved by the Congress. 
frontation. The small U.S. combat con- That is my understanding of the Con
tingent, which was only part of our stitution. That is essentially my posi
overall force, numbering about 1,500 tion. 
men, was beefed up by a Ranger unit. But there is another dimension to 
We were treated to scenes of Rangers the Somalia situation and also in 
dropping from helicopters in raids to Haiti, on which I would like to touch. 
capture Aideed. The mishandling of the United States 

The humanitarian mission, so widely involvement in Somalia and Haiti and 
supported by the American people and serious mistakes by U.N. leaders, espe
authorized by Congress, was trans- cially in Somalia, have done grave 
formed into a political and military damage to the idea of coping with re
mission never contemplated by Con- gional conflicts and crises through 
gress and certainly never authorized by multilateral action. To my mind, this 
Congress-for that matter, never con- is the greatest cost of these botched 
templated by United States planners, operations. It is going to take consider
who had nothing like the necessary able time to rebuild confidence that 
combat forces in Somalia to support the United Nations and other inter
such a mission. And our troops became national organizations represent ade
increasingly vulnerable to attack. In- quate instrumentalities for peacekeep
evitably, the simmering pot boiled ing and peacemaking in hot spots 
over, with the tragic killing and around the world. 
wounding of 100 American Rangers in a There has been a lot of talk about a 
single incident. new world order and the great opportu-

I am a strong supporter of flexibility nities for conflict resolution and peace 
and broad authority for whoever is in the post-cold-war international 
President, whether Democrat or Re- arena. 

But the way the Somali and Haiti 
publican, in foreign policy matters. In 'Situations have unfolded has done 
fact, few Senators in this Chamber 
have ever voted so consistently to give much to discredit that idea that, prop-
broad discretion to Presidents in for- erly led, the United Nations can be the 

main means of resolving local conflicts 
eign policy issues. But I also insist or promoting international stability 
that the mandates of the Constitution and order. That is extremely unfortu
be respected. And if it is a question of . nate. In fact, it may prove very costly 
the Constitution and the President, no to troubled regions around this world. 
matter who the President might be, · Because, on the one hand, neither the 
the Constitution has to come first. American people nor our Government, 

The Constitution makes clear that have the disposition to act as the world 
Congress must authorize the participa- police officer. But, on the other, we are 
tion of U.S. Armed Forces in hostilities now seeing fierce criticism of the 
abroad. The President is the Com- Uations Nations as peacemaker and 
mander in Chief and properly has full peacekeeper. we even hear Senators 
authority to direct American forces in declare U.S. forces should never, under 
combat operations. But it is to Con- any circumstances, serve under U.N. or 
gress that the Constitution entrusted any other international command. 
this power to commit our Nation to Frankly, this is a prescription for 
war. international anarchy. If the United 

That is why I have been so adamant States cannot or will not intervene in 
that if American troops are to remain crises unilaterally, and if we will not 
in Somalia, their mission has to be participate in U.N., OAS, or other 
clearly defined by the President, and international efforts to restore or 
the Congress by a specific vote must maintain peace, then who is going to 
authorize the commitment of Amer- fulfill that role? If the most powerful 
ican Armed Forces to carry out that Nation on the Earth does not fulfill it, 
mission. who does? Do we intend to stand by as 

Mr. President, the original humani- spectators when Somalia and Haiti are 
tarian effort is essentially completed. repeated in other countries? 
Therefore, American forces should (Mrs. BOXER assumed the chair.) 
begin an orderly withdrawal, to be Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, this 
completed by a date certain, unless we tragedy is going to be repeated in other 
have a new mission defined for them countries. There is no need to list all of 
and the Congress by a new vote author- them. But everybody in this body 
izes the continued presence of those knows there are several other cases of 
forGes in Somalia. failed governments, where nations are 

The exact date of withdrawal has teetering on the edge of anarchy as 
never really been critical to me- complete as that which now afflicts So
March 1, March 31, February 1. That is malia. 

Do we really think we can ask other 
countries to bear the burdens, to send 
their young men and women to try to 
keep the peace, while we stay at home? 
When this issue arose, I asked the Con
gressional Research Service to provide 
information on the number of times 
American troops have served under 
multinational or other foreign com
mands in this century. It has been at 
least 18 times, including as recently as 
Desert Storm. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
CRS paper on that issue be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

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

(See exhibit 1). 
Mr. LEAHY. It should be clear, 

Madam President, that it is not the 
placing of the American forces under 
the U.N. or other international com
mand that is the problem. It is the def
inition of the lines of command author
ity. It is the military mission of the 
forces and their capabilities in a given 
situation that is critical. This is where 
Somalia went wrong. It was badly 
planned, badly coordinated, and with
out the necessary military capabilities. 

Let us not condemn the whole con
cept of multilateral action with United 
States participation because mistakes 
were made in Somalia or Hai ti. Let us 
instead resolve on more direct U.S. 
leadership, both political and military, 
in designing and carrying out effective 
international conflict resolution, 
peacemaking and peacekeeping oper
ations. 

Right now, the United States owes 
$400 million in arrears to the United 
Nations, which includes $130 million for 
peacekeeping operations around the 
world, in places like Cambodia, Angola, 
El Salvador, and so on. In fact, we 
could be over $1 billion in arrears for 
peacekeeping by the end of this year. 

We cannot ask or expect the United 
Nations, and all the dozens of nations 
that participate in peacekeeping oper
ations, to do their part if we declare 
that no American soldier can ever 
serve under foreign command; and, in
cidentally, if we are also not going to 
pay our fair share of the peacekeeping. 

Madam President, it is unfortunate 
that there has been neglect and mis
handling of our policy in Somalia and 
Haiti-not just because of the loss of 
life; that is always a distressing thing 
to all Americans. But now we have to 
regroup, reconsider, and recommit our
selves to effective American policies 
which blend unilateral actions, where 
necessary and justified, with strong 
leadership in the U.N. and other inter
national organizations. Let us not lose 
sight of the role they can play, espe
cially when we try to replace the 
bipolarism that we saw during the cold 
war. 

I wish we, as a Nation, had not lost 
sight of our main reason for being in 
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Somalia. Unfortunately, we did. And 
now we see the worst of all possible 
worlds. 

I commend the President, though, in 
realizing that mistakes were made, and 
for listening to a broad cross-section of 
this body and of the other body, Repub
licans and Democrats. There was a 
very painful meeting of Sena tors and 
Representatives with the President in 
the White House on Somalia. It went 
on for about 2 hours, the most intense 
meeting of that nature I have seen in 
my 19 years here in the Senate. 

To the President's credit, he listened 
to where we thought the policy was 
wrong. He has worked very hard to 
bring about a new policy that is realis
tic, and one that could have support in 
this body; one that terminated the 
military mission that was doomed to 
eventual failure, at least with the re
sources we were applying to it, and put 
it back to the humanitarian roots that 
brought us to Somalia in the first 
place. I commend him for that. 

I hope the mistake will not be made 
now to continue this fight over wheth
er it is going to be this date or another 
date, a few weeks one way or the other, 
and once again lose sight of why we are 
there. We are going to leave. We can 
leave relatively soon. Let us leave with 
our strongest stance, not that of chas
ing warlords, but that of feeding mil
lions and millions of people who face 
starvation without that help. 

Let us, at the same time, look at 
Haiti, and say that we do not accept 
the naive idea that if we offer some for
eign aid to a few military leaders down 
there, they will give up their banditry, 
their thievery, their drug dealing, their 
huge incomes, and have it replaced by 
reform and tiny salaries; that they will 
return to the barracks, away from the 
mansions and the luxury buildings. 
That kind of thinking is unrealistic. It 
is as unrealistic as saying we are going 
to send to Haiti a number of troops 
with sidearms, and somehow they will 
influence thugs who carry automatic 
weapons and heavy-caliber weapons, 
and who totally control this poor, 
strangled nation. That is a mission 
that was heading, by incrementalism 
or by neglect, toward sheer disaster. 

The President was wise to pull back, 
to ask the United Nations to resume 
sanctions against these thugs that rule 
Haiti. 

I strongly urge him and his advisers 
to totally reevaluate what we are going 
to do in Hai ti before we make the mis
take of stumbling into something that 
we cannot control, cannot change, and 
will not handle, and have Americans 
die there. 

Once again, we pull back to just 
where we can and will exercise influ
ence in our interest, either security in-

terests, humanitarian interests, or the 
interests of creating democracy. 

I am afraid the Haiti situation was 
not as well thought out by any means 
as it should or could be. I would hope 
that this breather over the weekend, as 
we look at the reaction to the latest 
restrictions and sanctions, might allow 
not only some clearer thinking to hap
pen in Haiti, but it would not hurt to 
have a little clearer thinking here in 
Washington. 

I have taken this much time on the 
floor because I understand there was 
somebody coming over to bring up an 
amendment. He is not here yet, and 
perhaps the distinguished chairman of 
the committee has items he could han
dle now. I realize there will be discus
sion of this later on. I yield the floor to 
the distinguished Senator from Hawaii. 

EXHIBIT I 
CRS ISSUE BRIEF- UNITED NATIONS 

PEACEKEEPING: ISSUES FOR CONGRESS 
(By Marjorie Ann Browne) 

U.S. Military Personnel in UN Ops. 
Operation: 

Total number 
UNTSO [Middle East] .. .. ................. 17 
UNIKOM [Iraq-Kuwait] ..... .... ... .... ... 15 
MINURSO [Western Sahara] ........... 30 
UNTAC [Cambodia] ............... ........ .. 116 
UNPROFOR [former Yugoslavia] ... 541 
UN Headquarters ...... ............. .. ....... 14 
UNMIH [Hai ti] .. .. . . .. .. . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. . . . . .. 30 

Subtotal .............. .. . .. . . ..... .. . . . .. .. .. .. 663 
UNO SOM II .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. . 2 2,686 

1 Withdrawal deadline is November 15. 
2 Staff and logistics support. 

The UNPROFOR number includes a MASH 
(Mobile Army Surgical Hospital) unit of 219 
that was originally deployed from · Germany 
to Zagreb to provide medical support to 
UNPROFOR. This was the first time an en
tire U.S. unit was provided to serve under 
U.N. command (the MASH unit became oper
ational in November 1992). On July 12, 1993, a 
reinforced company team of 305 personnel ar
rived in Macedonia to serve with a preven
tive deployment component of UNPROFOR 
in Macedonia. They are there to observe and 
report on activities in the country and on its 
borders with Albania and with the Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and 
Montenegro) with the goal of· deterring the 
spillover of conflict. The U.S . unit conducts 
missions as directed by the U.N. commander, 
who is a Dane. A Nordic battalion of 700 from 
Finland, Sweden, and Norway is already 
there . On October 11, a contingent of 599 U.S . 
troops, including engineers, was scheduled to 
arrive in Haiti to help modernize and train 
the Haitian armed forces under the Gov
ernors Island Agreement. 

On May 4, 1993, the U.S.-led Unified Task 
Force in Somalia ceased operations and was 
replaced by an expanded U.N. Operation in 
Somalia (UNOSOM II), authorized by the Se
curity Council under Chapter VII of the 
Charter. UNOSOM II's anticipated strength 
of approximately 28,000 personnel from 23 na
tions included 2,686 U.S. military in logistics 
and administration divisions in UNOSOM II. 
UNOSOM II has access to a U.S. ground 
quick reaction force of 1,144. In this instance, 

the U.N. commander is a general from Tur
key , a NATO ally, and the deputy com
mander is a U.S. Army general, who has the 
authority to approve requests to use the 
quick reaction force . An additional 2200 U.S. 
marines are on call from offshore. The nam
ing of a commander from a NATO member 
and a U.S . general officer as deputy com
mander seemed to make the situation of U.S . 
military forces serving under U.N. command 
less of an issue to the United States. (See 
CRS Issue Brief 92131 , Somalia: Operation Re
store Hope and UNOSOM II.) 

OTHER PEACEKEEPING ISSUES 

A Peacekeeping Response to International 
Humanitarian Distress. Since 1991, internal 
instabilities and disasters in the Persian 
Gulf region in Africa, and set up. (for further 
information, see Appendix and CRS Report 
9{}-96 F, United Nations Peacekeeping: His
torical Overview and Current Issues.) 

U.N. peacekeeping operations take the 
form of both peacekeeping forces, such as the 
U.N. Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP), and ob
server missions, such as the U.N. Iran-Iraq 
Military Observer Mission (UNIIMOG) and 
the U.N. Observer Group in Central America 
(ONUCA). The differences between observer 
missions and peacekeeping forces are found 
in the mandate or function of the operation, 
the numbers and types of personnel used, and 
whether the personnel are armed. Usually, 
peacekeeping forces are larger in personnel, 
equipment, and cost than observer missions 
and are lightly armed rather than unarmed, 
as are observers. 

On Mar. 1, 1990, General Colin Powell , then 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, ob
served that U.N. peacekeeping operations 
" are important contributions to our overall 
security posture." On Apr. 20, 1993, Secretary 
of State Warren Christopher told the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee of placing a 
" new emphasis on promoting multinational 
peacekeeping and peacemaking. The end of 
the Cold War has unleashed long-suppressed 
conflicts. * * *But it has also opened up new 
possibilities for international cooperation." 
Christopher continued, "our task is to har
ness that cooperation, to contain and also to 
prevent the eruption of conflicts. * * * Inter
national peacekeeping, especially by the 
United Nations, can and must play a critical 
role . Capabilities must be enhanced to per
mit prompt, effective, preventive action." 
Christopher declared, "We in the United 
States are ready to do our part. In this con
nection, the President and I believe that mil
lions spent now on preventive diplomacy and 
peacekeeping can save hundreds of million 
dollars later in defense and international re
lief." 

Section 7 of the U.N. Participation Act of 
1945, as amended (P.L. 79-264), authorized the 
President to detail up to 1,000 members of 
the U.S. armed forces to the United Nations 
in a noncombatant capacity. Over the his
tory of the United Nations, the United 
States has provided various goods and serv
ices, including logistics, and has detailed its 
military to U.N. peacekeeping tasks, but in 
small numbers. Before 1990, the major U.S. 
provision of forces were the individual U.S. 
military officers participating as observers 
in the UNTSO. As of Oct. 5, 1993, at least 
1,232 U.S. military personnel participated in 
six U.N. operations and at U.N. headquarters: 
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Name of operation 

U.N. Truce Supervision Organization in Palestine 1 . 
U.N. Military Observer Group in India and Pakistan 1 .. 

U.N. Emergency Force I . 
U.N. Observer Group in Lebanon . 
U.N. Operation in the Congo ....................................................... .. 
U.N. Security Force in West New Guinea 
U.N. Yemen Observer Mission . 
U.N. Force in Cyprus 1 ............... ................ ........ . .. 

Mission of Representative of the Secretary-General in the Dominican Republic 
U.N. India/Pakistan Observer Mission . 
U.N. Emergency Force II ............................................................... .................... .. ..... . 
U.N. Disengagement Observer 
U.N. Interim Force in Lebanon .. .. .. ...................... . 
U.N. Good Offices Mission in Afghanistan and Pakistan 
U.N. Iran-Iraq Military Observer Mission .................. .. 
U.N. Angola Verification Mission . 
U.N. Transition Assistance Group . 
U.N. Observer Group in Central America . 
U.N. Iraq-Kuwait Observer Mission i 

U.N. Observer Mission in El Salvador i . 

U.N. Angola Verification Mission 11 1 . 

U.N. Mission for the Referendum in Western Sahara 1 

U.N. Advance Mission in Cambodia . 
U.N. Protection Force 1 .. ....... .. 

U.N. Transitional Authority in Cambodia 1 • 

U.N. Operation in Somalia I .................... .. .. .. ............................. .. ........... ...... .. 
U.N. Operation in Mozambique 1 . .. 

U.N. Operation in Somalia 11 1 .................. .. 

U.N. Observer Mission Uganda-Rwanda 1 

U.N. Observer Mission in Georgia 1 . 

U.N. Observer Mission in Liberia 1 . 

U.N. Mission in Haiti 1 ............................... . 

U.N. Assistance Mission for Rwanda 1 .. 

1 Operation is still in existence. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, we 
began our consideration and debate on 
1:.he defense appropriations bill at 9:30 
a.m. yesterday. However, because of 
ongoing negotiations related to the So
malia peacekeeping, we were not per
mitted to bring up amendments. How
ever, today, that obstacle was taken 
away, and we have started to consider 
amendments. We have concluded our 
debates and votes on seven amend
ments. However, Madam President, 
there are 32 other amendments that ap
parently will be presented before final 
passage. 

As you can see, none of the authors 
are here. So, for the record, I want to 
read the following so that these offices 
may remind themselves that they 
should be here. 

Senator BINGAMAN has a relevant 
amendment. Senator BRADLEY has an 
amendment relating to the Army Na
tional Guard. Senator BRADLEY also 
has an amendment on aircraft procure
ment. Senator BREAUX has an amend
ment related to mission recorder. Sen
ator BUMPERS has two amendments; 
the first is to reduce the ballistic mis
sile defense by $84 million, and the sec
ond is related to the intelligence budg
et. Senator BYRD has the Somalia 
amendment. Senator COCHRAN has an 
amendment related to submarine ex
ports. Senator COHEN has an amend
ment related to the transfer of Defense 
Department land to the city of Bangor, 
ME. Senator DECONCINI has an amend
ment related to military golf courses. 
Senator DOLE has two amendments, 
one on Bosnia and the other on Hai ti. 
Senator EXON has a sense-of-the-Senate 
related to commercial disputes with 
Saudi Arabia. Senator FEINSTEIN has 
an amendment on the retraining of 
troops to become police officers. Sen
ator GRAHAM of Florida has one on 

Acronym and service dates 

UNTSO 1948 ....... .. 
UNMOGIP 1948 .......... . 
UNEF I 1956-1967 . 
UNOGIL June-Dec. 1958 . 
DNUC 196G-1964 . 
UNSF Oct. 1962-Apr. 1963 . 
UNYOM July 1963-Sept. 1964 .. 
UNFICYP 1964 ................ . 
DOMREP May 1965-0ct. 1966 ........................... . 
UNIPOM Sept. 196S-Mar. 1966 .. 
UNEF II 1973-1979 . ... .. ......................... .. 
UNDOF 1974-present ...................................................... .. 
UNIFIL 197~ .......................... . 
UNGOMAP Apr. 198~Ma r. 1990 
UNllMOG Aug. 198~Feb . 1991 . 
UNAVEM Jan. 1989-May 1991 . 
UNTAG Apr. 1989-Mar. 1990 . 
ONUCA Nov. 1989-Jan. 1992 . 
UNIKOM Apr. 1991 . 
ONUSAL May 20, 1991 . 
UNAVEM II May 31. 1991 . 
MINURSO Apr. 29. 1991 . 
UNAMIC Oct. 16, 1991-Mar. 15, 1992 . 
UNPROFOR Feb. 21 , 1992 . 
UNTAF Feb. 28, 1992 . 
UNOSOM Apr. 1992-Apr. 1993 
ONUMOZ Dec. 16, 1992 
UNOSOM II May 1, 1993 
UNOMUR June 22. 1993 . 
UNOMIG Aug. 24. 1993 .. 
UNOMIL Sept. 22. 1993 . 
UNMIH Sept. 23. 1993 . 
UNAMIR Oct. 5, 1993 .. 

Haiti. Senator GRASSLEY has an 
amendment on G-17 progress payments. 
Senator HELMS has an amendment re
lated to Peru. Senator KENNEDY has 
two relevant amendments. Senator 
LAUTENBERG has an amendment on the 
National Board for Promotion of Rifles 
practice. Senator METZENBAUM has two 
relevant amendments. Senator MURRAY 
has an amendment on GP-160. Senator 
NICKLES has an amendment on foreign 
command of U.S. troops. Senator REID 
has an amendment on low-level flight 
training. Sena tor SPECTER has a sense
of-the-Sena te on closed shipyard work 
loads. Senator SPECTER has another 
sense-of-the-Senate related to the over
haul and depo maintenance bidding at 
closed facilities. Senator SPECTER has 
three other amendments, one on fund
ing reduction on the Seawolf, or on the 
carrier, and another on the cost effec
tive study of nuclear versus conven
tionally powered ships. He has another 
on the nuclear carrier CVN-76 funding 
restrictions. Senator STEVENS has one 
related to the blocking of Russian aid 
of SS-25 missiles that are still being 
produced. And there is one by Senator 
WARNER on methanol plant ship. 

If we hope to conclude qur debate and 
have a final vote today, all these 
amendments will have to be consid
ered. I would think that would be an 
impossibility. I think all of us should 
be prepared to meet tomorrow, if the 
leader so declares, and we may have to 
spend many hours tonight and tomor
row night. 

We have looming before us a continu
ing resolution. The present continuing 
resolution takes us to the 21st of Octo
ber. At this rate, we will have to adopt 
another. I think it is in our national 
interest that we resume our debates 
and consider these amendments and 
with expedition. That is my hope. 

Middle East. 
Jammu. Kashmir and Pak istan. 
Gaza ; Egyptian side in Sinai. 

West lrian. 

Location 

Ind ia-Pakistan border between Kashmir and Arabian Sea. 
Suez Canal sector: Sinai Peninsula. 
Israel-Syria: Golan Heights. 
Southern Lebanon. 

Namibia and Angola . 
Costa Rica, El Salvador. Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua. 

Former Yugoslavia: Croatia. Bosn ia and Herzegovina. Macedonia. 

Mozambique. 

Uganda. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the pending committee 
amendment be temporarily set aside. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1034 

Mr. INOUYE. 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 Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] pro

poses an amendment numbered 1034. 
Mr. INOUYE. Madam 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: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert: 
SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, within 30 days from the enact
ment of this Act, the Department of the 
Navy shall select and take possession of ei
ther LCU- 1540 or LCU-1549 from the General 
Services Administration: Provided , That the 
Navy shall modify or have modified the se
lected vessel utilizing commercial standards 
that meet U.S. Coast Guard certification re
quirements as safe to operate in open ocean 
as a cargo vessel: Provided further, That upon 
completion of all modifications and certifi
cation by the U.S. Coast Guard, the Navy 
shall immediately transfer title of the ves
sel, at no cost, to the government of Amer
ican Samoa: Provided further, That of the 
funds appropriated in this Act in Title II, Op
eration and Maintenance, Navy, Sl,500,000 
shall be available for this purpose: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, funds available to the Depart
ment of Defense shall be made available to 
provide transportation of medical supplies 
and equipment, on a nonreimbursable basis, 
to American Samoa. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 
urge adoption of the amendment. It has 
been cleared on both sides. 
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Mr. STEVENS. The Senator is cor

rect. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendment is agreed to. 
The amendment (No. 1034) was agreed 

to. 
Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 

move to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 

could call up my amendment, but I will 
wait until the Somalia amendment has 
been considered. Mine could take a 
considerable period of time. 

I join in asking Members to come 
over and work out their amendments. 
We have just been told, I might say, of 
five additional amendments which 
were not listed. We have disposed of 
four amendments. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1031, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent to modify my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The amendment (No. 1031), as modi
fied, is as follows: 

On page 157, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 8142. (a) None of the funds appro
priated by this or any other Act or otherwise 
available to the Department of Defense, may 
be obligated for procurement of a third sub
marine under the SSN-21 attack submarine 
program or for advance procurement for such 
submarine. 

(b) None of the $540,200,000 available to the 
Department of Defense for preservation of 
the industrial base for submarine construc
tion in accordance with Public Law 102-298 
may be obligated or expended for any pur
pose until-

(1) the Secretary of Defense submits to 
Congress a report containing-

(A) the funding requirements for each of 
fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000 
for the proposed third submarine under the 
SSN-21 attack submarine program and the 
proposed New Attack Submarine and a state
ment regarding whether the necessary fund
ing is provided for in the future-years de
fense program required by section 221(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, to be submitted 
to Congress in 1994; 

(B) the acquisition objective, mission re
quirements, projected total program cost, 
projected total development cost, projected 
total procurement cost, and estimated total 
per-unit cost for the New Attack Submarine 
(all such costs to be computed and expressed 
on the basis of the actual dollar amount to 
be expended at the time expended); 

(C) a comparison (with each other) of-

(i) the costs associated with procuring an 
additional SSN-688 submarine as the produc
tion bridge at Electric Boat Division of Gen
eral Dynamics Corporation; 

(ii) the costs associated with procuring an 
additional SSN-688 submarine as the produc
tion bridge at Newport News Shipbuilding 
and Drydock, Incorporated. 

(iii) the costs associated with procuring a 
third submarine under the SSN-21 attack 
submarine program as the production bridge 
at Electric Boat Division of General Dynam
ics Corporation; and 

(iv) the costs associated with procuring a 
third submarine under the SSN-21 attack 
submarine program as the production bridge 
at Newport News Shipbuilding and Drydock, 
Incorporated. 

(D) an assessment of the costs associated 
with delaying procurement of an additional 
submarine until 1998 without providing a 
production bridge at either Electric Boat Di
vision of General Dynamics Corporation or 
Newport News Shipbuilding and Drydock, In
corporated; and 

(E) an assessment of the costs and feasibil
ity of meeting operational requirements and 
sustaining the industrial base for submarine 
construction by carrying out either a pro
gram that combines overhaul and upgrade of 
existing SSN-688 submarines or a program 
for development and production of the New 
Attack Submarine instead of procuring a 
third submarine under the SSN-21 attack 
submarine program; and 

(2) 90 days have elapsed after the receipt of 
such report. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, what 
is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion to table the 
amendment of the Senator from Ari
zona, as modified. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from California [Mrs. FEINSTEIN] 
is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WELLSTONE). Are there any other Sen
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 52, 
nays 47, as follows: 

Akaka 
Bennett 
Biden 
Boren 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Craig 

[Rollcall Vote No. 310 Leg.] 

YEAS-52 
Danforth 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Exon 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Hutchison 

Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Mathews 
Mikulski 

Mitchell Pryor Shelby 
Moseley-Braun Reid Simon 
Moynihan Riegle Thurmond 
Nunn Robb Warner 
Packwood Rockefeller 
Pell Sarbanes 

NAYS-47 
Baucus Duren berger McConnell 
Bingaman Faircloth Metzenbaum 
Bond Feingold Murkowski 
Bradley Gorton Murray 
Brown Gramm Nickles 
Bumpers Grassley Pressler 
Burns Gregg Roth 
Coats Hatfield Sasser 
Cohen Helms Simpson 
Conrad Kassebaum Smith 
Coverdell Kohl Specter 
D"Amato Lau ten berg Stevens 
DeConcini Leahy Wallop 
Dole Lugar Wells tone 
Domenici Mack Wofford 
Dorgan McCain 

NOT VOTING-1 
Feinstein 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1031), as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be order in the Chamber. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1035 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment by Senator DO
MENIC! and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the committee amendment 
is set aside. The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows. 

The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE]. for 
Mr. DOMENIC!, proposes an amendment num
bered 1035. 

Mr. INOUYE. 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 48, line 22, after Kentucky, add the 

following: ": and that one multistate region 
shall include the State of New Mexico:" . 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this 
matter has been discussed by the man
agers and we have no objection to its 
immediate adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1035) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 

Senator withhold? 
Mr. INOUYE. I believe Senator 

GRASSLEY is seeking recognition. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Iowa is recognized. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, just 

so nobody worries that I am going to 
offer an amendment, I am not going to 
offer an amendment, but I am going to 
speak about a defense issue that I have 
spoken about for a long period of time, 
and I also , dui'ing this period of time, 
want to praise the leadership of the 
subcommittee for some work that they 
have helped me with on some issues I 
have raised on the floor of this body. 

Back in late June , specifically June 
22, I came to the floor to off er an 
amendment to the fiscal year 1993 sup
plemental appropriations bill. At that 
time, Senator ROTH helped me with 
that amendment. 

This amendment, had we offered it in 
June, would have rescinded $649,111,986 
in Air Force M accounts. The Air Force 
took that money from the M accounts 
to plug a gaping hole in its accounting 
records. The $649 million Air Force 
transaction violated the M account for
~ula passed by Congress and signed by 
the President on November 5, 1990. 
That happens to be Public Law 101-510. 

Our amendment was designed to ad
dress continuing abuse of the M ac
counts. Mr. President, there has been a 
total breakdown of integrity and dis
cipline in Air Force bookkeeping. 
There are no records; there are no doc
uments; there is no audit trail. As a re
sult, billions of our tax dollars are un
accounted for. That is exactly where 
the Air Force finances are today. 

As a taxpayer, that bothers me. As a 
U.S. Senator, it bothers me even more 
because we, as the trustees of the peo
ple's money, ought to be able to tell 
the people of our individual States how 
did the Air Force spend that 
$649,111,986. I should be able to tell 
them exactly, but I cannot. I do not 
know. The inspector general at the De
partment of Defense and the General 
Accounting Office, all of these people 
who ought to be able to say so, do not 
know either. 

The General Accounting Office and 
the DOD inspector general could not 
audit Air Force M accounts because 
the records are so poor. Without the re
quired documentary evidence, we do 
not know what happened to the money. 
We do not know whether the money 
was spent for purposes authorized by 
law. Some or all of the money could 
have been stolen. Air Force books were 
out of whack by this $649 million, and 
it seems no one cared. 

No one cared enough to reconcile the 
faulty accounts, to match invoices and 
vouchers with account balances, to pin
point the source of the problem. 

No one had to care. 
The doors to the magic vault were 

wide open. That magic vault was the M 
account. 

If Air Force accounts were overdrawn 
by $649.1 million- not to worry. 

Just go to the magic vault and rip 
into the big M account money sack and 
get all you need and more just in case. 

Hopefully, Mr. President, the M ac
count reform legislation will bring this 
kind of abuse to a screeching halt. 

Well Mr. President, as you might 
well guess, the department was ada
mantly opposed to the amendment of
fered by myself and Senator ROTH last 
June. 

The department's position was out
lined in a letter to me signed by the 
principal deputy comptroller, Ms. Alice 
Maroni, dated June 15, 1993. 

I never received that letter. The 
House Armed Services Committee was 
kind enough to provide me a copy. 

Everything in Ms. Maroni 's letter is 
exactly right. 

The money taken from the M ac
counts was needed to make the books 
balance. That is what she said. That is 
exactly right. 

The Air Force had bills to pay at the 
base level of the DOD operations. She 
is also exactly right about that point 
as well. 

But, Mr. President, Ms. Maroni has 
completely side stepped the main issue. 

Why did bills posted at the base level 
exceed the amounts of money available 
on the books at the departmental 
level? 

I will tell you why. Air Force ac
counts were overdrawn at the base 
level. Those bases made expenditures 
they were not authorized to make. 

Mr. President, as I have indicated on 
so many other occasions, this smells 
like another violation of the Anti-Defi
ciency Act. 

The House Armed Services Commit
tee was not impressed with Ms. 
Maroni 's excuses for sloppy book
keeping and a blatant disregard for the 
M account legislation. 

The committee retaliated by slashing 
the Air Force's fiscal year 1994 budget 
request for O&M. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to place Ms. Maroni's letter in the 
RECORD along with pages 227-228 of the 
House Armed Services Committee Re
port No. 103-200 on the fiscal year 1994 
Defense authorization bill. 

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

COMPTROLLER OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, June 15, 1993. 

Hon. CHARLES E . GRASSLEY, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building , 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR GRASSLEY: This responds to 

your letter of May 20, 1993, in which you 
asked for the Department's support for pro
posed legislation to reverse an Air Force 
restoral of merged surplus authority in the 
amount of $649 million. 

The Department cannot support your pro
posed legislation because it would place an 
artificial constraint on the Department's 
ability to pay existing liabilities and could 

require the Air Force to find up to $649 mil
lion from currently approved programs to 
pay valid bills. 

The restoral created no new obligations. 
The restoral was an accounting adjustment 
to bring the Treasury and Air Force depart
mental obligations into balance with obliga
tions recorded in the accounting records at 
the field-level. Therefore, deobligating these 
funds, as required in the proposed amend
ment, would fail to recognize liabilities that 
already exist. 

Generally, there are differences when one 
set of accounting records is compared to an
other at a given time because of the vast 
numbers of transactions and contractual ac
tions involved in these accounting systems. 
Over time, these differences are largely rec
onciled through the normal accounting proc
ess. However, in this instance, the Air Force 
asked the Treasury to make a single large 
adjustment in order to portray more accu
rately Air Force liabilities on the books of 
the U.S . Treasury . 

We recommend this proposed amendment 
language not be accepted by the Senate. 

Sincerely, 
ALICE C. MARONI, 

Principal Deputy Comptroller. 

CONTROL OVER " M" ACCOUNTS LACKING 
Because of years of neglect , inadequate 

systems, and poor management, the Depart
ment of Defense was not capable of properly 
implementing provisions of the '·M" account 
legislation included in the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Pub
lic Law 101-510). The legislation required the 
department to conduct a one-time audit of 
its " M" account balances by December 31, 
1991 to: (1) establish the amounts supported 
by valid obligations; and (2) identify and can
cel amounts found to be invalid. However, 
because of the large amount of funds and the 
department's poor controls over these funds, 
the Department of Defense Inspector General 
(DOD IG), who was tasked to complete the 
audit, only reviewed a sample of $5.2 billion 
(or 27 percent) of the department's $18.8 bil
lion recorded " M" account balances. The 
DOD IG found that, of the obligated balances 
reviewed, $2.3 billion were not adequately 
supported by documentary evidence. In pro
jecting the results of the sample, the DOD IG 
estimated that invalid obligations could 
total as much as $10.2 billion (or over 54 per
cent) of the total $18.8 billion of " M" ac
count balances. The DOD IG concluded that 
the department 's " M" account balances were 
materially misstated, inadequately man
aged, and vulnerable to abuse. 

Further, a GAO report on the department 's 
"M" accounts concluded that the depart
ment created more budget aut.hority that 
the Congress intended when it enacted Pub
lic Law 101-510. Most flagrant of the depart
ment 's actions was its assertion that it need
ed an additional $649.1 million to correct 
over 30 years of accounting errors, errors 
neither the Air Force nor GAO could identify 
and document. Despite this, the DOD Deputy 
Comptroller authorized the additional budg
et authority. The committee is not only dis
appointed with more than 30 years of sloppy 
bookkeeping, but is also disappointed at the 
department's blatant disregard for the legis
lation enacted primarily as a result of such 
abuses of funds. Therefore , the committee 
recommends reducing the Air Force 's fiscal 
year 1994 budget for the unsupported adjust
ment as follows: 

[In millions of dollars] 

Appropriation 
Operation and Mainte-

nance .................... .... ..... . 

Reductions 

$190,709,000 
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Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 

chairman of the Defense Appropria
tions Subcommittee, Senator INOUYE, 
was opposed to our amendment. He fa
vored a more cautious and prudent ap
proach. 

While the Senator from Hawaii said 
that our criticism of Air Force ac
counting practices was fully justified, 
he also believed that the amendment 
proposed by myself and Mr. ROTH, went 
too far. He said it was off the mark. 

Mr. President, Senator ROTH and I 
agreed that the Senator from Hawaii's 
assessment was correct, so we with
drew the amendment. 

Rescinding the $649.1 million focused 
attention on the underlying problem 
but probably as I look back was not the 
right solution. 

The chairman of the subcommittee 
developed a more positive approach to 
fixing the DOD accounting system. 

He agreed to help Senator ROTH and 
me by sending a letter to the DOD in
spector general, requesting an audit cf 
the Air Force M accounts. 

The chairman asked the DOD inspec
tor general to answer four important 
questions as follows: 

Is there documentation to support 
the $649.1 million transaction, and if 
not, does it constitute a violation of 
statute? 

Was the $649.1 million taken from the 
merged surplus account after that ac
count was closed by law? 

Was the $649.1 million needed to 
cover a violation of the Antideficiency 
Act? 

The distinguished chairman asked 
the DOD to identify the bookkeeping 
problems that gave rise to the need to 
take the $649.1 million from the M ac
counts in the first place. 

The chairman asked that the report 
be submitted to the committee within 
90 days. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to place Senator lNOUYE's letter in 
the RECORD. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, June 21 , 1993. 

Mr. DEREK VANDER SCHAAF, 
Deputy Inspector General, 
Arlington , VA. 

DEAR MR. v ANDER SCHAAF: Through recent 
DoD LG. and GAO reports, it has come to my 
attention that a question has been raised 
over the validity of $649 million in Air Force 
obligations restored from the " M" accounts 
under authority provided in the 1991 Defense 
Authorization Act. Moreover, Senator 
CHARLES GRASSLEY of Iowa has raised seri
ous concerns about the Air Force 's failure to 
accurately account for these obligations. 

Given Senator GRASSLEY's concerns, and 
the questions raised by your organization 
and the GAO, I request that you undertake a 
formal audit of this restoration from the 
" M" accounts. The audit should determine 
the validity of these obligations by, at a 
minimum, answering the following ques
tions: Is there documentation to support the 

obligation and expenditure of the $649 mil
lion and, if not, does this constitute a viola
tion of current law? And, was the $649 mil
lion restored from the merged surplus ac
count after it was closed under statute? Your 
audit also should determine that-if any
" Anti-deficiency Act" violations have oc
curred or would occur should funds not be 
av:ailable to meet such obligations, and the 
nature of Air Force bookkeeping methods 
which led to the " requirement" to restore 
these obligations. 

Since your office already has looked into 
this problem, I urge you to provide a com
plete audit report to the Congress within 90 
days after the receipt of this letter. Should 
you have any questions regarding this re
quest, please feel free to contact David Mor
rison (202-224-7296), a member of my staff. I 
appreciate your prompt attention to this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
DANIEL K. INOUYE, 

Chairman, Senate Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Defense. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Well. Mr. President, 
the DOD inspector general has submit
ted an interim report to the commit
tee. It is dated September 7. A formal 
audit report will be issued later this 
year. 

The interim report confirms my 
worst suspicions. 

Mr. President, I do not think it is a 
very pretty picture as you read this in
terim report. It is the same old story. 

Air Force accounting records are in 
such poor condition that we will never 
know what happened to the money, 
$649,111,986. The inspector general says 
it's impossible to render an accurate 
accounting. 

Laws were violated. 
Money was taken from the merged 

surplus account long after that ac
count was closed by statute. 

The inspector general charges that 
the Comptroller and Principal Deputy 
DOD Comptroller authorized the illegal 
procedure. 

Others may have been involved as 
well. 

The Antideficiency Act has been vio
lated by at least three missile pro
grams: Titan IV, AMRAAM, and ACM. 

Other unreported violations are ex
pected to surface in the future. 

The GAO reports that recorded Mac
count expenditures exceed available 
obligational authority by $500 million 
and that negative M accounts balances 
are growing each day. 

There is no documentary evidence at 
the departmental level to support 
$649.1 million in Air Force obligations. 
That would be a violation of Federal 
statutory law. 

The DOD inspector general needs to 
make a final determination on all 
these issues. 

The DOD inspector general must 
then fix responsibility for what hap
pened. Those involved must be held ac
countable. And I expect that they will 
be held accountable or maybe I had 
better say it this way. I hope that they 
will be held accountable. 

I intend to hold them accountable. 

The DOD inspector general must rec
ommend corrective action, including 
disciplinary action if appropriate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to place the DOD inspector gen
eral's interim report in the RECORD. 

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

INSPECTOR GENERAL, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 

Arlington, VA, September 7, 1993. 
Hon. DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense, Committee 

on Appropriations, U.S. Senate, Washing
ton, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to 
your letter of June 21, 1993 concerning De
partment of the Air Force merged accounts. 
Our responses to the questions raised in your 
letter are at the enclosure . 

We have initiated an audit to validate the 
unliquidated obligations in selected appro
priations in the Air Force merged accounts. 
The field work for t.he audit should be com
pleted by September 30, 1993, at which time 
we will brief your staff on the findings. A 
copy of our audit report will be provided 
when it is issued. 

We appreciate your continued interest in 
Department of Defense accounting issues. If 
you should have any questions, please con
tact me or Mr. John R. Crane, Office of Con
gressional Liaison, at (703) 614-0491. 

Sincerely, 
DEREK J. V ANDER SCHAAF, 

Deputy Inspector General. 

INSPECTOR GENERAL RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS 
BY SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE CONCERNING 
" M" ACCOUNTS 
Question: Is there documentation to sup

port the obligation and expenditure of the 
$649 million and, if not, does that constitute 
a violation of the law? 

Answer: There was no documentation at 
the departmental level for individual line 
items that required increases in Air Force 
obligations. The Air Force maintains there 
is documentation to support individual bal
ances at field-level accounting activities for 
total expenditures and obligations that in
clude the $649 million, but there is no sepa
rate documentation to account for $649 mil
lion as a subset of the total Air Force obliga
tions. Increases in obligations were also re
corded at the field level; however, the dif
ference between field and departmental 
records appears to result from adjustments 
made to compensate for unreconciled bal
ances between the different sets of account
ing records. The adjustments were made at 
the departmental (appropriation) level; 
therefore, they could not be tied to specific 
obligation documents. Air Force officials 
maintain that their actions did not violate 
the law since no obligations were created. 
The Air Force restoration was made to cor
rect errors at the departmental level from 
previous fiscal years and fund increases to 
existing obligations. We agree that the obli
gations already existed at the field level. It 
is likely that some of the obligations were 
invalid, but it is impossible to ascertain how 
many. 

Question: Was the $649 million restored 
from the merged surplus account after the 
account was closed under the statute? 

Answer: Yes, some Air Force funds were re
stored after the period allowed by the stat
ute. The Principal Deputy Comptroller, DoD, 
improperly certified to the Department of 
the Treasury on September 17, 1991. that ad
justments (including part of the $649 million) 
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were made to support obligations recorded 
between October 1, 1990 and December 5, 1990, 
in accordance with Treasury Bulletin No. 91-
03. In addition, adjustments were allowed to 
continue in FY 1992. After the Department of 
the Treasury issued the restoration war
rants, the Comptroller, DoD, with the knowl
edge of Treasury officials, approved about 
$249 million in additional Air Force restora
tions. 

Question: What, if any, Antideficiency Act 
violations have occurred, or will occur, if 
funds are not available to meet such obliga
tions? 

Answer: During our review of the Air Force 
expired year missile appropriations, we iden
tified apparent Antideficiency Act violations 
in the Titan Missile, Advanced Medium 
Range Air-to-Air Missile, and Advanced 
Cruise Missile programs. Investigations are 
now under way to determine whether viola
tions exist and to fix responsibility where 
appropriate . It is likely that other violations 
have occurred or will occur in several Air 
Force programs. Not all valid obligations are 
recorded in the DoD accounting system. Con
versely, many of the obligations that are re
corded in the accounting records are invalid. 
It is not possible to forecast what future vio
lations will occur. 

Question: What were the nature of the Air 
Force bookkeeping methods that led to the 
requirement to restore those obligations? 

Answer: Our review showed that the Air 
Force was improperly calculating and re
porting disbursements during its year-end 
closing process. Those procedures had ex
isted for the past 30 years, and the reconcili
ations between departmental and field 
records were ineffective. Because insufficient 
records are available, neither this office nor 
the Defense Finance and Accounting Service 
can state the degree of the error that oc
curred during previous years or whether 
other contributing factors were present. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
Air Force took $649,111,986 from the M 
accounts, but we do not have a clue 
about what happened to the money. We 
do not know how the money was used. 
There is no audit trail. 

The Air Force has been using a huge 
slush fund to cover for an imaginary 
bookkeeping operation. 

With unrestricted access to the 
magic vault, overdrafts and unex
plained imbalances could be ignored 
and even hidden from view. 

The collapse of financial control of 
the Department of Defense did not hap
pen overnight. It has been coming for a 
long time. It has progressively wors
ened. I might say that this is a Repub
lican speaking, and I am not talking 
just about President Clinton's adminis
tration; I am talking about lots of ad
ministrations, both Republican and 
Democrat, for more than a decade. 

But what is truly amazing is that it 
has continued unconstrained for all 
these years. So far, it has had few, if 
any, adverse consequences or casual
ties. It has been painless. How could 
that happen? Well, with a $50 billion 
slush fund-and that is how big · these M 
accounts were before they were closed 
out, and now I am indicating to you 
there are negative balances there. 
There was no need, with $50 billion in a 
slush fund, for financial control and for 
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accounting. Money shortages were eas
ily resolved by a trip to this "magic" 
vault, the "M" account. DOD's chief fi
nancial officer has made no effort to 
regain control of the money, nor has 
this person succeeded in providing an 
accurate and complete accounting of 
how the Department's money is being 
spent. The chief financial officer is a 
traffic cop at the entrance to the magic 
vault, and his signal light seems to be 
stuck on green. He is waving the 
crooks through. 

We are talking about Mr. Al Tucker. 
He occupies that key spot today. It is 
time to hold the chief financial officer 
accountable for the continuing finan
cial mismanagement at the Pentagon. 

Well, Mr. President, the doors to the 
magic vault have slammed shut for
ever. On September 30, the last of the 
M accounts were closed. From now on, 
older appropriations-money not spent, 
because you cannot spend all this 
money in 1 year-these older appro
priations will dump into expired ac
counts where the fiscal year and appro
priations account identity will be 
maintained. So you can track it. Bal
ances will remain in those accounts for 
5 years and then, if not spent in 5 
years, will be canceled. Under the new 
rules, it will be much more difficult to 
misuse and abuse expired moneys. 

The balances in the M accounts have 
been drained, dropping from $50 billion 
in 1990 to $3.9 billion as of June 30, 1993, 
and to zero October 1. As the M ac
counts dry up and disappear, the De
partment of Defense could well be star
ing at massive violations of the 
Antideficiency Act. Bankrupt accounts 
are popping up everywhere. The De
partment of Defense has to pay bills, 
but no money to pay them. 

We will need to be vigilant. We need 
to be on the alert. We need to be sure 
the M accounts are closed, as the law 
requires. 

The new leadership at the Pentagon 
is faced with three painful choices: 

Option No. 1: The new leadership 
could restore integrity and discipline 
to financial management and remain 
within the money limits set by Con
gress. To me, option No. 1 is the right 
way to go. 

But there is also option No. 2: The 
leadership could try to circumvent the 
law and use contracts and current ap
propriations to bail out bankrupt ac
counts. This would be pretty much 
business as usual, even with the Mac
counts closed, still something similar. 

Option No. 3: Worse still, the bureau
crats in the Pentagon might establish 
what I just alluded to-a new slush 
fund to hide the overdrafts. That is 
why the Defense Business Operations 
Fund, or DBOF, causes me so much 
heartburn. DBOF is a potential slush 
fund and money laundering operation. 
It has been used that way, I feel. 

I want to digress for a moment to 
commend the distinguished chairman 

of the Subcommittee on Defense of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee for 
cutting off the water supply to the 
DBOF plumbing works. I want to com
mend the chairman for rejecting the 
proposal to transfer $3 billion in excess 
DBOF cash to the operation and main
tenance accounts and for rejecting 
DBOF's advance billing procedure that 
is designed to make up for cash short
ages. 

The chairman's bold move will help 
to improve DBOF's image. It will help 
to restore credibility to financing and 
accounting in the Defense Department. 
It will help to dispel the notion that 
DBOF is nothing more than a cash gen
erator and a money laundering oper
ation to circumvent the will of Con
gress and spend money in an illegal 
way. 

The new financial czar at the Depart
ment of Defense, Mr. John Hamre, says 
he is going to pursue option No. 1. He 
is going to stop the financial abuse and 
clean up the books. I want him to suc
ceed, and I hope that all of my col
leagues in this body will give him en
couragement to succeed. I want to see 
him turn the tide, and I want to see 
him bring reform: to the system. I will 
help in any way I can. If he does what 
he says he is going to do, Mr. Presi
dent, Mr. Hamre will need more help. 
He will need the backing and support 
from the entire Congress. I hope it is 
there when he really needs it, and I 
hope that the distinguished chairman, 
Senator INOUYE, will continue his good 
work in straightening things out as 
well. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the Sen

ator from Iowa is very generous in his 
remarks, but I believe the credit should 
be in his shop. I wish to commend and 
congratulate my friend from Iowa for 
his persistence and his diligence in pur
suing this matter and bringing this 
matter to the attention of the Senate. 
Were it not for this persistence and 
diligence, the M account would still be 
in existence. I believe we can thank the 
Senator from Iowa for his contribution 
to an efficient Department of Defense. 

His warning signal on DBOF also 
gave us the signal to act the way we 
did. So I thank the Senator for his as
sistance. I congratulate him for his 
persistence and diligence. I hope we 
can continue to work together. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished chairman for 
his kind remarks and only, once again, 
say that it would not have been pos
sible without his help. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, 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. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
proceed as if in morning business for a 
period not to exceed 10 minutes. 

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

SOMALIA 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I take the 

floor this afternoon with a good deal of 
mixed emotions. I think all of us are 
overwhelmed with a sense of relief and 
joy that Michael Durant, the so-called 
detainee, has been released. I think all 
of us feel a great deal of joy for his 
family and for his friends that he has 
been returned safely into our hands. 

I say it is mixed because on this very 
day, tonight, a young man from Maine, 
M. Sgt. Gary Gordon, will be buried. 
There will be a service in Lincoln, ME, 
this evening to commemorate his life. 

This follows a funeral held this morn
ing for another young man from Lis
bon, ME, Tom Field, who also was 
killed in Mogadishu last week. In at
tendance at Sergeant Field's funeral 
was Sergeant Aaron Williamson, whose 
family is from Carthage, ME, and who 
was wounded in last week's clash. 

I ask unanimous consent that several 
articles which appeared in the Maine 
newspapers be printed at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

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

(See Exhibit 1). 
Mr. COHEN. I would like to repeat 

one thing from the article about Ser
geant Gordon. His wife said: 

Everybody knows he was a hero because he 
was military. It is not very hard for someone 
to look at his record and see he was an excel
lent soldier. But I want the world to know he 
was not only an excellent soldier, he was a 
loving, gentle, kind, husband and he was the 
most wonderful father anybody could have. 
What t ears my heart out is he will never be 
able to see his children grow up, which was 
all he wanted in life. It breaks my heart that 
my little girl might eventually not say his 
name anymore because she might forget 
him. I will try to never let that happen. 

The article is quite extensive, and I 
will not quote it at length. But I must 
say, it is a story like this that tears at 
our hearts, as well. 

I was at a conference this weekend 
with a group of foreign policy experts 
and attended a dinner that followed. At 
the conclusion of the dinner, an indi
vidual got up and said-and I am para
phrasing as best I can-"I can't believe 
the United States would allow itself to 
be driven out of Somalia because 100 
soldiers came under attack." 

It was not the appropriate place for 
me to respond that evening, but I must 
say that I sat there and I wondered if 
he ever had to make a call to a father 
or a mother who had just lost a son or 
a daughter to share the depths of their 
grief, even if only momentarily. 

Because the photograph of that sol
dier is going to be placed on the wall of 
the living room, the den, the family 
room, and every moment of their lives, 
those survivors, those friends, the hus
band, the father, the children, will go 
by that photograph and they will fall 
through the hole in their heart that 
probably runs the distance to the near
est star. It is an infinite wound that 
neither time nor any words can ever 
hope to heal. 

They are going to carry that wound 
for the rest of their lives. And we are 
going to move on, making our speeches 
and probably calling our quorum calls, 
as we are right now, and never look 
back again. 

I have listened to the argument that 
it is unacceptable for us to cut and run. 
I must say that implicit in this argu
ment is the notion or charge that our 
soldiers and their commanders or their 
supporters are cowards. Because there 
is implicit in this phrase " cut and run" 
that you are raising the white flag in 
retreat, that you do not have courage 
or are lacking in bravery. I think it 
does a great disservice to our soldiers, 
to our commanders, and to some of the 
advocates who take the position that 
we should remove our troops from So
malia as quickly and as safely as pos
sible. 

I am thinking primarily of my friend 
from Arizona, Senator MCCAIN, who 
has criticized our continued presence 
in Somalia. I find it somewhat ironic 
that the people who talk about cutting 
and running are probably those who 
never witnesse4 battle from anyplace 
but their living roo:r:n couches or 
chairs, while watching CNN. 

Senator MCCAIN, for example, is one 
of the bravest people I know. He is a 
hero of mine. He spent a long time in 
prison in Vietnam. And at a time when 
he was being tortured and beaten, and 
there were others who were seeking to 
terminate the war, who spoke out 
against it, who condemned it even as 
he was suffering, and at a time when he 
was given an opportunity for early re
lease, his captors saying, "You go 
home early," he refused. He refused. He 
said, "I'm not leaving this hellhole 
until all of us walk out of here." 

So he is a man of courage and brav
ery. And when the phrase is used, I 
think those of us who know him and 
others like him should take offense 
that there is some implicit suggestion 
that such a position hints of cowardice. 

There are others who take a different 
view. Senator DOLE, Senator INOUYE, 
Senator JOHN KERRY, Senator ROBERT 
KERREY, and other&-! do not know 
what their positions are, but they are 
equally brave and courageous individ
uals who are also combat veterans, and 
their views demand respect. 

I think there is some merit to the 
fact that we need to support the Presi
dent. We do have to demonstrate that 
the United States is a steadfast part
ner. 

I think we all know why we went to 
Somalia. We went there to save thou
sands, tens of thousands of starving 
people. But when we moved from 
peacekeeping to peacemaking, it in
volved more than a change of words; it 
was a change of mission. The mission 
was larger and the bullets bigger. 

I think when parents send their sons 
and daughters to camp, to school , to 
college, or-witness their entry into 
the military-they expect that their 
children will receive training and dis
cipline, and that those in charge of the 
training and discipline will also pro
vide support for their safety. 

What took place in Somalia, I think, 
is quite clear. The soldiers had the 
training and the discipline. What they 
did not have was the support necessary 
to ensure their safety. And that is why 
there is such great turmoil in this 
country today, not that we are afraid 
to fight. 

This country does not have to dem
onstrate anything about its bravery or 
courage or willingness to shed blood on 
behalf of others. That has been dem
onstrated over and over and over again. 

The question we have to resolve to
night or tomorrow is whether or not we 
do irreparable damage to our Nation's 
long-term interests and credibility. 

Do we tell 100 waiting Haitians that 
they merely have to threaten the lives 
of American soldiers and then the 
American people will "turn tail" and 
rush back to the comfortable shores of 
America? 

These are issues that we will be de
bating this evening. And I must say 
that I hope that the rhetoric on both 
sides will be as level as possible and 
not question the motives of the indi
viduals who are taking their respective 
positions. 

I do not think that we have to re
mind the people, as I indicated before, 
that we are willing-indeed, brave and 
courageous and committed enough-to 
try to deliver humanitarian assistance 
to foreign lands; that we are willing to 
engage in some peacekeeping oper
ations. 

But I must say, Mr. President, I 
think before we send our soldiers off to 
engage in peacekeeping or peace
making or nation building, there must 
be a full-fledged debate in the U.S. 
Congress. We have to be sure that we 
know exactly what the mission is and 
what the goals are, and exactly what 
risks we are asking our sons and 
daughters to undertake and what kind 
of support we are willing to give them. 

I do not believe that debate took 
place with respect to Somalia. We were 
assured that the goal or mission was 
limited, the duration would be brief, 
that the risks were minimal, and that 
we would have our soldiers back on 
American soil within a relatively short 
time. 

All of that changed in June, if not 
earlier, and we suddenly became inter
ested in tracking down a so-called war
lord. We moved from peacekeeping, 
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which implies that there is a cessation 
of hostilities-that we are simply de
livering humanitarian supplies and 
medicines and foods-to peacemaking, 
which implies that we are taking sides, 
that we are choosing, that we are pick
ing winners and losers and we are com
ing down on one side or the other. And 
that ups the ante considerably. That 
elevates the risk to our soldiers sub
stantially, the risks to their lives, as 
we have seen in recent days. 

We do run the risk that we may only 
be reinforcing the kinds of brutes and 
thugs that we have seen in Haiti scare 
off or chase off a relief ship through 
the brandishing of their weapons and 
killing of innocent civilians on the 
streets. We run the risk that this can
cer of ethnic hatred and warring politi
cal factions may erupt and metastasize 
and consume our dreams of a new 
world order. 

But we also run the risk that unless 
we are prepared to debate these issues 
fully, that we understand exactly the 
kinds of commitment we are asking 
our men and women in uniform to 
serve, what goals, what ends, how long, 
under what circumstances, unless we 
fully debate those issues prior to their 
going in-and in my judgment we did 
not do that-then we, I think, run the 
risk of this country shrinking back 
from its international obligations, 
from joining in peacekeeping oper
ations in the future, running the risk 
that we become isolationists. Someone 
suggested that such a posture would be 
the equivalent of the Kitty Genovese 
case in which neighbors pulled down 
the shade and refused to respond to the 
cries or screams of somebody being 
murdered outside of their apartment 
building. 

That is all in balance as we work our 
way through this debate on what to do. 
I have not seen the so-called com
promise language that will be offered 
later today or tonight or tomorrow. 
But I will examine it closely, with at 
least the commitment to try to be as 
open as possible, to listen to the re
spective arguments. But I must say the 
notion that somehow, if we vote to 
bring our troops back from Somalia as 
soon as possible without setting dead
lines, and as safely as we possibly can 
that somehow we are engaged in an act 
of cowardice. That is a great disservice 
to all who serve there now, who have 
served, and will be serving in the fu
ture. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 
ExmBIT 1 

[From the Bangor Daily News, Oct. 14, 1993) 
LINCOLN TO HONOR HERO KILLED IN SOMALIA 

(By Mary Anne Lagasse) 
LINCOLN.-Master Sgt. Gary I. Gordon 

hadn't lived in Lincoln for 15 years, but it 
might as well have been yesterday for many 
residents, who plan a hero's tribute when his 
body is returned Thursday night. 

American flags flying at half-staff line 
Main Street. Wreaths stand at the three vet-

erans monuments circled by small flags. 
Black ribbons are tied to the front doors of 
nearly every business. 

Gordon, 33, was one of two soldiers from 
Maine killed in recent fighting in 
Mogadishu, Somalia. He had been in the U.S. 
Army for 15 years, had earned a Green Beret 
uniform and the Special Forces hat as well 
as a long list of awards including a Purple 
Heart and the Bronze Star. He was assigned 
to Headquarters, U.S. Army Special Forces 
Command, where he served as Special Forces 
team sergeant. He was part of the Ranger 
task force that went to Somalia in late Au
gust. 

Area residents remember Gordon, the son 
of Duane and Betty Gordon of Lincoln, as a 
quiet, easy-going person who gave 110 per
cent to whatever he did. 

To his wife of seven years, Carmen, 29, and 
their two children, Ian, 6, and Brittany, 3, 
Gordon was a loving and caring husband and 
father. 

"What breaks my heart is that he (Ian) 
just admires his father. He would often dress 
up like Gary and copy everything down to
my husband chewed (tobacco) and he (Ian) 
would even spit like him. Gary always made 
sure there was time set aside for his kids. We 
did everything with the children. It was very 
important to him since his job required a lot 
of trips. 

"Brittany, 3, loves her daddy. When he 
would come home, just the sound of the car 
or the front gate opening, our kids would 
just run out screaming, 'Daddy's home!' Sun
day morning was a ritual. He got the paper 
and his coffee and he had to split the news
paper with Brittany and she would make be
lieve she was reading the paper with him. 

"Everybody knows he was a hero because 
he was military. It is not very hard for some
one to look at his record and see he was an 
excellent soldier. But I want the world to 
know he was not only an excellent soldier, 
he was a loving, gentle, kind husband and he 
was the most wonderful father anybody 
could have. What tears my heart out is he 
will never be able to see his children grow 
up, which was all he wanted in life. It breaks 
my heart that my little girl might eventu
ally not say his name anymore because she 
might forget him. I will try to never let that 
happen," Carmen Gordon said in a telephone 
interview late Wednesday afternoon. 

Gordon said her husband had many talents. 
He was an artist, a writer who planned to 
write a book when he retired, and he was a 
woodworker and had just started a small 
business. 

She said a friend once asked him what was 
the one thing he wanted. "At that time we 
were not together and he said tenderness. 
His tenderness was his family and he finally 
got it and now, it's taken away. He was just 
a beautiful person. He did heroic things. He 
was going to save a downed helicopter. * * * 
He was a very brave, strong, loving and ten
der person. I just loved him so much. He was 
my world," Gordon said as she sobbed. 

At least 50 veterans from several area 
American Legion and Veterans of Foreign 
Wars posts are expected to line Main Street 
Thursday night to salute Gordon as his body 
is transported to the Clay Funeral Home'. 

" We are encouraging veterans of all wars 
to turn out and pay tribute to Gary Gordon 
and to support his family," said Darrell Sav
age, commander of the Carl Burrill Amer
ican Legion Post 77 of Lincoln who was in
strumental in organizing the tribute. 

State police will escort the hearse from 
Bangor International Airport to Lincoln 
where they will be joined by Lincoln police, 

according to local officials. Gov. John R. 
McKernan and Rep. Olympia J. Snowe plan 
to attend the funeral graveside service at 2 
p.m. Saturday. 

Earlier in the week, students at 
Mattanawcook Academy in Lincoln paid 
tribute to Gordon and his family with a mo
ment of silence to coincide with the funeral 
service held in North Carolina. 

"Two often, whether it's the people in the 
armed services or our law enforcement peo
ple, we take for granted what they put on 
the line every day so the rest of us can enjoy 
life," the governor said in a telephone inter
view Wednesday. "The least we can do is 
make sure those loved ones know we all not 
only respect immensely what they do, but 
that what they did was not in vain," said 
MeKernan. 

He described Gordon and the other Maine 
soldier killed in Somalia, Sgt. Thomas J. 
Field, 25, of Lisbon, as professionals who 
were doing something they believed was im
portant for the country. "We darn well ought 
to make sure we remember then for having 
done that * * * they did the ultimate in giv
ing their lives for the rest of us," McKernan 
said. He ordered flags at the Capitol to be 
flown at half-staff through Saturday. 

"We always knew he was a hero, but now 
the world knows," said Tanya Whitney of 
Lincoln, Gordon's cousin. Whitney described 
the Gordon family as a small-town, quiet, 
hard-working family. 

"It's sad. They gave him medals of honor 
and the Purple Heart. He died a hero. They 
(the family) are holding onto those things. 
They are just so very proud of him. It was 
his life. It was his career. To be a master ser
geant at 33 years old!" Whitney said. 

Gordon had gone on many dangerous mis
sions during his military career and his fam
ily had worried about him each time. This 
time, however, there was not supposed to be 
anything to worry about. 

"It doesn't seem fair * * * there are two 
babies and his wife, who need him, left be
hind. We go over there (Somalia) to help 
them. * * * Their whole country isn ' t worth 
one of us," said Whitney. 

Alan Gates of Lincoln, who played football 
and other sports with Gordon, remembers 
seeing the soldier jogging or running in frig
id weather in order to stay in shape during a 
visit to Lincoln to see family. 

Gary McFalls, 34, of Lincoln, a member of 
the Class of 1978 at Mattanawcook Academy, 
where Gordon graduated, described him as a 
quiet, all-around guy. " It was an awful 
shock. You hear of this happening someplace 
else. It hit home this time. It's hard to be
lieve," McFalls said. 

McFalls, and others in Lincoln, said he 
didn't understand what American forces 
were doing in Somalia. 

There have been reports that the bodies of 
the two Maine soldiers were dragged through 
the streets of Magadishu, but Walter 
Sokalskis, deputy public affairs office for the 
U.S. Army Special Operations Command at 
Fort Bragg, said Wednesday, "To the best of 
my knowledge who the actual soldiers were 
has not been officially determined yet." 

In an effort to help the family, Lincoln 
Town Manager Clifton Barker said the Gary 
Gordon Memorial Fund was set up at Key 
Bank. Barker said a Falmouth lawyer had 
contracted the town about an anonymous 
person wanting to make a generous donation 
to benefit Gordon's family. He said some 
local 'Stores also had put out donation boxes. 

"I never knew him, but from what every
one has said, he (Gordon) was a very quiet 
feller, heck of a good kid, and the military 
was his life. 
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[From the Bangor Daily News, Oct. 14, 1993] 

MSG. GARY IVAN GORDON 
LINCOLN AND SOUTHERN PINES, N.C.-Mas

ter Sgt. Gary Ivan Gordon, 33, husband of 
Carmen Romano (Drake) Gordon, was killed 
in the line of duty Oct. 3, 1993, while serving 
with the U.S. Army in Mogadishu, Somalia. 
He was born in Lincoln, Aug. 30, 1960, the son 
of Duane and Betty (Bonney) Gordon. Gary 
was a devoted family man. His son admires 
him, his daughter is filled with his love, and 
his wife respects and honors him with all her 
heart. His talents ranged from father, hus
band, artist, carpenter, writer and dedicated 
soldier. We will continue his strength and 
never stop letting the world forget what a 
wonderful human being was taken from this 
earth. In addition to his wife of Southern 
Pines and his parents of Lincoln, he is sur
vived by his son, Ian Brigadoon Gordon; and 
his daughter, Brittany Lynn Gordon, both of 
Southern Pines; his sister, Robin Gordon of 
Bangor; his grandfather, Earl Dicker of Lin
coln; two nephews, several aunts and uncles. 
Friends may call 7-9 p.m. Friday at the Clay, 
Stevens & Clay Funeral Home, Lincoln. Fu
neral services will be held at 2 p.m. Saturday 
at the funeral home, with the Rev. Jack 
Stewart officiating. Burial with full military 
honors will follow at Lincoln Cemetery. Re
questing no flowers, donations in his mem
ory may be left at the funeral home for the 
children's trust fund. 
[From the Brunswick Times-Record, Oct. 10, 

1993] 
LISBON FEELS Loss OF ONE OF ITS OWN 

(By Kenneth Z. Chutchian) 
LISBON.-Nobody here is trying to be objec

tive about U.S. military involvement in So
malia anymore. 

With one of their own shot down and 
killed, Lisbon residents say they can't look 
at headlines about that corner of the world 
without feeling pain. 

Sgt. Thomas H. Field, 25, of 4 Winter St., a 
1986 graduate of Lisbon High School, was 
killed in action Sunday while flying with an 
Army helicopter unit in Somalia, where a 
U.S. military-led humanitarian effort has de
teriorated into war. 

The former football player and captain of 
the Lisbon High School hockey team had 
planned on making the Army his career. He 
often visited his old stomping grounds in 
Lisbon during military leaves, and had 
scores of friends in his small-town home
town. 

Earlier this week, when Field was consid
ered missing in action, people here were 
shocked, and the real meaning of war began 
to hit home in Lisbon. with reports of his 
death confirmed today, grief and anger domi
nated their emotions. 

Field's former hockey coach, Charles 
Hutchinson, said the war in Somalia now has 
a whole new meaning in Lisbon. 

"Reality sets in," he said. "You always 
think it's someone else's problem. Knowing 
someone there who died for what he thinks is 
right changes everything. I'm a firm believer 
that if American people are going to be in 
that area, we should give them enough fire
power to protect themselves." 

Field attended a Lisbon High School hock
ey game last December and stopped by to 
chat with his former coach. 

"He was very mature for his age," Hutch
inson said of Field's senior year. "Most kids 
just want to get through their senior year 
and forget about their studies. It was just 
the opposite with him." 

Last summer Field was on leave when he 
visited Tony's Sunoco gas station in Lisbon 
Falls, where he once worked. 

Diane Hachey, an old high school friend of 
Field's who works at Tony's, said, " He had 
just reenlisted and was very happy. " 

Field talked about a recent camping trip 
and his brother's stock car racing at Oxford 
Plains Speedway, Hachey recalled. 

Hachey gave an emphatic "no" when asked 
if she could separate her judgments about 
U.S. forces fighting in Somalia from her feel
ings about losing a friend. 

"We should get our men out of there," 
Hachey said. " We were doing something good 
and it got turned around." 

At Lisbon High School, students and 
teachers responded quickly earlier this week 
when they heard Field's helicopter was shot 
down and he was missing in action. They 
bought yellow ribbons and tied them to trees 
in front of the school on Route 196. 

Early this morning, the school's faculty 
was still reluctant to assume Field was dead 
because they had only a television news re
port for confirmation. 

" You hear about statistics, but it's quite 
another thing to put a face and a person 
along with them," said Lisbon High School 
principal William Schenck. 

He described Field as "a very talented 
young man" who had won a senior class as
sembly award from a Lewiston vocational 
school for his work in automotive mechan
ics. Schenck said the award was a special 
recognition because it was not issued annu
ally. 

While Lisbon High mourns the loss of an 
alumnus---who has a niece and a cousin cur
rently attending the school-students and 
teachers will make a small gesture to show 
their awareness of death and loss beyond the 
intimate confines of their town. 

The yellow ribbons, Schenck said, are not 
coming down until all of the American sol
diers missing in action are released from 
captivity. 

[From the Lewiston Sun-Journal, Oct. 7, 
1993] 

WOUNDED SERGEANT SAYS HE'S A VERY LUCKY 
MAN 

(By Tim Hanson) 
CARTHAGE.-U.S. Army Sgt. Aaron 

Williamson of Carthage considers himself a 
lucky man despite being wounded twice Sun
day in fighting in Somalia. 

"You don't get much luckier than I did, " 
he said Wednesday in a telephone interview 
from the hospital at Andrews Air Force Base 
outside Washington, D.C. "The Big Ranger in 
the sky was watching over me on that one." 

Williamson was shot in the left leg while 
rappelling from a helicopter that later 
crashed. The Blackhawk helicopter was pi
loted by Michael Durant of Berlin, N.H., who 
was captured by Somalis and seen on video
tape being interrogated by his captors. 

Also aboard the copter, according to Army 
sources, was Thomas Field of Lisbon, who is 
now listed as missing in action. 

Williamson said he'd like to talk more 
about the fate of the chopper crew, but is not 
allowed to do so by the military. 

" I really can't talk about that much, " 
when asked about Field and Durant. " I'd 
really like to tell you, but I can't." 

He said he had seen the videotape of Dur
ant on television but was limited in his com
ments to "it's a big mess." 

After being shot in the leg, Williamson 
crawled to a nearby building to be with other 
Americans. After about eight hours in the 
building, he was shot with a rocket-propelled 
grenade fired from about 30 feet away by a 
Somali trooper. 

Fortunately for Williamson, he was wear
ing a flak jacket that limited the damage 

from the grenade. When it exploded, the im
pact broke his nose and tore off the ring fin
ger of his left hand, he said. 

He was airlifted from Somalia to the U.S. 
military hospital in Landstuhl, Germany. He 
left that hospital early Wednesday and was 
flown to Andrews, where he arrived about 7 
p.m. Wednesday. 

"I'm hurting more now than I was at first. 
Someone told me that the rocket-propelled 
grenade that hit me may have been fired at 
such a close range that it probably didn't de
velop its full charge," he said. "The hairs on 
my arms are burned and I have black spots 
on my face." 

As for his first wound, "They're not sure if 
they have to remove the bullet from my 
leg." He said, "It's starting to give me more 
trouble.'' 

Williamson said he will be flown to Max
well AFB in Alabama on Thursday for work 
on his finger. 

"They said I might have to fly to Scott Air 
Force Base in Ohio first before going to Ala
bama, one of those Air Force shuttle things, 
I guess," he said. 

Williamson said he'd go back to Somalia 
"in a second" after he recovers from his 
wounds. 

"I think they should arc-light the place 
with B-52s and flatten the whole city" of 
Mogadishu, he said. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
committee amendments be set aside. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1036 

(Purpose: To achieve greater cooperation 
from allies of the United States and inter
national organizations for the support of 
the costs involved in development and pro
duction of Theater Missile Defense sys
tems) 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SASSER], 

for himself, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. SIMON, Mr. 
WOFFORD, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. FEINGOLD, and 
Mrs. BOXER, proposes an amendment num
bered 1036. 

Mr. SASSER. 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: 
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At the end of the title of general provi

sions. insert the following : 
SEC. . Not later than January 1, 1994, the 

Secretary of Defense shall submit to Con
gress a report on steps that can be taken by 
the United States to achieve greater co
operation from allies of the United States 
and international organizations for the sup
port of the costs involved in development 
and production of Theater Missile Defense 
systems. 

(b) The Congress shall establish by law for 
each fiscal year (beginning with fiscal year 
1995) the level of new obligational authority 
(stated as a single dollar amount) for r~
search, development. test. and evaluation 
and for procurement for Theater Missile De
fense programs of the Department of Defense 
for that fiscal year. 

(c)(l) Not more than 80 percent of the 
amount established pursuant to subsection 
(b) for any fiscal year may be provided from 
amounts appropriated to the Department of 
Defense from the general fund of the Treas
ury, and no appropriation may be made to 
the Department of Defense for any fiscal 
year which would cause the total amount ap
propriated for that fiscal year for research, 
development, test, and evaluation and for 
procurement for Theater Missile Defense 
programs of the Department of Defense to 
exceed 80 percent of such amount. 

(2) Any additional funds for research, de
velopment, test, and evaluation and for pro
curement for Theater Missile Defense pro
grams for any fiscal year for which an 
amount has been established pursuant to 
subsection (b) shall be derived from the The
ater Missile Defense Cooperation Account 
under section 2609 of title 10, United States 
Code, as added by subsection (e). 

(3) The President may waive the limitation 
in paragraph (1) and the requirement in para
graph (2) to the extent that the President de
termines appropriate in the national secu
rity interest of the United States. 

(d) It is the intent of Congress that, except 
as provided in subsection (e), the percentage 
of the cost of development and production of 
Theater Missile Defense systems that is 
borne by the United States. and the percent
age that is borne by allied nations and inter
national organizations, should incrementally 
shift over the fiscal years after fiscal year 
1995 so that the percentage actually borne by 
the United States in later fiscal years is sig
nificantly less than the maximum of 80 per
cent provided for under subsection (c). 

(e) The financial contribution require
ments established for allied nations in the 
administration of this section shall not 
apply to any foreign nation that, as of the 
date of the enactment of this Act, is paying 
at least 20 percent of the total cost of the 
contracts in existence under a theater mis
sile defense interceptor system program 
being carried out on such date in cooperation 
between that foreign nation and the United 
States. 

(f)(l) Chapter 155 of title 10, United States 
Code , is amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 
"§ 2609. Theater Missile Defense: acceptance 

of contributions from allies; Theater Mis
sile Defense Cooperation Account 
"(a) ACCEPTANCE AUTHORITY.-The Sec

retary of Defense may accept from any allied 
foreign government or any international or
ganization any contribution of money made 
by such foreign government or international 
organization for use by the Department of 
Defense for Theater Missile Defense pro
grams. 

" (b) ESTABLISHMENT OF THEATER MISSILE 
DEFENSE COOPERATION ACCOUNT.-(1) There is 

established in the Treasury a special account 
to be known as the Theater Missile Defense 
Cooperation Account' . 

"(2) Contributions accepted by the Sec
retary of Defense under subsection (a ) shall 
be credited to the Account. 

" (c) USE OF THE ACCOUNT.- (1) Funds in the 
Account are hereby made available for obli
gation for research, development, test, and 
evaluation, and for procurement, for Theater 
Missile Defense programs of the Department 
of Defense, subject to annual limitations 
provided by law in total obligations for such 
purpose. 

"(d) INVESTMENT OF MONEY.-(1) Upon re
quest by the Secretary of Defense , the Sec
retary of the Treasury may invest money in 
the Account in securities of the United 
States or in securities guaranteed as to prin
cipal and interest by the United States. 

"(2) Any interest or other income that ac
crues from investment insecurities referred 
to in paragraph (1) shall be deposited to the 
credit of the Account. 

" (e) NOTIFICATION OF CONDITIONS.-The 
Secretary of Defense shall notify Congress of 
any condition imposed by the donor on the 
use of any contribution accepted by the Sec
retary under the authority of this section. 

" (f) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.-Not later 
than 30 days after the end of each quarter of 
each fiscal year, the Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to Congress a report on the con
tributions accepted by the Secretary under 
this section during the preceding quarter. 

" (g) ANNUAL AUDIT BY GAO.-The Comp
troller General of the United States shall 
conduct an annual audit of money accepted 
by the Secretary of Defense under this sec
tion and shall submit a copy of the results of 
each such audit to Congress. 

" (h) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of De
fense shall prescribe regulations to carry out 
this section." . 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
" 2609. Theater Missile Defense: acceptance of 

contributions from allies; Thea
ter Missile Defense Cooperation 
Account.''. 

(g) Section 2609 of title 10, United States 
Code, as added by subsection (f), shall take 
effect as of October 1, 1993. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I might 
say that this amendment is cospon
sored by Senators LEAHY, SIMON, 
WOFFORD, CONRAD, FEINGOLD, and 
BOXER. 

Mr. President, as illustrated by the 
Senate's debate a few weeks ago on the 
fiscal year 1994 national defense au
thorization bill, the United States is 
now in the process of rethinking its 
whole missile strategy. Since the 
1950's, I think there is general consen
sus that the greatest military threat to 
the United States has been the long
range Russian ballistic missile force , 
and the very existence of this long
range intercontinental ballistic missile 
force was really the driving thrust be
hind what gave birth to something we 
called the strategic defense initiative, 
star wars, or SDI. 

The United States of America has al
ready spent $32 billion on SDI. Let me 
repeat that figure-$32 billion has al
ready been spent on SDI. 

At the rate we are going, over the 
next 5 years we will spend an addi-

tional $18 to $20 billion on these missile 
defense systems. Of that $18 to $20 bil
lion, $12 billion will be spent on so
called theater missile defense systems. 

Since the breakup of the Soviet 
Union and the end of the cold war, the 
threat of an intercontinental ballistic 
missile attack on the United States 
has shrunk to almost nothing. That is 
not to say we as a nation ought to let 
down our guard. We are continuing ro
bust spending for national defense in 
general, and we are continuing very ro
bust funding for ballistic missile de
fense in particular. That underscores I 
think this Nation's commitment to 
vigilance. We always must cast a wary 
eye toward development of long-range 
ballistic missiles and also of new war
heads by countries such as China or 
North Korea. 

We are essentially worried about 
intercontinental ballistic missiles. Be
cause the United States has two great 
oceans protecting it, we are literally 
thousands upon thousands upon thou
sands of miles away from any nation 
which could threaten us with missiles. 
Our allies in Europe and in other areas 
do not have the same 1 uxury. They do 
not have great oceans protecting their 
borders for thousands of miles as we 
have in the United States. 

They are not frightened there so 
much of intercontinental ballistic mis
siles, but many of our allies do live 
under the constant threat of attack by 
short-range or theater ballistic mis
siles. 

Now, those are the kinds of missiles 
which we saw operating in a very 
primitive way in Operation Desert 
Storm, those very primitive missiles 
the Iraqis had. But many of these na
tions operate within range of those 
types of primitive theater ballistic 
missiles. And many more of our allies 
are likely to come within range of 
these missiles at some time in the near 
future. 

When you compare these so-called 
theater ballistic missiles to an inter
continental ballistic missile, they are 
relatively cheap to manufacture and 
relatively easy to deploy, and perhaps 
the most alarming thing about theater 
ballistic missiles is that the trigger is 
not held by Boris Yeltsin. It is more 
likely to be held by a Mu'ammar Qa
dhafi or a Saddam Hussein. 

Now, Mr. President, I have brought 
with me today a chart which has been 
prepared by the Department of De
fense, and this chart shows the threat 
posed by existing theater ballistic mis
siles held by so-called third countries 
that are not our allies. 

This map shows the west coast of the 
United States. This is the east coast of 
the United States, and South America. 
And you note that the United States is 
not threatened at all by these so-called 
theater ballistic missiles. They are 
concentrated mostly in the Middle 
East and around, and you see they have 
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an operational range that takes them 
up into parts of China, parts of Russia, 
parts of Southern and Eastern Europe. 
Western Europe at this juncture is not 
seriously threatened. But clearly the 
United States itself is not threatened 
at all. The real threat from theater 
ballistic missiles today is to some of 
our allies in the Middle East and in 
Southern or Eastern Europe, and in the 
not too distant future some of our al
lies probably in Western Europe. 

We found in the war in the Persian 
Gulf that probably any despot who has 
enough financial wherewithal can field 
an arsenal of theater ballistic missiles 
even though some might be of crude ar
rangement. But for now and the fore
seeable future, the sole direct threat to 
U.S. interests from theater missiles 
and tactical missiles comes only when 
United States military forces are de
ployed in overseas theaters. The con
tinental United States is not affected, 
nor is Hawaii, nor is the State of Alas
ka. 

Clearly, our attempt to defend 
against theater missiles ought to be 
driven by what is in our vital interests. 

It ought to be driven by our geo
graphic position in the world. It ought 
to be driven by strategic reality. A re
cent Department of Defense SDI brief
ing states that the mission of the U.S. 
Theater Missile Defense Program is to 
"protect U.S. forces, U.S. allies, and 
other important countries." 

Let me read that so my colleagues 
will understand. 

Even though the Continental United 
States is not threatened, and the only threat 
from theater ballistic missiles would be U.S. 
forces deployed in these areas here in the 
Middle East, some of Europe, or in some por
tions of Southeast Asia, those are the only 
places that U.S. forces could be threatened. 
The aim of our theater missile defense pro
gram is not only to protect U.S . forces but · 
also to protect U.S. allies and other impor
tant countries . 

Well, a very generous objective in
deed, very generous. But like it or not, 
let me say to my colleagues, this coun
try of ours has been the policeman of 
the world for at least the last half cen
tury. We have paid an enormous price 
for that, and the American people are 
telling us they have had enough of it. 
They want other nations to pick up 
part of the price tag, at least for their 
own defense. We have expended and 
continue to expend vast amounts of our 
resources to protect our allies. 

Whether it is troops of the United 
States stationed in Europe-and bear 
in mind we still have over 150,000 U.S. 
troops stationed in Western Europe, al
most a half century after World War 
II-or whether it is the mighty nuclear 
carrier battle groups steaming through 
the Red Sea, we are there to keep the 
peace. And our U.S. taxpayers are pay
ing for it. And honoring these many 
commitments to our allies and keeping 
the peace comes at an enormous price. 

Nobody argues with what occurred 
after World War II. The largess of the 

United States made sense. We are the 
only superpower dedicated to democ
racy and freedom, and our allies were 
devastated by the war and had little 
money to spend to def end themselves. 
Europe lay in rubble and struggled to 
feed its citizens, and the armies of the 
Soviet Union were on the move gob
bling up vast amounts of territory. The 
doomsday clock was ticking toward 
midnight. But things have changed 
dramatically since 1946 or 1947 and 1949, 
indeed, since even 1960. 

Fifty years after the Second World 
War ended, the situation has changed 
very, very dramatically. The allies 
that were devastated in 1945 now have 
robust economies, and they built those 
robust economies to some extent freed 
by the high cost of national defense be
cause the United States has been foot
ing the bill. Uncle Sugar has plowed 
vast amounts of money into rebuilding 
and developing their industrial base. 
And many of these countries in Europe 
have created a standard of living which 
rivals and even exceeds that of the 
United States. 

And half a century after World War 
II, the United States is no longer the 
unchallenged industrial giant of the 
world. We are struggling right here at 
home to overcome a very anemic . econ
omy, indeed. We are struggling to find 
the funding to educate our children, to 
provide health care for our citizens, to 
battle and defeat the criminality that 
stalks our streets day after day. We are 
running an enormous trade deficit. We 
are trillions of dollars in debt and have 
a $300 billion budget deficit staring us 
in the face for the coming fiscal year. 

So is it not a testament to the wis
dom of the American people that they 
are now looking to Europe, to Japan, 
and to Korea, our three biggest · eco
nomic competitors and saying, enough 
is enough. We have done our share. 

My constituents in the State of Ten
nessee are telling me that they think it 
is time our allies should start assum
ing more of the burden of their own de
fense. And I believe, Mr. President, 
they are right. I might say that from 
Europe to Asia our allies now are slow
ly starting to pick up more of the bill. 
So there is some light there, I would 
suggest, at the end of the tunnel. 

We talk a lot about burdensharing, 
sharing the burden of defending the de
mocracies of the world and those who 
are striving to become democracies and 
those who believe in freedom, believe 
in civil liberties, believe in human 
rights. I would submit that nowhere is 
burdensharing more appropriate than 
in the theater missile defense area. 

As I spelled out earlier, theater mis
sile defense is primarily a problem of 
our allies. Yet, a recent Defense Week 
article entitled "European Ballistic 
Missile Defense-Big Plans, Lots of 
Talk, But Not Much Cash" stated " No 
European state has an antimissile pro
gram." 

None of these nations that are 
threatened in Southern and Eastern 
Europe and soon to be threatened in 
Western Europe, according to Defense 
Week, have an antimissile program. 

If they are so threatened, why do 
they not have programs going? And if 
we in the United States are not threat
ened, why are we calculating to spend 
$12 billion over the next 5 years for the
ater missile defense, and we are not 
even threatened by theater ballistic 
missiles? 

Well, the only time we are threat
ened by theater ballistic missiles is 
when we are there with our troops pro
tecting our lives. Who shouldered the 
cost of the R&D for theater ballistic 
missile defense? You guessed it: Uncle 
Sugar, the United States. 

Let me just share with my colleagues 
another chart, which I think those in 
the Chamber and those watching on 
television will find interesting: Missile 
defense research. Expenditures between 
1985 and 1993. Total expenditures for 
missile defense research in the 8-year 
period from 1985 to 1993 was $33 billion. 
The United States spent $32.5 billion of 
that $33 billion. How much did our al
lies spend? Look at the little blue line 
for our allies--$500 million over the 
same 8-year period. 

So let me just calculate this out for 
you. For missile defense research, try
ing to find a way to knock down in
coming missiles, the United States 
footed a 98.5-percent share, total. 
Where is the fairness to that? Where is 
the equity? Why are we doing it? 

Well, let me tell you what is fair 
about the amendment that I offer 
today. As you can see from a third 
chart here, which I use to graphically 
illustrate to my colleagues what I am 
trying to do, the Sasser amendment 
that we offer today on behalf of myself 
and others, No. 1, recognizes the impor
tance of theater missile defenses. We 
are not going to argue about that. 
They are important. Even though the 
continental United States or Alaska or 
Hawaii are not threatened by theater 
ballistic missiles, we can see that thea
ter missile defenses are important be
cause we do have forces deployed 
around the world. 

We recognize that theater-range mis
siles pose a threat to our allies that 
equals or exceeds the threat posed to 
U.S. interests. We say "equals or ex
ceeds." The truth is that the threat to 
our allies from theater-range missiles 
greatly exceeds the threat to the Unit
ed States. But in the interest of being 
fair, we say "equals or exceeds" the 
threat posed to U.S. interests. 

Our amendment recognizes that U.S. 
taxpayers have borne a disproportion
ate share of the burden for developing 
theater missile defense systems. As we 
indicated earlier, $33 billion has been 
spent on missile defense, and 98.5 per
cent of it has been paid for by the Unit
ed States. 
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Our amendment supports the recent 

administration and congressional 
statements expressing the desire and 
need to receive greater allied support 
in protecting Western security inter
ests. 

Last, in the event there is no co
operation, or if we cannot implement 
it, then our amendment provides a 
Presidential waiver if deemed essential 
to U.S. national interests. 

So what we are saying is that if we 
pass this amendment and we say that 
our allies have to contribute to devel
oping a theater missile defense system, 
but the President and Secretary of De
fense, try as they might, cannot get 
any help on it and they still believe it 
is essential to the U.S. national inter
ests to go forward, then the President 
can simply waive this amendment by a 
letter to the Congress stating that he 
cannot put it into effect. 

What we are saying here in a nutshell 
is that the Sasser amendment says 
that the United States is no longer 
going to pick up the entire tab for the
ater missile defense. Under this amend
ment before us today, Congress would 
establish overall theater missile de
fense funding levels. In doing so, we 
would prevent the type of carte 
blanche research and development and 
procurement spending that has become 
all too familiar. 

Here is how it would work. This gives 
the President and the Secretary of De
fense over a year to implement this 
program. Beginning in fiscal year 1995, 
the United States would pay 80 percent 
of the overall amount for theater mis
sile defense R&D, and the allies would 
pay the remaining 20 percent. This fig
ure would perhaps rise in subsequent 
years. That is, the allied contribution 
would be more, and the U.S. contribu
tion would be less. 

How would the amendment effectuate 
itself? The allied contribution would be 
deposited into a theater missile defense 
cooperation account established by the 
Department of the Treasury. You re
member the account that was set up in 
Operation Desert Storm for the various 
nations involved, to put money into 
that account to defray a portion of the 
cost of that military operation. This 
would be very similar to that. A prece
dent has already been set for this type 
of account being established in the De
partment of the Treasury here in the 
United States. 

As I previously mentioned, the Presi
dent of the United States could waive 
an ally's obligation any time it shall be 
deemed in the national interest of the 
United States. 

Finally, as I said earlier, the amend
ment will not take effect until fiscal 
year 1995. This gives the administra
tion and our allies ample time to ad
just and develop a program for con
tribution and programs for beginning 
to share the cost. 

Some of my colleagues may say this 
amendment is too harsh. I hope they do 

not. Or they might say it is too critical 
of our allies. I do not think so. We are 
saying, look, allies, even though the 
United Stat~s is not threatened by the
ater ballistic missiles, even though we 
are not threatened, we are going to pay 
80 percent of the cost. We are just ask
ing you to come along and pay 20 per
cent of the cost. Now that, I think, 
ought to be a deal they could not pass 
up. But this amendment does resort to 
a stick when a carrot would be more 
successful. 

Let me say that I recommend a.n ex
cellent study recently conducted under 
the auspices of the National Institute 
for Public Policy. The National Insti
tute for Public Policy is a conserv
ative-leaning think tank. This conserv
ative-leaning think tank, in a study 
entitled "Proliferation and Missile De
fense, European Allied and Israeli Per
spectives," indicates that there is al
ready a movement on the part of some 
of our allies to get into the business of 
theater missile defense R&D. 

This 1993 study printed in June says 
this, and this is a direct quote: 

Europe appears at this point prepared both 
to make the necessary investment in missile 
defense systems and to buy into U.S. tech
nologies or entire systems based on the cost 
advantages to be derived. 

Still quoting: 
These developments should help alleviate 

U.S. concern regarding equitable 
burdensharing with its European allies in 
the area of ballistic missile defense. 

So what they are saying is with just 
a little push, with just a gentle nudge, 
the Europeans are ready to come for
ward, act in their own self-interest, 
and start contributing to this whole 
concept of theater ballistic missile re
search and development and the devel
opment of the systems themselves. 

I must say, Mr. President, that this 
study should be required reading for all 
of my colleagues who are concerned 
that we are being too harsh on our al
lies with this amendment. 

What we are saying and what this ar
ticle is saying is that our allies, on 
their own, realizing that their own self
interest is at stake, have indicated a 
growing willingness to participate in 
U.S. theater missile defense efforts, 
and this amendment would provide 
them the opportunity and the nudge 
forward to do it. 

This is a fair amendment. I think it 
deserves the Senate's support. As a 
matter of fact, I was hopeful and still 
hope that maybe the distinguished 
chairman will accept this amendment. 
We are not placing an onerous financial 
burden on our allies. We are not · leav
ing them to the prey of wolves like 
Saddam Hussein and his kind. The 
amendment simply and basically re
flects the change in world politics; it 
reflects the change in world economics; 
and it reflects the changing burdens in 
the defense of the so-called developing 
world. 

Our defense budgets must reflect 
these changes. The United States can 
no longer afford to shoulder the entire 
burden, or virtually the entire burden, 
alone. Our people see this. Our con
sti tu en ts see it. They tell us that now 
every day. And we have to start ex
pressing their wishes and their will in 
some of this legislation that is moving 
through here funding the Department 
of Defense operations. 

The truth is that our allies, or most 
of them, can afford to pay more to de
fend themselves and some of them are 
willing to do so. 

I say, Mr. President, it is time that 
Uncle Sam made a prudent and fair cut 
in the allowances of some of those al
lies of ours that see themselves as the 
ward of the U.S. taxpayer. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of this 
amendment and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ha
waii [Mr. INOUYE]. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, it pains 
me to speak in opposition to this 
amendment because, as many of my 
colleagues are aware, I am one of the 
early advocates of burdensharing. I 
have long insisted upon burdensharing 
throughout this globe. But yet, as we 
all know, there is no uniformity among 
our allies. For example, at this mo
ment, our NATO allies provide 24 per
cent of the cost of our presence there, 
the cost of real estate, the cost of hous
ing, the cost of hiring of nationals, the 
cost of utilities--24 percent. 

In Korea, the Koreans provide 70 per
cent, and it is rising. In Japan at this 
time, it is in excess of 76 percent, and 
in 2 years it will be just about 100 per
cent. For example, at this moment, 
when we build a barracks, the cost of 
construction is borne completely by 
the Japanese Government. This is 
burdensharing. I wish I could say that 
we have been successful, that all na
tions have been contributing heavily. 
But such is not the case. 

However, my opposition to this 
amendment goes a bit further. Mr. 
President, we should keep in mind that 
the theater missile defense system is 
established to protect our troops over
seas--our troops. 

I hope that all of us can recall the 
Scuds. I remember watching CNN one 
evening and witnessing the conflagra
tion in Saudi Arabia when one of the 
Scuds landed on a barracks. I believe 
about 50 men and women perished as a 
result of that. This is the system to 
counter these Scuds. Yes, the Scud was 
a very primitive system. But I am cer
tain all of us are aware that since that 
time the Chinese have been working at 
it and the Iranians have been working 
at it. 

If this amendment becomes the law 
of the land, our allies, whoever they 
are, will be determining the pace of our 
production, the amount spent for the 
production of these protective devices 
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and the placement of these protective 
devices. 

We have been critical of our leader
ship because some have suggested that 
we were slow in providing equipment to 
our men in Somalia. What would we 
say to those men and women who are 
serving overseas if we explain to them, 
well, we cannot put up the full system 
because our allies here have failed to 
put in their share? This is not real es
tate, Mr. President. This is not hous
ing. These are devices, weapon sys
tems, to protect our personnel. 

Then the question comes up, what do 
we mean by allies? I think that is a 
very fundamental question. Who are 
the allies that we are speaking of? 

Let us take a small place called the 
Middle East. In Desert Storm, we con
sidered Syria our ally. Is Syria part of 
this program? Is Egypt part of this pro
gram? Is Bahrain part of this program? 
Are the Arab Emirates part of this pro
gram? Is Turkey? Is Korea an ally? Is 
Pakistan an ally? I have no idea what 
we mean by allies. 

Al though the measure says the De
partment of Defense may accept con
tributions from allies, there is another 
provision that says we will negotiate 
with these allies to give us money. Mr. 
President, it is true that some of our 
allies, who were devastated in World 
War II, have, as a result of our assist
ance, made miraculous recoveries. 
They have done very well, and they 
should be participating in 
burdensharing. 

But, Mr. President, I do not believe 
that a theater missile defense system 
should be an i tern for burdensharing. 
We should be responsible for what we 
provide for our personnel. What do we 
do if our allies say, yes, we agree that 
we should have theater missile defense 
in this country, but we insist that you 
use our system because it is cheaper? 
And yet we know it is inferior to ours. 
Do we, as a result of negotiations, tell 
our men and women we are going to 
provide you with a system which is less 
efficient because it is cheaper and this 
is what our allies can afford? 

No, Mr. President. I can speak at 
greater length, but I do hope that we 
will reject this. But in so saying, be
cause I believe that this program does 
have merit in the sense that it should 
be taken into serious consideration by 
our administration, I would like to 
have the administration, the Depart
ment of Defense, respond to this meas
ure and tell us how they can carry out 
the intent of the Sasser amendment in 
a way that would not jeopardize these
curity of our military personnel over
seas. 

I would hate to just reject this out
right. I hope we can somehow come up 
with some amendment or some modi
fication that would bring this about, 
because the concept itself may have 
some merit. But to do what my good 
friend is trying to provide in this meas-

ure I think would be placing our man
power, our personnel, our young men 
and women who have decided to place 
themselves in harm's way, in great 
jeopardy. 

So, with some pain, I must oppose 
this amendment. 

Mr. SASSER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ten
nessee. 

Mr. SASSER. Let me just briefly re
spond to the distinguished chairman, 
because I do not wish to prolong this 
debate this afternoon. 

But I think it should be pointed out 
that the amendment before us today 
specifically exempts any nation from 
contribution which is paying at least 20 
percent of the total cost of the con
tracts in existence under a theater mis
sile defense interceptor program. 

Now, this would exempt one country 
and that one country alone, and that is 
the State of Israel, because they are 
the only country that is presently in
volved in developing a theater missile 
defense program. And that is the Arrow 
system which is being developed now 
by the State of Israel. Israel is exempt 
under this amendment because the Is
raelis are making an effort to come up 
with their own system. But they are 
the only nation, other than the United 
States and the Russians, who have any 
kind of theater missile defense system. 

I heard the distinguished chairman 
state during the course of his argument 
here that we would run the risk of per
haps depriving U.S. forces of an ade
quate theater missile defense if this 
amendment were adopted. I do not 
think that is the case at all. In other 
words, the United States would still be 
sovereign over its own theater missile 
defense program, if it wished to be. The 
United States would certainly deploy 
the missile defense systems and could 
deploy them as an umbrella over Unit
ed States troops. 

My question is this: Why should the 
taxpayers of the United States, who 
are not threatened by theater missile 
defense or theater ballistic missiles, 
have to pay for the development of a 
defense system that not only defends 
United States troops in Germany, but 
also defends German troops in Ger
many, if they are subject to a theater 
ballistic missile attack, or defend 
French troops or British troops or Bel
gium troops, for that matter? Why can
not the taxpayers of those nations 
come forward and help defray a portion 
of the defense system for their troops? 

Now, bear in mind, under this amend
ment the United States still pays 80 
percent of the cost. We are simply say
ing, for those who are able, working in 
conjunction with us, working with the 
Secretary of Defense and the Govern
ment of the United States, let us work 
out a system where you share in some 
of the research and development and 
procurement costs of theater missile 
defenses. 

Interestingly enough, Mr. President, 
in a publication of the Congressional 
Research Service entitled "Theater 
Missile Defense," it says: 

According to the Ballistic Missile Defense 
Office , foreign participation has helped the 
U.S. missile defense effort. Basically, Ballis
tic Missile Defense Office has received wide
spread access to foreign technical expertise 
and innovative technology contributions. 

So to say that collaboration with our 
allies in the production or in the devel
opment of this theater missile defense 
system would be counterproductive 
flies in the face of the CRS report that 
says it would be productive. 

Now, when you blow all the foam off 
of this amendment here and you get 
down to the basics, here is what you 
have: We presently are going to spend, 
over the next 5 years, about $12 billion 
for theater missile defense. If the Sas
ser amendment becomes law, we are 
going to save about $3 billion of that 
$12 billion spent. That is $3 billion that 
is going to be paid by the taxpayers of 
France, Germany, Belgium, Italy, 
Japan, Korea, and others who are di
rectly threatened by theater ballistic 
missiles, to work in conjunction with 
us to develop a system that they can 
have access to, that they can partici
pate in financially to protect their own 
troops and their own people. 

That is all we are saying, "Let us do 
it together. Sure we will continue to 
pay 80 percent of the cost, but you kick 
in $3 billion, save us that $3 billion, and 
we will move forward together and de
velop a theater missile defense system 
with you, even though we are not di
rectly threatened here in the United 
States by theater ballistic missiles." 

So, that is what we are all about 
here, Mr. President, simply trying to 
get our allies to contribute a modest 
amount towards the collective effort to 
put up a theater missile defense. 

And if, at the end of fiscal year 1995, 
the President says, "I just can't do it. 
We simply can't cooperate with them. 
We can't get them to contribute. They 
will not bring in the financial re
sources that we think they ought to 
have, but we still need to go forward 
and develop a theater missile defense 
because we think it is in the national 
interest of the United States," the 
President can do that. 

We are not tying his hands here. We 
are just simply giving the President 
and the Secretary of Defense the 
wherewithal to nudge our allies into 
doing what some of them are inclined 
to do anyway. 

So, there we have it, Mr. President. 
The vote is not: Do we want an ade
quate theater missile defense? The vote 
here is: Do we want to spread the costs 
among our allies, spread its costs 
among all of those who are defended, 
and do we want to save the American 
taxpayer $3 billion over the next 5 
years? 

I yield the floor. 
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Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, as I 
understand Senator SASSER's amend
ment, he would restrict funding for 
this program to 80 percent of the re
quired amount. In my judgment, that 
would mean the future of this program 
would depend upon foreign contribu
tions for U.S. defensive systems. This 
could really jeopardize the U.S. tech
nologies that we lead the world in de
veloping, technologies we share with 
our allies in a common defense. But I 
do not know why we should share the 
money we use to develop those defen
sive systems with them. To me, it 
would make the development of this 
program dependent upon the rate of al
lied financial support. That poses a 
great risk to U.S. command and con
trol of the systems and it is a force 
sharing prior to their development. 

I just have to say to the Senator, 
while I have supported other efforts in 
the past to share defense spending for 
the development of new systems with 
our allies, that was done in the days 
when we had a lot more money avail
able. We have already cut this down. It 
is down literally to its lowest possible 
level, as far as I am concerned, as far 
as the total development of the system. 
For theater missile defense to proceed 
I think the Sasser amendment has to 
be defeated. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
to support the amendment offered by 
my friend and colleague from Ten
nessee, Senator SASSER, requiring that 
our allies contribute their fair share 
toward the cost of the Tactical Missile 
Defense Program [TMD]. 

This amendment would allow us to 
continue the TMD Program as planned. 
It would simply realize, and address, 
the reality of this program: That our 
allies face a greater risk from tactical 
missiles, and that therefore they 
should bear a greater cost burden than 
they now bear. 

The contributions that would result 
from this amendment would free up 
about $3 billion over the next 5 years. 
In this day and age of trillion-dollar 
budgets, that is not a lot of savings, 
Mr. President. But then it is also not 
an unfair burden for our allies. 

As my colleague from Tennessee 
points out-who incidently is the 
chairman of the Senate Budget Com
mittee and should know such things
without the Sasser amendment, the 
TMD Program will be one of the fastest 
growing programs in the entire Federal 
budget. With the Sasser amendment, 
the planned program growth would 
continue, but the American taxpayers 
would not have to foot the entire bill. 
Yet the United States would still be 
picking up 80 percent of the tab. 

The Sasser amendment contains the 
requisite flexibility by allowing the 

President to waive the requirement for 
burden sharing by our allies if he 
deems it in the interest of the United 
States. Under this amendment, he has 
that discretion. 

Mr. President, the American tax
payer has become weary from his and 
her long bout resisting communism. He 
and she were willing to play the lead 
role in preserving freedom on behalf of 
the world. Now, the Communist dragon 
has been slain. Yet we are still footing 
the bill. When is enough enough? 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that 
the Sasser amendment successfully an
swers that question. That is why I join 
him on his amendment, and I congratu
late him for raising it here before this 
body. 

Thank you, Mr. President, and I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN). The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SASSER. 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. SASSER. Madam President, I am 
prepared to yield back all time if the 
distinguished chairman is. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, 
there is no time agreement, but as of 
this moment we have had no requests 
for time to speak, so I assume all the 
debate has been concluded. We are pre
pared to resolve this matter now by 
voice vote or-

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate? 
Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 

move to table and I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to ·the motion 
of the Senator from Hawaii. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen
a tor from California [Mrs. FEINSTEIN] 
is necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Califor
nia [Mrs. FEINSTEIN] would vote "nay." 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR
TON], the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. SMITH], and the Senator from Wy
oming [Mr. WALLOP] are necessarily ab
sent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. GORTON] and the Sena tor from 
New Hampshire [Mr. SMITH] would each 
vote "yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced, yeas 54, 
nays 42, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bond 
Boren 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dodd 

Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dorgan 
Feingold 
Ford 
Grassley 

Feinstein 
Gorton 

[Rollcall Vote No. 311 Leg.] 
YEAS-54 

Dole Kerry 
Domenici Lieberman 
Duren berger Lott 
Exon Lugar 
Faircloth Mack 
Glenn McCain 
Graham McConnell 
Gramm Murkowski 
Gregg Nickles 
Hatch Nunn 
Heflin Packwood 
Helms Pressler 
Hollings Roth 
Hutchison Shelby 
Inouye Simpson 
Kassebaum Stevens 
Kempthorne Thurmond 
Kennedy Warner 

NAY8-42 
Harkin Moynihan 
Hatfield Murray 
Jeffords Pell 
Johnston Pryor 
Kerrey Reid 
Kohl Riegle 
Lau ten berg Robb 
Leahy Rockefeller 
Levin Sarbanes 
Mathews Sasser 
Metzenbaum Simon 
Mikulski Specter 
Mitchell Wells tone 
Moseley-Braun Wofford 

NOT VOTING-4 
Smith 
Wallop 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1036) was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, if I 

might have the attention of the distin
guished chairman of the subcommittee, 
I had asked the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas, Mr. BUMPERS, to yield 
for approximately 10 minutes so that I 
might proceed with the amendments 
which we have worked out, I think; and 
the distinguished Senator from Arkan
sas has agreed to that. 

So if it is acceptable to the man
agers, I would like to proceed at this 
time on the amendments which I dis
cussed yesterday morning before 
amendments were in order and to fa
cilitate disposition of the amendments 
at this time. 

Mr. INOUYE. Does the Senator wish 
to have me respond? 

Mr. SPECTER. Yes. If it is agreeable 
to proceed at this time, I will do so. 
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If I may, I think it would be better if 

I submit the amendments formally. · 
AMENDMENT NO. 1037 

(Purpose: To provide for a study of the cost
effecti veness of the procurement of nu
clear-powered aircraft carriers and nu
clear-powered submarines) 
Mr. SPECTER. At this time, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the excepted committee 
amendments are laid aside tempo
rarily. The clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsyivania [Mr. SPEC

TER] proposes an amendment numbered 1037. 
Mr. SPECTER. Madam 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 157, between lines 9 and 10, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 8142. (a)(l) The Comptroller General 

shall carry out a study of the cost-effective
ness to the Navy of the utilization of nu
clear-powered aircraft carriers and nuclear
powered submarines. 

(2) The study shall include-
(A) a comparison of the life-cycle cost of 

nuclear-powered aircraft carriers and nu
clear-powered submarines with the life-cycle 
cost of conventionally powered aircraft car
riers and conventionally powered sub
marines, as the case may be; 

(B) a comparison of the cost of procuring 
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers with the 
cost of carrying out the service-life exten
sion or complex overhaul of existing conven
tionally powered aircraft carriers; 

(C) a comparison of the projected cost to 
the Navy of operating a fleet of aircraft car
riers utilizing no homeports located at for
eign overseas installations with the pro
jected cost of operating such a fleet utilizing 
both foreign overseas homeports and 
homeports located in the United States; 

(D) an assessment of the effect on the pro
jected costs referred to in subparagraph (C) 
of-

(i) the plan, if any, of the Navy for the lo
cation of a homeport for a nuclear-powered 
aircraft carrier in the Western Pacific region 
in the event of the retirement of all conven
tionally powered aircraft carriers in the 
fleet;and 

(ii) restrictions imposed by foreign nations 
on utilizing installations located in such na
tions as homeports for nuclear-powered air
craft carriers, and on the operation of such 
carriers in the waters of such nations; 

(E) an assessment of the number of aircraft 
carriers required by the Navy in order to 
meet operational requirements for a contin
uous presence of aircraft carriers in three 
overseas regions simultaneously in the event 
that foreign nations prohibit the utilization 
of locations in such nations as homeports for 
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers; 

(F) an assessment of the refueling includ
ing any complex overhaul of the fueling sys
tem and nuclear propulsion system required 
for the nuclear-powered aircraft carriers of 
the fleet through 2010, including-

(i) a schedule for such refueling; 
(ii) the cost of such refueling; and 
(iii) the cost of disposing of the waste gen

erated by such refueling; 

(G) a detailed description of all programs 
of the Department of Defense and of the De
partment of Energy relating to nuclear pro
pulsion systems for naval ships (including 
surface ships and submarines) that utilize 
such systems; and 

(H) a detailed estimate of costs associated 
with processing or otherwise disposing of nu
clear fuel and other nuclear material (in
cluding nuclear waste) from the existing nu
clear-powered fleet of ships (including sur
face ships and submarines) of the Navy. 

(3) In determining the life-cycle costs asso
ciated with nuclear-powered aircraft carriers 
and nuclear-powered submarines for the pur
poses of the study under this subsection, the 
Comptroller general shall take into account 
the cost of processing or otherwise disposing 
of nuclear fuel and other nuclear material 
(including nuclear waste) removed from such 
aircraft carriers and submarines. 

(b) The Comptroller General shall submit 
to the Committees on Armed Services and 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and House of Representatives a re
port on a study carried out under subsection 
(a) not later than 6 months after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, 
this amendment provides for a study 
by the General Accounting Office of 
the cost and operational effectiveness 
for utilization of nuclear powered air
craft carriers contrasted with conven
tional carriers, and the cost and oper
ational effectiveness of nuclear pow
ered submarines contrasted with con
ventional submarines. 

Madam President, the essence of this 
amendment relates to the cost of nu
clear carriers, which are in the range of 
$4.5 to $6 billion with a life expectancy 
of some 25 to 50 years; contrasted with 
the cost for a service life extension 
program of a conventional carrier, 
which is in the range of $800 million to 
$1 billion with an additional life ex
pectancy of 15 to 20 years. Those are 
the figures which generally have been 
discussed. 

But this amendment calls for a study 
by the General Accounting Office to 
make a determination as to what the 
precise figures are for the cost and 
operational effectiveness of a nuclear 
carrier contrasted with a conventional 
carrier; similarly, what the cost and 
operational effectiveness would be for 
construction of a nuclear submarine 
contrasted with a conventional sub
marine. 

It also calls for an assessment of the 
costs associated with the storage and 
disposal of the nuclear waste from the 
refueling overhauls for these ships and 
the final disposal of these ships at re
tirement. And there is one other issue, 
and this is a slight modification from 
the amendment which was discussed 
yesterday, with copies having been 
given to both managers. It also calls 
for a GAO study on the issue of home 
porting, or forward home porting. The 
issue there is that Japan, illustra
tively, will not allow homeporting of a 
nuclear aircraft carrier; and with re
tirement of our last conventional car
rier around 2010, will it still be nee-

essary to have a forward home port in 
the Western Pacific and possibly other 
regions. And with the retirement of all 
of the conventional carriers, it may 
not be plausible to have a carrier home 
ported in Japan or some other region, 
like the Mediterranean where some of 
the countries, if not all of the coun
tries, would not agree to have a nu
clear carrier home ported there. That 
one factor is different, but it is in line 
with the balance of the GAO study. As 
I say, that change has been made avail
able to the managers. 

I ask at this time that the amend
ment be accepted. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, if 
the Senator will yield--

Mr. SPECTER. I do. 
Mr. INOUYE. I am pleased to advise 

the Senate that the managers of this 
bill have no objection to the adoption 
of the Specter amendment. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I 
wonder if the floor manager will yield 
for a question. 

Mr. INOUYE. I am happy to. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Do I understand that 

the Senator's amendment is to give the 
cost estimates for the production of a 
conventionally powered submarine? Is 
that correct? 

Mr. SPECTER. That is correct. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Vis-a-vis the cost of a 

nuclear powered submarine? 
Mr. SPECTER. That is correct. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Is there any compari

son in other features besides cost? Is 
there any comment on the capabilities 
of the two submarines versus one an
other? 

Mr. SPECTER. Yes. That is included; 
the longevity, the cost and operational 
effectiveness, and total capability gen
erally. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I think clearly a very 
noisy, slow-powered, conventionally 
powered submarine would come in at a 
very low cost. But the trouble is it is 
no good to any military force. 

I think that we have to be careful 
here making comparisons solely on the 
basis of price. So when the Senator ex
plained the amendment, I did not hear 
that part. But I would encourage that 
be included. In other words, the capa
bility of the two different types of sub
marines are to be set forth-speed, si
lence-

Mr. SPECTER. That is the intention 
of the amendment. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Depth, capabilities, all 
of those. 

Mr. SPECTER. All facets of the GAO 
study would involve cost and effective
ness. The effectiveness would include 
all features of the submarine. 

Mr. CHAFEE. That would apply for 
the carriers likewise? 

Mr. SPECTER. That is correct. 
Mr. CHAFEE. In other words, speed, 

capability of competing without refuel
ing, and so forth? 

Mr. SPECTER. Again, the carrier's 
cost; the operational effectiveness, in
cluding all the features which the dis
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island 
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enumerated, plus any others which are 
relevant in such comparison. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Thank you very much. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate on the amendment? 
The Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, as I 

indicated, the managers of the measure 
have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate on the amendment, 
the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1037) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside. 

AMENDMENT NO . 1038 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Con
gress on permitting closing military in
stallations to compete for and perform De
partment of Defense overhaul and depot
level maintenance services) 
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC

TER] proposes an amendment numbered 1038. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam 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: 
At the end of the title of general provi

sions, insert the following: 
SEC. . (a) It is the sense of Congress that
(1) the Secretary of Defense should not pro

hibit any military installation described in 
subsection (b) from bidding on or performing 
Department of Defense contracts for over
haul services or for depot-level maintenance 
of material for the Armed Forces that are 
awarded using competitive procedures; 

(2) performance of such a contract by such 
a military installation should not affect the 
schedule for closure of the installation; 

(3) such a contract should not be entered 
into for the performance of work at such an 
installation if the time necessary for per
formance of the contract extends beyond the 
date established for closure of the installa
tion or if the performance of the contract at 
the installation would otherwise affect the 
schedule for closure of the installation; and 

(4) such a contract awarded to a military 
installation should be terminated for default 
if the contract is not completed on or before 
the completion date provided in the con
tract. 

(b) A military installation referred to in 
subsection (a) is a military installation that 
(1) has been approved for closure subject to 
the provisions of the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990 (part A of title 

XXIX of Public Law 101-510), (2) is in the 
process of implementing a conversion or 
reuse strategy for the installation to take ef
fect upon closure, and (3) has received some 
funds from the Department of Defense for 
the purpose of implementing the conversion 
or reuse strategy. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, 
this amendment was also discussed at 
greater length yesterday morning, and 
it is a sense of the Congress on permit
ting closing military installations. to 
compete for and perform Department 
of Defense overhaul and depot-level 
maintenance services. The intent of 
this amendment is to permit bases 
which have been ordered closed under 
the Base Closure Act to bid on work 
which will be completed prior to the 
date that they are set for closing. 

This is completely consistent with 
the Base Closure Act. It is my under
standing, again, that this amendment 
is acceptable to both managers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, the 
managers are pleased to accept this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1038) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend
ing amendment be set aside. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1039 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Con
gress on permitting operators of industrial 
facilities at closed military installations 
to compete for Department of Defense con
tracts for overhaul services and Depart
ment of Defense contracts for depot-level 
maintenance services) 
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC

TER] proposes an amendment numbered 1039. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam 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: 
At the end of the title of general provi

sions, insert the following: 
SEC. . It is the sense of the Congress that 

operators of industrial facilities at military 
installations closed after the date of the en
actment of this Act should be permitted to 
qualify as offerors for (1) proposed Depart
ment of Defense contracts for overhaul serv
ices for the Armed Forces, and (2) proposed 

Department of Defense contracts for depot
level maintenance of material for the Armed 
Forces. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, the 
purpose of this amendment-and, 
again, this was discussed at some 
length yesterday morning-is to ex
press the sense of the Congress on per
mit ting operators of industrial facili
ties at closed military installations to 
compete for and perform Department 
of Defense contracts for overhaul serv
ices and Department of Defense con
tracts for depot-level maintenance 
services. 

This is in line, illustratively, with 
the Philadelphia Navy Yard, although 
it would apply more broadly on the ef
forts for conversion where there are 
plans, which we are trying to work out 
now with the Department of the Navy, 
to have a facility like the Philadelphia 
Navy Yard restructured to do private 
business and public business and then 
to have the opportunity to bid on pub
lic contracts, again on a cost basis, to 
have a chance to compete and perform 
these contracts. 

It is my understanding again that 
this has been cleared with both man
agers. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, this 
amendment has been cleared. We have 
no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1039) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend
ing amendment be set aside. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1040 

(Purpose: To provide for a limitation on the 
obligation or expenditure of funds with re
spect to the Antler Military Operations 
Area, Pennsylvania) 
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC

TER] proposes an amendment numbered 1040. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam 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 157, below line 9, insert the follow

ing: 
SEC. 8142. (a) No funds appropriated under 

this Act may be obligated or expended for 
the purpose of carrying out low-level aircraft 
training operations with respect to the Ant
ler Military Operations Area, Pennsylvania, 
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until the date of the submittal to congres
sional defense committees of the report re
ferred to in subsection (b). 

(b)(l)(A) The Secretary of Defense, acting 
through the Deputy Under Secretary of De
fense for Environmental Security and in con
sultation with the Administrator of the En
vironmental Protection Agency and the Ad
ministrator of the Federal Aviation Admin
istration, shall submit to the congressional 
defense committees a report on the effect of 
low-level aircraft training operations of the 
Department of Defense on the proposed Ant
ler Military Operations Area, Pennsylvania. 

(B) The Secretary shall submit the report 
not later than 6 months after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(2) The report under this subsection shall 
include the following: 

(A) An assessment of the effect of the 
training operations referred to in paragraph 
(1) on-

(i) the environment of the areas of, and in 
the vicinity of, the proposed Antler Military 
Operations Area, including a detailed assess
ment of the effects of the noise generated by 
such operations on the environment of such 
areas; 

(ii) the economy of such areas; and 
(iii) the health and safety of persons living 

in and around such areas. 
(B) A description of the number of aircraft 

flights per month that the Secretary antici
pates will occur in the proposed Antler Mili
tary Operations Area. 

(C) A description of the number and dura
tion of such flights per month that the Sec
retary anticipates will occur at or below a 
level that is 500 feet above the highest 
ground level of the proposed Antler Military 
Operations Area. 

(c) In this section, the term "congressional 
defense committees" means the Committees 
on Armed Services and the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, 
this is another amendment which I had 
submitted yesterday morning and had 
discussed at some length, so it will not 
be necessary to talk very long about it. 

This amendment relates to a pro
posal by the Antler military operations 
areas in central Pennsylvania which 
the Air National Guard will likely use 
to perform low-level combat---

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPECTER. I do. 
Mr. INOUYE. That matter has been 

resolved. 
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. SPECTER. 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. SPECTER. Madam President, the 
substance of this amendment, I am ad
vised, has already been cleared by both 
sides. But it may be worthwhile to 
make a very brief comment about it. 

This is a matter of some importance 
to Pennsylvania, because the Antler 
Military Operations Area would con-

vert some 50,000 acres of Pennsylvania 
State parks and forests into a jet fight
er training area 300 to 5,000 feet above 
ground level. 

The Pennsylvania Department of En
vironmental Resources brought this 
matter to my attention and requested 
that we work through a study to deter
mine the health and safety of persons 
living in' and around such areas, and 
the impact on the environment. 

Being on the Subcommittee for the 
Department of Defense Appropriations, 
I brought the matter up in subcommit
tee, and there was an issue which need
ed further consideration. Then I 
brought the matter up again in full 
committee. I believe Senator REID had 
a similar concern, and we decided to re
serve final disposition of the matter 
until it reached the floor. 

Subsequently, my staff was con
tacted by the staff of Senator 
WOFFORD, and we were pleased to have 
him Jorn in the Specter-Wofford 
amendment which has just been re
cited. I understand that the matter was 
taken up, al though I had not been 
aware at the time it was submitted for 
the RECORD, that that was done. I 
think on this state of the record the 
matter has been sufficiently described. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. SPECTER. There is no amend
ment pending, Madam President. May 
the record show it is technically with
drawn since the substance of the 
amendment has already been acted on. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has that right. 

The amendment is withdrawn. 
The amendment (No. 1040) was with

drawn. 
Mr. INOUYE. I commend my distin

guished colleague from Pennsylvania 
for bringing this matter to the atten
tion of the subcommittee, and I believe 
later to the full committee. I thank 
him very much. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the chairman 
and the ranking member, and I thank 
my colleague from Arkansas for yield
ing to me. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I ask unanimous con

sent that the pending committee 
amendment be temporarily laid aside 
so that I may offer an amendment. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1041 

(Purpose: To reduce the amount to be appro
priated for the Foreign Intelligence Pro
gram and the Tactical Intelligence and Re
lated Activities Program) 
Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP
ERS], for himself, Mr. SASSER, Mr. METZEN
BAUM, Mr. WOFFORD, and Mr. FEINGOLD, pro
poses an amendment numbered 1041. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam 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: 
At the end of line 9 on page 157, insert the 

following new section: 
" Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this bill, the amounts appropriated for the 
program in support of the intelligence com
munity of the federal government for the Na
tional Foreign Intelligence Program shall be 
reduced by $300,000,000; and the amounts ap
propriated for the programs in support of the 
intelligence community of the federal gov
ernment for the Tactical Intelligence and 
Related Activities Program shall be reduced 
by $100,000,000." 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I 
must say that it took a lot of courage 
on my part to offer this amendment be
cause, frankly, I am so tired of losing. 
I am tired of offering the Senate oppor
tunity after opportunity after oppor
tunity to cut spending, with absolutely 
no success. 

I sometimes wonder about the press; 
they never report this. I do not know 
why. They never report who is voting 
for spending cuts and who is not . The 
reason I say that is because it is really 
interesting to me to watch the people 
who make the longest winded speeches 
around here about spending cuts and 
who can never find it in their hearts to 
vote for one. 

I offered the Senate an opportunity 
this morning to cut $17 billion in 
spending, with absolutely no loss of 
strategic or military advantage. I got 
34 votes. One Senator was very kind 
and called and told me he voted against 
me and he apologized. He said, " I real
ize now you were absolutely right 
about it." I think another Senator told 
me that he misunderstood that it was a 
motion to table. So maybe I would 
have gotten 36 votes. That is a lot of 
votes around here when you are trying 
to cut spending. 

Senator SASSER just offered an 
amendment to do burdensharing, to let 
some of the other countries pick up 
some of the tab. He got 42 votes. 

I hear people say, "Well, I cannot 
support you, but I am for spending 
cuts, cutting entitlements. You are 
never going to get the deficit under 
control unless you cut entitlements." 

What does that mean? I will tell you 
what it means. It means they are not 
prepared to tell you what they are will
ing to cut, because the same person 
who says "I am for cutting entitle
ments" may say if we ask: Well, are 
you willing to cut Medicare? We have 
already cut $56 billion on the deficit re
duction package. The elderly people in 
this country are terrified about those 
cuts. They may say: Well, I do not 
know, we cut about all we can in Medi
care. How about Medicaid, health care 
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for the poorest of the poor. They may 
say: I would not mind cutting that one. 
How about kicking Aunt Lucy out of 
the nursing home? No, I would not be 
for that. How about food stamps that 
allow some people to eat because of the 
large debt of the Federal Government 
and the decision made 25 years ago 
that no child should go hungry? That is 
an entitlement. Do you want to cut 
that one? Usually, you do not get a re
sponse to that. No, it is all entitle
ments, because you never have to say 
what you are for cutting. 

But I will tell you some of the big
gest entitlements in this country- the 
space station, the super collider, Na
tional Endowment for Democracy, SDI, 
intelligence budget, which my amend
ment addresses, those are entitlements 
which just go on year after year after 
year getting healthy increases as we 
cut Medicare $56 billion over the next 5 
years. 

So when you vote for this kind of en
titlement, you are voting to cut those 
kinds of en ti tlemen ts. Go home and 
tell the elderly, the AARP and elderly 
that you speak to when you are mak
ing your political speeches, go home 
and tell them that when you voted 
against about $300 billion worth of 
spending cuts over the next 30 years
which I offered just in the last 3 
weeks-that when you voted against 
those, you almost guaranteed that we 
are going to have to cut further on 
those entitlements that help people, 
poor people, all people. 

Go home and tell the people in edu
cation the reason we cannot do more 
for them is because we cannot find it in 
our heart to cut a bloated intelligence 
budget. We cannot find it in our heart 
to cut $38 billion on the D-5 missile, 
counting interest, over the next 35 
years. We cannot find it in our heart to 
cut $100 billion on the space station. 
You think about that. 

I hate to be so caustic and acerbic 
about this, and it sounds self-serving, 
and I hate to do this and I do not mean 
it that way. But I sometimes think, 
having fought against the space station 
and the collider now for 4 years run
ning, I sometimes think if Senators 
walked on that floor and the head of 
NASA walked up to them and said, 
"Boy, have you guys been snookered; 
there is not anything like a space sta
tion; there is no plan; nothing," I do 
not think it would change a vote. I 
think we would still vote $2.1 billion 
for the space station. 

So, after getting a whopping 34 votes 
this morning in an attempt to do some
thing about the deficit of this Nation, 
here I am at the same old stand giving 
everybody an opportunity to vote for a 
very modest cut. 

Madam President, I originally in
tended to try to cut the intelligence 
budget by a billion dollars. Discretion 
being the better part of valor, I knew I 
had no chance of that, so I am offering 

an amendment that would cut $300 mil
lion from the national foreign intel
ligence budget and $100 million from 
the pentagon's tactical intelligence 
and related activities, TIARA, a total 
of $400 million. 

I do not know and I will not know for 
a little while, probably after the vote, 
if it would have made any difference if 
I had offered to cut $100 million from 
the NFIP and $50 million from TIARA. 
I doubt if there would be any difference 
in the votes. People are not going to 
cut spending. They do not want to cut 
spending, and they are not going to. 

Every Member of this body got a let
ter from James Woolsey, who I person
ally like and respect, saying, "If you 
vote for the Bumpers amendment you 
are going to jeopardize our intelligence 
ability for years to come." 

Madam President, here is a little un
classified chart. In 1965 through 1994 -I 
want you to look at this for just a mo
ment-the national foreign intelligence 
budget is up 100 percent in the 1980's. 
There is 1980. There is 1990. There is a 
100-percent increase in the 1980's in this 
budget, which the New York Times 
says is $17 billion. 

Incidentally, you know another burr 
under my saddle is the fact that all 
these numbers are kept so secretive 
and when I say what these numbers are 
I have to say the Los Angeles Times re
ported it, or the New York Times re
ported it. 

Senator MOYNIHAN is going to offer 
an amendment on this floor on this bill 
to make the total intelligence budgets 
public, and I intend to support him. I 
would not vote for an amendment that 
said you have to tell how much you are 
spending on human intelligence, how 
much you are spending on satellites. 
But the Los Angeles Times says that 
we are spending $28 billion a year on 
intelligence. 

I am not here to tell you whether 
that is right or wrong. I am telling you 
what the Los Angeles Times reported. 
But I can tell you this because this is 
in the report from the House Appro
priations Committee, this budget has 
gone up 100 percent in the 1980's, and I 
am saying cut it by $300 million. 

The Senator from Arizona, who is 
chairman of the Senate Select Com
mittee on Intelligence, is going to say 
we have already cut it. 

Madam President, I hate to antici
pate what he is going to say, but that 
is what he is going to say, and let me 
answer it before he says it. 

They did not cut anything. They just 
did not give them an increase. 

The President of the United States 
said when he was a candidate that he 
was going to cut $7 billion out of the 
intelligence budget in 5 years after he 
became President, $7 billion. 

Do you know what the budget re
quest was this year? It was for an in
crease of $800 million in this budget, an 
$800 million increase, according to the 
House Appropriations Committee. 

And our Senate Committee on Intel
ligence said we are not going to cut 
you. We are going to leave you level 
funding the same amount of money you 
got in 1993. Big deal. 

Let me show you another chart, 
Madam President. This does not im
press anybody around here but people 
who watch C-SPAN are pretty im
pressed with it. They said, "I did not 
know that. I cannot believe that." 

You know, I am an old trial lawyer, 
and I know what the people under
stand. I know what their native intel
ligence tells them, and if the American 
people had been voting on that amend
ment this morning, it would have been 
85 to 15. The American people have got 
enough sense to know that we are not 
serious around here about the deficit. 

And when the American people see a 
chart like this that says we spend more 
on intelligence, according to the Au
gust 4 edition of the Los Angeles 
Times, we spend more money on intel
ligence than these 10 nations, including 
Italy, spend on their entire defense 
budget, and James Woolsey sends a let
ter to everybody and says, "If you vote 
for the Bumpers amendment you are 
going to jeopardize intelligence for 
years to come." You want to know how 
good our intelligence is. You have a 
great example of it. You saw a bunch of 
thugs sitting on the Port-au-Prince 
dock saying you cannot land these 
American troops in Hai ti. Obviously, if 
our intelligence community had been 
doing its job, they would have told the 
President you are going to get a very 
heated reception in Haiti, and the 
President would not have embarrassed 
himself to some extent and the Nation 
by sending them in the first place. 

And George Shultz, former Secretary 
of State, in his book called "Turmoil 
and Triumph"- incidentally; he was 
one of the people I liked in the Reagan 
administration. Here is what George 
Shultz says in his book-you know ev
erybody is willing to tell you after 
they leave office what they really 
think. You cannot get anybody in poli
tics to tell you what they really think 
until they leave office. 

(Mr. REID assumed the Chair.) 
Mr. BUMPERS. I remember when 

Dwight Eisenhower made his great 
military-industrial complex speech. Do 
you know when he made it? As he left 
office. What a dynamite speech that 
would have been in his first inaugura
tion. 

I never will forget, even our col
league, Senator Goldwater, turned to 
one of the Sena tors over there and 
said: "Who drafted this prayer-in
school amendment?" The Senator said, 
"I did." He said, "You ought to be 
ashamed of yourself.'' 

And I remember General Jones, who 
was Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff when I came to the Senate. We 
were still in Vietnam. The Senator 
from Kentucky came to the Senate the 
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same time I did and he remembers this 
all well. 

This country was upside down over 
Vietnam. And shortly after that, David 
Jones retired from the Air Force-I be
lieve he was an Air Force man-and he 
held a press conference. Do you know 
what he said? "It is impossible to de
sign a sensible defense system in this 
country, because all I do is referee 
interservice rivalry. You give the Air 
Force $2 billion, you got to give the 
Navy $2 billion. You give the Navy $2 
billion, you got to give the Army $2 bil
lion." He said, "All I do is referee 
fights." 

And if Colin Powell holds an exit 
interview and tells the unmitigated 
truth, as he is supposed to do in this $6 
million book, he is going to tell you es
sentially the same thing. 

Former Secretary of State George 
Shultz provides a particularly harsh 
appraisal of the CIA in his memoirs 
"Turmoil and Triumph." He repeatedly 
disparages the political analysis on the 
Soviet Union by CIA Director William 
Casey and his Deputy Robert Gates 
noting, "We had no accurate help from 
the intelligence community about 
what to expect." 

Can you believe that a short 4 years 
ago, two-thirds of the entire intel
ligence budget went to spy on the So
viet Union and its allies? And today, 
there is no Soviet Union. But do you 
know the interesting thing about that 
spending two- thirds of our intelligence 
budget on the Soviet Union? Not one 
person in the CIA ever told the Presi
dent that the Soviet Union was about 
to collapse. 

But this is really not about the com
petence of the intelligence community. 
It is about how much money we are 
willing to spend on intelligence. 

Mr. President, we have another big 
problem in the intelligence commu
nity. We have so many intelligence or
ganizations in this country funded with 
this $28 billion. We have got spies spy
ing on spies; overlap. The left hand 
does not know what the right hand is 
doing. My guess is James Woolsey, in 
one of his more candid moments, would 
tell you that. 

Who are they? Well, the National 
Foreign Intelligence Program, that is 
the CIA, the National Security Agency, 
the Defense Intelligence Agency, the 
National Reconnaissance Office, even 
the State Department and the FBI, get 
in on the act. And we have Navy intel
ligence, Army intelligence, Marine in
telligence. We have intelligence agen
cies that the public does not even know 
about. And the national foreign intel
ligence budget, which I am trying to 
cut a paltry $300 million, is higher 
right now than it was at the height of 
the cold war. 

Mr. President, the House froze spend
ing, but freezing is not enough in these 
times. If we cannot cut $300 million 
from the National Foreign Intelligence 

budget and $100 million from TIARA, 
we might as well hang it up. 

Incidentally, do you know something 
else? Do you know ALBERT GORE, in the 
Vice President's reinventing govern
ment report, weighs in on this intel
ligence budget? My amendment goes 
right to the heart of what ALBERT 
GORE talks about. 

Mr. President, what are the oppo
nents of this amendment going to say? 
Well, I tell you, terrorism is so much 
greater now. We have to spend more 
money trying to find terrorists. We 
have to spend more money on this and 
that and the other. But 3 years from 
now, we are going to start cutting. 

And the Senate will buy it, just like 
Lucy holding the ball for Charlie 
Brown every fall. Charlie says, "No, 
I'm not going to kick that ball now. 
You'll pull it out from under me and 
I'll kick and I'll fall." And Lucy says, 
"No, I won't." So Charlie goes out 
charging and Lucy pulls the ball out 
from under him and he takes a big spill 
year after year after year, just like the 
U.S. Senate. 

They will say, "We have this whole 
intelligence thing under in-house re
form and by this time next year, we are 
going to give you a definitive plan on 
how we are going to deal with this." 
And, like Charlie Brown, we are going 
to fall for it one more time. 

Do you think this is just Dale Bump
ers talking? "The intelligence commu
nity has, in my view, been greatly 
overfunded for the past decade. We may 
well have 10 times too many analysts 
in the intelligence community today. " 

Ten times more than we need. Who 
said that? Lt. Gen. William Odom, 
former Director of the National Secu
rity Agency. 

The House Appropriations Commit
tee said, 

The committee notes that during the 
course of the last decade, budgetary re
sources devoted to the intelligence commu
nity have grown in real terms by over 100 
percent. In a time that saw a significant ex
pansion of the defense budget, the budgets of 
the intelligence community grew at a rate 
that was 20 times faster in real terms. 

That is right. Defense in the 1980's 
grew 5 percent in real terms, and the 
national foreign intelligence budget 
grew 100 percent--20 times faster and 
higher than the defense budget. 

Here is another quote by William 
Colby, former Director of CIA. "There 
is substantial money to be saved. I 
would say a substantial reduction in 
intelligence funding is possible and 
that means several billion dollars." 
That, from a former Director of the 
CIA-several billion dollars can be 
saved. 

Do you know what my amendment 
does? If we believe press reports, it cuts 
the budget of the National Foreign In
telligence Program by less than 2 per
cent. You think about that. You think 
about a nation that is piling debt on 
top of debt, where the interest on the 

national debt alone will soon equal the 
total amount of income tax, personal 
income tax, paid by the people of this 
Nation. 

And some people will walk in here 
and say, "Well, I'm not going to worry 
about it. That is only $400 million." 

Only $400 million. That is the men
tality that brought us a $4 trillion 
debt. · 

And, to all of you who have not yet 
found it in your heart to vote to cut 
one single dime, at least of the amend
ments I have offered, I invite you after 
you vote "no" on this to stand up and 
tell us when you are going to start vot
ing to cut spending. 

Do not tell me about entitlements. 
Which entitlements and how much? 
This morning you had a chance to cut 
$30 billion over 35 years; $400 million is 
not much, but you are going to have to 
borrow that money if you do not vote 
for this amendment. That will run to 
well over $1 billion over the next 30 
years. 

Let me reemphasize what I just said 
a moment ago. This is not literally 
true. But every time you vote no on 
one of these spending cuts, you know 
that spending cuts are going to have to 
happen somewhere. So when you vote 
against a spending cut on the D-5 mis
sile and the intelligence budget and the 
collider, and all the rest of them, you 
are voting to cut Medicaid and Medi
care and Social Security. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

manager of the bill, the Senator from 
Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I lis
tened very carefully to the remarks of 
my friend from Arkansas. And once 
again, I find it very difficult to partici
pate in this debate. 

First of all, we are dealing with clas
sified information. I realize some of my 
colleagues may pooh-pooh that and 
suggest that is a copout. But there are 
laws that we must follow, laws that de
termine classification, laws that deter
mine secrecy. 

But I can mention the following 
without violating the law. Last year, 
we reduced the request by the intel
ligence community by 10 percent. That 
cut was greater than that made on any 
other agency of our Government. In 
this fiscal year account, we have re
duced the President's request by $1.498 
billion. That is quite a bit. 

Much has been said in this debate 
about the effectiveness of intelligence. 
What my distinguished colleague from 
Arkansas is alluding to is what we call 
HUMINT, or human intelligence. The 
amount we spend on human intel
ligence in this budget is less than 4 per
cent. 

I cannot give the dollar figures be
cause that would be classified. But 
when one considers that during the 
height of the cold war, we were spend
ing more than 4 times that amount, we 
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have cut that down to 4 percent. That 
is why we were not able to get the nec
essary intelligence in Port-au-Prince, 
because the decision was made by the 
Executive Office and by the Congress of 
the United States to spend the bulk of 
the money for high technology. 

I wish I could describe some of the 
systems that we have at this moment, 
but I am certain all of us are aware 
that at this moment, above us in the 
atmosphere are all sorts of devices. If 
it were not for those devices, the battle 
in the desert, Operation Desert Storm, 
may have turned out a little dif
ferently ~ Those satellites told us where 
the tanks were. Those satellites told us 
where the artillery pieces were. Those 
satellites told us about the Iraqi troop 
movements. And those satellites saved 
thousands of lives. 

I wish we had more spies in Port-au
Prince who could have reported back to 
us as to what to expect if our forces 
landed there. But a decision was made 
to reduce human intelligence. If I could 
give you the dollar figures, you would 
know we are spending very, very little 
for spies. 

I would like to suggest, if this is 
agreeable with the author of the 
amendment, that we temporarily set 
aside this amendment to permit Mem
bers of the Senate who may wish to do 
so to go to room S-207 to look over the 
budget and see how we are spending 
our money. 

It is difficult for Members of this 
body to discuss this and debate this 
issue. I am certain those who are lis
tening to our debate might find this is 
all mumbo-jumbo. I do not intend to do 
that, but the laws of secrecy prevent 
me from describing how we spend these 
billions of dollars. But I am certain 
even the uninitiated realize that sat
elli tes cost money; rockets that send 
them up cost money. They cost much, 
much more than the hiring of spies. 

Last year, as I indicated, we cut the 
budget by 10 percent. This year, we fur
ther cut that by $1.498 billion. If we 
adopt this amendment, it will not put 
the intelligence community out of 
business. But I agree with the Director 
of Central Intelligence that it will have 
an effect on the quality of intelligence 
that can be provided to our President, 
to the Department of Defense, and to 
agencies of the Government. 

So I would like to advise the Senate 
that we are prepared to vote at this 
moment. I have just received a mes
sage from the leader that he would like 
to have a vote as soon as possible be
cause the Senate needs to proceed with 
the Somalia debate, and I believe the 
debate will take about 4 hours. 

So if at all possible, I hope we can 
vote on this in the next few minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, while 
I understand the motivation of the dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas and 

others who might support his amend
ment to seek deeper cuts in the Intel
ligence budget beyond those rec
ommended by the Intelligence Commit
tee, in my view, such cuts would be un
wise and could produce results none of 
us want. 

I want to remind my colleagues of 
several points · which are pertinent 
here. 

First, the Budget for Intelligence ac
tivities has, in fact, been steadily-- de
clining for the last 4 years. Last year, 
Congress took the first really substan
tial cut in 20 years and I supported 
every penny of it. Indeed, I voted for 
the amendment offered by Sena tor 
BUMPERS last year to take a larger cut 
than that being recommended by the 
Intelligence Committee. In fact, the 
level of funding ultimately approved by 
the Congress last year was below the 
level being sought by the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

This year, the Intelligence Commit
tee is recommending another substan
tial reduction in the administration's 
request. While the level of funding rec
ommended by the committee for fiscal 
year 1994 remains classified pursuant 
to executive branch policy, suffice it to 
say that the amount of funding rec
ommended is less than last year's ap
propriated level. It will force the intel
ligence community to restructure its 
plans at a lower level of expenditure. 

We have already imposed a 17.5 per
cent across-the-board personnel cut in 
all agencies of the intelligence commu
nity by 1997. They are struggling to 
meet this requirement. 

This cut comes on top of substantial 
reductions already taken within the 
Department of Defense and other agen
cies over the last several years which 
have meant additional consolidation 
and downsizing of intelligence compo
nents. 

In short, Mr. President, things are 
headed in the direction that Senator 
BUMPERS wants. We are cutting intel
ligence; we are downsizing the person
nel force; and we are streamlining and 
consolidating functions. 

At the same time, we cannot ignore 
that despite the end of the cold war, 
there are legitimate and continuing de
mands being placed upon intelligence. 

To begin with, it is important to rec
ognize that the focus of United States 
intelligence during the cold war, name
ly the military threat posed by the So
viet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies, 
though changed, has not entirely dis
appeared. There remain in the Russian 
Republic and the former Soviet Repub
lics of Ukraine and Kazahkstan rough
ly 30,000 strategic and tactical nuclear 
weapons. While the governments of 
these republics are no longer hostile to 
the United States and presently seem 
unlikely to become so, control of these 
weapons, to prevent their loss to ex
tremist states or terrorists, remains a 
significant concern of the United 
States. 

Indeed, the United States has a seri
ous stake in preventing the prolifera
tion of weapons of mass destruction, 
whether they be nuclear, chemical or 
biological weapons, as well as the pro
liferation of missile systems able to de
liver these weapons over long dis
tances. It is clear that several states-
some of whom are hostile to the United 
States or have unstable relationships 
with neighboring countries-countries 
like North Korea, Libya, Iran, and 
Iraq-are attempting to become nu
clear states or are developing chemical 
or biological weapons. Should they suc
ceed in developing these capabilities, 
other States in the same region may 
decide they have no alternative but to 
follow a similar path. 

The intelligence community mon
itors the control and movement of ex
isting weapons of mass destruction and 
tracks the development and production 
of these weapons and the systems de
signed to deliver them. The results of 
these efforts have been the basis for 
diplomatic actions by the United 
States and increasingly are being pro
vided to international bodies charged 
with monitoring compliance with trea
ties designed to prevent the spread of 
such weapons and related delivery sys
tems. 

The intelligence community also pro
vides virtually the sole means of veri
fying many bilateral and multilateral 
agreements signed by the United 
States. In addition, the intelligence 
community plays a key role in terms of 
advising U.S. diplomats involved in ne
gotiating such agreements. 

In a similar vein, the intelligence 
community is asked to monitor the ef
fectiveness of international economic 
or military sanctions which might be 
imposed on other countries by the 
United Nations or by the United States 
on a unilateral or multilateral basis. 
Frequently the results of these efforts 
have led to diplomatic or military ac
tions to enforce or effectuate the sanc
tions or embargoes concerned. 

A large part of the intelligence com
munity's efforts are devoted to support 
of U.S. military forces, which, with the 
end of the superpower conflict, must 
prepare for a variety of new contin
gencies. While clearly the threat of nu
clear devastation has lessened, long
standing ethnic, cultural, and political 
rivalries previously held in check by 
the superpower conflict have been un
leashed. Regional conflicts have been 
spawned around the globe, and it has 
become increasingly difficult to predict 
where U.S. military forces might be de
ployed, what their objectives will be 
once deployed, or what type of military 
threat they might face. The job of the 
intelligence community is to antici
pate where such deployments might 
occur and maintain an information 
base capable of supporting such contin
gencies. 

This function entails not only identi-
fying the capabilities and 
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vulnerabilities of opposing military or 
paramilitary forces, but also gathering 
information to be used in planning U.S. 
operations, targeting data to guide 
U.S. "Smart" weapons, data to counter 
enemy radars and sensors which other
wise might threaten U.S. aircraft, and 
other military support functions. 

Once U.S. forces are deployed, the in
telligence community typically brings 
to bear its entire capability in their 
support, both to achieve the rapid suc
cess of the mission and to protect U.S. 
lives and resources. 

Increasingly, the intelligence com
munity is also supporting the oper
ational deployments of United Nations 
peacekeeping forces as well, providing 
intelligence on threats to the safety 
and mission of such forces. This has re
cently occurred in support of U.N. op
erations in Cambodia and Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. Clearly, where U.S. 
Forces are participating in U.N. oper
ations, as they currently are in Soma
lia, the level of intelligence support is 
substantially enhanced. As our forces 
there face growing and more serious 
threats to their safety, having reliable 
intelligence becomes absolutely criti
cal. 

In addition to supporting military 
operations, the intelligence commu
nity also provides support to the plan
ning of U.S. military force structures 
and tactics, as well as to the research, 
development and acquisition of mili
tary weapons and equipment by the De
partment of Defense . Even in an era of 
military downsizing, the intelligence 
community continues to provide lit
erally thousands of defense planners 
and contractors with information con
cerning foreign military capabilities 
which must be taken into account as 
they assess U.S. military needs of the 
future and build the capabilities to 
match them. 

The end of the cold war has also seen 
increasing recognition of the impor
tance of a strong domestic economy as 
an element of U.S. national security. 
This recognition has caused a reexam
ination of the intelligence commu
nity 's capabilities and proper role in 
terms of supporting the competitive 
position of U.S. industry abroad. While 
there are clear pitfalls to be avoided in 
this area, intelligence agencies are in
creasingly being called upon by Fed
eral agencies which are charged with 
promoting U.S. competitiveness 
abroad-principally, the Departments 
of State, Commerce, and Treasury-to 
alert them to cases in which there is a 
need to keep the playing field level for 
U.S. business interests abroad. Simi
larly, the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion [FBI] and other elements of the in
telligence community provide informa
tion to firms within the United States 
which indicates such firms may be the 
subject of an intelligence attack by 
foreign govern.men ts or by persons or 
companies acting under the sponsor
ship of a foreign government. 

The intelligence community also 
plays important, though largely un
seen, roles in the areas of counter
terrorism and coun ternarcotics. 

The FBI Intelligence Division has re
sponsibility for tracking and monitor
ing possible international terrorist ac
tivity within the United States. The 
CIA and other intelligence agencies are 
involved in monitoring terrorist activi
ties abroad. Such monitoring includes 
tracking the movements of known or 
suspected terrorists, developing infor
mation on their training, tactics, oper
ations and equipment, and developing 
information regarding the relation
ships between terrorist groups and for
eign governments. The information de
veloped as a result of such monitoring 
is shared by the United States with the 
authorities of other governments 
whose nationals or resources might be 
threatened by terrorist activities. The 
objectives of such monitoring are to 
prevent terrorist incidents from taking 
place, such as the recent action by the 
FBI to prevent a series of bombings 
and assassinations in New York City, 
or to apprehend and prosecute the per
petrators of terrorist acts, such as the 
recent bombing of the World Trade 
Center or the downing of Pan AM 103 
several years before. In each of the 
cases cited, the intelligence commu
nity played a significant role in pre
venting or redressing terrorist inci
dents involving U.S. citizens or prop
erty. 

The role of the intelligence commu
nity in countering international nar
cotics activities is also significant but 
not well appreciated. U.S. Intelligence 
capabilities are frequently used to de
termine where narcotic substances are 
being grown or produced in foreign 
countries, to determine where narcot
ics are being shipped or transported, to 
understand the network used to 
produce and distribute these narcotics, 
or to learn where proceeds from their 
sale are being used or deposited. This 
information is turned over not only to 
U.S. drug enforcement authorities, but 
to appropriate authorities in other gov
ernments to identify and locate the in
dividuals involved in such activities 
and to preclude them from successfully 
carrying out their plans. Often, there is 
only an indirect benefit to the United 
States, and more often than not the 
role of U.S. Intelligence agencies is not 
publicly acknowledged by other gov
ernments. Suffice it to say, the in
volvement of U.S. Intelligence often 
provides the key to a successful raid on 
a drug installation in a foreign country 
or a successful interception of narcot
ics in international transit. 

Finally, the President and other key 
policymakers have a continuing need 
for secret, non-publicly available infor
mation regarding the intentions and 
capabilities of other governments. To 
be sure, the world political environ.
men t has become far more open and 

foreign leaders more accessible since 
the end of the cold war. Communica
tions between the United States and 
other governments, aided by the explo
sion of technology in recent years, 
have become more voluminous, direct, 
and timely. News media instantly flash 
images and commentary concerning 
world events to all points of the globe. 

Still, the President needs a capabil
ity to assess what other governments 
are saying. Are events as they seem? 
Can the President rely upon what other 
governments are saying privately or 
what they state publicly? How firm is 
their position? What is their reaction 
likely to be if the United States takes 
a particular action and not another? 
Are U.S. interests threatened and, if 
so, how? 

The U.S. Intelligence community, by 
attempting to gather and analyze in
formation concerning the actions or at
titudes of other governments which is 
not publicly available, is often able to 
provide unique insights to the Presi
dent and other policymakers. On occa
sion, this information has provided a 
reliable basis for a significant U.S. dip
lomatic or military initiative which 
would not have otherwise been at
tempted. This is not to say that the 
contribution made by U.S. intelligence 
has always been unique or reliable or 
actionable. I myself have criticized the 
intelligence community's analysis re
garding the former Soviet Union and 
Iraq's military strength during the 
Persian Gulf war. I simply note that at 
times the contribution of intelligence 
has been invaluable. 

It should also be noted, that intel
ligence capabilities often require long 
lead times to establish and cannot eas
ily be reconstituted once lost . This is 
true for sophisticated technical collec
tion programs as well as for human in
telligence activities which rely upon 
developing and maintaining human 
collectors with the desired access to in
formation. Neither can be accom
plished overnight. 

The Intelligence Committee must 
factor this into its thinking. Decisions 
taken in 1 year to terminate or dras
tically reduce programs might mean 
that certain capabilities would not be 
available in the years ahead should 
they be needed. We have to hedge our 
bets. In some instances, money must be 
obligated for new initiatives that will 
enable the administration to cancel 
older and, ultimately, more costly pro
grams in the future. In other cases, we 
must reject proposals made in 1 year 
that might foreclose the consideration 
of more promising options later on. In 
short, in arriving at our recommenda
tion for the Senate, the Intelligence 
Committee attempted to assess the in
telligence budget not simply in terms 
of this year's needs, but with an eye to 
preserving reasonable, albeit smaller, 
capability to satisfy the demands of 
the future where American lives and 
resources might potentially be at risk. 



October 14, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 24629 
This is an arcane and complex field. 

People tend to think of it in terms of 
spies in trenchcoats. The reality is , it's 
computers and sensors and rocket 
launches. It is not for amateurs, and 
we are indeed fortunate in the Senate 
to have a group of professionals on the 
staff of the intelligence committee who 
scrub the details of all these activities 
and give those of us who serve on the 
committee an objective, unvarnished 
assessment of their worth. These as
sessments are available for every Mem
ber of the Senate to read, Mr. Presi
dent, at the committee offices, and I 
encourage them to do so. 

My inclination, like Senator BUMP
ERS, is to find a way to cut the intel
ligence budget. With the defense budg
et going down, with the end of the cold 
war, we cannot afford- Nor do we 
need-as elaborate or as comprehensive 
an intelligence capability as we once 
had. 

Downsizing must occur and is occur
ring. But we must be mindful of the 
continuing security needs of the coun
try: to protect our people and re
sources, to support our military forces, 
to provide the President with informa
tion. Without a doubt, the United 
States has the most capable intel
ligence apparatus in the world, and I 
want to keep it that way. I think we 
can do so even in a period of 
downsizing, but we must be prudent 
and attack the problem at a measured 
pace, if the United States is to main
tain a capability adequate to support 
its national security needs, both now 
and for the future. 

I simply do not think it would be 
prudent to go further and deeper this 
year. I urge my colleagues to vote 
against the Bumpers amendment. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from Hawaii, the manager of the bill, 
for his enlightening statement of what 
we have already done in the area of in
telligence reduction. I have to oppose 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

Let me say in doing so, I stood shoul
der to shoulder with the Senator, and 
he knows so. So it is not that I am here 
trying to defend something that is im
portant to this committee chairman, 
that we cannot go ahead and take fur
ther reductions. 

What we have done is we have re
duced the intelligence budget year 
after year, over the last 3 years. I was 
part of that. I tried to cut it addition
ally, and we could not put the votes to
gether. We had to build a coalition. But 
we have real reductions here. 

This amendment is being offered to 
this defense appropriations bill, and I 
want to make it clear it seeks to cut 
tl).e funding level recommended by the 
committee. We spent months going 
over this. We spent weeks putting to
gether a coalition to get a further re
duction, and that is what we have done. 

The amount appropriated for intel
ligence activity remains classified, as 

the Senator from Hawaii said. There is 
a movement to declassify that. I am 
one who has been converted that 
maybe we should just get the figure 
out so we can talk about it so it is not 
kind of cloaked here like, well, are we 
really telling the truth? Are we really 
cutting? I can say we are really cut
ting. 

Suffice it to say, the Defense appro
priations bill provides for a level of 
cuts that is already below those rec
ommended by the Intelligence Commit
tee. The Intelligence Committee made 
a cut, not just to the cost of living, as 
the Senator from Arkansas said. I will 
say that is true. We made an additional 
cut of 2 percent below last year's level. 
So we made a real cut in addition to no 
cost of living. 

Sure, anybody can come out here and 
say we spend billions of dollars on in
telligence, and what do we get? We do 
not have the information, we cannot 
find Aideed in Mogadishu, so, my gosh, 
we must have a failure. Or they can 
say, "Look at Haiti, we do not know 
what is going on in Haiti. " We knew 
what was going on in Haiti, and our in
telligence gave us some good informa
tion on Hai ti. They said those generals 
are not going to give up. They are not 
going to let the President come back. 
And what happened? Our President 
sent our troops over there and they 
would not let them corrie back. That is 
pretty good intelligence. 

That is the information we had. We 
were hopeful that maybe it was wrong 
or maybe they would back down, and 
they did not. The cuts being sought by 
the Senator from Arkansas would 
mean still further reductions in the 
amounts being recommended by the In
telligence Committee. In the case of 
the National Intelligence Program, he 
wants to cut another $300 million, and 
in the case of tactical programs, an
other $100 million. I voted with Senator 
BUMPERS in the past-a year ago-when 
he offered an amendment to the De
fense appropriations bill which called 
for an additional $1 billion in cuts. I 
did it because I felt he was right. We 
did not succeed. But in fact, we have 
done that now. We are cutting, make 
no mistake about it. The intelligence 
part of this DOD bill is a substantial 
cut. It is not an increase. 

Last year, it was cut very substan
tially. In fact, the intelligence budget 
ultimately approved last year by Con
gress was reduced to a level below what 
Senator. BUMPERS proposed in his 
amendment last year. That did not just 
happen. Then the chairman, Senator 
BOREN, took it upon himself to build a 
coalition within the Intelligence Com
mittee and, believe me, that is no easy 
task because there are those who feel 
we should spend more and more and 
more on intelligence. I am not one of 
them. He was able to build that coali
tion to enact a budget, an authoriza
tion bill that reduced it below what the 

Senator from Arkansas offered last 
year, and I joined that. 

It also projected what it would be 
over the next 5 years. That was a re
duction this year, a real cut of 2 per
cent. We had some quarrels with the 
administration on it. The President 
said $7 billion over 5 years from the 
year he came in. That is where we are 
headed and that is our target, so we are 
going to make them if I have anything 
to do with it. 

We had some quarrels with the Direc
tor. We worked them out, not with the 
Director, but with the committee, 
which insisted on an additional cut. 

We are recommending yet another 
cut this year, which is another signifi
cant cut from the administration's 
original request and, in essence, holds 
the line at last year's appropriated 
level. 

The proposed bill would continue for 
a fifth consecutive year the downward 
spiral that was already instituted be
fore President Clinton was elected and 
before his budget came up, which had a 
growth factor in it for this year, the 
year we are debating, for next fi scal 
year, which we are already in. 

The Intelligence Committee rec
ommended level is sustained this year. 
Overall intelligence resources would 
have been reduced in real terms more 
than 13 percent compared with what 
the 1989 appropriations were . That is a 
significant reduction, not just pie in 
the sky. 

Look at other defense items, particu
larly some of the ones the Senator 
from Arkansas has-correctly , in my 
judgment-gone after, and they have 
gone up, or nondefense items, such as 
the superconducting super collider and 
space station, and they have gone up. 

In addition to those funding cuts, 
Congress has already levied an across
the-board personnel cut of 17.5 percent 
in all intelligence agencies, including 
the CIA, by 1997. We did that last year, 
and we are implementing that right 
now, and we are going to get there. 

So it is hard to say we have a bloated 
organization here that is mushrooming 
out of sight. The Senator from Arkan
sas will say we have intelligence agen
cies and do not even know where they 
are. If he wants to know where they 
are , come down to the Intelligence 
Committee. We will give him every
thing we have, and we have a lot. I 
think we do know where they are. We 
know what they spend. I spend a lot of 
time, as do members of that commit
tee , reviewing what they spend their 
money on, and sometimes we disagree. 

The cuts being recommended this 
year by the committee are deeper than 
those which were passed by the House. 
The House wisely defeated two floor 
amendments to make further cuts, and 
they were defeated by big margins. So 
we are talking about the amount of 
cuts here, not whether or not we have 
cuts. The Senator from Arkansas 
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wants another $400 million. Believe me, 
if I could stand up here in good con
science and say, " Yes, let's do another 
$400 million," I would do it . But we 
have looked at this as carefully as we 
can. It has taken a lot of time , and we 
have a real reduction here. We should 
go no further . 

The President sent a letter to the 
chairman of the House committee say
ing he vigorously opposed the further 
cuts, as did Jim Woolsey. Actually, the 
Director of the CIA wanted an increase 
of 3 percent, and he was able to finally 
convince the administration and OMB 
to suggest that in the budget. We did 
not give that to him. The administra
tion continues to tell us overall cuts of 
$7 billion over the next 4 years, and I 
believe that we will meet that, and 
that is exactly where the bill before us 
sits today to do just that. The cuts to 
in telligence incorporated in the DOD 
appropriations bill, in fact, represents 
the approach that the President said he 
wanted in his campaign. 

I must say he got a little diverted in 
his budge t request for this year. We, in 
the committee, have forced it, as this 
bill in the Subcommittee of Defense 
has forced it, to maintain that $7 bil
lion cut. 

The problem with this amendment is 
that it would impose a level of cuts be
yond those recommended by either the 
Intelligence or the Appropriations 
Committee that cannot readily be ab
sorbed by the National Foreign In tel
ligence Program. When you are dealing 
with classified numbers, it is easy t.o 
say, "Oh, just cut it, there are just bil
lions of dollars and hundreds of people 
out there that we do not need, ana
lysts, " and read a letter from a former 
CIA Director that said there are sub
stantial or billions that can be cut. 
That is right, and that is exactly what 
we have done. We have cut billions of 
dollars , and we are going to continue 
to do that. 

I regret that the Senator from Ar
kansas feels he needs to put his tre
mendous prestige as a leader of further 
reductions, that this Senator has 
joined on, because I take some pride in 
what we have offered to this body. In 
fact, the distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee and the ranking member 
said we are going to make further cuts. 
So this is not a legitimate target for 
the criticism that has been leveled 
against it. 

I invite Senators, any of them-and I 
have talked to the Senator from Ar
kansas-to come down to the Intel
ligence Committee. We have analysts 
there, we have auditors there that 
work for the Senate, work for him, and 
they are prepared to show you the 
books. We have the books. They are 
not cooked. Someone may say, "Oh, 
the books from these agencies are 
cooked." They are not cooked down at 
the committee. We pride ourselves in 
that independence. We have done au-

dits on some of these different pro
grams, and we have found mistakes, 
and we have made corrections. 

I do not say for a moment that more 
cannot be done, but they are doing it 
right at this moment. That is what the 
Senator should do; come down and sat
isfy himself so at least he is satisfied, 
if he loses tonight, that we are making 
cuts. Do not step out and say we are 
just building up, we are just adding 
more money to intelligence, it is out of 
control, because it is not. 

This amendment, in my view, cuts 
too deeply at a time that we have al
ready made substantial cuts. I urge my 
colleagues to defeat the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the amendment by 
my esteemed colleague from Arkansas, 
Senator BUMPERS. But in doing SO, I 
wish to pay my respects to the distin
guished chairman of the Intelligence 
Committee. 

Senator DECONCINI has been assidu
ous in his efforts to bring reason and 
logic to spending in connection with 
the intelligence budget. His chore has 
not always been an easy one because, 
r ealistically speaking, there are only 
so many votes on that committee that 
would be willing to go further than the 
cuts which have already been made 
under his leadership. 

But the fact is additional cuts can 
and should be made, in this Senator's 
opinion. So I rise in support of the 
amendment of the Senator from Ar
kansas. But in doing so, I pay my re
spects to the Senator from Arizona, 
who truly has provided some very 
strong and able leadership in attempt
ing to bring some logic and reason to 
the intelligence budget. 

In all candor, I must say that the 
previous chairperson of the same com
mittee, Senator BOREN, also was recep
tive to making cuts. But it is tough to 
make cuts when you have a solid block 
of Senators, none of whom is willing to 
consider any cut whatsoever, and a di
vided block of Senators on our side of 
the aisle, some of whom are willing to 
make cuts and others who are not. So 
when you are the chair of a committee 
under those circumstances, you try to 
find some middle ground so that you 
can achieve a majority vote. The Sen
ator from Arizona has done that and 
done that very well. 

Notwithstanding that, this Senator 
believes further cu ts in the intelligence 
budget should and could be made and 
that we owe it to the American people 
to make those cuts. 

The Senate Intelligence Committee 
may have held the line against in
creased spending on intelligence, but 
the fact is there is ample room for fur
ther reductions. 

I must say that the amounts pro
posed by the Senator from Arkansas 
are rather modest in amount, and I be
lieve that if they eliminated just some 
of the waste that has been testified to 
in hearings I have sat through-and I 
must say I have sat through some hear
ings and said this is unbelievable, this 
is incredible, that you are spending 
these kinds of dollars; you do not know 
what you are spending them on and are 
not providing the kind of intelligence 
you should be providing. 

My colleagues in this body are well 
aware that the American people cannot 
be told the total amount of money ap
propriated for U.S. intelligence because 
it is classified. 

So while Senator BUMPERS may call 
for a $300 million cut in national intel
ligence and a $100 million cut in tech
nical intelligence, we cannot stand in 
the Chamber and explain publicly how 
large or small a dent that will make in 
those budgets. Whether it is a 5-percent 
or 50-percent or an 80-percent or 100-
percent cut, we are not allowed to talk 
about that. We can discuss, however, 
some of the reasons why a floor amend
ment is needed. 

That is why the Intelligence and Ap
propriations Committees of the Con
gress cannot make the sort of reduc
tions many of us know are warranted 
and should be made. The U.S. intel
ligence community is a gigantic insti
tution. It employs literally tens of 
thousands of persons in the Central In
telligence Agency, the Defense Intel
ligence Agency, the National Security 
Agency, the National Reconnaissance 
Office, the Central Imagery Office, and 
both large and small units in our mili
tary forces and in several executive 
branch departments. 

Over the past few years the intel
ligence community's military person
nel in particular have begun a gradual 
but significant drawdown. The impact 
of this drawdown and of the withdrawal 
of U.S. military forces from many over
seas locations has been to prompt some 
very useful reorganization and stream
lining of the military intelligence sys
tem. 

Civilian personnel levels are also 
under pressure, but only to a lesser ex
tent. Perhaps because the end of the 
cold war made some of our military 
preparations so clearly and obviously 
unnecessary, we have been much more 
willing to end people's military careers 
than we have been to give pink slips to 
civilian personnel. 

But personnel cutbacks, sensible as 
they are, only scratch the surface of 
the intelligence budget. If you want to 
effect real savings in intelligence, you 
have to cut not just personnel levels 
but also systems and institutions. 

Are there places to make such cu ts in 
the intelligence budget? Of course 
there are. There can be no argument 
about that. But there is nothing we can 
cut that will not cause some pain 
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somewhere. Reducing the intelligence 
budget is like pulling teeth these-days, 
and there is no painless dentistry in 
this process. 

One example: Our intelligence sys
tem still devotes millions of dollars to 
maintaining systems which were origi
nally designed to learn all there was to 
know about the former Soviet Union 
and to rush that information back to 
U.S. analysts and military leaders. We 
could do without much of that infor
mation. 

But for every program of that sort, 
there is a general or an admiral some
where who worries he might need that 
information in the event of a war. 

The generals remind us that war is 
hell and war costs lives, as we have 
seen recently in Somalia, and no mili
tary commander wants to sacrifice 
lives, especially if some more spending 
on intelligence could reduce such risk. 
So every commander wants more in in
telligence and every commander com
plains about the shortfalls in the intel
ligence he gets, just as General 
Schwarzkopf did after the gulf war. 

The Intelligence Committees listened 
to those complaints, as we must. The 
problem is we do not and really we can
not balance those claims off against 
the other claims on our National 
Treasury. Another $1 billion here or $2 
billion there might save tens or hun
dreds of lives in the next war, it is ar~ 
gued. But how many lives could we 
save before the next war if those same 
billions were spent on better health 
care or more affordable housing or im
proved education or more law enforce
ment or safer cars on the highways, or 
even that audacious idea of cutting the 
deficit, cutting the deficit and moving 
closer toward a balanced budget. 

The Intelligence Committees cannot 
make these tradeoffs and the Budget 
Committee cannot do that either since 
the intelligence budget is secret and is 
largely hidden in the defense budget. 
So it is here on the floor of the Senate 
that we must make such hard choices. 

Let me give you a second example. 
We spend billions of dollars on intel
ligence-be it from Russia or Bosnia or 
Somalia or Haiti-that gives us little 
more than what we learn from CNN. 
And that often does not get to us as 
fast as CNN does. 

I will never forget the day I walked 
out of a closed hearing of the Intel
ligence Committee, and it was a very 
critical issue that was before us. We all 
knew we were sworn to secrecy. It was 
an issue the American people wanted 
to know about, but we knew none of us 
could speak publicly about it. My wife, 
whom I called after the hearing, said, 
"What happened?" I said, "I am in no 
position to tell you." And she said, 
"Well, didn't this, this, and this hap
pen?" I said, "How do you know?" She 
said, "I just heard it on national TV." 

That has happened time and time 
again; I have come out of intelligence 

briefings and learned more about what 
was happening in the particular area 
than I learned from the intelligence 
briefing, and I learned it from the na
tional TV. It is not necessarily because 
of waste or inefficiency in the CIA or 
other intelligence agencies, but I must 
say that there is an unbelievable 
amount of that. 

I cannot forget the day I sat in an In
telligence Committee hearing and 
learned about a particular project that 
was involved in a particular commu
nity in this country, and no body in the 
community knew anything about it. 
But it was a fact that there was $1 mil
lion a year being spent on it, and there 
was not anybody-it was not a matter 
of being covert. It was a matter of a 
public facility involved, and yet the 
fact is the public facility was not even 
noticed, notwithstanding the fact that 
it was a very, very public facility. 

It is simply a fact of life that all of 
the intelligence officers in the world 
cannot always tell you what is going to 
happen everywhere at once. But our 
Government keeps trying to find out 
everything, often acting in the short 
run as though money were no object. 
And whenever our foreign policy fails 
to anticipate some development, the 
first whipping boy is the so-called 
"faulty intelligence." So the intel
ligence agencies throw more and more 
money at problems even though they 
know full well that often it does very 
little good. 

Again, we could look to the Intel
ligence Committee to pull the plug on 
this approach, but that is awfully hard 
to do. Nobody on the Intelligence Com
mittee wants to come down to the floor 
and tell their colleagues, here is a 
budget that will give us less foreign in
tell"igence next year than we get today. 
Just as nobody wanted to put a cap on 
the military during the cold war, so no
body wants to put a cap on our ability 
to anticipate events in a world of great 
instability. 

But how much can we afford? What is 
the limit as to what we should spend 
on intelligence? 

Can we really afford every satellite 
that our intelligence services would 
like to launch? Can we really afford to 
let each military service run its own 
science and technology analysis cen
ter? Can we really afford all the high
vol ume communication lines that we 
might like to have so that every type 
of intelligence information can be shot 
instantly around the world to every 
U.S. military commander and civilian 
policymaker? 

Our committees do a serious job of 
trying to make sure we get what we 
pay for in U.S. intelligence, although I 
am frank to say that I think further 
budget cuts would result in still great
er efficiency. But the committee sim
ply cannot make the cosmic decisions. 
They cannot be expected to decide how 
much is enough when the perceived 

costs of any mistake in judgment are 
so high. 

That is up to all of us together, Mr. 
President, and Sena tor BUMPERS has 
done us all a favor by proposing this 
amendment. He is affording us all the 
opportunity to consider the Nation's 
priorities. 

The amount in question, $400 million, 
may seem small. But it is our one 
chance to say that there was no blank 
check for intelligence, that every sec
tor must share in the pain of restruc
turing the American economy. 

This is our one chance to decide that 
the needs of our people at home are, in 
the long run, more vital to the na
tional security than is the insatiable 
demand for information on foreign ca
pabilities and intentions-matters that 
may still be of deep concern to us, but 
that are now much less likely to 
threaten our survival than they did in 
past decades. 

I share the view of my colleague from 
. Arkansas that we can no longer afford 
the high intelligence budgets of the 
past. And I urge my colleagues to 
think hard about what else the last 
$400 million of that budget can be used 
for, be it for good works or simply for 
reducing the budget deficit. If each of 
us thinks hard about that, we can pass 
this amendment and make Government 
spending a little more sensible. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi
nority leader is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I under
stand the distinguished majority leader 
will be in very briefly to get a unani
mous-consent agreement which is very 
important. We would like to get that 
so we can continue to debate the pend
ing amendment. It deals with the So
malia issue; two amendments. 

I wonder if my colleagues might ob
ject if I put in a brief quorum call so 
the majority leader might come in and 
make the request. It is going to be a 4-
hour debate. If we do not get started on 
that. We could be here a long time. 

I hope we can lay this amendment 
aside. 

Here is the majority leader now. I 
can say to the majority leader that the 
agreement has been cleared on this 
side. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader is recognized. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I will 
now propound a unanimous-consent re
quest. If approved, I will then have a 
statement to make on the subject mat
ter of it. 

I now ask unanimous consent that 
Senator BUMPERS' amendment and the 
committee amendments be laid aside, 
if necessary, and that Senator BYRD be 
recognized to offer an amendment on 
Somalia in his behalf and in behalf of 
myself, Senator DOLE, and others; that 
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upon the reporting of the amendment, 
Senator MCCAIN be recognized to offer 
his amendment relative to the imme
diate withdrawal of United States 
troops from Somalia; that there be 4 
hours for debate on the two amend
ments, with the time to be equally di
vided and under the control of Sena tors 
BYRD and McCAIN; that no other 
amendments or motions be in order 
until these two amendments are dis
posed of; and immediately upon the re
porting of Senator McCAIN's amend
ment, Senator BYRD be recognized to 
speak for up to 30 minutes from the 
time under his control; that upon the 
completion of Senator BYRD'S opening 
remarks, Senator McCAIN be recog
nized to speak for up to 30 minutes 
from the time under his control; that 
at the conclusion or yielding back of 
all time Sena tor THURMOND be recog
nized to move to table Senator 
McCAIN'S amendment; that upon the 
disposition of Senator McCAIN'S 
amendment the Senate vote on, or in 
relation to , Senator BYRD'S amend
ment; and, that the preceding occur 
without any intervening action or de
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. President, I did not hear 
the first part of request. Did it include 
setting my amendment aside? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. It did. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Until when? 
Mr. MITCHELL. Until these two 

amendments are disposed of which 
would be 4 hours. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Could I prevail upon 
the majority leader? I think we only 
have about 15 minutes left on this 
amendment, to go ahead and dispose of 
it? 

Mr. MITCHELL. 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. MITCHELL. 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. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
modify my prior request as follows : 

That Senator WARNER be recognized 
to address the Senate for 2 minutes in 
opposition to the Bumpers amendment; 
that thereafter, Sena tor SASSER be rec
ognized for 2 minutes to address the 
Senate in support of the Bumpers 
amendment; that immediately follow
ing the conclusion of Senator SASSER's 
remarks, Senator INOUYE be recognized 
to move to table the Bumpers amend
ment; and that upon the disposition of 
the Bumpers amendment, the agree
ment which I previously stated then 
immediately take effect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, and I do 
not intend to object. I just want to ex
press my own keen sense of disappoint
ment that, as I understand it, under 
this proposal the issue before us is 
whether or not we withdraw imme
diately under the McCain amendment 
or withdraw by March 31 under--

Mr. DOLE. No later than. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. No later than 

March 31. I do not intend to stand in 
the way of going forward with that 
vote. I know the leader indicated that 
subsequently there could be another 
amendment bringing the date forward. 
I think that would be a sort of vain act 
if the Senate has acted that we do it on 
the March 31 date. 

I just want to say that I wish we 
would have had a chance to vote on the 
original Byrd amendment. I think we 
should be bringing our troops home at 
an earlier date. I am aware that a num
ber of respected Members of this body 
have been in negotiations on this sub
ject with the White House. I respect 
that fact and do not intend to chal
lenge that. I respect each of the Mem
bers who have been negotiating on this 
subject. But I do say that I wish we had 
a chance to vote on an earlier date. I 
will not object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

want to reiterate what I said to the 
Senator from Ohio and what he has 
just said. This agreement does not pre
clude any Senator from offering an 
amendment on Somalia. If the Senator 
from Ohio wants to offer an amend
ment after these amendments are dis
posed of setting any dates he wants or 
setting any other condition, he is free 
to do so. No Senator should be under 
any misimpression that anyone is pre
cluded from offering an amendment as 
a consequence of this agreement. 

The second point I want to make is 
that there have been negotiations over 
a 2-day period. I have described them 
generally in prior statements here on 
the floor with Senator DOLE, and an 
agreement has been reached, as a re
sult of which Senator BYRD will offer 
an amendment on his behalf, my be
half, Senator DOLE'S, a number of other 
Senators, including Senator WARNER, 
Senator NUNN, Senator PELL, who is 
here, Senator THURMOND, and others 
who participated in these discussions. I 
believe that the debate will be a good 
and vigorous and informative one, and 
that all Senators will benefit from par
ticipation, as will the American people. 

I will speak to the substance of the 
amendment which I have been involved 
in, of course, with the other Senators 
in preparing it, and why I think the 
Byrd-Mitchell-Dole, et al. amendment 
should pass. 

Mr. President, I now want to make 
clear that the prior agreement to 

which I earlier referred in a statement 
today, which stated that no amend
ments or motions on the subject of So
malia, or the basing or command of 
United States troops overseas, be in 
order unless they have been cleared by 
the majority leader, after consultation 
with the Republican leader, was in
tended only so we could complete the 
discussions and get the Somalia matter 
before us. After we complete the dis
cussion and dispose of these two 
amendments, pursuant to this order, it 
is my intention to seek unanimous 
consent to vitiate this aspect of the 
prior order so that there would be no 
restraint on Senators in that regard. 

I thank all of my colleagues for their 
patience and courtesy in this matter, 
and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor is recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the major
ity leader yield for a question? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Do I understand 

the procedure will be that we will de
bate this issue for 4 hours with no in
tervening amendments? That should 
take us to about 11 or 12 o'clock. If any 
Senator wishes to offer an amendment 
thereafter, is it the majority leader's 
thought that that would have to be of
fered 11 or 11:30 tonight or whenever 
the time has expired? 

Mr. MITCHELL. No. We are going to 
continue on the bill. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Tomorrow? 
Mr. MITCHELL. Tomorrow. I hoped 

we could pass it tonight, but it obvi
ously takes a lot of time to get things 
done here. It will be tomorrow and 
maybe Monday and maybe thereafter. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the order, the Senator from Virginia is 
recognized. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment of the 
Senator from Arkansas. It is my privi
lege to serve on the Intelligence Com
mittee, and I have so served for some 5 
years. Now I share the responsibility of 
the leadership of the committee, as the 
committee's vice chairman, with my 
distinguished colleague and friend from 
Arizona, Mr. DECONCINI, the commit
tee's chairman. The Senator from Ari
zona has very ably stated many points 
which I feel are sufficient grounds for 
the Members of the Senate to accept 
the position that this is a very unwise 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I would like to add 
two additional facts. As we proceed to 
cut back in our national security on 
many fronts, primarily in the Depart
ment of Defense budget, intelligence 
becomes a force multiplier. It enables 
the men and women of the armed serv
ices to have information essential to 
the performance of their duties-ad
dressing subjects of vital importance, 
such as regional instabilities, arms 
buildups, and tactical military infor
mation-and particularly as it relates 
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to missions in high-risk areas, such as 
Somalia or Bosnia. 

So this intelligence force multiplier 
is extremely valuable and essential in 
a dangerous world, especially when the 
United States is reducing the size of its 
Armed Forces. This amendment would 
tend to undercut the ability of the var
ious agencies engaged in intelligence 
to provide that service to the men and 
women in the Armed Forces. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let
ter dated October 5, 1993, from the Di
rector of Central Intelligence addressed 
to the Senator from Virginia be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

THE DIRECTOR OF 
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE, 

Washington, DC, October 5, 1993. 
Hon. JOHN WARNER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: The Senate will 
shortly take up H.R. 3116, the DoD Appro
priations Act for FY 1994. I am very much 
concerned about an amendment that may be 
offered to reduce intelligence spending below 
the level already approved by the Senate Ap
propriations Committee. I believe that ap
proval of such an amendment would have a 
harmful effect on our ability to provide ac
curate and timely intelligence to the Presi
dent, our military and other policymakers. 
Furthermore, the Administration is on 
record as opposing further budget cuts to in
telligence. 

I certainly recognize and support the ur
gent need to reduce the budget deficit by 
cutting back on expenditures. Intelligence 
cannot be immune to such reductions. That 
is why the President has pledged to reduce 
the combined national and tactiGal intel
ligence budget request by $7 billion over fis
cal years 1993-1997 when compared 'with that 
of the previous Administration. The Senate 
Appropriations Committee has further rec
ommended reducing our budget request for 
FY 1994 by several hundreds of millions of 
dollars below this Administration plan. 

Some will argue that even these further re
ductions do not go far enough, and that the 
end of the cold war justifies a much reduced 
intelligence capability. I strongly disagree. 
The threats to this country, its friends, and 
allies from terrorists and from third-world 
countries seeking weapons of mass destruc
tion and the means to deliver them are very 
real and growing. This reality has recently 
been brought home by the bombing of the 
World Trade Center, the plot to bomb other 
buildings and assassinate prominent U.S. of
ficials, and weapons proliferation in the Mid
East and elsewhere. Intelligence has been in
strumental in preventing terrorist attacks 
and in slowing the efforts by countries hos
tile to the U.S. to acquire weapons of mass 
destruction. Now is not the time to weaken 
that intelligence capability through further 
budget reductions. 

It is true that the cold war is over. But to 
take one example, the demise of the Soviet 
Union has had no effect on international nar
cotics cartels, which continue to pour poison 
into this country. Furthermore, the dissolu
tion of the Soviet empire has left in its wake 
wars of nationalism and ethnic strife. With a 
smaller military force, our ability to use, or 
credibly be able to use, military power to 
deal with these regional issues is very heav-

ily dependent on accurate intelligence. Stat
ed another way, intelligence is a tried and 
true force multiplier. Additional cuts could 
result in delay and disruption of a sensible 
plan for the consolidation and modernization 
of our important satellite systems and leave 
our deployed military forces at risk. 

Collecting intelligence on terrorism, pro
liferation of weapons of mass destruction, 
foreign economic policy, and narcotics car
tels, as well as on explosive regions and hos
tile military forces, is neither easy nor inex
pensive. Indeed, it is much more difficult and 
costly to collect and piece together intel
ligence on a number of these subjects than it 
was to follow many of the activities of the 
old Soviet Union. I believe our new emphasis 
in intelligence is critical to the national se
curity of our country. 

I hope you share my desire to make pru
dent, but only prudent, reductions to the 
previous intelligence funding plan while still 
maintaining an intelligence community and 
resources capable of supporting our policy
makers and military forces as they meet the 
national security challenges of the 1990s. I 
would appreciate your support in the upcom
ing debate on the intelligence budget. 

Sincerely, 
R. JAMES WOOLSEY. 

Mr. WARNER. I want to read a por
tion, one paragraph: 

The threats to this country, its friends, 
and allies from terrorists and from third
world countries seeking weapons of mass de
struction and the means to deliver them are 
very real and growing. This reality has re
cently been brought home by the bombing of 
the World Trade Center, the plot to bomb 
other buildings and assassinate prominent 
U.S. officials, and weapons proliferation in 
the Mideast and elsewhere. Intelligence has 
been instrumental in preventing terrorist at
tacks and in slowing the efforts by countries 
hostile to the United States to acquire weap
ons of mass destruction. Now is not the time 
to weaken that intelligence capability 
through further budget reductions. 

My time has expired. To accommo
date the leadership, I yield the floor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1041 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, once 
again it is time for the Senate to ad
dress the question of spending for this 
Nation's intelligence community. It is 
also time to ask whether or not it is 
necessary in this post-cold war era for 
our intelligence agencies to continue 
to operate under a cloak of budgetary 
secrecy. 

We spend a great deal of money on 
intelligence programs. Of · course, the 
exact amount remains classified. How
ever, it is widely known that intel
ligence programs represent a sizable 
element of the Federal budget. The 
popular media places the aggregate 
cost of intelligence; that is, funding for 
the CIA, NSA, and tactical defense in
telligence programs-at around $28 bil
lion, roughly 10 percent of the Defense 
budget. 

I will not confirm nor deny this fig
ure. The true amount remains secret. 
Nevertheless, it is fair to say that in 
these days of shrinking budgets and 
hard choices, the intelligence budget 

remains sizable. It is certainly larger 
than funding for infants, women, and 
children. It is certainly larger than 
Head Start. We spend more on intel
ligence than we do on diplomacy and 
foreign aid combined. The Federal Gov
ernment spends more on intelligence 
than it does on education. 

Mr. President, now is the time to re
view these priorities. 

This amendment will cut $400 million 
from the intelligence budget. This is a 
real savings-a real reduction in the 
deficit. 

Will this cut endanger our national 
security? No, it will not. Intelligence 
budgets grew by heal thy margins in 
the 1980's. If these agencies are crip
pled, it is by their own design, not a 
lack of budgetary resources. 

In fact, this amendment may lead to 
a more open and healthy debate on in
telligence spending. Until now, these 
programs have remained almost totally 
outside the budgetary process. As a se
cret budget, the intelligence programs 
have remained largely free from public 
scrutiny. 

Ostensibly, this secrecy protects our 
intelligence sources and methods. The 
argument goes that if we publish infor
mation about the intelligence budget, a 
foreign intelligence service might be 
able to glean trends in U.S. intel
ligence from this data. 

But which foreign intelligence serv
ices are we worried about. The Director 
of our CIA now meets directly with his 
counterparts in Russia. Are we worried 
that the French or the British or the 
Japanese might be able to glean some 
useful information from the public dis
closure of our intelligence budget? 

No, I believe the real purpose of this 
secrecy is to shield the intelligence 
community from the rigors of open de
bate on the merits of spending for 
these programs. You see, Mr. Presi
dent, secrecy serves to exclude almost 
all critics from reviewing these pro
grams. 

In the depths of the cold war, maybe 
this was necessary. But in this new 
world order, with both domestic and 
defense budgets shrinking-and spend
ing decisions becoming more and more 
difficult-it is time to debate the mer
its of intelligence spending, and to see 
if these resources can be put to a more 
productive use. 

This amendment would start this 
process by simply curbing spending on 
intelligence programs ever so slightly. 
This amendment cuts less than 1112 per
cent of intelligence spending. Less than 
l1/2 percent. Funding for intelligence 
programs, even if this amendment is 
passed, will remain robust. 

This amendment will give us some 
breathing room and some savings. It 
will encourage a reevaluation of the 
role of the intelligence community in 
the new world order. Mr. Woolsey, the 
new head of the CIA, has advocated a 
new look. But any such action must be 
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taken in light of a realistic budgetary 
environment. This amendment makes 
that budgetary environment clear. Fu
ture spending levels for these programs 
are going to have to be constrained. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I would 
like to state that many men and 
women have served our intelligence 
agencies with distinction over the 
years. This amendment is not aimed 
against them. Even the former chief of 
the Nl.ltional Security Agency, Lt. Gen. 
Bill Odom, has stated that even a pret
ty healthy cut in the U.S. intelligence 
budget would not hurt the ranks of in
telligence. I share this view. 

There savings are possible, necessary, 
and desirable. This amendment does 
not threaten our national security. It 
will not gut our intelligence agencies. 
It is a good amendment and I am 
pleased to join with my friend from Ar
kansas in sponsoring it to reduce the 
expenditures for the intelligence com
munity by $400 million. 

Let us be clear exactly what this 
amendment does. This amendment is 
going to reduce expenditures for intel
ligence activities by about l1/2 per
cent-a 1112 percent cut; that is all it 
does. 

Prior to the collapse of the Soviet 
Union, we were advised that 80 percent 
of the funds spent in the intelligence 
community went to develop intel
ligence about the Soviet Union. Now 
the Soviet Union is gone. It is no more. 
Yet, we are still told there can be no 
substantial cuts in the intelligence 
budget. 

Now, we are simply here this evening 
trying to make the most modest reduc
tion in this largely cold war relic. 
Make no mistake, Mr. President, it is 
not a mystery as to why the intel
ligence budget remains a secret. If we 
can lay this budget out here and debate 
it and discuss it in full view of the 
American people, then I think they 
would clearly see that many of these 
expenditures are grossly exaggerated. 

A very distinguished American, Lt. 
Gen. Bill Odom, retired, former Chief 
of the National Security Agency, who, 
by the way, was the only member of 
the old intelligence community who 
advised against going into Somalia, 
that I am aware of-he was opposed to 
it. He is the only one I am aware of. 
Lieutenant General Odom said that 
even a pretty healthy cut, as he put it, 
in the U.S. intelligence budget, would 
not hurt the ranks of intelligence. I 
share this view, Mr. President. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS]. 

I had the opportunity to serve on the 
Senate Select Committee on Intel
ligence for 8 years-serving as its vice 
chairman for the 2 years prior to this 
past January. 

And I had the rare privilege of serv
ing in that capacity at a rather mo
mentous time in history. 

During my tenure as vice chairman, 
we witnessed the fall of the Soviet 
Union. 

And we began the transformation of 
our Nation's intelligence community 
from one focused against a single, mon
olithic threat. To one focused against a 
wider variety of smaller threats char
acteristic of a more complex but still 
dangerous world. 

While I was vice chairman we also ex
perienced Desert Shield and Desert 
Storm. 

We saw our intelligence capabilities 
tested, and saw most of our intel
ligence systems and procedures vali
dated. 

But Desert Storm also revealed some 
weaknesses. 

F'or example, we were not adept at 
disseminating some of our best signals 
intelligence [SIGINT] and imagery to 
the battlefield where it could be em
ployed. 

In the wake of these events, Senator 
BOREN, the distinguished chairman of 
the committee for much of the time I 
served, worked closely with members 
on a bipartisan basis. 

We instituted needed reforms, pur
sued some reorganization initiatives, 
and made some real spending reduc
tions in line with the different threats 
and requirements of the post-cold war 
world. 

We worked to make intelligence 
leaner, more accountable, and more ef
fective-and we were even able to save 
a few billion dollars in the process. 

I know that Senators DECONCINI and 
WARNER, who succeeded Senator BOREN 
and I as chairman and vice chairman of 
the Intelligence Committee, have con
tinued in that effort. 

I also know that Senators INOUYE and 
STEVENS, the floor managers and dis
tinguished leaders of the Defense Ap
propriations Subcommittee, have also 
given great thought and attention to 
our intelligence requirements. 

But I respectfully suggest to my col
leagues that the budget cutting in this 
area can easily go too far. 

The budget that President Clinton 
sent to Congress already contained 
over $8 billion in cuts to the National 
Foreign Intelligence Program [NFIP] 
over the years 1993-97 compared with 
the post-cold war budget projections of 
President Bush. 

The Senate Intelligence and Appro
priations Committees have made addi
tional cuts beyond these-and now we 
have Senator BUMPERS offering even 
deeper cu ts. 

I would remind my colleagues that 
Senator BUMPERS offered a similar 
amendment last year. The Senate re
jected it by a vote of 35-57. 

If we rejected the idea then-when 
the world seemed a somewhat less dan
gerous place than it does to many of us 
today-then we should certainly reject 
it now. 

Mr. President, I believe we've cut in
telligence spending enough. Indeed, 

after witnessing the events of the past 
several weeks, I am concerned that we 
may have cut too much already. 

It's true that the Soviet threat has 
transformed. But we still live in a 
world where intelligence targets are 
uncertain and diverse: 

We must remain alert to terrorist 
threats such as the one we witnessed 
with the bombing of the World Trade 
Center. 

We must monitor and bring increased 
international scrutiny on the efforts of 
nations attempting to acquire new 
weapons of mass destruction and the 
means to deliver them. 

We need to develop some new ap
proaches in dealing with vast amounts 
of open source data emerging from for
merly closed societies. 

We must correct the intelligence 
shortcomings revealed in Desert 
Storm, and do a better job getting in
telligence into the hands of the war 
fighter. 

We must continue to restructure and 
upgrade our human intelligence ef
forts. We have some superb technical 
collection methods-but there is no 
substitute for human intelligence, par
ticularly when we are dealing with low
tech adversaries such as Somali war
lords. 

Achieving these goals requires com
mitment, perseverance, and resources. 
Our Nation's intelligence community 
has the commitment and the persever
ance-but it's up to us to provide the 
resources. 

Mr. President, it is true that we no 
longer face a superpower threat in the 
form of the old Soviet Union. 

But it is also true that we will still 
have to deploy and fight our military 
forces in the future to face threats or 
protect vital interests we can't even 
envision today. 

Our smaller military forces are more, 
not less dependent upon intelligence. 
Deeper cuts in intelligence will further 
diminish our capabilities and might 
place deployed U.S. forces at risk. 

Intelligence is sometimes an easy 
target for spending cuts, Mr. President, 
because its failures are widely dis
cussed-but its successes are kept quiet 
to protect key sources and confidential 
methods. 

So I urge my colleagues, Mr. Presi
dent, to resist this easy target and op
pose the Bumpers amendment. 

If we adopt the Bumpers amend
ment-

We curtail collection on some high 
priority targets; 

We defer the improvements that 
Desert Storm showed we needed; and 

We go well beyond the cuts that 
make sense. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment, and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Hawaii is recognized. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, pursuant 
to the agreement, I move to table the 
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Bumpers amendment and I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on the motion of the 
Senator from Hawaii to table amend
ment 1041, offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN] 
is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MURRAY). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 64, 
nays 35, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bi den 
Bond 
Boren 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dole 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Ford 
Glenn 

Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Domenici 

[Rollcall Vote No. 312 Leg.) 
YEAS-64 

Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

NAYS-35 
Dorgan 
Duren berger 
Feingold 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Hollings 
Kohl 
Levin 
Mathews 
Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 

NOT VOTING-1 

Feinstein 

McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Wallop 
Warner 

Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Riegle 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Simon 
Wellstone 
Wofford 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1041) was agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
pursuant to the-may we have order, 
Madam President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order in order for the ma
jority leader to be heard. 

FUNDING FOR DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I would 
like to ask the chairman of the Defense 

Appropriations Subcommittee a ques
tion about funding for the Defense Pro
duction Act [DPAJ. It is my under
standing that while the House included 
$200 million for DPA, the bill before us 
today does not include those funds. 

As the distinguished chairman 
knows, last year the Congress reau
thorized title III of the DPA for $200 
million. During that reauthorization, 
the Banking Committee, which I chair, 
made a number of important changes 
to DPA in order to strengthen our Na
tion's defense industrial and techno
logical base. As I understand it, the De
fense Department has a number of wor
thy industrial base projects awaiting 
funding. 

I would like to ask the chairman 
whether he shares my belief in the im
portance of our industrial base and the 
usefulness of DP A as a tool in 
strengthening that base? I would also 
like to ask whether he intends to re
visit the issue of DPA funding in the 
conference with the intention of restor
ing an adequate level of funding for 
this important program? 

Mr. INOUYE. I would like to assure 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Banking Committee that I share his 
concerns over the health of our indus
trial base and support efforts to 
strengthen that base using DPA. It is 
my intention to work in conference 
with the House to provide an appro
priate level of funding for this impor
tant program. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the chairman 
for his assurances. 

THE COMING SHORTFALL IN AIR FORCE 
INTERDICTION AIRCRAFT 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the report 
accompanying this bill contains impor
tant language regarding the future out
look for the Air Force's interdiction 
aircraft force. 

If we follow the plan set forth in the 
Bottom-Up Review, procurement of all 
Air Force tactical aircraft will end 
until the F-22 goes into production. 
That means we will have a gap of sev
eral years in which there will be no 
production-a gap which is almost cer
tain to grow larger as F-22 production 
is delayed for cost and schedule rea
sons. 

The gap in tactical aircraft produc
tion-though not an ideal situation-is 
probably manageable from an air supe
riority fighter point of view. The F-15 
remains the most capable air-to-air 
fighter in the world and it has much 
room for growth; and the Air Force is 
literally swimming in F-16 including 
many of the newest models. 

One area that is of great concern, 
however, is the Air Force's interdiction 
force. The simple fact is that the Air 
Force faces a looming shortfall in 
interdiction aircraft. 

The F-15E, along with the aging F-
111 and the F-117, make up the Air 
Force's interdiction force. Both the F-
111 and F-117 production lines have 

been shut down. The F-111, though a 
capable aircraft, continues to age, and 
many older aircraft will continue to 
have to be retired. The F-117, though 
clearly one of our silver bullets, has 
limited uses-it can only be flown at 
night, for example-and we have only 
55 of them in the force today. 

When the last USAF F-15E is deliv
ered early next year, the Air Force will 
have bought 209 of the low-altitude, all
weather attack aircraft. That is a cut 
from the original 'planned purchase of 
392 aircraft. 

Current Air Force plans call for de
ploying two wings of F-15E aircraft 
well into the next century. Because the 
planned follow-on for the F-15E-the Al 
F-X-has been canceled, it is likely 
those two wings will have to remain in 
operation for much longer than is cur
rently planned. Given the fact that 
there is now no clear plan to deploy a 
replacement for the F-15E, it is safe to 
assume we will be flying that aircraft 
for decades to come. 

The problem goes beyond just the 
two F-15E wings, however. The Bot
tom-Up Review put forth last month, 
limits the Air Force to 20 fighter 
wings-a number which I believe is 
dangerously small-but if we are only 
going to have 20, then they should be 
the best ones we can afford. A recent 
Rand study said the Air Force needs 
more than five wings devoted to do the 
task that Secretary Aspin has said the 
bottom-up review force is intended to 
do-fight and win two nearly simulta
neous regional conflicts. Today, the 
Air Force has only 3.3 wings of inter
diction aircraft, if the F- 111 is retired, 
that number will drop to only 2.5 
wings. We need to take action now to 
reverse that disturbing trend. 

Calculations made by Air Force plan
ners show that, assuming normal attri
tion, they will not be able to maintain 
two F-15E wings for as long as now 
planned, much less for as long as it will 
likely take to deploy a replacement. 

Senior Air Force leaders including 
the Chief of Staff and the head of the 
Air Combat Command have expressed 
concern about the future of the inter
diction force and have expressed a de
sire for additional F-15E procurement. 
In addition, an independent study re
cently commissioned by the Air Force 
called for additional F-15E procure
ment. 

The purchase of 72 F-15 aircraft by 
Saudi Arabia is now expected to extend 
production of the plane until 1998-
with ·initial phases of the production 
line beginning to close down in 1996. 
Current news reports indicate that Is
rael is also considering purchases of F-
15's which could further extend produc
tion. As a result, we have the unique 
opportunity to purchase additional F-
15E's at extremely affordable costs. 
Given the likelihood that any follow-on 
interdiction aircraft will be further de
layed, it only makes sense to take ad
vantage of that opportunity. 
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The committee report recognizes this 

problem and indicates to the Air Force 
that it should monitor the age and con
dition of the interdiction force, and 
that it should consider the need for ad
ditional interdiction aircraft procure
ment as it evaluates industrial base 
and force mix issues. 

This is an extremely important con
cern-one upon which I intend to fol
low up with the Air Force following 
final passage of this bill. Operation 
Desert Storm showed clearly the im
portance of our interdiction force. As 
the committee notes in its report lan
guage, the F-15E demonstrated great 
effectiveness in that campaign. 

One area in which I believe this issue 
should be considered is in the certifi
cation required by the committee with 
regard to the B-lB bomber. Specifi
cally, the bill prohibits further funding 
for the B-lB conventional upgrades 
until the Secretary certifies that such 
a program is militarily required, af
fordable and fully funded. I would add 
to those requirements that he should 
also consider whether the conventional 
mission could be handled in a more ef
fective and cost-saving way by spend
ing the money on additional tactical 
interdiction aircraft such as the F-15E. 

It is clear to me that prudence dic
tates that the Air Force procure a 
small number of additional F-15E air
craft to ensure our ability to deploy a 

· solid force into the next century. The 
F-15E is our most advanced and most 
flexible interdiction aircraft. It is a 
new fighter with the R&D bill already 
paid·. It has the most advanced weapons 
delivery systems of any aircraft in pro
duction in the world. It can deliver pre
cision weapons at long ranges, day or 
night and in nearly all weather condi
tions. The Saudi purchase gives us a 
unique opportunity to purchase more 
of them at an extremely affordable 
cost, and it would be a mistake to pass 
up that opportunity. No appropriation 
is required this year, but I urge the Air 
Force to request-and Congress to 
fund-a reasonable amount of long-lead 
procurement in the fiscal year 1995 
budget to preserve our option to pur
chase F-15E's and maintain a capable 
interdiction force. 

PHYSICAL SECURITY EQUIPMENT 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I would 
like to engage in a colloquy with the 
distinguished chairman of the Defense 
Subcommittee. Mr. Chairman, during 
consideration of the Defense appropria
tions bill for fiscal year 1993, language 
was included that prohibited the use of 
physical security equipment that did 
not meet the Government-wide, Fed
eral specification. Furthermore, $15 
million was set aside to begin a retrofit 
program to replace old, mechanical 
physical security equipment with new, 
high-technology electromechanical 
equipment. 

A year later, after much discussion 
and obstructionism on the part of the 

Defense Department and the GSA's In
formation Security Oversight Office, 
the money has not been obligated and 
the retrofit program has not yet begun. 
During that time, the one piece of 
equipment that met the GSA standard, 
FF-L-2740, was forced to undergo addi
tional testing because it was alleged 
that the equipment could be violated. 
After months of haggling-and at a 
cost of $100,000 to the manufacturer of 
the equipment-it was determined that 
the alleged threat was, in fact, no 
threat at all. 

Mr. Chairman, no funds were in
cluded in the fiscal year 1994 Defense 
appropriations bill for the retrofit pro
gram and I am somewhat concerned at 
the pace at which this program is pro
ceeding. Would you clarify for me your 
understanding of where we are. 

Mr. INOUYE. I am pleased to respond 
to my good friend and colleague. Your 
recitation of the facts of this matter is 
correct. The committee added language 
to last year's bill, and again this year, 
for a basic, fundamental reason. We be
lieve strongly that our most important 
documents-top secret and secret-
should receive the utmost protection. 
Old security locks were found to be 
vulnerable 8 years ago, forcing those 
agencies responsible for setting stand
ards to set a new standard. 

We believe a retrofit program is war
ranted and, in fact, essential, for the 
protection of our most sensitive docu
ments. It is my understanding that the 
Defense Department is finally moving 
forward with the retrofit program. We 
chose not to place additional moneys 
in the fiscal year 1994 bill until we had 
a better picture of how the Department 
in tends to spend the $15 million from 
fiscal year 1993. Let me assure my col
league that this matter will be re
viewed before we conference with the 
House. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate your response and I look forward 
to the opportunity to continue working 
with you on this important national 
security matter. 

NA VAL ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS ENGINEERING 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
would like to engage the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee in a col
loquy to clarify the intent of section 
8088 of the bill with respect to the 
naval electronics systems engineering 
facilities. 

Mr. Chairman, the 1993 report to the 
President of the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission rec
ommended that: 
* * * [t]he ATC/ACLS [Air Traffic Control/ 
Aircraft Carrier Landing System] facility, 
the Aegis Radio Room Laboratory, Identify 
Friend or Foe, Light Airborne Multipurpose 
System [LAMPS]. and special warfare joint 
program support at St. Inigoes will remain 
in place and will be transferred to Naval Air 
Systems Command. 

I want to ensure that the language 
contained in section 8088 will do noth-

ing to relocate, alter or modify the 
functions specified in the Commission's 
report to be retained at St. Inigoes, in
cluding all the civilian management, 
support personnel, and management 
operations associated with these func
tions. 

Mr. INOUYE. The Senator from 
Maryland is correct. The intent of this 
language is simply to ensure the imple
mentation of the recommendations 
contained in the 1993 report of the De
fense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. The language will not 
change in any way the Commission's 
recommendations with respect to the 
functions specified to be retained at St. 
Inigoes, including all the civilian man
agement, support personnel, and man
agement operations associated with 
these functions that were in existence 
as of final approval of the Commis
sion's report. 

Mr. SARBANES. I greatly appreciate 
the chairman' clarification of this lan
guage and assurances. 

AUTOMATED MANUFACTURING RESEARCH 
FACILITY 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
want to take a moment to thank the 
distinguished chairman of our Defense 
Appropriations Subcommittee for one 
action taken in the Navy manufactur
ing technology provision of the bill. 
For some 10 years now, the Navy and 
the Commerce Department's National 
Institute of Standards and Technology 
[NIST] have cooperated in operating an 
Automated Manufacturing Research 
Facility [AMRF] at NIST's labora
tories. That AMRF testbed, in turn, 
has provided very valuable advanced 
technology to a range of DOD and 
other manufacturing projects, includ
ing the rapid acquisition of manufac
tured parts project. I understand that 
the pending bill provides an increase to 
the budget request for manufacturing 
technology programs. NIST has indi
cated that $6 million is required for 
continued AMRF work, and I want to 
thank our subcommittee chairman for 
his efforts to provide funds for impor
tant collaborative efforts such as 
AMRF. 

Mr. INOUYE. The Senator from 
South Carolina is correct. The Navy 
has indicated that, within the rec
ommended funding level, $6 million 
will be used to continue Navy and 
NIST work at the Automated Manufac
turing Research Facility. I am pleased 
that we were able to provide funds 
which will sustain DOD manufacturing 
technology programs such as AMRF. 

F/A- lBC/D ADVANCE PROCUREMENT 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, there is 
one item that I feel was addressed inad
equately in this year's bill. The issue is 
advance procurement funding for the 
Navy and Marine Corps F/A-18 
strikefighter. The F/A-18 is the back
bone of the Navy's carrier air wings 
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and a key component in Marine avia
tion, as well. This aircraft has main
tained a strong reputation for its abil
ity to perform a broad range of mis
sion&-effecti vely, reliably, safely, and 
affordably. It is the only Navy fighter 
or attack aircraft in production, and it 
is the key to implementing and suc
cessfully executing the aviation ele
ment of the Navy's "From the Sea" 
warfighting doctrine. 

This year, the committee was pre
sented a m ul tiyear procurement re
quest for the F/A-18C/D that extended 
from fiscal year 1994 through fiscal 
year 1997. At that time, F/A-18C/D pro
duction is scheduled to end, and the 
F/A-18E/F, now in development, will 
begin entering the fleet. According to 
the Defense Department, this plan 
would have saved roughly $200 million 
over the next 4 years of Hornet pro
curement, while requiring a modest in
crease in upfront funding to buy into 
the plan. Unfortunately, in the current 
budget environment, neither the Sen
ate Armed Services Committee nor the 
Appropriations Committee felt it could 
commit to the multiyear funding re
quest. The committees removed all ad
vance procurement funding for the Fl 
A-18, leaving the service without funds 
to secure long-lead items for aircraft it 
intends to purchase in fiscal year 1995. 

Recognizing the importance of con
tinuing F/A-18C/D production, the two 
House committees, while also dis
approving the multiyear request, in
cluded sufficient advance procurement 
funds to support the Navy's planned 
buy of F/A-18C/D's in fiscal 1995. 

Continued F/A-18 procurement is cru
cial for maintaining U.S. power projec
tion capabilities. Naval aviation is fac
ing a significant shortfall in tactical 
aircraft that begins later this decade 
when a waterfall of aging F-14's, A-£'s, 
and F/A-18's reach the end of their 
service lives. F/A-18C/D's purchased be
tween fiscal year 1995 and 1997 are 
needed to help prevent these shortfalls 
from becoming unmanageable, a situa
tion that would weaken our ability to 
respond effectively to world crises. 
Secretary Aspin's recent decision to 
maintain 11 active and 1 reserve air
craft carrier means we need more Hor
nets, not fewer, to meet the threats we 
expect to face as we move into the next 
century. 

Without the continued purchase of 
new Hornets, the Navy and Marine 
Corps also will fail to reach their ob
j ecti ve to modernize all frontline F/A-
18 squadrons with night strike capabil
ity. Combat-ready F/A-18's must main
tain their advantage over adversary 
systems if we're to ensure rapid con
flict victories with a minimal loss of 
American life. The night strike F/A-
18C/D Hornet, with its AIM-120 
AMRAAM, autonomous precision air
to-surface weapons capability, surviv
ability improvements, and enhanced 
sensors, is significantly more lethal 

and survivable than early versions of 
the aircraft. Getting as many of these 
aircraft into the hands of American pi
lots as quickly as possible is simply the 
right thing to go. 

Maintaining a healthy F/A-18C/D pro
duction program also makes sense for 
our Nation's economy and for thou
sands of American working men and 
women. The F/A-18 program supports 
communities and families in 43 States. 
More than 2,300 companies, including 
many small and disadvantaged busi
nesses, have a stake in continued F/A-
18C/D production. Domestic procure
ment of the F/A-18 annually supports 
more than 21,000 direct jobs and more 
than 51,000 indirect jobs across the 
country. A large percentage of these 
jobs can be found in States like Cali
fornia and Missouri, areas already hard 
hit by defense cutbacks. 

But the story is larger than that. The 
F/A-18 is an international success 
story, having generated more than $7.9 
billion in exports and more than 95,000 
export-related jobs since the early 
1980's. With a solid domestic produc
tion base, the F/A- 18 is expected to 
generate some $6 billion in additional 
exports between now and fiscal year 
1997. These exports will produce some 
72,000 man-years of direct work for the 
U.S. aerospace industry. These exports 
create a side benefit of lowering the 
cost the United States pays for its F/A-
18's. To date, international sales of the 
F/A-18 have saved the United States 
more than $1.9 billion in procurement 
costs. 

Continued domestic procurement of 
the F/A-18 is a win-win proposition for 
the United States. There is a valid 
military requirement for these air
planes and the benefit for the U.S. 
economy is overwhelming. In the up
coming conferences, I strongly urge the 
Senate to adopt the House position and 
provide sufficient advance procurement 
funds to support the Navy's plans for Fl 
A-18C/D production in fiscal 1995. 

MILITARY MEDICAL FORCE 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak on a military medical issue of 
importance. As you know, our military 
health professionals play an essential 
role in supporting readiness through 
their service and care for the active 
duty forces, the military dependents, 
and those men and women who have re
tired after honorable service. 

Our military physicians play an im
portant part in fulfilling our promise 
to those we send into harm's way. We 
have said to our fighting forces that we 
will care for them on the battlefield; 
we have said to the soldier, when you 
are at war, we will care for your loved 
ones; we have said to the sailor on the 
high seas, your spouse and children 
will receive the best of medical care 
while you are away. 

Consequently, as we reduce the size 
of the military and the supporting in
frastructure in proportion to the 

threats we now face, we must not for
get the human side of the equation. 

Twenty-one years ago, the Congress, 
by overwhelming vote, passed the Uni
formed Services Heal th Professional 
Revitalization Act. This legislation au
thorized the establishment of the Uni
formed Services University of the 
Health Sciences [USUHS] "to provide 
our Nation with medical officers and 
scientists of character who serve the 
common good." The act also created 
the Armed Forces Heal th Professions 
Scholarship Program [HPSP]. Over the 
years, these two distinct and com
plementary programs have helped 
produce today's impressive military 
medical force. The scholarship program 
provides a flexible source of well-edu
cated physicians in numbers necessary 
to balance the fluctuating needs of the 
services. USUHS provides the Nation 
with a cadre of career-oriented medical 
officers trained and educated to both 
practice military medicine and to serve 
as uniformed medical leaders. The uni
versity was founded on the belief that 
this Nation should have the medical 
equivalent of the military service acad
emies where young, aspiring physicians 
could study the art and science re
quired to become military physicians. I 
have chosen my words carefully-I 
have said "military physicians" not 
just "physicians in the military" for 
there is a definite, qualitative dif
ference. 

Some 1,836 USUHS medical graduates 
have been trained to be competent, 
committed, uniformed medical officers 
prepared for operational deployment 
and concurrently able to provide com
prehensive medical care. In return for 
their medical education, the USUHS 
graduates incur, at a minimum, a 7-
year obligation of service to the Na
tion. 

Has USUHS satisfied the visions of 
Congress in establishing the univer
sity? The answer is a resounding "yes." 

Since the first class graduated in 
1980, the preliminary figures are show
ing an overall retention rate of 97 per
cent. The commitment to public serv
ice is absolutely established. USUHS 
graduates show a predilection for 
choosing initial assignment with 
troops. At the onset of Desert Storm, 
USUHS doctors filled 9 of 14 medical 
officer positions in the Army Special 
Operations Forces. USUHS graduates 
are ready to deploy directly from 
peacetime assignments to combat med
ical support operations. A few days 
ago, a USUHS graduate at the Walter 
Reed Army Medical Center volunteered 
for service in Somalia because he felt 
his training compelled him to do so. 

USUHS is the only Federal medical 
school in the Nation. USUHS has re
cently received full re-accreditation 
from the nationally recognized accred
iting bodies. In addition to the usual 
medical school curriculum, USUHS has 
an integrated curriculum in military 
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medicine which extends across the 4 
years of medical school. US UHS
trained medical officers receive 
unequalled training in the manage
ment of medical situations most likely 
to occur in combat or other disaster 
environments. 

USUHS represents a blending of tra
ditional medicine, military training, 
and character development and it has 
met the objective to produce a doctor 
who has acquired a high level of readi
ness for rapid overseas deployment. 
Over these 20-some years, USUHS med
ical graduates, by virtue of specialized 
training and longer commitments, 
have formed a cadre of career medical 
officers who are making a significant 
contribution toward medical readiness. 

The administration's health care re
form program is emphasizing the need 
for primary care physicians who will 
provide heal th care for the undeserved. 
The administration is addressing the 
current shortage of primary care physi
cians with civilian medical schools 
whose current graduating classes fall 
far short of the President's goal of 50 
percent of graduates to enter careers in 
primary care disciplines. USUHS, how
ever, is already graduating doctors 
close to the President's established 
goal. USUHS students and graduates 
demonstrate dedication to public serv
ice through voluntarism, participation 
in community activities, and proven 
commitment to deliver primary care to 
undeserved populations. Unlike civil
ian medical schools, USUHS graduates 
from the Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
the Public Health Service are trained 
to support contingency responses to 
natural and manmade disasters. 

The House Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee, based on the national 
performance review report, has rec
ommended the closure of our only Fed
eral medical school. Relying on data 
provided by the Office of Management 
and Budget, which utilized a tunnel-vi
sion approach in comparing the per 
capita cost to DOD of an HPSP student 
with the per capita investment in a 
USUHS student, the House Appropria
tions Cammi ttee has again rec
ommended closure of USUHS based 
only on price. 

No attention was paid to the value of 
the university graduates and associ
ated products and services to the Na
tion by the university. Nor was consid
eration paid to the part our medical 
school can play in the new heal th care 
reform initiatives. Closing our Federal 
medical school is projected by OMB to 
save $300 million over 5 years. Consid
ering the $108.5 billion that the admin
istration has recommended for savings, 
closing our medical school seems to 
play an insignificant part in achieving 
that monetary goal. 

Yet, readiness and service to country 
make the preservation of this institu
tion worthy of our full support. What
ever the reasoning which has lead to 

this attempt to close down the Na
tion's only Federal medical school, we 
must stand behind Congress' sound de
cision to create a medical school dedi
cated to medical readiness and service 
to our Nation. In our recommendations 
to the Senate on the 1994 defense ap
propriations bill, we fully fund the 
President's budget request for USUHS. 
I ask for your strong support to protect 
the Uniformed Services University of 
the Heal th Sciences from those who do 
not fully recognize what our military 
medical school stands for or how it can 
play a role in the current health care 
reform initiatives. 

ROME LABORATORY 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 

to enter into a colloquy with my gal
lant colleague, the distinguished man
ger of this Defense appropriations bill, 
regarding Rome Laboratory. As he 
knows, Rome Laboratory is one of the 
Air Force's four superlabs, with respon
sibility for electronics research and de
velopment. Its work is vital to Air 
Force command, control, communica
tions, and intelligence systems. And its 
work has applications in many other 
fields, including those that will drive 
the fledgling information highway. 

Mr. INOUYE. Senator MOYNIHAN has 
aptly described Rome Laboratory, and 
I understand the laboratory has made 
many important contributions to our 
defense technology, and that its work 
has important civilian applications as 
well. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I was disturbed to 
learn last week that Air Force officials 
are beginning to think about whether, 
when, and where they may move Rome 
Laboratory. The laboratory works 
closely with Syracuse University, Cor
nell, the University of Rochester, 
R.P.I, and many local businesses. This 
cooperation and teamwork with the re
source in central New York have con
tributed much to the outstanding work 
we have seen from the laboratory in 
the 40 years since its inception. Any re
location would be costly, would disrupt 
work for years, and would end this im
portant partnership. Moreover, the 
Base Closure and Realignment Com
mission just last July endorsed Rome 
Laboratory remaining where it is. 

I expressed my concerns about the fu
ture of the laboratory in a letter to 
Secretary As pin, and rather than rei t
era te them I ask that the letter be in
troduced into the RECORD. 

Mr. INOUYE. I saw a copy of the let
ter from the Senator from New York to 
the Secretary of Defense, and it does 
explain the Senator's concerns in no 
uncertain terms. I share these con
cerns, and I hope to be able to assist 
my colleague on this matter when we 
take this bill to conference. I will ask 
the conferees to include the following 
language in our conference report 
statement of managers: 

The conferees are concerned about reports 
of possible realignment actions being consid-

ered which might affect Rome Laboratory, 
Griffiss Air Force Base, New York. There
fore, the conferees prohibit the use of any 
Defense Department funds to implement the 
realignment, closure, or consolidation of any 
mission or activity at Rome Laboratory ex
cept as part of the base realignment and clo
sure process. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am most grateful 
to my friend from Hawaii for his con
cern and efforts on this matter. It is 
important to me to the continued ex
cellence at the Air Force's electronics 
superlab. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington , DC, October 4, 1993. 

Hon. LES ASPIN ' 
Office of the Secretary of Defense , 
The Pentagon, Washington , DC. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: As you surely know, 
the recent round of base closings was not 
kind to New York. Three of our four major 
facilities ended up on the final list. Against 
the explicit recommendation of the Air 
Force to keep Plattsburgh Air Force Base 
open, it was decided to move its operations 
instead to McGuire Air Force Base in New 
Jersey for reasons incomprehensible to us 
and undisclosed by the commission, whose 
chairman just happened to be a former Re
publican Congressman from New Jersey. Ver
mont is with us on this. Senator Leahy 
called it "a raw deal." Senator Jeffords said 
he was "* * * shocked that [the commission] 
had felt it had sufficient information to re
verse the considered judgment of the armed 
forces. I heard nothing in the testimony that 
would support such a stunning deviation 
from the Defense Secretary's judgment." 

I would note that Plattsburgh has been a 
U.S. military post since 1818, following the 
Treaty of Ghent. To close such a base in the 
face of military advice to the contrary is 
wanton and deeply disturbing. 

The closing of Griffiss Air Force Base in 
Rome was no less disturbing. Among other 
things, the base provides the launching fa
cilities for the 10th Mountain Division now 
at Fort Drum. I had something to do with 
the reactivation of the 10th Mountain Divi
sion at its present location. In 1977, on arriv
ing at the Senate, I spoke on the floor point
ing out that if you were to look at the loca
tion of military bases in the United States, 
you would assume that we were planning to 
fight the next war in Nicaragua. A fierce 
snowstorm around that time had all but iso
lated New York's North Country when I 
found that Marines were up there training 
for cold weather combat, and happy to be of 
help on the highways. And so the 10th Moun
tain Division was put in place, although with 
Griffiss closing now it will be without a full 
service airfield. 

The one bright spot was that it was decided 
to maintain the Rome Laboratory at Griffiss 
even as the base was closing. Now I learn 
that General Ronald Yates, Chief of the Air 
Force Materiel Command, has asked Rome 
lab staff to start planning to move to Wright 
Patterson Air Force Base in Ohio. The first 
planning documents from Rome were sent to 
Washington on Friday. Please tell me that if 
such an order has been made it will be re
scinded, or that if it has not been made it 
will not. 

Rome is a truly exceptional laboratory. On 
December 14, 1990, the Rome Air Develop
ment Center was renamed Rome Laboratory 
and was designated as one of only four Air 
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Force "superlabs." It has been there more 
than 40 years and its work with forty-two 
Universities in New York and around the 
country supports seventy-six professors and 
graduate students. Its nearly 1700 contracts 
are worth more than S2 billion, and it has up
wards of thirty Cooperative Research and 
Development Agreements with private in
dustry, more than any other laboratory of 
its kind. It is simply a world center for re
search on photonics and information tech
nology in general. I have had some famili
arity with its work since the Kennedy cam
paign of 1960. 

You should know that there will be blood 
on the walls if this order goes forward. It is 
rare for me to use such language but after 
the recent closings I don't know what other 
language is appropriate. You surely must 
know that for a half century Federal taxes 
have bled New York of billions of dollars to 
support military activities elsewhere in the 
nation. That was injury. This is insult. 

Sincerely, 
DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN. 

IN SUPPORT OF THE CONTINUATION OF THE 
DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY [DNA) 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
to express my concerns about the rec
ommendations set forth in the commit
tee bill to transfer the existing func
tions of the Defense Nuclear Agency 
[DNA] to the various military services, 
thereby terminating DNA as a separate 
defense agency. 

Mr. President, the committee, in its 
report accompanying the bil' , stated 
that it had concluded that the costs of 
the Defense Nuclear Agency as a sepa
rate agency cannot be justified in a pe
riod of increasing constraints on the 
defense budget. The committee report 
then goes on to state that the commit
tee recommends that the functions of 
DNA be transferred to the Armed Serv
ices and other defense agencies, and 
further states that this recommenda
tion permits militarily important func
tions to continue without paying addi
tional overhead and administrative 
costs for another agency. 

I must express my serious reserva
tions about the wisdom of these rec
ommendations. I fear that the splinter
ing of the functions and expertise of 
DNA among the various services, which 
are themselves subject to the identical 
budget pressures cited by the commit
tee in its recommendations, could well 
result in those functions being aban
doned and that expertise being lost at 
exactly the point in history when the 
United States should be strengthening 
those functions and emphasizing that 
expertise. 

Mr. President, I am not alone in 
these concerns. I have recently re
ceived a letter from the Honorable Mel
vin Laird and the Honorable Harold 
Brown, two of our most respected 
former Secretaries of Defense, having 
served in their respective positions 
under a Republican and a Democratic 
administration. 

I would like to quote from a couple of 
passages in that letter and ask my col
leagues to consider the comments of 
these respected defense experts. First, 
Secretaries Laird and Brown state: 

Since it was established three decades ago, 
DNA has been the focal point of this vital 
national capability. As Defense budgets con
tinue to shrink, the military services are re
ducing their in-house capability and relying 
more heavily on DNA expertise. Without 
DNA, expertise in nuclear weapons and their 
effects will be fragmented and the preserva
tion of capability will be tenuous. It is essen
tial that DNA maintain the national core 
competency in nuclear effects, system sur
vivability, and hardness testing. 

Secretaries Laird and Brown further 
state: 

It is essential to world security to disman
tle the stockpile of nuclear weapons in the 
former Soviet Union. The instability of the 
New Independent States is readily apparent, 
the current unrest in Moscow being an un
settling example, and the control of weapons 
in destabilized states is risky. DNA is the 
U.S. national expert in the safety and stor
age of nuclear weapons, and the agency has 
been providing critical support in the coop
erative nuclear threat reduction in the New 
Independent States. It is the agent for Nunn
Lugar funds and plays an important role in 
arms control efforts and the Strategic Envi
ronmental Research and Development Pro
gram. Without DNA, the cooperative threat 
reduction program would be significantly 
weakened. 

Secretary Aspin has reviewed the role and 
mission of DNA and has recommended the 
Agency be the repository for the Depart
ment's core nuclear competence. We concur 
wholeheartedly and believe strongly that the 
independent oversight of the military nu
clear programs which the Agency currently 
provides is imperative. 

Mr. President, when Melvin Laird 
and Harold Brown jointly make such 
strong and direct recommendations 
concerning the management of defense 
nuclear programs and expertise, I 
think that we all should listen. I find 
myself in agreement with the thoughts 
and recommendations of these former 
Secretaries of Defense, and as they 
point out in their letter, Secretary 
Aspin has reached the same conclusion. 

Mr. President, I will be talking to a 
number of my colleagues in the coming 
days about this particular matter. I 
hope that the Clinton administration 
will weigh in on this issue as well, so 
that the managers of this bill in con
ference will be prepared to recede from 
this particular recommendation. This 
matter is too important to be decided 
without further study and debate. 

I ask that the entire letter from Sec
retaries Laird and Brown be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

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

WASHINGTON, DC, OCTOBER 6, 1993. 
Hon. JOHN W. WARNER, 
Committee on Armed Services, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR JOHN: We understand that the Senate 
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee has 
proposed a set of actions that would dis
establish the Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA). 
As former Secretaries of Defense who have 
maintained an interest and involvement in 
nuclear issues, we are concerned about the 
loss of capability and expertise if the Com
mittee proposal were to take effect. 

Nuclear weapons constitute a continuing 
threat to national security. While the threat 
from the former Soviet Union (FSU) no 
longer exists in its earlier form, tens of thou
sands of nuclear warheads remain in Russian 
stockpiles. Moreover. new threats are arising 
in the Third World through the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons technology. To preserve 
our security, it is important that we main
tain our national capability in understand
ing nuclear weapons effects and providing 
nuclear survivability of Defense assets. We 
also need a knowledgeable central agency for 
our efforts to encourage, accelerate and par
ticipate in the dismantling of existing weap
ons in the FSU. 

Since it was established three decades ago, 
DNA has been the focal point of this vital 
national capability. As Defense budgets con
tinue to shrink, the military services are re
ducing their in-house capability and relying 
more heavily on DNA expertise. Without 
DNA, expertise in nuclear weapons and their 
effects will be fragmented and the preserva
tion of capability will be tenuous. It is essen
tial that DNA maintain the national core 
competency in nuclear effects, systems sur
vivability, and hardness testing. 

Over the past three decades, underground 
nuclear tests were used to test the surviv
ability and operability of military systems 
in nuclear environments. In light of the mor
atorium on such tests, and the prospect of 
indefinite discontinuance, DNA has been de
veloping laboratory simulators and test pro
cedures for testing military systems without 
recourse to underground nuclear testing. 
Without DNA as the focal point, this impor
tant capability in simulation and testing 
would be fragmented and probably not sus
tainable. 

Proliferation of nuclear weapons in the 
Third World is a significant concern. In order 
to counter proliferation, it is essential to un
derstand the capabilities of these nuclear 
weapons, the effectiveness of such weapons 
against U.S. and allied assets, and tech
niques for defeating these weapons. Without 
DNA, which is the national repository of nu
clear weapons effects knowledge, a critical 
element of our national counter prolifera
tion program would be significantly weak
ened. 

It is essential to world security to disman
tle the stockpile of nuclear weapons in the 
former Soviet Union. The instability of the 
New Independent States is readily apparent, 
the current unrest in Moscow being an un
settling example, and the control of weapons 
in destabilized states is risky. DNA is the 
U.S. national expert in the safety and stor
age of nuclear weapons, and the agency has 
been providing critical support in the coop
erative nuclear threat reduction in the New 
Independent States. It is the agent for Nunn
Lugar funds and plays an important role in 
arms control efforts and the Strategic Envi
ronmental Research and Development Pro
gram. Without DNA, the cooperative threat 
reduction program would be significantly 
weakened. 

Secretary Aspin has reviewed the role and 
mission of DNA and has recommended the 
Agency be the repository for the Depart
ment's core nuclear competence. We concur 
wholeheartedly and believe strongly that the 
independent oversight of the military nu
clear programs which the Agency currently 
provides is imperative. 

We urge the Committee to support efforts 
to decrease the risk of a nuclear accident 
and enhance the capability to deal with the 
threats posed by nuclear weapons by retain
ing DNA and its programs. 
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With best wishes and kindest personal re

gards, we are 
Sincerely, 

HAROLD BROWN. 
MEL VIN R. LAIRD. 

PERSIAN GULF WAR VETERANS 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I would 
like to engage the distinguished chair
man of the subcommittee in a brief col
loquy regarding the research and inves
tigations required to identify the 
causes and treatment for a disabling 
syndrome experienced by many Persian 
Gulf war veterans that may be related 
to exposure to hazardous chemical, bio
logical, and radiological agents and 
substances during their service in the 
gulf war. 

As the chairman is aware, the Senate 
version of the Defense authorization 
bill contains language authorizing this 
research at a total funding level of $5.7 
million. The Department of Defense re
quested the latitude to take these 
funds from existing appropriations. 

I would like to raise a number of con
cerns about this issue at this time. 

Mr. INOUYE. I appreciate the Sen
ator's interest in this area. I under
stand that the House version of this 
bill we are currently considering in
cludes $1.2 million for research into 
health problems relating to the gulf 
war that is limited to the effects of 
multiple chemical sensitivities. Both 
the House and Senate have included 
funds for research into the effects of 
exposure to depleted uranium. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I believe 
that a substantial body of evidence has 
now been developed which indicates 
that a number of units stationed in 
Saudi Arabia during the gulf war may 
have come under attack by Iraqi weap
ons carrying chemical warfare agents, 
biotoxins, and possibly biological 
agents. Many more units appear to 
have been exposed to the indirect ef
fects of a cloud of toxic chemicals 
which drifted directly across the posi
tions occupied by United States serv
icemen and women along the Saudi
Iraqi and Saudi-Kuwaiti borders. 

The evidence of this exposure, which 
was discussed during consideration of 
the Senate Defense authorization bill, 
is mounting and now includes: the re
ports of hundreds of gulf war veterans, 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad
ministration satellite photographs 
showing smoke plumes from coalition 
bombings in Iraq moving across coali
tion troop emplacements, contempora
neous videotapes made by veterans and 
other personal accounts which confirm 
that chemical alarms were sounding, 
published statements of French and 
Czech Government officials confirming 
the detection of trace amounts of 
chemical warfare agents, and, most sig
nificantly, the disabling illnesses being 
suffered by thousands of those who 
served our Nation in this war. 

Several private medical research ef
forts have begun which suggest that 

the disabling syndrome experienced by 
many gulf war veterans may be the re
sult of chemical neurological damage 
or multiple chemical sensitivities. 
Other research efforts indicate that the 
disabling symptoms may be caused by 
the uncontrolled growth of bacteria 
and related toxins, which cause neuro
toxic damage. Medical research must 
be expanded to determine both the 
cause of the disabling syndrome and 
the treatment needed to return these 
veterans to a normal healthy life. 
Equally important, we must establish 
the manner in which this disabling 
syndrome was contracted in order to 
ensure that the United States is pre
pared for future conflicts. 

Because I want to ensure that appro
priate research is conducted to identify 
both the causes of the illnesses and the 
appropriate treatments, I would like to 
establish several points with the chair
man. 

As we established in the authoriza
tion bill, $2 million is needed to con
duct an investigation into reports that 
Persian Gulf war veterans were exposed 
to not only chemical agents, but pos
sibly biological warfare agents and bio
toxins. This investigation should also 
include information as to what chemi
cal and biological hazards of all types 
U.S. servicemen and women may have 
been exposed to as a result of their 
service in the Persian Gulf war, which 
uni ts were exposed, and the sources 
and locations of these exposures. 

With all due respect to my colleagues 
in the House, I believe the research 
they envision does not encompass the 
true scope of the problem the veterans 
may be facing. The Senate version of 
the authorization bill recommends that 
$2 million is needed for medical re
search into the causes of the disabling 
syndrome experienced by Persian Gulf 
war veterans related to exposure to 
hazardous agents and materials, in
cluding combined chemical warfare 
agents, biological warfare agents, bio
logical toxins, and other unconven
tional warfare agents, or other envi
ronmental conditions hazardous to the 
health of such members as a result of 
their service in the gulf war. 

Finally, the Senate authorization bill 
establishes that $1.7 million is needed 
to conduct a medical study into the ef
fects of depleted uranium on military 
personnel. 

This language is consistent with both 
the scope of the problem and the types 
of information needed to be gathered in 
order begin to properly determine the 
causes and appropriate treatment for 
this disabling illness. 

Mr. INOUYE. I thank the distin
guished Senator for his efforts on this 
matter. I agree that this is a serious 
issue which must be thoroughly re
searched and we will seriously consider 
these recommendations when the bill is 
being considered in conference. Indeed, 
this committee's bill provides $2 mil-

lion to study the effects of depleted 
uranium on health and the environ
ment. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I again thank the dis
tinguished chairman for his work to 
make sure that the Department of De
fense is both ready for the future con
flicts they may be forced to confront, 
and willing to take the necessary ef
forts to ensure that those who serve 
during these conflicts receive proper 
medical care. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
pursuant to the order agreed to earlier 
by the Senate, Senator BYRD will now 
be recognized to offer an amendment 
relative to Somalia in his behalf, in be
half of myself, Senator DOLE, and oth
ers; and that immediately follo~ing 
that, Senator MCCAIN will be recog
nized to offer an amendment relative 
to Somalia. 

Then there will be 4 hours for debate 
on the two amendments generally, the 
time to be under the control of Sen
ators BYRD and McCAIN, and then the 
Senate will vote on a motion to table 
the McCain amendment. Upon the dis
position of that amendment, the Sen
ate will vote on or in relation to the 
Byrd amendment. That will all occur 
this evening. 

I want, now, before we proceed to the 
amendments, to thank Senator DOLE, 
Senator BYRD, Senator PELL, Senator 
NUNN, Senator THURMOND, Senator 
WARNER, Senator INOUYE, Senator STE
VENS, and others who have participated 
in the process of developing what I 
hope will be an amendment that the 
Senate can approve by a large margin. 

This is an important issue. I encour
age all Senators who wish to do so to 
participate in the debate. It is impor
tant, not just for the Senate but for the 
American Government, the American 
people, and those Americans now serv
ing in Somalia. I believe that the re
sult, which will be presented by Sen
ator BYRD, is a responsible approach to 
the problem, largely supportive of the 
policy set forth last week by the Presi
dent and one which we hope will result 
in a speedy withdrawal of American 
forces under circumstances which are 
orderly and which permit the contin
ued successful conduct of the humani
tarian mission. 

Madam President, I will have more to 
say on the subject during the debate. I 
would like now to yield to the distin
guished Republican leader for any com
ments that he may wish to make. 

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I thank 
the majority leader. I just say I concur 
in what he said. I think both amend
ments are very clear-cut. I just rec
ommend my colleagues read both 
amendments. Both, I think, express the 
views of their authors, and I particu
larly would hope they would carefully 
read the Byrd amendment. The McCain 
amendment is very short, can be read 
very quickly. It gives one choice. The 
other amendment, a little different 
choice. 
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As I said, I prefer not to have a date, 

but I also believe the President ought 
to have some flexibility. I think this 
does give the President the flexibility 
and it does protect American forces, 
and I think it will permit the President 
to proceed. 

We have an American plan now. We 
are going to get out of there, no ques
tion about it. I think that is what 
many people are concerned about. I 
would congratulate all the people who 
have been involved in negotiations, and 
particularly Senator BYRD who has 
been on the floor here time and again 
on this particular issue. I hope we 
could dispose of both amendments in 
less than 4 hours, but I know there are 
a lot of people who want to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
West Virginia is recognized to offer an 
amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, under 
the agreement I believe the amend
ment is to be offered and read by the 
clerk; is that correct? Before any 
speeches are made? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1042 

(Purpose: To provide funding for the in
volvement of the United States Armed 
Forces in Somalia through March 31, 1994, 
unless the President requests and the Con
gress authorizes an extension of that date) 

Mr. BYRD. I send to the desk an 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows. 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD] for himself, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. DOLE, 
Mr. PELL, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. NUNN, Mr. THUR
MOND, Mr. WARNER, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. BROWN, 
Mr. LEAHY, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, and Mr. 
EXON, proposes an amendment numbered 
1042. 

At the end of the Committee amendment 
which appears on page 8, lines 12 through 17, 
strike " environment" and insert the follow
ing: " environment: Provided further , That the 
Senate finds that-

" (1) the United States entered into Oper
ation Restore Hope in December of 1992 for 
the purpose of relieving mass starvation in 
Somalia; 

" (2) the original humanitarian relief mis
sion in Somalia had the unanimous support 
of the Senate, expressed in Senate Joint Res
olution 45, passed on February 4, 1993; 

" (3) the original humanitarian mission was 
being successfully accomplished by United 
States forces , working with forces of other 
nations, and an expanded mission was as
sumed by the United Nations on May 4, 1993 
pursuant to United Nations Resolution 814 , 
of March 26, 1993; 

" (4) neither the expanded United Nations 
mission of national reconciliation, nor the 
broad mission of disarming the clans, nor 
any other mission not essential to the per
formance of the humanitarian mission has 
been endorsed or approved by the Senate; 

" (5) the expanded mission of the United 
Nations was, subsequent to an attack upon 
United Nations forces , diverted into a mis
sion aimed primarily at capturing certain 

persons, pursuant to United Nations Secu
rity Council Resolution 837 , of June 6, 1993; 

" (6) the actions of hostile elements in 
Mogadishu, and the United Nations mission 
to subdue those elements , have resulted in 
open conflict in the city of Mogadishu and 
the deaths of 29 Americans, at least 159 
wounded, and the capture of American per
sonnel; and 

" (7) during fiscal years 1992 and 1993, the 
United States incurred expenses in excess of 
$1.1 billion to support operations in Somalia: 
Provided further , That the Senate approves 
the use of United States Armed Forces in So
malia for the following purposes-

" (i) The protection of United States per
sonnel and bases; and 

" (ii) The provision of assistance in secur
ing open lines of communication for the free 
flow of supplies and relief operations through 
the provision of-

"(I ) United States military logistical sup
port services to United Nations forces; and 

"(II) United States combat forces in a se
curity role and as an interim force protec
tion supplement to United Nations units: 
Provided further , That funds appropriated, or 
otherwise made available, in this or any 
other Act to the Department of Defense may 
be obligated for expenses incurred only 
through March 31, 1994, for the operations of 
United States Armed Forces in Somalia: Pro
vided further, That such date may be ex
tended if so requested by the President and 
authorized by the Congress: Provided further, 
That funds may be obligated beyond March 
31 , 1994 to support a limited number of Unit
ed States military personnel sufficient only 
to protect American diplomatic facilities 
and American citizens, and noncombat per
sonnel to advise the United Nations com
mander in Somalia: Provided further, That 
United States combat forces in Somalia 
shall be under the command and control of 
United States commanders under the ulti
mate direction of the President of the United 
States: Provided further, That the President 
should intensify efforts to have United Na
tions member countries immediately deploy 
additional troops to Somalia to fulfill pre
vious force commitments made to the United 
Nations and to deploy additional forces to 
assume the security missions of United 
States Armed Forces: Provided further, 
That-

" (A) captured United States personnel in 
Somalia should be treated humanely and 
fairly; and 

" (B) the United States and the United Na
tions should make all appropriate efforts to 
ensure the immediate and safe return of any 
future captured United States personnel: 
Provided further, That the President should 
ensure that, at all times, United States mili
tary personnel in Somalia have the capacity 
to defend themselves, and American citizens: 
Provided further , That the United States 
Armed Forces should remain deployed in or 
around Somalia until such time as all Amer
ican service personnel missing in action in 
Somalia are accounted for , and all American 
service personnel held prisoner in Somalia 
are released" . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona is recognized to offer 
an amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1043 

(Purpose: To terminate further military 
operations in Somalia.) 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, on 
behalf of myself, Senator GRAMM, Sen
ator GORTON, Senator SMITH, Senator 

D'AMATO, Senator ROTH, Senator 
HUTCHISON, Senator WALLOP, Senator 
COATS, Senator FAIRCLOTH, Senator 
PRESSLER, Senator CRAIG, Senator 
MACK, Senator BROWN, Senator HATCH, 
Senator KEMPTHORNE, Senator NICK
LES, and Senator BURNS, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN] , 

for himself, Mr. GRAMM , Mr. GORTON, Mr. 
SMITH, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. ROTH, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON , Mr. WALLOP, Mr. COATS, Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
MACK, Mr. BROWN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. NICKLES and Mr. BURNS, 
proposes an amendment numbered 1043. 

At the appropriate place in the bill , insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. . PROHIBITION ON THE USE OF FUNDS FOR 

UNITED STATES MILITARY OPER· 
ATIONS IN SOMALIA. 

(a) PROHIBITION- No funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available in this or any 
other Act to the Department of Defense may 
be obligated for support of operations of 
United States Armed Forces in Somalia ex
cept as provided for in subsection (b). 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.-
(1) funds may be appropriated or otherwise 

made available for continued operations of 
United States Armed Forces in Somalia to 
support the prompt and orderly withdrawal 
of all United States Armed Forces from So
malia in a manner most consistent with the 
safety of United States personnel. 

(2) funds may be appropriated or otherwise 
made available for continued operations of 
United States Armed Forces in Somalia in 
the event that American prisoners of war 
have not been returned to United States au
thorities and Americans missing in action 
have not been accounted for . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia is recognized 
to speak for up to 30 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, I have offered this 

amendment on behalf of myself, Mr. 
MITCHELL, Mr. DOLE, Mr. PELL, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. NUNN, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
LEAHY, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, and Mr. 
EXON. 

Madam President, the amendment I 
offer is intended to return the forma
tion and execution of American foreign 
policy to its rightful home base: Wash
ington, DC. Its specific purposes are to 
put the stamp of the Senate on our pol
icy in Somalia, to limit our mission 
there, and to establish a clear termi
nation of our involvement over the 
short run. Furthermore, the amend
ment exercises the authority of the 
Congress to put a strict limit on fund
ing in order to effect the limited policy 
and missions. I might add that Con
gress has used this power far too spar
ingly in exercising its constitutional 
authority in matters of going to war. 
The last time Congress did so exercise 
this authority was in June 1973, when 
Congress included a funding cutoff for 
all combat activities in Cambodia, 
Laos, and North and South Vietnam. 
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I ask unanimous consent that the ap

propriate verbiage from that law be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

SENATE REPORT 93-277-CONTINUING 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1974 

The Committee on Appropriations, to 
whom was referred House Joint Resolution 
636, making continuing appropriations for 
the fiscal year 1974, and for other purposes, 
reports the same to the Senate with amend
ments and with the recommendation that 
the joint resolution be passed. 

This resolution is necessary in order to 
provide funds for continuing governmental 
functions beyond June 30, 1973 for programs 
for which appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1974 have not been enacted. 
The resolution follows the basic form and 
concept of similar resolutions of past years. 

The resolution assumes passage by the 
House of 9 of the 13 regular annual appro
priation bills for fiscal year 1974 by June 30. 
Therefore, it is recommended that the con
tinuing resolution extend to September 30, 
1973, to provide about a month after return 
from the August recess to finalize the re
maining bills. 

It is expected that two bills will pass the 
Senate before July 1, 1973, the Agriculture 
and HUD-Space-Science-Veterans bills. 

The basis of operation under · the resolu
tion, which is based on the status of each 
particular bill as of the date of enactment of 
the resolution, is as follows: 

(1) Where the applicable bill has passed 
only one House, the rate for operations shall 
not exceed the current rate or the rate per
mitted by the action of the one House, 
whichever is lower (Sec. 10l(a)(4)); 

(2) Where the applicable bill has passed 
both Houses but has not cleared conference, 
and the amount as passed by the House is 
different from that passed by the Senate, the 
pertinent project substantial increases in the 
cost of the approved programs. No funds 
made available under this Resolution are to 
be used for projects not approved through 
Slice XXIII (calendar year 1972 program). 

Anti-impoundment language 

On page 1, line 5, of the resolution, follow
ing the word "funds" the committee has in
serted the following additional language: 

"and shall be made available for expenditure 
except as specially provided by law," 

The committee has added this language to 
the bill to insure that all funds appropriated 
herein shall be obligated except as specifi
cally provided by law. It is the intent of the 
committee that all funds be available for ob
ligation except those for which a specific res
ervation has been provided in this bill or 
those which may legally be withheld under 
the Anti-Deficiency Act or other specific 
statutory authority. 

Combat activities by U.S. Forces over North 
Vietnam, South Vietnam, Laos or Cambodia 

The following new section has been in
cluded in the bill by the committee: 

"SEC. 109. None of the funds herein or here
after appropriated under this Act or here
tofore appropriated under any other act may 
be expended to support directly or indirectly 
combat activities in, over, or from off the 
shores of North Vietnam, South Vietnam, 
Laos, or Cambodia by U.S. Forces." 

(From the Congressional Record, June 29, 
1973) 

LAIRD SAYS NATION CANNOT AFFORD TO BE 
DISTRACTED FROM ISSUES 

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, 
Melvin Laird, President Nixon's new domes
tic adviser, in a speech before the National 
Institute of Dental Research, has said elo
quently and succinctly what we should all be 
saying and working to accomplish: 

··The American agenda of issues and prob
lems and decisions and dreams and demands 
deserves our attention right now." 

I ask unanimous consent that the Friday 
New York Times article reporting on Mr. 
Laird's speech be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as fol
lows: 

LAIRD SAYS NATION CANNOT AFFORD TO BE 
DISTRACTED FROM ISSUES 

(By Nancy Hicks) 
WASHINGTON, June 28.-The White House 

domestic adviser, Melvin R. Laird, said 
today that the country could not afford to 
let itself be distracted by Watergate and, in 
the process, neglect problems and challenges 
it faces. 

Speaking at a luncheon meeting celebrat
ing the 25th anniversary of the National In
stitute of Dental Research. and to newsmen 
afterward, Mr. Laird said, "The American 
agenda of issues and problems and decisions 
and dreams and demands deserves our atten
tion right now." 

The reference to Watergate was implied in 
and specified after the 25-minute speech 
which was devoted almost exclusively to 
summarizing the accomplishments of the 
Administration and urging support for it. 

"When the American people gave President 
Nixon the most overwhelming vote of con
fidence in the history of this Republic, they 
were voting for the man's ideas as well as for 
the man himself," the former Secretary of 
Defense told the 150 dentists. 

CITES ''BREAKTHROUGHS" 
"And I can say this afternoon that this Ad

ministration is as determined and dedicated 
as it ever has been to giving the American 
people the leadership they voted for last No
vember and the leadership we believe they 
still want today," he said. 

"It was the President's policy of keeping 
America strong and keeping American policy 
credible that led to the historic break
throughs with China and Russia. 

"We can hardly afford now to turn our 
backs on the policies that have brought us to 
this junction, if we are to prevent inter
national turmoil from continuing to be a dis
traction from the pursuit of our domestic 
goals," he said. 

Mr. Laird had accepted the luncheon en
gagement before he returned to the Adminis
tration as chief domestic adviser to the 
President on June 6. J.s a Representative 
from Wisconsin, Mr. Laird had sponsored leg
islation to expand the National Institutes of 
Health, of which the National Institute of 
Dental Research is a part. 

"Gentlemen, I am delighted that you could 
all attend the 25th anniversary of the Na
tional Institute of Dental Research. I'm glad 
to see such a good turnout for the celebra
tion," Mr. Laird said to reporters who waited 
to question him about Watergate after the 
speech at the Washington Hilton. 

Asked when the President would answer 
reporters' questions generated from the Sen
ate testimony of John W. Dean 3d, the 
former White House counsel, Mr. Laird re
plied: 

' ·The idea that the President is not going 
to have a news conference to answer ques
tions (arising from the Senate Watergate 
hearings] is in error. 

"I would not think the President wants to 
be in a position in which he is responding to 
every single witness who appeared before the 
committee." 

Mr. Laird said the President was waiting 
to see if the hearings would continue now or 
would be suspended for a short period. In any 
case, the White House "will go forward. In 
any case, the White House "will go forward 
at our own time," he said." 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, is 

there further morning business? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 

there further morning business? If not, 
morning business is concluded. 

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS, 1974 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of Calendar No. 261, 
House Joint Resolution 636. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
joint resolution will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: "A 
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 636) making con
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year 
1974, and for other purposes." 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the consideration of the 
joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate pro
ceeded to consider the joint resolution, 
which had been reported from the Committee 
on Appropriations, with amendments. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ALLEN). With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCLELLAN. Mr. President, the Com
mittee on Appropriations at its meeting on 
Thursday, June 28, 1973, approved the con
tinuing resolution with amendments and or
dered it reported to the Senate. 

As Members are aware, the purpose of the 
continuing resolution is to enable the de
partments and agencies of the Federal Gov
ernment to function, in the absence of new 
obligational authority for the upcoming fis
cal year 1974 which commences on July 1. 

This resolution contains an expiration date 
of September 30, 1973, to provide about 1 
month after the return of the Senate from 
its August recess to finalize the remaining 
appropriation bills. 

The resolution assumes passage by the 
House of 9 of the 13 regular annual appro
priation bills for fiscal year 1974 by June 30. 

It is expected that two bills will pass the 
Senate before July; that is, the Agriculture 
and the HUD, Space Science, Veterans bills. 

Members are familiar with the terms of the 
resolution. They are explained in detail in 
the committee report. 

On a rollcall vote of 9 to 8 in the commit
tee, the Church-Case language, dealing not 
only with Cambodia and Laos but also with 
North and South Vietnam, was inserted into 
the continuing resolution. 

The remaining amendments proposed by 
the committee are explained in the report. 

Mr. President, this resolution is necessary 
to continue the functions of Government 
after June 30, 1973, and I urge its adoption. 
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Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, this resolution 

is absolutely necessary in order to provide 
for funding the continuation of Government 
functions beyond June 1973. 

There being no objection, the material was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as fol
lows: 

BIOGRAPHY-KENNETH E . BELIEU, UNDER 
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 

Kenneth E. BeLieu, Under Secretary of the 
Army, was born in Portland, Oregon, Feb
ruary 10, 1914. He attended Roosevelt High 
School in Portland ('33) and the University 
of Oregon ('37) at Eugene, Oregon and subse
quently the Harvard Business School Ad
vanced Management Program ('55). 

Mr. BeLieu was sworn in as Under Sec
retary of the Army on 22 September 1971. 

In 1940, after three years of business in 
Portland, he volunteered for active duty as a 
Second Lieutenant in the Infantry. By 1945, 
he had participated in the Normandy Land
ing and campaigns in France, the Battle of 
the Bulge, Germany and Czechoslovakia. He 
was awarded the Silver Star, the Legion of 
Merit, the Bronze Star, Purple Heart and 
Croix de Guerre. 

Following World War II , he served in var
ious assignments with the Army in the War 
Department and Department of the Army 
General Staff. In 1950, during the Korean 
Conflict, he lost his left leg below the knee 
as a result of wounds received in combat. 
Upon his discharge from the hospital he was 
assigned to the office of the Secretary of the 
Army where he served as Executive Officer 
to two Secretaries of the Army before his re
tirement as a Colonel in 1955. 

From 1955 to 1960, BeLieu was a profes
sional staff member of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee , the first Staff Director 
of the Senate Aeronautical and Space 
Sciences Committee and at the same time 
was Staff Director of the Preparedness Inves
tigating Subcommittee of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee. 

In February 1961, he was appointed Assist
ant Secretary of the Navy for Installations 
and Logistics. In February 1965, he was ap
pointed Under Secretary of the Navy . While 
in the Navy Mr. BeLieu was awarded the 
Navy's Distinguished Public Service Award. 
He returned to private life in July of 1965. 

During the period of July 1965 to January 
1969, Mr. BeLieu held positions as Executive 
Vice President, President and Member of the 
Board of the Leisure World Foundation, La
guna Beach, California; Member, Defense 
Science Board; Member of the Board of Advi
sors, Ryan Aeronautical Corporation and 
Continental Motors; and Member, Technical 
Advisory Board, RCA. 

On January 21, 1969 Mr. BeLieu was ap
pointed by President Nixon as Deputy As
sistant to the President for Congressional 
Relations, the position he held until he was 
appointed Under Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. BeLieu and his family reside in Alex
andria, Virginia. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield, with the permission of the Senator 
from Florida, for an observation? 

Mr. MCCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I associate my

self with the remarks of the Senator from 
Arkansas . I have had many, many personal 
contacts with Kenneth BeLieu over the 
yea.rs. He is a close personal friend. I have 
come to think of him as one of the most able 
public servants in all of government. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MCCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. ERVIN. I thank the Senator from Flor

ida for permitting me to proceed. 

Mr. President, I associate myself with the 
remarks of the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas and the distinguished Senator 
from Nevada. Over the years I have had 
many contacts with Kenneth BeLieu and 
many opportunities to observe his work as a 
public official. He is truly a great American 
and truly a great public servant. 

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS, 1974 
The Senate continued with the consider

ation of the resolution (H.J. Res. 636) making 
continuing appropriations for the fiscal year 
1974, and for other purposes. 

CONTINUING RESOLUTIONS ERODE 
CONGRESSIONAL POWER 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the Congress 
continues its laudable efforts to regain its 
rightful constitutional prerogatives, efforts 
in which I have wholeheartedly joined, and 
which I will continue enthusiastically to 
support. The Congress has at last found the 
will to challenge the President's war in 
Southeast Asia, and we will continue to at
tach riders to any and all legislation that 
comes through the Senate until we succeed 
in stopping the illegal bombing. 

In the Senate Watergate hearings, the 
committee is revealing to the public what 
the Congress has long known- that executive 
autocracy, far from fostering efficiency in 
Government, fosters instead a mentality 
that regards the Constitution itself as an an
noying obstacle to the quest for greater 
power. 

So there are signs that the Congress is no 
longer content to docilely bend to the wishes 
of the administration, and that is as it 
should be. But in one critical area the Con
gress is still failing itself and the American 
people . That critical area is appropriations 
and fiscal policy, perhaps the single most 
important power Congress holds. 

Today we are considering a continuing res
olution to fund Government programs until 
we get around to passing the necessary ap
propriations bills. The continuing resolution 
is necessary, and I shall vote for it, but it 
should be recognized for what it is-an emas
culation of congressional power. 

Continuing resolutions simply give Gov
ernment agencies the same amount of money 
for the same programs authorized for the 
previous fiscal year. They do not reflect any 
new congressional review of programs, any 
new perception of national priori ties. For
eign aid has been operating on a continuing 
resolution for 15 months. During that time 
there have been extensive hearings, and pro
longed debate on foreign aid policy , which 
have contributed greatly to our understand
ing of the factors that should shape foreign 
aid programs in the post-Vietnam era. Yet 
all this discussion has been to no avail , for 
we have never been able to resolve the dif
ferences into an appropriations package , and 
have relied instead upon the lame answer of 
continuing resolutions. 

In so doing, Congress abdicates its respon
sibility, and contributes to the erosion of its 
power over the Federal purse. If the Congress 
does not take the responsibility of setting 
national priorities, the Executive will, and 
its domination over the Congress will con
tinue. 

I do not mean to unduly criticize the Ap
propriations Committees for their failure to 
get appropriations bills before the Congress 
before the end of the fiscal year. As a mem
ber of the Senate Appropriations Committee, 
I well understand the frustrations of at
tempting to develop the Federal budget 
within a few short months . Nonetheless, we 
should all recognize that the appropriations 
process is in need of reform. 

As an initial step, we need to change the 
fiscal year to conform with the calendar 
year. Senator MAGNUSON has recommended 
this change in his Federal Appropriations 
Reform Act (S. 1648), and today I am joining 
him as a cosponsor of that legislation. This 
bill will give the Congress time to thought
fully consider authorizing and appropriating 
legislation, rather than having to surrender 
to the last resort of continuing resolutions. 

But we cannot argue that, since these re
form efforts are proceeding, we can afford to 
remain content with flimsy ' ·answers" to 
budgetary problems, such as continuing reso
lutions. Continuing resolutions are prime ex
amples of the Congress' inadequacy to deal 
with tough political decisions, and lend cre
dence to the claim that Congress is fiscally 
irresponsible. They are signs of weakness. 

I do not contend that the answer lies in the 
formation of small, all-powerful budget com
mittees to exercise total control of the budg
etary process in the name of congressional 
responsibility and efficiency. That is not 
necessarily the alternative to our present 
situation. 

But I do say that the Congress, no more 
than the Executive, can cover up its defi
ciencies with desperation measures. When we 
rely upon continuing resolutions to fund 
Government operations, we surrender our 
power of the purse. When we lose that power, 
we lose our credibility with the people , and 
our right to contest the present distortion of 
national priorities. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that Thomas Dine, my com
mittee staff assistant, be granted the privi
lege of the floor during the Senate consider
ation of the pending resolution in order to 
assist me. 

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

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I call up my 
amendment which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The committee 
amendment is next in order. 

Does the Senator ask unanimous consent 
to have his amendment called up? 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that my amendment may be 
called up out of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment of the Senator from Flor
ida will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk proceeded 
to read the amendment. 
AMENDMENT OF TITLES 10 AND 37 OF THE UNITED 

STATES CODE-CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, J!.'t. Mr. President, I 

submit a report of the committee of con
ference on H.R. 8537 , and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Helms). The 
report will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: '"The 
committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 8537) to amend 
titles 10 and 37, United States Code, to make 
permanent certain provisions of the Depend
ents Assistance Act of 1950, as amended, and 
for other purposes, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
this report, signed by all the conferees." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection 
to the consideration of the conference re
port? 

There being no objection, the Senate pro
ceeded to consider the report , which reads as 
follows : 

CONFERENCE REPORT 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
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amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
8537) to amend titles 10 and 37, United States 
Code, to make permanent certain provisions 
of the Dependents Assistance Act of 1950, as 
amended, and for other purposes, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as fol
lows: 

On page 6 of the Senate engrossed amend
ment strike out titles III and IV, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

" SEC. 206. This Act shall become effective 
July 1, 1973." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
STUART SYMINGTON, 
HARRY F. BYRD, Jr., 
HAROLD E. HUGHES, 
JOHN TOWER, 
WILLIAM L. SCOTT, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

SAMUELS. STRATTON, 
F. EDWARD HEBERT' 
BILL NICHOLS, 
WILLIAM G. BRAY, 
JOHN E. HUNT, 

Managers on the part of the House. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. President, be

cause the laws relating to this expired last 
night, I ask unanimous consent that the 
printing requirement under the rule be 
waived. 

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

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate agree to the con
ference report. 

The motion was agreed to. 

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS, 1974 

The Senate continued with the consider
ation of the resolution (H.J. Res. 636) making 
continuing appropriations for the fiscal year 
1974, and for other purposes. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I am shocked 
and dismayed by the report that the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations has voted to 
allow the bombing of Cambodia to continue 
until August 15. 

The death rattle of America is being heard 
today in the Capitol of the United States. 
The committee amendment is coming to the 
floor of the Senate in a few minutes, and I 
will gladly yield the floor to permit it to be 
presented. 

This is another Gulf of Tonkin resolution. 
There may be no deception this time, but the 
precipitate action is there. 

I thought Congress had spoken clearly this 
session. I thought we said the President has 
to make up his mind whether he wants to 
stop the bombing or stop this country. Veto 
or no veto, Congress must redress the over
whelming power of the Executive. 

Now the Congress seems to have 
capitulated. I am sad. The Congress of the 
United States is abandoning its mandate as 
an equal branch of the Government. 

I hear people talking about the resurgence 
of Congress, restoring the balance of power, 
yet I have never seen such capitulation in 
my life. Elected officials who have had dedi
cated records of being on the side of human
ity appear willing to surrender their prin-
ciples with hardly a whimper. · 

The old adage of the Bible is true: The sins 
of the fathers and the mothers will be visited 
upon the children unto the fourth and fifth 
generation. 

The young people of this country spoke out 
time and time again. Finally their message 

got through to the older people, and finally 
to the Congress. 

We adopted a resolution the Eagleton 
amendment. We put it in every bill. We said 
we were going to meet the President head 
on. Now the Committee on Foreign Relations 
agrees to this tragic delay with only two dis
sents, that of the majority leader and the 
Senator from Maine. I compliment Senator 
MANSFIELD and Senator MUSKIE for their 
willingness and dedication to stand for 
peace. I wish I could say the same about the 
other members of the foreign Relations Com
mittee, each of whom I hold in the highest 
respect. Nevertheless, I cannot understand 
their action. 

Mr. President, I am unwilling to have Con
gress commit suicide. I know that everyone 
in this body is aware of my long record 
against the war. My active opposition to the 
war dates from 1963. I disagreed with my own 
President about it. God bless his soul, he is 
no longer with us. I have said repeatedly 
that I would not criticize the Nixon adminis
tration if it brought the war to an end, and 
it did. But the President could have done it 
much sooner-some 20,000 lives sooner. 

It is not just American lives that are in
volved; it is all of humanity. Those bombs 
are killing people every minute . It is not a 
matter of dollars and appropriations; it is a 
matter of killing people. It is outright mur
der. I repeat, it is outright murder. I do not 
want my finger to pull the trigger on those 
bombs. I do not want my children to bear the 
guilt of Vietnam. Other Senators may put 
their fingers on the trigger. I will not. 

Yesterday we stood fast. We agreed that 
the Cambodian resolution offered by the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri would stay 
in the debt limit bill. My understanding was 
that the House would keep it in the bill. I 
understand the President threatened to veto 
it. I understood we were willing to accept 
that veto. I understood that we would have a 
confrontation and that we were not going to 
compromise with death. That is Just the 
point. We must confront the President with 
the fact that this country has had enough of 
killing and suffering. 

A long time ago, in late 1967, when I wrote 
about the American crisis in Vietnam, I 
stated: 

I believe that the people of the world will 
be better served by the virtues of the Amer
ican example than by the employment of 
American military power. I believe that we 
cannot violate the pledges for the peaceful 
settlement of international disputes con
tained in the United Nations Charter and 
then demand that others live according to 
that international "rule by law .. , 

The gracious bounty of America deserves 
to be employed in building a better way of 
life for our people at home and for all of the 
peoples of the world. We will not be able to 
fulfill the promise of American life while 
America 's precious human and material re
sources are being wasted in a land war in 
Vietnam. Other well-meaning American 
leaders have told us before that winning just 
this one war will make the world safe for 
freedom and democracy. We know that war 
and killing cannot help us to realize our con
structive goals. We must work toward these 
ends slowly and painfully. We know that we 
will be able to achieve the lofty promise of 
America only in peace. 

I said: 
You never can justify immorality, even if 

it is national or international policy-in the 
self-interest or the national interest . 

I repeated at that time this statement: 
In a major foreign policy speech at The 

American University on June 10, 1963 Presi-

dent Kennedy returned to this theme. " I be
lieve that we must reexamine our own atti
tude [toward world peace]-as individuals 
and as a nation-for our attitude is as essen
tial as theirs .. . . Every thoughtful citizen 
who despairs of war and wishes to bring 
peace, should begin by looking inward-by 
examining his own attitude toward the possi
bilities of peace." 

When President Kennedy asked us to look 
at ourselves, he did not deny the hostility 
and the malevolence of the other side. 

Mr. President, I am talking about morality 
and credibility. These are subjects of discus
sion everywhere today. I said at that time, 
and this is the heart of my speech: 

To sum up: even more damaging than the 
credibility gap is what might be called 
America's "morality gap" in Vietnam. Ana
tion cannot furnish moral leadership while 
performing immoral acts. This is at the 
heart of my objection to what we are doing 
in Vietnam-it is basically immoral. Sup
posed political expediency can never justify 
clear-cut immorality whether in national or 
international politics. It may appear to suc
ceed in the short term, but it carries the 
seeds of self-destruction. 

But it is even more immoral now in Cam
bodia. We bomb in the name of expediency 
and that is the only excuse for the August 15 
delay from the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions today. 

Mr. President, the chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations (Mr. FULBRIGHT) 
has likewise been a dedicated foe of this war. 
I am waiting to see how he explains this sud
den turn of events in the Committee on For
eign Relations. I never thought I would be at 
odds with him since the Gulf of Tonkin reso
lution was presented. This is the same pre
cipitous type action as was taken when we 
surrendered complete authority to the Presi
dent, with only vague assurances. 

Senator FULBRIGHT said at that time: 
The measure of our falling short [of Ameri

cans ideals] is the measure of the patriot's 
duty of dissent . The massive nature of the 
suffering Vietnam has called forth an equal
ly massive outpouring of agony by those who 
care for America. 

If we are going to bring American practice 
up to American ideals, we must speak out. 

But I would add to Senator FULBRIGHT'S 
statement that our speaking out is not so 
much an act of dissent as it is an act of affir
mation. The truth is that we are consist
ently upholding certain commitments and 
policies. 

Mr. President, the issue is not parliamen
tary procedure, it is not dollars, it is not get
ting along with the President. The issue is 
simply death, death in every aspect-death 
with the cold hand of America pulling the 
trigger on innocent people. 

There is no question that others are guilty, 
but we should not measure ourselves by the 
guilt of others. That is like saying that you 
should murder someone because someone 
else has murdered. That is no excuse, espe
cially for a country like America. I thought 
we had put that attitude aside . 

With respect to those who really feel this 
country may now be sinking to its death, 
those who feel that we may have reached our 
peak and are on our way down, if we approve 
of the action taken today in the Committee 
on Foreign Relations and if the Cambodian 
bombing is continued for another 45 days; if 
that authority is continued, then the Water
gate hearings and all the other hearings 
might as well be dismissed because there is 
not enough credibility left in this body to 
really support any continued confidence by 
the American people. 
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It took a long time for the American peo

ple to accept the fact that they had been 
mislead about the war. Basically the Amer
ican people believe in peace. Basically the 
American people believe in life. They do not 
want to put their stamp of approval on war 
and death. It is our responsibility in the Sen
ate to end the bombing. The Constitution is 
very clear. It says that only Congress can de
clare war. In the past we in Congress said 
that the war was underway-that we could 
not stop it once it was underway. We have 
been too quick with excuses, mostly excus
ing our own consciences when we did not re
assert the right to have control over whether 
or not America should be engaged in mili
tary action. 

The time for excuses has long since passed. 
We have determined in this body and in the 
other body that the Eagleton amendment 
should be law. We have made it very clear to 
the President that we want the bombing 
stopped. The identical resolution and amend
ment was passed by both bodies. Now, we 
must question whether or not this Congress 
has the courage to stand up by its own com
mitments or whether this Congress is going 
to be intimidated by political blackmail. 

Mr. President, I do not know who is going 
home on July 4th for a holiday, but it is a 
sad state of affairs when the Declaration of 
Independence is going to be celebrated in a 
few days and we have a declaration of capitu
lation from Congress-a declaration, which 
really is a declaration of war. That is what 
it amounts to. Any Senator who votes for 
the Foreign Relations Committee proposal 
will be declaring war on Cambodia until Au
gust. Make no mistake. That is what it is. 
The proposal adopted by the Foreign Rela
tions Committee is a declaration of war, and 
I am willing to stay here during all this holi
day-I do not need a vacation-while we de
cide whether we have the courage to stop the 
bombing and the killing once and for all. I 
want to stay here until we make sure the 
President of the United States is the servant 
of the people, and not the new dictator of im
perial America. 

TO GIVE AND TO TAKE AWAY 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I speak with 

particular reference to the third proviso in 
section 101(a)(4) of the continuing resolution 
now before us, House Joint Resolution 636. 
This proviso stipulates that no State will re
ceive less under title I-A of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act than it re
ceived during fiscal year 1972. A total appro
priation of some $1.5 billion is involved. The 
reason for this provision, which also appears 
in the Labor-HEW fiscal year 1974 appropria
tion bill. R.R. 8877, which passed the House 
on June 26, is to forestall a diminution in 
title I funds received by a State because of 
use of the 1970 census in counting eligible 
students instead of the 1960 census. The au
thorizing legislation, the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, requires use of the 
latest census figures. 

This proviso was proposed to prevent, as 
the House report on R.R. 8877 states. "a dras
tic redistribution and pbssible reductions of 
as much as 50 percent in some State allot
ments." At this late date in the appropria
tion process, when school budgets are al
ready in place for the new school year which 
begins in September, I do not believe anyone 
here would want seriously to dislocate local 
budgetary processes. But while this provi
sion does not do that, it does an injustice to 
the concept of concentration of funds on the 
disadvantaged which has been a part of the 
enactment of ESEA since 1965. And, given 
the nature of the "grandfather" concept, it 
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threatens to change the direction of ESEA, 
for grandfathering breeds more grand
fathering, as all of us here know. 

This past year, distribution of funds 
through the States to the local schools has 
been on the basis of the 1960 census. This, 
schools are receiving funds based on a count 
of children almost all of whom are no longer 
attending public school. for if a child were 5 
years of age in 1960 he would be 18 today in 
1973 and probably be out of school-as a mat
ter of fact, title I, ESEA, provides only for 
the counting of children aged 5 to 17. As a 
matter of fact, it is a fair assumption that 
many of the youngsters counted in 1960--
then aged 10 to 17, for example-have now 
married, moved out of the area of the school 
they attended, and even have children of 
their own. However, under this proviso, if 
their own children are eligible as disadvan
taged, they could well not receive title I as
sistance because that money is going to an
other State based on the 1960 count of the 
parent. Thus, for example, if an individual 
counted as disadvantaged and living in 
South Carolina in 1960 had subsequently 
married, and moved with his wife and child 
to New York, California, Pennsylvania, or 
any one of some 25 other States, and his 
child was also eligible to be counted as dis
advantaged, under this proviso funds would 
go to South Carolina where the parent re
sided in 1960, rather than to the State where 
the child resided in 1970 and still resides. 
This is visiting the nonsin of the parent upon 
the child. 

But this hold-harmless provision, designed 
to protect school budgets from drastic reduc
tions, will not even do that. Let us take, for 
example, a school district in one of the 
States where local educational agency 
boundaries and county boundaries are coter
minus. Should such a district suffer a 50-per
cent loss of eligible students due to the 
change from 1960 to 1970 census-the type of 
loss referred to in the House report-then, 
despite the hold-harmless provision which 
refers only to States, that local school dis
trict would lose title I funds and the other 
school districts throughout the State would 
gain title I funds. This, according to the Of
fice of Education, applies in States advan
taged by the hold-harmless provision as well 
as in States disadvantaged by it. It also ap
plies in States where local school districts 
are not coterminus with county lines, except 
inasmuch as computations would be affected 
by population changes in other parts of the 
county. Consequently, the hold-harmless 
provision, which applies only to States and 
not to local educational agencies-that is, 
local school boards-cannot avoid a heavy 
local budget impact. 

Now, as to individual States. Some States, 
as the 1970 census reveals, have proportion
ately more eligible disadvantaged children 
than they had in 1960; some States have less. 
The States with more eligible children, logi
cally require-and are entitled under the El
ementary and Secondary Education Act-
more funds to educate them; the States with 
less require less funds. Because of this hold
harmless provision in the Labor-HEW appro
priation bill passed by the House, 28 States 
will have to give away allocated moneys to 
bring 22 States up to their fiscal year 1972 
level. But for the hold-harmless provision in 
R.R. 8877, my own State of New York would, 
in fiscal year 1974, receives $54,680,111 more 
in fiscal year 1974-thus, the disadvantaged 
children of New York State would lose more 
than $54 million in title I funds to which the 
law otherwise entitles them. Other States 
also would lose-for example, Indiana 

$3,866,327; Maine $1,068,315; Michigan, 
$12,678,798; New Hampshire, $503,115. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question re
curs on the committee amendment, as 
amended. 

The committee amendment, as amended 
was agreed to. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from 

Florida is recognized. 
Mr. MCCLELLAN. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. CHILES. I yield to the Senator from Ar

kansas. 
Mr. MCCLELLAN. Mr. President, I move to 

strike from the bill section 108. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on 

agreeing to the motion. 
Mr. EAGLETON. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask for the yeas and 

nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, if I may 

have the attention of the Senate for 30 sec
onds, I wish to describe what this is. It is the 
Eagleton amendment, as adopted by the 
House, and it came over in the continuing 
resolution from the House. The motion is to 
strike the section and I vote "no." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this question 
the yeas and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. · 

The assistant legislative clerk called the 
roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce that the 
Senator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) and the 
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE), are 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator from 
Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) and the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. CLARK), are absent on official busi
ness. 

I also announce that the Senator from Mis
sissippi (Mr. STENNIS), is absent because of 
illness. 

I further announce that, if present and vot
ing, the Senator from Iowa (Mr. CLARK), 
would note "nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the Senator 
from New Hampshire (Mr. COTTON) is absent 
because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD) 
is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE) 
and the Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS) 
are absent on official business. 

Also, the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER) and the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. THURMOND) are necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
New York (Mr. JAVITS), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD) and the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) would 
vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 58, nays 
31, as follows: 

[No. 261 Leg.] 
YEAS-58 

Aiken, Allen, Baker, Bartlett, Beall, 
Bellmon, Bennett, Bible, Brock, Buckley, 
Byrd, Harry F., Jr., Byrd, Robert C., Cannon, 
Case, Chiles, Church, Cook, Cranston, Curtis, 
Dole, Domenici, Dominick, Eastland, Ervin, 
Fannin, Fong, Fulbright, Griffin, Gurney, 
Hansen, Helms, Hollings, Hruska, Huddle
ston, Humphrey, Jackson, Johnston, Long, 
Magnuson, McClellan, Mcintyre, Metcalf, 
Nunn, Packwood, Pastore, Pearson, Percy, 
Roth, Saxbe, Scott, Pa., Scott, Va., 
Sparkman, Stevens, Stevenson, Taft, Tal
madge, Tower, and Young. 

NAYS-31 
Abourezk, Bayh, Brooke, Burdick, Eagle

ton, Gravel, Hart, Hartke, Haskell, Hatfield, 
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Hathaway, Hughes, Inouye, Kennedy , Mans
field , Mathias, McGovern, Mondale, Mon
toya, Moss, Muskie, Nelson, Pell, Proxmire, 
Randolph, Ribicoff, Schweiker, Symington, 
Tunney, Weicker, and Williams. 

NOT VOTING-11 
Bentsen, Eiden, Clark, Cotton, Goldwater, 

Javits, McClure, McGee, Stafford, Stennis, 
and Thurmond. 

So Mr. McCLELLAN'S motion to delete sec
tion 108 was agreed to. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I send to the 
desk two amendments and ask that they be 
considered en bloc. 

I ask unanimous consent that the reading 
of the amendments be waived and that they 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

The amendments are as follows : 
On page 10, after line 22, insert the follow

ing: " Nothing contained in this Act appro
priating sums of money shall be interpreted 
by any person or court as authority for rati
fication or approval of any impoundment 
budget authority by the President or any 
other federal employee, in the past or the fu
ture, unless done pursuant to statutory au
thority in effect at the time of such im
poundment and shall not be held to effect 
the status of any lawsuit or right of action 
involving the right to those funds. " · 

On page 10, after line 22, insert the follow
ing: " Any provision of law which requires 
unexpended funds to return to the general 
fund of the Treasury at the end of the fiscal 
year shall not be held to affect the status of 
any lawsuit or right of action involving the 
right to those funds ." 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, these two 
amendments would add language to the bill 
primarily to provide that nothing in the bill 
would hinder any lawsuit that is now in 
progress or any right of action that would 
now be available by virtue of impoundment 
in any fund in the bill. 

The Office of General Counsel, Department 
of Education, of my State contacted me in 
regard to their fear that the language that 
would go into effect now under continuing 
resolution would hurt the provisions of a 
lawsuit because of the fact that funds could 
lapse. So this language merely provides that 
nothing in the bill can be construed to make 
illegal any act that is statutorily legal. 

I have discussed the amendments with the 
distinguished chairman of the committee 
and with the ranking minority member of 
the committee. I hope that the amendments 
can be accepted. 

Mr. MCCLELLAN. Mr. President, I have not 
had an opportunity to consider the full im
pact of these amendments. I am disposed to 
take them to conference. I do not know what 
will happen in conference. My concern is 
that we are loading the bill with amend
ments. However, I will take the amendments 
to conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendments en bloc. 

The amendments, en bloc, were agreed to. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I send to the 

desk an amendment. I ask unanimous con
sent that its reading be dispensed with and 
that the amendment be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

On page 8, line 6, after the word " amend
ed" insert the following, " of which 
$183,400,000 shall be for carrying into effect 
title I , part A, of such Act". 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, very briefly, 
I have spoken to the chairman of the com-

mittee about this matter. The matter was 
brought to my attention by two very able 
and distinguished members of the other 
body. I hope that the chairman will take this 
amendment to conference and discuss it with 
the members of the conference committee 
from the other body. 

This relates to the level of the Job Corps. 
It adds no money. It merely designates that 
the Job Corps itself will not be eliminated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MONDALE). 
The question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Minnesota (put
ting the question). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolu

tion is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, the 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and third reading of the joint 
resolution. 

The amendments were ordered to be en
grossed and the joint resolution to be read a 
third time. 

The joint resolution (H.J . Res. 636) was 
read the third time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is, 

Shall the joint resolution pass? On this ques
tion, the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. I announce that the 
Senator from Texas (Mr. · BENTSEN) and the 
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE) are nec
essarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. CLARK) and the Senator from Dela
ware (Mr. EIDEN), are absent on official busi
ness. 

I also announce that the Senator from Mis
sissippi (Mr. STENNIS) is absent because of 
illness. 

I further announce that if present and vot
ing, the Senator from Iowa (Mr. CLARK) 
would vote "nay. " 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the Senator 
from New Hampshire (Mr. COTTON) is absent 
because of illness in his family 

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD) 
is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE) and 
the Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS) are 
absent on official business. 

Also, the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER) and the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. THURMOND) are necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
New York (Mr. JAVITS), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD), and the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) would 
each vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 73, nays 
16, as follows: 

[No. 262 Leg.] 
YEAS-73 

Abourezk, Aiken, Allen, Baker, Bartlett, 
Bayh, Beall, Bellmon, Bennett, Bible, Brock, 
Buckley, Burdick, Byrd, Harry F., Jr., Byrd, 
Robert C., Cannon, Case, Chiles, Church, 
Cook, Cranston, Curtis, Dole, Domenici, 
Dominick, Eastland, Ervin, Fannin, Fong, 
Fulbright, Griffin, Gurney, Hansen, Haskell, 
Helms, Hollings, Hruska, Huddleston, Hum
phrey, Inouye, Jackson, Johnston, Long, 
Magnuson, McClellan, McGovern, Mcintyre, 
Metcalf, Mondale, Montoya, Nelson, Nunn, 
Packwood, Pastore, Pearson, Pell, Percy, 
Proximire, Randolph, Roth, Saxbe, Scott, 
Pa., Scott, Va., Sparkman, Stevens, Steven
son, Symington, Taft, Talmadge, Tower, 
Weicker, Williams, and Young. 

NAYS-16 
Brooke, Eagleton, Gravel, Hart, Hartke, 

Hatfield, Hatahaway, Hughes, Kennedy, 

Mansfield, Mathias, Moss, Muskie , Ribicoff, 
Schweiker, and Tunney. 

NOT VOTING-11 
Bentsen, Eiden, Clark , Cotton, Goldwater, 

Javits, McClure, McGee, Stafford, Stennis, 
and Thurmond. 

So the resolution (H.J. Res . . 636) was 
passed. 

Mr. MCCLELLAN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the joint reso
lution was passed. 

Mr. Moss. I move to lay that motion on 
the table. 

The motion· to lay on the table was agreed 
to. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Secretary of the Sen
ate be authorized to appropriately renumber 
the sections in the joint resolution . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist on its amendments 
and request the conference with the House of 
Representatives thereon, and that the Chair 
be authorized to appoint the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to ; and the Presid
ing Officer (Mr. MONDALE) appointed Mr. 
MCCLELLAN, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. PASTORE, 
Mr. BIBLE, Mr. MCGEE, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. 
CHILES, Mr. YOUNG, Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. COTTON, 
and Mr. CASE conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, 1973 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask that a 
message at the desk from the House of Rep
resentatives on H.R. 9055 be laid before the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MONDALE) laid 
before the Senate a message from the House 
of Representatives on H.R. 9055, an act mak
ing supplemental appropriations for the fis
cal year ending June 30, 1973, and for other 
purposes, which was read twice by its title . 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that there be a time limitation 
of 10 minutes on the pending bill, which had 
passed the Senate once before, was vetoed, 
and was repassed by the House of Represent
atives with the Indochina amendment in it 
which the Senate agreed to on the bill just 
passed, the time to be equally divided be
tween the distinguished Senator from Ar
kansas (Mr. MCCLELLAN), the manager of the 
bill, and the distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. YOUNG), the ranking Re
publican member. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, 
it so ordered. Who yields time? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I yield my
self 1 minute. I know of no amendments to 
be offered to the bill, No one has suggested 
to me that any amendments will be offered. 
As far as I know, the bill is ready for third 
reading and passage. 

I yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
North Dakota, 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I do not believe 
any further discussion is necessary. It is a 
clean bill that was vetoed, with the so-called 
Cambodian amendment added to it. 

We have practically all of the other appro
priation bills pending, so if any Senators 
have amendments, they can attach them to 
the remaining bills. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is open to 
amendment. If there be no amendment to be 
proposed, the question is on the third read
ing of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading and 
read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Senators yield 
back their time? 
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Mr. MCCLELLAN. I yield back the remain

der of my time. 
Mr. YOUNG. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MONDALE). All 

remaining time having been yielded back the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? 

Mr. PASTORE. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill having 

been read the third time, the question is , 
shall it pass? On this question, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called the 
roll. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. I announce that the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK), 
the Senator Texas (Mr. BENTSEN), the Sen
ator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE), and the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. MCIN-
TYRE) are necessary absent. · 

I further announce that the Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. CLARK) and the Senator from Dela
ware (Mr. BIDEN) are absent on official busi
ness. 

I also announce that the Senator from Mis
sissippi (Mr. STENNIS) is absent because of 
illness. 

I further announce that, if present and vot
ing, the Senator from Iowa (Mr. CLARK) 
would vote " nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the Senator 
from New Hampshire (Mr. COTTON) is absent 
because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD) 
is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Idaho (Mr. MCCLURE), 
and the Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS) 
are absent on official business. 

Also, the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER), the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. THURMOND), and the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. SAXBE) are necessarily absent. 

If present and voting the Senator from 
New York (Mr. JAVITS), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD), and the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) would 
each vote " yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 72, nays 
14, as follows: 

[No. 263 Leg.] 
YEAS-72 

Aiken, Allen, Baker, Bartlett, Bayh, Beall, 
Bellmon, Bennett, Bible, Brock, Brooke, 
Buckley, Burdick, Byrd, Harry F., Jr. , Byrd, 
Robert C., Cannon, Case, Chiles, Church, 
Cook, Cranston, Curtis, Dole, Domenici, 
Dominick , Eastland, Ervin, Fannin, Fong, 
Fulbright, Gravel, Griffin, Gurney, Hansen, 
Haskell , Helms, Hollings, Hruska, Huddle
ston, Humphrey, Jackson, Johnston, Long, 
Magnuson, McClelhn, McGovern, Metcalf, 
Mondale , Montoya, Moss, Nelson, Nunn, 
Packwood, Pastore, Pearson, Pell , Percy, 
Proxmire, Randolph, Roth, Scott, Pa. , Scott, 
Va., Sparkman, Stevens, Steveson, Syming
ton, Taft, Talmadge, Tower, Weicker, Wil
liams and Young. 

NAYS-14 
Eagleton, Hart, Hartke, Hatfield, Hatha

way, Hughes, Inouye, Kennedy, Mansfield, 
Mathias, Muskie, Ribicoff, Schweiker, and 
Tunney. 

NOT VOTING-14 
Abourezk, Bentsen, Eiden, Clark, Cotton, 

Goldwater, Javits, McClure, McGee , Mcin
tyre, Saxbe, Stafford, Stennis, and Thur
mond. 

So the bill (H.R. 9055) was passed. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. Pre::iident, I 

move that the vote by which the bill 
was passed be reconsidered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, this 
cutoff was included in the second sup
plemental for fiscal year 1973 (P.L. 93-
50) and was signed into law by Presi
dent Nixon. In that case, the funding 
cu to ff occurred roughly 16 years after 
the first American advisers entered 
what was then Inda-China. 

We have been in Somalia for nearly a 
year. By way of our action today, we 
are setting an absolute outside limit of 
March 31 of next year on our involve
ment there. While the amendment I am 
proposing allows the President the op
portunity to come back to Congress 
which he has anyhow, to seek an exten
sion of that time, unless circumstances 
that I cannot envision occur between 
now and March 31, I cannot imagine 
such an extension being either re
quested or approved by the Congress. 

So while the President can come 
back and request more time and 
money, more time and more funds will 
be given only if Congress approves the 
request. 

So, Madam President, the Senate is 
playing a very important and proper 
role here today in exercising authority 
that the Framers of the Constitution 
reserved ex cl usi vely to the Congress-
the power of the purse, t.o be found in 
section 9 of Article I of the U.S. Con
stitution-to effect policy in this most 
vital area of deciding when and for how 
long to send our Nation's sons and 
daughters over the far-flung corners of 
the globe to bear arms in hostile situa
tions. 

There has been a migration of re
sponsibility for committing United 
States forces to combat from Washing
ton to New York-the migration of re
sponsibility has gone from Washington 
to New York-over the period of the 
Somalia intervention, particularly 
since last March, when the United Na
tions assumed authority for an ex
panded nation-building role there. The 
Senate has been cut out of those' deci
sions, but not any longer. Thus, U.N. 
Security Council Resolutions, No. 814 
and No. 837 of March 26, 1993, and June 
6, 1993, respectively, which obligated 
U.S. forces to support the U.N. policy 
of nation-building and to hunt down 
and engage in a series of murderous ex
changes with one warlord, committed 
the United States without the approval 
of the American people and without so 
much as a tip of the hat from the Sen
ate. In addition, the command and con
trol arrangements in Somalia between 
United Nations forces, with 4,000 Amer
icans, under a United Nations com
mander, and United States Quick Reac
tion Forces under United States com
mand, became confused and inept. 

This amendment, first, attempts to 
end any confusion about who com
mands American men and women in 

uniform in the context of the Somali 
operation-only an American com
mander can order our forces into com
bat, period, not a United Nations com
mander- that is all over once this 
amendment becomes law-or a third 
country commander flying a United 
Nations flag, regardless of whether he 
has a wheelbarrow full of Security 
Council resolutions. Nobody in Amer
ica elected the United Nations Sec
retary General to be our Commander
in-Chief. It seems clear that the cur
rent United Nations Secretary General 
has manipulated the use of American 
combat forces to engage in a personal 
vendetta with a Somali warlord. That 
was not any policy that this body 
signed up to, and it has resulted in 29 
dead and 170 wounded American sol
diers, and 1 hostage, who has now been 
released. So, this amendment repudi
ates that practice. 

Second, this amendment approves a 
self-defense mission for United States 
forces in Somalia, and only in the con
text of the limited function of safe
guarding humanitarian shipments out 
of Mogadishu to needy recipients. This 
amendment does not approve-does not 
approve-an expanded military oper
a ti on to take on Aideed or any other 
warlord, to disarm the fighting fac
tions, or to engage in search and de
stroy missions which will end up bury
ing more American dead. We certainly 
can and should be aggressive and 
proactive in defending our own fighting 
men and women, and if there are indi
cations that we are being targeted, we 
do not have to wait for the arrival of 
incoming bullets. But, there is a wide 
difference between aggressive self-de
fense and engaging in an expanding 
urban guerrilla war in Mogadishu. The 
humanitarian mission has essentially 
been successful and ended last March, 
but I do understand that some 10 con
voys of aid pass through the port and 
airfield each day, and the administra
tion would like to try to get replace
ment contractors and third country 
forces--India, Egypt, Korea and oth
ers--to assume that role. While those 
replacements are sought, found, and 
put into place over the next couple of 
months, our forces need to have these
curity while living and operating in an 
urban environment where they have 
become targets. According to a recent 
report in Time magazine, the Somali 
people have a history of guerrilla war
fare, and so this amendment does not 
include a mandate to engage in search 
and destroy missions in their home 
ground of Mogadishu. The security of 
our forces · while replacements are 
found is an important mission for the 
short run-but, this does not mean that 
we will stay beyond next March 31, if 
no one else will assume that protective 
role. Our humanitarian mission was 
successful. It is over. 

The Pentagon seems to think it 
needs substantial new forces, armor, 
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100 tanks and armored personnel car
riers and nearly 6 more months in So
malia. The President's report-and 
here it is-this is the report that was 
sent to the Congress in response to an 
amendment which I offered to the De
fense authorization bill in September. 
This is the report I hold it in my hand. 
It was supposed to have been here to
morrow, October 15. 

Incidentally, today is October 14, the 
day on which the Battle of Hastings 
was fought in the year 1066, when Wil
liam I of Normandy defeated and killed 
Harold Godwinson II, a pretty impor
tant day to us Anglo-Saxon Americans. 
Regrettably, there is too much talk in 
terms of hyphenated Americans, but it 
was a decisive battle. 

That was a day when one of the 15 de- . 
cisive battles of the world was fought-
15 decisive battles, according to Sir Ed
ward Creasy, an English historian. He 
listed 15 decisive battles of the world 
up until 1850; the Battle of Hastings 
was one of them. 

The President's report indicates that 
some 3,000 additional U.S. Army com
bat personnel will be put on the ground 
in Modagishu. This is a number some
what larger than the 1,700 troops an
nounced by the President last week. In 
addition, we are introducing long-range 
artillery into the theater, something 
that members of the Appropriations 
Committee were informed had been 
earlier rejected by the Pentagon be
cause of the inevitable extensive col
lateral damage that such weapons 
cause. These new infusions of addi
tional troops and additional types of 
weapons do lead to some questions 
about the planning that is going on by 
the Pentagon. Why? The justification 
for this buildup and duration has not 
been overly persuasive. It appears to be 
overkill. The American people want us 
out of Somalia in short order, so it is 
an exercise in Orwellian doublespeak 
to say we have to get further in to get 
out. We want out, not in. How far in 
does the Pentagon want to go before it 
goes out? We are adding hundreds of 
more American targets in a hostile 
urban environment. Maybe that is 
somehow going to make our force more 
secure, but I am far more interested in 
seeing a drawdown, not a buildup. In is 
not out, and therefore, a definite time 
limit through a funding limitation will 
ensure that, despite this double-jointed 
logic, out is the direction in which 
America is going. 

This amendment does not support a 
mission for our forces of nation-build
ing. We are not giving everything that 
the United Nations wanted. We are 
only giving a little of what the Presi
dent wanted in this report. That is an 
open-ended snake pit, a grandiose, be
guiling swamp. Let no one assume that 
a cease-fire between warring factions is 
the beginning of a process of building a 
nation out of scratch in the Horn of Af
rica. That is not our affair. We have 

better things to do. We saw enough of 
that in Lebanon when we tried to help 
create a political solution among war
ring factions, and our troops stood by 
in a mission impossible, known as 
"presence," until they were finally run 
ignominiously out of town. 

So, national reconciliation-a nice, 
high-sounding phrase-is off the table 
so far as this amendment is concerned. 
The missions are deliberately crafted 
narrowly, in this amendment. It is a 
carefully drawn amendment and the 
missions are deliberately crafted nar
rowly, and specifically omit the more 
general political missions that are out
lined in the President's report. 

We are all pleased that the American 
and Nigerian hostages were released 
today. But we have to be concerned 
that there may be more prisoners 
taken in the future. Mogadishu has 
been repeatedly characterized by ad
ministration officials as essentially a 
"lawless" city. We need to make it 
crystal clear that America will not 
leave its people behind, and, therefore, 
all efforts, diplomatic and military, 
should be made for the express purpose 
of securing the early safe release of any 
living Americans being detained before 
we depart Somalia. It should be clear 
to all the warring parties in Somalia 
that the hostage game is not one we 
want to play and not one that will 
bring the Somalis any advantage. 

The original operation, begun last 
December by President Bush, was to 
last a month or two. We have now been 
there 10 months. This amendment lim
its the American mission to a humani
tarian one, with appropriate protection 
of our forces. While we do not want to 
micromanage the tactical details that 
are the appropriate prerogative of the 
President, it is rather puzzling as to 
why the Pentagon has insisted that we 
stay another 6 months: I am gratified 
that the President is emphasizing that 
March 31 is the absolute end-date and 
that he will make every effort to ter
minate our involvement substantially 
earli~r. I have been given very strong 
assurances by the President in a letter 
I received from him today that he will 
make every effort to withdraw our 
forces as soon as feasible in advance of 
that date. Surely, the amendment pro
vides plenty of time, more than enough 
time, to complete the transition of the 
humanitarian mission to other nations, 
if other nations are willing to assume 
that responsibility. If they are unwill
ing to do so over the next few months, 
that should not affect our expeditious 
withdrawal. 

The President has provided a report 
outlining American humanitarian and 
protective missions and roles which, in 
essence, this amendment endorses. It 
endorses some. It does not endorse all. 

I commend the President for provid
ing this report earlier than the outside 
date of October 15. He did that at my 
request. I thought it would be helpful 

in devising my amendment, and it was 
helpful. I used some of it as guidelines 
in the amendment, some of it I did not 
use. He was able to expedite the sub
mission of the report in order for it to 
be timely for the debate on this impor
tant measure. 

This is the appropriate bill on which 
to debate our policy in Somalia, be
cause it highlights the importance of 
the power of the purse-the ultimate 
arrow in Congress' quiver-to effect the 
policy of the Nation in such weighty 
matters as wars and deployments of 
American forces. The Framers of the 
Constitution were well aware that the 
power of the purse was the key to the 
power of this institution, and we can
not guard the American people and it 
too closely. 
It is the power that the Constitution 

grants ex cl usi vely to the Congress in 
Section 9 of Article 1 of the United 
States Constitution. Read it. It does 
not double speak. It is clear. It is plain. 

It is the key to a heal thy system of 
checks and balances. 

The President has stated unequivo
cally in his report that the "U.S. will 
complete the transition of its. military 
logistics support to U.N. civilian con
tractors and other nations' logistics 
units no later than March 31, 1994" and 
that "U.S. combat forces will also be 
withdrawn no later than that date." 

Those are the words in the report. 
The missions and roles endorsed by 

my amendment are limited missions 
and roles. The amendment does more 
than focus and narrow the missions en
dorsed for our forces in Somalia. It also 
provides an endpoint, March 31, unless 
extended by Congress-not by the 
United Nations, not by the executive 
branch, but by Congress-beyond which 
funds are no longer available for those 
missions and that American presence 
in Somalia. It is important to set such 
a date because we here in this body 
share the ultimate responsibility of 
sending the sons and daughters of 
those people who are watching through 
the TV camera to defend the Nation's 
honor, to protect our Nation's inter
ests, and in many cases never to come 
back alive-a very sobering, solemn re
sponsibility. 

The duration of a mission, therefore, 
is a crucial responsibility of this body 
which I believe must be accepted and 
decided. 

I said weeks ago, I said we are going 
to vote. We are going to have to take a 
stand. It is our responsibility. We owe 
it to the people of the United States, 
and if I have anything at all to do with 
it, this Senate is going to vote. And we 
·are going to. 

The President is entitled to a consen
sus, one way or another, on Somalia 
policy, and it is my hope that this 
amendment will help draw this body 
together in support of a basic policy 
thrust that is well written out in this 
amendment. 



October 14, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 24649 
Mr. President, there is a large, bold

letter message here for the United Na
tions and for those in this city or any 
other city who think the credibility 
and future of America will increasingly 
be represented through the United Na
tions. 

There is no substitute-none-for 
Congress taking the responsibility and 
for the administration taking the re
sponsibility for any deployments or ac
tions that this Nation undertakes. 
Never have we surrendered and never 
will we surrender that authority to the 
United Nations or any other body; 
never. 

That is what the people expect of us. 
They do not expect us to shirk this 
most fundamental of our responsibil
ities, and we have been shirking it; not 
a peep being said around here; nothing. 
We continue to read that the United 
Nations was planning more and more 
exploits, and that we were planning to 
develop some new policy at the U.N. 
which was going to be called "assertive 
multilateralism." We did not buy onto 
that. 

We are not elected to shirk this most 
fundamental of our responsibilities, the 
safety and the welfare of our people, 
and the judicious, careful, prudent, 
well-conceived use of our military 
forces. 

This issue has forced all of us to 
stand up. Now we are taking a stand. 
We are debating it; something we 
should have been doing months ago; 
stand up to the constitutional respon
sibility we have to address the issue of 
American involvement in hostilities 
abroad. 

This debate over the Somalia inter
vention is just what the Framers had 
in mind in constructing the checks and 
balances of our Constitution and we 
are today exercising those congres
sional powers. 

The War Powers Act has never 
worked. It is unworkable. I have said 
that before. Senator NUNN, chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee, has 
said it before, and others have said it. 
But this is the Constitution at work. 
That is the way it ought to be done. 
Let the Constitution work. 

This is so important because without 
the exercising of congressional powers, 
they will eventually wither and die on 
the vine. The end product should be a 
new consensus over our policy toward 
Somalia, there should be no doubt 
about it-through a sharing of respon
sibility between the two branches, ex
actly as the architects of our constitu
tional scheme envisioned two centuries 
ago. 

I commend President Clinton highly 
for his recognition-his recognition-of 
the legitimate exercise of ~ongres
sional authority over funding. It is as 
plain as the nose on your face. Read it. 
There it is. Section 9, Article I, of the 
Constitution. 

So I commend him for recognizing 
the legitimate exercise of congres-

sional authority over funding to effect 
policy-that is a recognition which is 
refreshing after more than a decade of 
chief executives who rejected, on the 
basis of their counsel, the exercising of 
our constitutional scheme, and re
jected the congressional claim to the 
power over the purse. There are those 
who want to give that power over the 
purse to the President-any President, 
Democratic or Republican. Not me, not 
to any President. If it is going to be 
given to the President, let the Amer
ican people do it through an amend
ment to the Constitution. 

In turn, by providing the President 
the flexibility to put into effect the 
policy of this Nation toward Somalia, 
in the most practical way, we recognize 
his authority as Commander in Chief 
to effectively implement a policy of 
consensus-and that is what we are 
going to develop, a consensus in this 
body, one way or the other-that is in 
the best interests of the Nation, as ap
proved by Congress. 

Madam President, I reserve the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ROBB). The Senator from Arizona is 
recognized. 

Mr. McCAIN. I yield myself 10 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment authorizes no further funds 
for United States operations in Soma
lia, except those funds needed to sup
port a prompt and orderly withdrawal 
of our forces from that country in a 
manner most consistent with the safe
ty of United States personnel. Let us 
make it perfectly clear: "In a manner 
most consistent with the safety of U.S. 
personnel." 

Their withdrawal may take a month 
to accomplish, maybe 2. But it cer
tainly will not take 6 months. There is 
no date certain in our amendment, but 
our amendment will not permit United 
States forces to do anything else in So
malia other than organize their with
drawal. This means no warlord hunt
ing, no nation building, no law and 
order establishing, no other missions 
whatsoever that have not been author-
ized by Congress. · 

Mr. President, our mission in Soma
lia is over. It is time to come home. 
Our mission in Somalia was to feed 1 
million starving Somali who needed to 
be fed. It was not an open-ended com
mitment. It was not a commission of 
nation building, not warlord hunting, 
or any of the other extraneous activi
ties which we seem to have been en
gaged in. 

I do not lightly impose on the foreign 
policy prerogatives of the President of 
the United States, but in this case I 
feel that Congress must. Is there a 
Member of this body who can tell me 

with any degree of confidence that the 
situation which ensues following the 
withdrawal of U.S. forces 6 months 
from now will be any less chaotic than 
the situation which may ensue follow
ing our withdrawal 1 or 2 or 3 months 
from now? 

Will waiting until March 31 con
stitute anything more than 6 months of 
U.S. troops hunkering down in en
claves? Will Aideed or somebody else 
either lay low until we leave or start 
bringing Americans under mortar fire? 

Mr. President, can anyone seriously 
argue that another 6 months of United 
States forces in harm's way means the 
difference between peace and prosper
ity in Somalia and war and starvation 
there? Is that very dim prospect worth 
one more American life? No, it is not. 

If the President of the United States 
cannot say, "Here is what we are fight
ing for in Somalia, that more Ameri
cans may perish in service to the goals, 
and here is why it is worth that price," 
then, Mr. President, we have no right-
no right-to ask Americans to risk 
their lives in any further misadven
tures in Somalia. 

The loss of American lives in combat 
is always a tragedy no matter how wor
thy or necessary the cause, but when 
those lives are lost to a mission which 
does not serve the national security in
terest of the United States, which has 
no firm or clearly defined purpose, 
which has not been well planned or 
well explained to the American people, 
then the loss of those American lives is 
not only tragic, it is needless. 

Sadly, these are the circumstances in 
which the United States finds itself 
today as it flounders about in Somalia 
in search of a reason to justify our 
presence there. 

Mr. President, there will be people 
who take the floor tonight who will say 
that we did not utter a peep in the pre
vious times, in the time of the tragedy 
that took place with the helicopter 
shot down and the tragic loss of Amer
ican lives. I point out, Mr. President, 
that on August 2, I gave a speech to 
this body where I said: 

Mr. President, I am calling today for Presi
dent Clinton to come to the Congress and the 
American people and explain what our goals 
and strategy in Bosnia and Somalia are. 

I went on to say: 
I want to emphasize that Americans are 

not ready to watch people get massacred if 
they can prevent it. An open-ended military 
commission in the region, such as in Soma
lia, is something that the American people 
will not support. 

I went on to say again, on August 7, 
basically the same thing. Mr. Presi
dent, again, in September, on Septem
ber 9. 

There are some of us who saw this 
coming, Mr. President. It is very, very 
disheartening to note that we were 
right. 

Mr. President, I want to talk about 
another circumstance, because there is 
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a lot of talk about another Vietnam 
and another debacle in which the Unit
ed States may find itself. I was a new 
Member of the other body in Septem
ber of 1983 when a resolution was before 
the House of Representatives concern
ing approval of the United States' in
volvement in Lebanon. That resolution 
supporting the United States' sending 
of combat troops to Lebanon was over
whelmingly voted favorably by both 
Houses of Congress. At that time, I 
gave a very brief speech and I will 
quote from it again: 

I have listened carefully to the expla
nations offered for our involvement in Leb
anon. I do not find them convincing. The 
fundamental question is: What is the United 
States' interest in Lebanon? It is said we are 
there to keep the peace. I ask, what peace? It 
is said we are there to aid the government. I 
ask, what government? It is said we are 
there to stabilize the region. I ask, how can 
U.S. presence stabilize the region? 

I went on to say: 
What can we expect if we withdraw from 

Lebanon? The same as will happen if we 
stay. I acknowledge that the level of fighting 
will increase if we leave . I regretfully ac
knowledge that many innocent civilians will 
be hurt. But I firmly believe this will happen 
in any event. What about our allies and our 
worldwide prestige? We should consult with 
our allies and withdraw with them in con
cert, if possi bl e-unila terally. if necessary . 

I also recognize that our prestige may suf
fer in the short term. but I am more con
cerned with our long-term national inter
ests. I believe the circumstances of our origi
nal involvement have changed, and I know of 
four American families who share this view. 
I am not calling for an immediate with
drawal of our forces. What I desire is as rapid 
a withdrawal as possible . I believe the longer 
we stay, the more difficult it will be to leave . 
I am prepared to accept the consequences of 
our withdrawal. 

I am prepared to accept the con
sequences of our withdrawal from So
malia, Mr. President. I think it might 
be well for us to recognize in this body 
the kind of danger that our American 
fighting men and women are in. They 
are in enclaves in Mogadishu. They do 
not control the roads and highways 
around them. We are at the whim of 
the now general leader Aideed-who we 
used to call fugitive outlaw Aideed a 
short time ago, when we had $25,000 
bounty on his head. Now we are nego
tiating with him; we are at his whim. 

If they choose to launch mortar 
rounds in the enclaves that our troops 
are in in Mogadishu tonight they can 
do so. I do not like to place the lives of 
young American men and women in 
that kind of a situation. 

Military people tell me that they can 
be out in 1 or 2 months, that the or
derly, safe withdrawal can be carried 
out in 1 or 2 months. Let us say for ar
gument's sake that it would be the be
ginning of December or even the end of 
December. 

Mr. President, I think Senators 
should ask themselves the following 
question when they vote on this 
amendment and the Byrd amendment: 

If the worst case scenario ensues, that 
sometime between the time we could 
have withdrawn and the March 31 date 
young Americans are wounded or 
killed, whose responsibility is it? 
Whose responsibility? 

In conclusion, I would like to remind 
our President of the criteria for U.S. 
participation in U.N. missions which he 
outlined at the United Nations. He said 
the criteria for U.S. participation in 
U.N. missions was: Is there a real 
threat to international peace? Does the 
mission have a clear objective? Can an 
end point be had? And how much does 
the mission cost? 

The President identified the end 
point. He, however, is unable to answer 
the questions which seemed so impor
tant just weeks ago. The President 
should match political rhetoric with 
action. By his own criteria, it is time 
for our troops to come home from So
mali; not 6 months from now, but now. 

We need not withdraw our forces so 
hastily that the withdrawal com
promises the security of our troops. We 
may need to deploy additional forces in 
the period preceding withdrawal to pro
tect the present force. We do not need 
to keep Americans in harm's way for 6 
additional months in service to a mis
sion which no one can rationalize as 
important to our security, or even ex
plain in terms that can be understood 
by the American people. 

Our mission in Somalia is completed. 
We fed the starving there. We under
took a humanitarian mission in Soma
lia. We achieved an honorable success. 

Originally we did not have a national 
security interest involved in our Soma
lia policy. However, due to the poorly 
conceived, poorly explained and poorly 
implemented U.N.-U.S. policy of recent 
months, we eventually acquired one. 
His name was WO Michael Durant. 
Thankfully, Warrant Officer Durant is 
again a free man. With his freedom and 
the last compelling purpose to remain 
in Somalia resolved, let us now com
mence an orderly withdrawal from So
malia before we acquire any new na
tional interests during our further mis
adventures there. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. McCAIN. On the Senator's time I 
am glad to yield. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator. 
I ask the distinguished Senator from 

West Virginia for not to exceed 3 min
utes for the purpose of a question. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield 3 minutes to the 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia is recognized for 3 
minutes on time chargeable to the Sen
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, no one 
disputes the credentials of this distin
guished American to address this dif
ficult issue. It has been my privilege to 
be a friend and colleague of the Sen
ator from Arizona for years, as well as 
his father's. 

I ask the Senator this question be
cause I was touched when he said the 
blood would be on our hands if his 
amendment were not adopted. 

My question to the Senator is, if his 
amendment is adopted, and it is per
ceived in any of the hundred places in 
the world as a cut-and-run decision, 
less than a strong stance by America 
for its people, it will be a terrible prob
lem. We have embassies, 120-plus, the 
world over, and many military facili
ties, and they are enclaves, basically, 
behind fences. The United States does 
not control the roads and the access 
routes. U.S. diplomats, soldiers, and ci
vilian employees must move out of 
those embassies. They must go to their 
homes in distant places. We have sol
diers, sailors, airmen, and marines sta
tioned all over the world, many of 
them living on the local economy. And 
the Senator well knows there are dan
gerous spots in this world and there are 
individuals who would love to shoot 
down our Americans in the hopes that 
they would leave. If they see that 
America will cut and run if they shoot 
down Americans, it would be a terrible 
message for us to send, and would put 
Americans abroad at increased risk. 

I ask my good friend, how does this 
amendment affect those serving coura
geously in both uniform and civilian 
roles throughout the world? 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for up to 30 seconds? 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, my an
swer to the Senator from Virginia is; 
the same way it impacted our abilities 
to defend our citizens after we with
drew from Beirut, after we saw it be
came a debacle, not at all. We are the 
Nation that won the cold war. We are 
the Nation that won operation Desert 
Storm. We are the Nation that people 
know can retaliate. They also know, 
when we continue to pursue missions 
that have no goal, have no purpose, and 
have no strategy except, to get en
meshed in some open-ended commit
ment called nation building, preserva
tion of law and order, if we keep that 
up we will be the laughing stock of 
other nations of the world. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 10 

minutes to the Senator from Texas. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas is recognized for up to 
10 minutes from the time chargeable to 
the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want 
to begin my remarks by taking up 
where this last exchange left us, be
cause I think that there is a very good 
lesson of history that we can learn 
from Ronald Reagan. As a person who 
loves our former President, I often look 
to him for guidance, and I think in this 
particular case there is a perfect exam
ple. 
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Who here, who served in 1983, does 

not remember that terrible day when 
241 marines were killed in a barracks in 
Beirut? It was a terrible tragedy, and 
all over the country people pointed the 
finger at Ronald Reagan. 

Now, Ronald Reagan could have said, 
"We cannot cut and run." He could 
have said, "The prestige of the United 
States of America is on the line." He 
could have come up with a thousand 
and one justifications as to why we 
were there and why he needed another 
6 months to find a really good excuse. 

But thank God Ronald Reagan basi
cally said that we made a mistake, and 
he withdrew from Lebanon. I submit 
that it took more courage and it took 
more leadership to withdraw from Leb
anon in the face of that terrible disas
ter than it would have taken to have 
found a good excuse to ask · for 6 
months to stumble around to find a 
justification for what happened. 

I think we ought to remember Presi
dent Reagan's courage in this debate. 

Mr. President, we have before us two 
proposed policies; the policy offered by 
Senator BYRD on behalf of much of the 
leadership of the Senate, and a policy 
offered by Senator McCAIN on behalf of 
several of our Members. 

The policy offered by Senator BYRD 
basically says the Senate approves the 
use of United States Armed Forces in 
Somalia, and then it outlines two uses: 
United States military logistical sup
port services to the United Nations 
forces and, two, United States combat 
forces in a security role and as an in
terim force protection supplement to 
U.N. units. And it sets a limit in terms 
of funding of March 31. Then it says 
that funds may be obligated beyond 
March 31, 1994, to support noncombat 
personnel to advise the U.N. command 
in Somalia. 

In short, while Senator BYRD is abso
lutely right that he is using the power 
of the purse that the Founding Fathers 
gave to the Congress, not to the Presi
dent, this amendment by Senator BYRD 
is an endorsement of the Clinton ad
ministration policy and a commitment 
to that policy. 

The amendment offered by Senator 
MCCAIN is as straightforward as an 
amendment can be. It says: 

No funds may be obligated for support of 
operations of United States Armed Forces in 
Somalia except to support the prompt and 
orderly withdrawal of all United States 
Armed Forces in Somalia in a manner most 
consistent with the safety of United States 
personnel. 

One policy is a commitment to what 
the President has asked in terms of 
staying 6 more months. It sets a limit 
on the ability of the President to go be
yond that, but it also allows Americans 
to stay in advisory roles. That is the 
Byrd amendment. 

The McCain amendment says we 
should protect Americans while they 
are there and bring them home as soon 

as possible, consistent with a with
drawal that is undertaken in a way to 
make Americans as safe as they can be 
while they are there and during the 
withdrawal. 

Mr. President, we went to Somalia on 
December 9 with a clearly defined ob
jective under a timeframe that should 
have been more tightly defined. I urged 
President Bush to take the position 
that we would go in, establish order, 
open the lines of transportation·· for 
food, and bring the troops home before 
the President went home on 
January 20. 

Clearly, the initial objective was hu
manitarian and it was broadly sup
ported. We understand that and nobody 
disputes it. 

But nobody disputes the fact that 
mission was over by June. I have not 
heard one Member of the Senate and I 
have not heard one member of the ad
ministration who has said that the ini
tial purpose of going there-humani
tarian relief-was not finished by June. 
But what happened in June and July 
and August and September and now in 
October? What happened is that by 
staying after the mission was done, we 
took up other missions. 

Like a vacuum in nature, if you do 
not provide it leadership, somebody 
else does. And what happened in Soma
lia is the U .N. provided leadership 
when we seemed to have no program, 
no mandate, and no mission, and the 
United Nations basically pushed us 
into a new mission that was not part of 
our original objective. And we have all 
seen the cost of that mission. 

So we are now down to a decision. 
The President says, "Give me 6 more 
months." But does the President say 
what he is going to do in 6 months? Ba
sically, the President has assured us 
that, if we let him keep troops in So
malia for up to 6 more months, Ameri
cans will not be out in a combat role, 
but holed up in compounds. My ques
tion, and the question of the Senator 
from Arizona, is: If we are going to be 
holed up in these compounds, why are 
we there at all? Why not take our peo
ple out of danger by bringing them 
home? 

Well, I think the answer is that there 
is no reason in the world that we 
should not bring our troops home. 

The McCain amendment does not set 
a time limit. It simply says, bring the 
troops home as quickly as possible con
sistent with their safety. Is that not 
what the American people want? When 

· your telephone rings off the wali, is 
that not what people are saying on the 
other end of the line? Is that not the 
message we are hearing from all over 
America? Does anybody believe there is 
a clearly defined objective that the 
President now has in Somalia? Are we 
not talking about 6 months to save 
face and to find a justification? 

Well, let me tell you why I am not 
going to support that 6 months. Let me 

tell you why I want to be on record for 
the McCain amendment. 

Yesterday morning, I visited with a 
young woman, Deanna Joyce, a woman 
about the age of my eldest son, who is 
a junior in college. 

And I have to say, Mr. President, 
that she was poised. She wore her hus
band's dog tags and her husband's Pur
ple Heart. 

She came to .see me to thank my of
fice for some very small things we had 
done to help her, as every office in the 
Senate does to help people when some
thing bad happens to them. Her hus
band, Sgt. Casey Joyce, had been killed 
in Somalia. He was buried as a hero at 
Arlington Cemetery on Friday. 

I thought how ironic it was that she 
was thanking us when I should be 
thanking her-and America is thank
ing her-for the sacrifice she made. 

But, basically, the decision I reached 
in talking to her was I cannot see what 
we are doing in Somalia or what we are 
going to achieve in the next 6 months. 
I cannot see how it can justify more of 
the kind of sacrifice that young lady 
has made. It seems to me that is the 
real question. 

Most of us here are not like the dis
tinguished Senator from Arizona, or 
our distinguished colleague presiding 
in the chair, or the distinguished Re
publican leader. Most of us have never 
been in combat, have never really been 
at any risk in our lives. 

But when we set a policy, we put peo
ple at risk. I supported American pol
icy in Panama and Grenada. I sup
ported our policy in Desert Storm. And 
in responding to that policy, I saw sac
rifice, but it was sacrifice that I could 
justify. 

I ask the Senator for 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I yield 2 additional 
minutes to the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for 2 additional min
utes. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, the rel
evant question here is this: can we jus
tify more funerals of young Americans 
over the next 6 months based on a pol
icy that none of us can define, a policy 
that the President and the administra
tion and all of his advisers cannot de
scribe? Is it worth one more American 
funeral to be in Somalia for 6 more 
months? 

I say no. That is why I am for the 
McCain amendment. 

We have a very simple choice. Is it 
worth risking more precious American 
lives to stay for 6 more months in So
malia, stumbling around, looking for a 
mission? And I think the answer to 
that question is as clear as any answer 
has been to any question in the years 
that I have served in the U.S. Congress. 
The answer is clearly "no." 

The McCain amendment is a simple 
policy. It says we did what we went 
there to do. We did it proudly. And 
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then we made a mistake. We stayed 
and got into ill-defined missions to 
which we were not committed. 

The President said today in a state
ment that it was a mistake letting the 
United Nations dictate a mission to us; 
that our policy has been wrong. 

But the paradox is that the President 
clearly did not learn anything from the 
mistake, because now he is asking us 
to give him 6 more months to stay in 
Somalia with no clearly defined mis
sion. 

The amendment of the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona says we did our 
job; we did it proudly. We helped feed a 
hungry people. They are not hungry 
anymore. 

We did the job. We did it well. Now it 
is time to come home. 

The amendment of Senator McCAIN 
gives us that opportunity. I urge my 
colleagues to simply look at the choice 
and to decide that enough is enough. It 
is time to bring our people home. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's time has expired. Who yields 
time? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia to yield me less than 3 min
utes. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield the Senator 3 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia is recognized for 3 
minutes with the time chargeable to 
the Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would 
like to pose a question to my distin.:. 
guished colleague from Texas. The fu
ture security arrangements of our Na
tion are highly dependent on the abil
ity of our Nation to form coalitions 
with other nations to go in and per
form the missions as determined by the 
President of the United States, and in 
this instance two Presidents-Presi
dent Bush and President Clinton. These 
coalitions are the future for the secu
rity arrangements in many, many in
stances. We must be a stable, reliable 
partner now if we expect other, nations 
to join us in the future. 

What is the impact of the McCain 
amendment on the credibility of a fu
ture President when he encourages 
other nations to join in a new mission? 
In my judgment, you seriously damage 
the credibility of this country in its 
ability to form future coalitions if vye 
were to adopt the McCain amendment. 

Mr. GRAMM. Will the Senator give 
me 1 minute? 

Mr. McCAIN. I yield a minute to the 
Senator from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas is recognized for 1 
minute on the time of the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. If there are further 
questions, because there are many peo
ple who wish to speak, I hope they will 
get time from the Senator from West 
Virginia for the answers as well. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am not 
going to give-

Mr. McCAIN. You do not have to, Mr. 
Chairman, but then I will ask he not 
ask questions. 

Mr. BYRD. Very well. 
Mr. GRAMM. Let me respond by say

ing that we carry out foreign policy, 
we protect American freedom, and we 
promote our international goals with 
the sacrifice of precious American life. 
And if we abuse that right, we undercut 
the support of our own people for our 
own policy. It can never be prudent to 
throw away American lives and under
cut the support of the foundation of 
American democracy and American re
liability, which is the support of our 
own people. It can never be prudent to 
squander that capital. 

That is why great Presidents do not 
commit American lives unless our 
clear interest is at stake. There was a 
mistake made here, and I am willing to 
say some of the mistake was in the 
Bush administration. But clearly the 
big mistake was in not declaring vic
tory and coming home in June. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 6 

minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], is 
recognized for 6 minutes on time 
chargeable to the Senator from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I thank the 
principal originator of the amendment, 
Senator BYRD. 

I rise in support of Senator BYRD'S 
amendment on Somalia which I am co
sponsoring. This amendment largely 
reflects President Clinton's policy on 
Somalia recently elaborated in the 
President's "Report to the Congress on 
U.S. Policy in Somalia," received by 
the Senate yesterday. 

This amendment, like the President's 
plan, makes the right choice regarding 
Somalia. The short-term increase in 
our troop strength will enable us to 
bring our combat forces home by 
March 31, 1994, by demonstrating 
America's firm resolve to protect our 
troops who are assisting the United Na
tions' humanitarian activities. 

At the same time, I must oppose Sen
ator McCAIN'S amendment. By with
drawing our troops precipitously and 
abandoning out humanitarian mission, 
we risk endangering our allies and all 
that we have achieved to date in Soma
lia. 

Senator BYRD'S amendment incor
porates the PresidenYs well considered 
timetable for ending our involvement 
in Somalia. By withdrawing our forces 
by March 31, 1994, the United Nations 
will have had sufficient time to assess 
its mission, secure alternative logistic 
services and to adjust the U.N. com
mand to operate without U.S. combat 

support. I agree with the President's 
statement this morning that, "we have 
to maintain our commitment to finish
ing the job we started. It is not our job 
to rebuild Somalia as a society or its 
political structure. The Somalis have 
to do that for themselves-but we have 
to give them enough time to have a 
chance to do that, to have a chance not 
to see the situation revert to the way 
it was before the United States and the 
United Nations intervened to prevent 
the tragedy late last year." 

I have long advocated a refocusing of 
our mission in Somalia. I believe the 
administration's announced shift from 
targeting Aideed to pressing a political 
solution will allow us to complete our 
job in Somalia. I am pleased that the 
President has modified the U.S. mis
sion to one of protecting our troops 
and our bases, securing the roads and 
the port area; keeping the flow of food, 
people, and supplies moving; and hold
ing fast against those who cut off relief 
supplies and attack peacekeeping 
forces. 

We have already seen some signifi
cant gains in Somalia from this redi
rection of our operations. U.S. Army 
Ranger Michael Durant and a Nigerian 
trooper were unconditionally released 
today by General Aideed. Last Satur
day, Aideed declared a unilateral 
cease-fire that continues to hold in 
Mogadishu. I am encouraged by these 
developments. I believe that they have 
opened the door to a negotiated settle
ment. 

With the return of AmbaRsador Oak
ley to Somalia as the President's Spe
cial Envoy, we are working with the 
Presidents of Ethiopia and Eritrea, as 
well as leaders of other regional Afri
can nations to work out a political 
process that they would manage. In ad
dition, we will be aiding the United Na
tions in deploying additional forces 
from other nations to replace Amer
ican troops in Somalia. 

In conclusion, Senator BYRD's 
amendment is the most responsible re
sponse to concerns about the nature 
and extent of our commitment in So
malia. It defines the limits of the mis
sion, the timetable for its completion, 
and provides an appropriate interval 
for the United Nations to find replace
ments for U.S. combat forces. I urge 
my colleagues to support Senator 
BYRD's amendment and to vote to table 
Senator MCCAIN's amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BYRD. How much time does the 
distinguished Senator wish? 

Mr. BOREN. May I have 7 minutes? 
Mr. BYRD. I yield 7 minutes to the 

distinguished Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BOREN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 
BOREN is recognized for up to 7 minutes 
on time chargeable to the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair and my distinguished col
league from West Virginia. 
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First, I want to commend him and 

those of the leadership and others who 
have worked with him to craft this 
amendment. It has been put together 
in a very responsible way. Time has 
been given for additional consideration 
of views so we could reach a consensus 
as broad as possible in the Senate, and 
try to speak clearly on this particular 
issue. I commend the Senator from 
West Virginia for taking the time and 
having the patience to try to form that 
kind of consensus. 

I commend him also for his sensitiv
ity, which I have heard him express not 
only in public but in private, of the 
need to carefully consider each and 
every situation and every possible sce
nario and outcome whenever we have 
under consideration the sending of 
young Americans in harm's way, par
ticularly when we were considering 
whether or not to commit the Armed 
Forces of this country into a situation 
where casualties and deaths might re
sult. 

l have heard him speak passionately 
in private, around the Cabinet Room in 
the White House, not only during the 
course of this administration but pre
vious administrations. He has always 
been a thoughtful voice, making sure 
that we think very, very carefully 
about our responsibility for the risk of 
American lives. 

Let me say I am concerned about the 
current situation. While I support the 
Byrd amendment, I want to also make 
clear I think we have to be very careful 
we do not draw the wrong lessons from 
what has happened in Somalia and we 
do not overreact with emotion. 

I am glad this amendment as now 
phrased would allow by Presidential re
quest for the extension of the deadline 
if necessary. I am very concerned about 
us setting a date certain because I 
worry that other nations and all par
ties involved, once they know the Unit
ed States has a plan of action with a 
definite timetable, will themselves 
begin reacting in accordance with it. 
We may see a move by other nations to 
begin withdrawing their troops before 
we have a chance to withdraw our 
troops. We may see the multinational 
action begin to fall apart because of a 
knowledge, with some certainty, as to 
what we are going to do. 

So I suppose, if I had any preference, 
I certainly have a preference tonight 
for the Byrd amendment as opposed to 
the McCain amendment. My preference 
would be for us to not legislate at all. 
I believe it is best and wisest for this 
country to be able to have the kind of 
conversations and consultations and 
real conversations-not formal ones or 
those that are in form only, not in sub
stance--between the executive branch 
and the legislative branch so that when 
it comes to speaking in public, we can 
speak with one voice for this country 
and that is the voice of the Commander 
in Chief. 

We cannot have 535 Commanders in 
Chief. We cannot write laws that will 
take into account every possible situa
tion that might arise because no one-
no one-is able to predict the future in 
every possible scenario that might 
take place. Therefore, I believe that we 
have to leave certain discretion in the 
hands of the President of the United 
States, the Commander in Chief. 

It is appropriate that we have had 
this debate. And this debate has cer
tainly, I think, focused the attention of 
the Nation and of the administration 
clearly on the problem at hand in So
malia. But I hope that we will think 
long and hard before we further pro
ceed down the slippery slope of micro
management of foreign policy, which is 
best left in the hands of the President 
as long as we can do so, as long as he 
will listen to the voices in Congress, as 
long as he will hear the concerns, as 
long as he will react to them-then I 
believe we are best served by allowing 
the President the greatest possible 
flexibility in dealing with these situa
tions. 

What are the lessons that we should 
have learned from what happened in 
Somalia? 

Senator PELL and Senator LEVIN and 
I were, I believe, the first Members of 
the United States Congress to visit 
Mogadishu after the landing of the Ma
rines. We were there some 4 days after 
the landings. The Marines were still 
sleeping on the ground. They were not 
yet in buildings. But the situation had 
already been secured. The shooting had 
stopped, and we were already well un
derway toward a process of some of the 
arms being laid down so that the emer
gency food supplies could be delivered. 

Why? Because we had a Clear sense of 
mission; we understood our purpose. 
Ambassador Oakley, General Johnston, 
the Marine commander, and others, un
derstood exactly what they were to do, 
and they did it well. They understood 
that they were there to provide human
itarian relief. They were there not to 
take sides in a civil war nor to support 
one faction over another nor to engage 
in hostilities on behalf of one group or 
another. Ambassador Oakley was very 
careful never to meet with one of the 
leaders of warring factions alone, but 
always to meet with them together so 
that they would all know we were 
being evenhanded, and they were re
ceiving the same message from all of 
us. 

Unfortunately, after Ambassador 
Oakley retired from that post, and 
after General Johnston left, others, 
and then under United Nations leader
ship, began to follow a very different 
path. We began to veer away from our 
mission. It is very clear that policy
makers in Washington were not care
fully enough monitoring the situation, 
and they allowed our military forces to 
be used in behalf of a mission that was 
not our original mission or purpose, 

and that mistakenly involved us into 
choosing sides and involved us in get
ting involved in activity on behalf of 
one side in what was basically a civil 
war in that country among more than 
just two factions. 

That was the mistake. The lesson we 
should learn from that is if we are 
going to participate in multilateral ac
tions, we cannot afford to say now that 
other nations are involved, we no 
longer have a responsibility ourselves 
to make sure that the policy is right, 
that we are doing the mission, and that 
the lives of our own military personnel 
are secure. That is where the mistake 
was made. 

If we are going to be involved in mul
tilateral actions, we ought to make 
sure that it stays on course, that it 
stays true to its mission, and that 
while others may be helping in the car
rying out of that mission-troops from 
other nations, leaders of the United 
Nations, and others-that we still have 
the prime responsibility for the safety 
of our own troops and the use of our 
own resources to follow the mission 
that we have agreed to participate in. 

That is the lesson we should draw 
from it. We should not draw the lesson, 
however, that we should never partici
pate in multilateral actions. That 
would be a serious mistake. We see so 
many situations in the world in which 
the American people--and let us re
member when we saw the scenes of the 
starving children in Somalia, the 
American people were saying: "Some
thing must be done." Now, if we are 
only left with two options-doing noth
ing in a situation like that; or doing it 
all by ourselves, with the United 
States being policemen for the world, 
risking only American lives and spend
ing only American taxpayers' dollars
what a terrible choice we are given. 
Very often because of the fact that nei
ther of those choices is acceptable, we 
are frozen into inaction. 

We cannot go it alone, and at the 
same time we simply cannot afford to 
allow that sort of suffering to con
tinue. 

I ask the distinguished chairman if 
he might grant me 2 minutes to con
clude? 

Mr. BYRD. Would you do with 1? I 
am already oversubscribed 43 minutes. 

Mr. BOREN. I ain glad to do it. 
So I think it would be a mistake, Mr. 

President, for us to leave this situation 
or this debate with the conclusion that 
we should reject multilateralism and 
be left only with the choices of the 
United States doing it alone or the 
United States doing nothing in this sit
uation. 

We should also learn that we will be 
in a stronger position if we adopt the 
proposal of U.N. troops training to
gether and working together so they 
understand common military doctrine; 
they can work together and already 
have a working relationship if these 
situations should come again. 
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So let us draw the right lessons; let 

us learn from the mistakes we made; 
let us hold to a constant course of ac
tion. But let us not micromanage for
eign policy and military policy nor tie 
the hands of the President nor reject 
out of hand any multilateralism in the 
future. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. Who yields 
time? 

Mr. BYRD. Does the Senator from Il
linois wish to proceed? 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Yes, I do, for 
7 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield 7 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from Illinois is recognized for up 
to 7 minutes, the time chargeable to 
the Senator from West Virginia. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi
dent, I am here to speak in favor of the 
Byrd amendment to define the cir
cumstances of the withdrawal of our 
troops from Somalia. 

We are in a period of redefining our 
foreign policy. Our goals used to be 
simple and straightforward: To contain 
communism and minimize the nuclear 
threat from the Soviet Union. Today, 
we face the challenge of redefining our 
military and strategic objectives pre
cisely because that war was won. We 
have gone from looking at the world 
through a bipolar lens-one which was 
bad for the Soviet Union and its allies 
and was good for the United States and 
our allies-to looking at the world 
through a kaleidoscope-with ambigu
ity and shades of gray. 

I believe, and the President has stat
ed, that American foreign policy 
should follow our values. I supported 
the humanitarian mission in Somalia 
because I believed that mission, secur
ing the flow of humanitarian assist
ance to halt mass starvation, followed 
the very best American values. 

In this new world of instability, there 
are long-term objectives important to 
our foreign policy and which must be 
measured when the United States con
siders its national interests. We must 
maintain a healthy U.S. economy. We 
must maintain the security of our Na
tion and our allies. We must maintain 
the highest standards for the protec
tion of human rights. And we must en
courage democracy. 

In short, we must ask ourselves 
which international crises require U.S. 
attention, and when we will commit 
American resources. During the cold 
war, there were some very tough deci
sions to make. We sometimes went to 
the brink, and decisionmaking was full 
of high tension. Ironically, in the post
cold war world, we find we have to 
make decisions that are even more 
complex, because they are ambiguous 
and because it is sometimes harder to 
discern the right and proper course. 

I believe, Mr. President, that a part
nership with the United Nations is an 
important element of how we should 

respond to this new, diverse agenda. 
With Operation Restore Hope, the ef
forts of the United Nations to protect 
human rights and to support and pre
serve democracy were consistent with 
our national interests. As such, Oper
ation Restore Hope was not only a 
noble undertaking, it was also in keep
ing with our specific national interests. 
Again, in this world of instability, co
operation and coalition with the rest of 
the world is appropriate and called for. 

Mr. President, the Somalian conflict 
is an age-old civil war. What distin
guishes it from other civil wars. and 
what made the American people sup
port the United States mission there, 
was that the military leaders on all 
sides of that conflict were withholding 
food as a military tactic, and that is 
unacceptable and beyond bounds. There 
are over 300,000 people dead. Children 
have been hurt the most, and this is a 
real tragedy because it is the future of 
Somalia that paid the highest price. 

The United States went to Somalia 
to stop these casualties, and it was the 
right thing to do. Humanitarian aid is 
the right thing to do. In Somalia, we 
had an interest in seeing the starvation 
cease. We had an interest in sending a 
very clear signal that using civilian 
casualties as a mechanism of fighting a 
war was unacceptable . The problem 
arose in recognizing when that human
itarian mission had been achieved. 

The Somalian conflict is probably 
typical of future conflicts in this post
cold war world. The United Nations 
will be called on time and time again 
to keep peace between combatants in 
civil wars. That is the scenario in So
malia; it is the scenario in Bosnia. This 
is a new and different role for the Unit
ed Nations, and it will create demands 
on member nations that require us to 
think differently about our national in
terests when we address these con
flicts. 

I believe that we should support the 
United Nations intervention when our 
core values are at stake, which touch 
on our long-term strategic interests. 

I support Senator BYRD'S amendment 
and applaud his leadership for two es
sential reasons: First, because the mis
sion in Somalia changed without ex
plicit recognition of that change. There 
was no control mechanism or planning 
in place so that a specific decision 
could be made which acknowledged and 
supported the change from a humani
tarian mission. Second, because when 
the U.S. military takes on a new mis
sion with the potential for violence and 
the loss of life, Congress must be in
volved. Our Nation's founders expected 
Congress, as the people's representa
tives, to play a critical role in deciding 
when our forces would be put in hos
tilities abroad. 

The Byrd amendment, and his leader
ship here, is consistent, I believe, with 
our responsibility to protect the Con
stitution and the role of this body. 

For any tyrant to take heart from 
our action here would show, in my 
opinion, a singular misunderstanding 
of the structure of our constitutional 
form of government. We must be vigi
lant in the protection of our Constitu
tion and of our obligation to the men 
and women who serve in our Armed 
Forces. But no one should take heart 
from this action other than to recog
nize that Senator BYRD and those who 
support this amendment are doing so, I 
believe, in the finest tradition of the 
balance of powers in this constitu
tional government. We are exercising 
our responsibilities under the Constitu
tion not to allow our soldiers to be put 
in harm's way without debate, and sub
sequently congressional approval, of a 
clearly stated mission. 

I want at this time to offer my per
sonal condolences to the families of the 
American soldiers who have died there. 
Their sons have paid the ultimate price 
for our country, and I am sure we all 
recognize that. But they were part of 
an important and noble mission that is 
unique in history, and they saved hun
dreds of thousands of lives. We have 
done a wonderful thing for the Somali 
people, and I think all Americans can 
and should take pride in that. But the 
Byrd amendment says our troops must 
leave Somalia unless the Congress ap
proves an extension. I believe this is an 
eminently reasonable course, and I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 10 

minutes to the Senator from New Jer
sey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is 
recognized for up to 10 minutes on the 
time chargeable to the Senator from 
Arizona. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 
the distinguished Senator from Ari
zona. Before speaking on the amend
ment, I would like to add my voice to 
those who are welcoming the release of 
the captives held by General Ai deed, 
especially Michael Durant, but also the 
Nigerian U.N. soldier, and my condo
lences to the families of those who died 
in Somalia, in particular the two New 
Jersey soldiers who lost their lives in 
service to their country. 

Mr. President, I have opposed the 
continued presence of American troops 
in Somalia absent a clear and compel
ling framework for their involvement. 
The question is not one of cutting and 
running in response to casual ties or 
even cutting and running in slow mo
tion as the March 31 date could imply. 
The question is one of principle and 
common sense. In the post-cold-war 
world, we must only commit our troops 
and resources in support of achievable 
and well-understood goals. 
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Last week, after the loss of American 

troops, people called for the resigna
tion of Secretary Aspin. When they 
asked me, I said, no, I do not think he 
should resign. The problem was not a 
failure of execution of policy. It was, 
rather, a failure in the formulation of 
policy. A series of ad hoc decisions, di
vorced from any overall strategy, led 
our troops into an ill-defined, poorly 
planned, and open-ended mission. First, 
there was humanitarian relief, then 
peace enforcement, which developed 
into nation building. That in turn 
evolved into a bloody power struggle 
for control of Mogadishu. We have in 
this ad hoc way been brought to a 
stark choice: either we pour in tens of 
thousands of troops necessary to root 
out recalcitrant warlords and impose a 
political structure on Somalia or we 
withdraw as quickly as possible. 

Those are the two choices. The first 
option, deeper commitment, is a non
starter. We do not have vital national 
interests in Somalia, either strategic 
interests or economic interests, that 
would justify the expense of that first 
option in lives or resources, nor, I 
might say, do we have the public sup
port for such a step. That leaves only 
the second option, to bring our troops 
home as soon as possible consistent 
with an orderly departure. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, the ad
ministration has chosen neither of 
these realistic options-neither in
creasing military force and seeking to 
pacify nor leaving as soon as possible. 

Instead, it has opted for a middle 
course. The administration plan keeps 
American troops on the ground and at 
risk but provides far too little force to 
pacify Mogadishu door by door, block 
by block. Indeed, Secretary Chris
topher has said that "to carry out a 
military solution to this problem 
would require people, time, and money 
beyond all reasonable expectations." 

Mr. President, many Somali-Ameri
cans that I have talked to want Ameri
cans to remain in Mogadishu not for 6 
months but until the job is done. Be
yond the humanitarian mission, they 
want us to be there for one purpose, to 
root out General Ai deed. They argue 
that only that will establish the situa
tion for the long run, but clearly such 
an effort under U.S. leadership will 
cost many more U.S. lives and as of to
night I know of no one who advocates 
that position. 

At the same time, I believe the ad
ministration plan leaves too little time 
for political efforts to bear fruit. Even 
the President, when he announced his 
policy, acknowledged that it had only a 
"reasonable chance" of success. Given 
the history of Somalia, and the failed 
efforts of the past 10 months, I am not 
convinced that 6 more months will 
make any difference in establishing a 
political structure or even sufficient 
space for Somalis themselves to come 
to an agreement. 

Mr. President, whether we leave on 
March 31 or January 1 or February 1, I 
doubt Somalia will be any different 9 
months after we leave. Let me repeat 
that. Whether we leave on March 31 or 
January 1 or February 1, I doubt Soma
lia will be any different 9 months after 
we leave. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Arizona accepts the reality of the situ
ation and provides for a "prompt and 
orderly" departure from Sorpalia. 
Frankly, I would have preferred speci
fying an early date certain for cutoff of 
funds. However, Senator MCCAIN has 
clarified in his remarks that "prompt 
and orderly" means much less than 6 
months requested by the administra
tion. "Prompt and orderly" means as 
soon as possible. And on this basis I 
support the amendment. 

Some argue that prompt withdrawal 
would damage America's credibility. I 
believe the opposite is true. Recent his
tory has taught us that America's 
credibility is based on an ability to de
fine and pursue genuine national inter
ests and not by stamina or hunkering 
down. 

Just think of Beirut. Our credibility 
was damaged while our men were 
pinned down at the Beirut airport on 
another vague, open-ended humani
tarian mission. Our credibility recov
ered after we had the wisdom to with
draw. 

Mr. President, to argue that to leave 
makes Americans into targets world
wide, I believe, is faulty logic. Does 
anyone believe that by leaving January 
1 instead of April 1 terrorists on the 
West Bank or in Turkey or the Basque 
country will be encouraged? I find that 
assertion stretches the imagination. 

Only a well-planned and well-exe
cuted antiterrorist policy will deter 
terrorists. 

If sustaining casual ties . means we 
have to stay no matter how confused 
and poorly planned a mission, then we 
can never leave a place as long as we 
are sustaining casualties. If we hesi
tate to leave because at some point 
somewhere, someone might read our 
leaving as weakness, then our foreign 
policy has lost any flexibility and we 
could be pinned down at place after 
place after place around the world. 

What a narrow, reactive view of the 
world and our role. What a very cold 
war style view. We do not decide. They 
decide, and we react. 

Mr. President, some argue that our 
departure would damage the United 
Nations. It is true that the experience 
surrounding Somalia has wounded the 
United Nations. The U.N.'s ability to 
mount and sustain a peace enforcement 
mission has been called into question 
clearly, but the source of the United 
Nations difficulty lies in its ill-defined, 
poorly planned and open-ended mission 
that it took upon itself. The United 
Nations difficulty lies in trying to per
form a peace-enforcement mission with 

the resources and skills appropriate to 
a peacekeeping mission. 

The United Nations is an important 
pillar of the post-cold-war inter
national order. No question about that. 
It has proved its value in peacekeeping. 
But the tools necessary for peace en
forcement conducted in a hostile envi
ronment are very different. We realize 
that now. The United Nations must 
learn from its mistake as well. We and 
the United Nations will need to apply 
these lessons as we view the situations 
around the world that pop up, whether 
it is in Hai ti or if we are asked to nego
tiate a negotiated settlement in the 
former Yugoslavia. Learn the lesson of 
Somalia. 

Mr. President, we are not debating 
here tonight a choice between solving 
Somalia and abandoning Somalia. We 
are debating America's interests. It is 
in America's interest to withdraw our 
forces as soon as possible. If we began 
our withdrawal today, it could be done 
in an orderly fashion in 21/z months, 
January 1. 

So a March 31 deadline would mean 
that we stay 3 months longer than nec
essary. It is not in America's interest 
to extend our exposure on the ground 
at an unacceptable cost in blood, treas
ure, and credibility. 

So I say let us support America's in
terests, cut off the funding, and bring 
our soldiers home. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, may I 
ask my friend, Senator BYRD, for time? 

Mr. BYRD. How much time does the 
Senator need? 

Mr. STEVENS. Not more than 5 min
utes. I do not think I will use that 
much. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Chair .. 
Mr. President, I want to thank the 

distinguished chairman of the Appro
priations Committee, the Senator for 
West Virginia, for courtesies to this 
Senator during the preparation of his 
amendment to the Defense appropria
tions bill. 

The President pro tempore has given 
the views of this Senator much consid
eration, and I appreciate the modifica
tions he made to his amendment. 

I have asked to be a cosponsor for 
this amendment, because I believe Sen
a tor BYRD has tried to strike an appro
priate balance between the need to pro
tect our military personnel in Somalia, 
and to ensure the United Nations has 
sufficient time to prepare for the de
parture of United States forces. 

The release of WO Michael Durrant 
lifts a serious burden from the military 
and the President in formulating our 
withdrawal schedule from Somalia. 

Mr. President, early this week I 
joined four other Senators in a 2 hour 
classified discussion with Gen. Joseph 
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Hoar, commander in chief of the 
Central Command. 

General Hoar is charged with direct 
responsibility for the United States 
military forces now deployed to Soma
lia. 

I want to begin my remarks by 
thanking General Hoar for his candor 
and frankness in our meeting. 

Many of the issues raised by the 
Members at this session were complex 
and charged with emotion-General 
Hoar handled all matters with direct
ness and thoughtfulness. 

Regardless of one's views on our mis
sion in Somalia, this debate should 
make clear that the Senate has the ut
most respect for, and confidence in, 
General Hoar's conduct of military op
erations in and around Somalia. 

I cannot but believe that if his coun
sel had been heeded throughout this 
operation, many of the concerns ex
pressed by Senators today might not 
have emerged. 

Today's debate must not leave any 
doubt in the minds of the men and 
women of the military of the support 
and pride felt by Members of the Sen
ate for their performance in Somalia. 

Our efforts today serve to establish 
the framework for the continued Unit
ed States role to ·end the starvation 
and other crises that have afflicted So
malia. 

As this amendment makes clear, the 
United States mission to Somalia, as 
supported by the Senate earlier this 
year, was a success in ending the mass 
hunger and instability that existed in 
Somalia through December 1992. 

This mission became more com
plicated as the priorities of the United 
Nations shifted from immediate hu
manitarian assistance to broader na
tion-building goals. 

These new parameters entangled 
United States military forces in a situ
ation far different from that assumed 
when forces were deployed by President 
Bush to Somalia in December. 

I commend President Clinton for his 
statements last week that refocus our 
immediate Somalia policy toward hu
manitarian assistance priorities. 

The adoption by the Congress of the 
Byrd amendment will not conflict with 
the principals outlined by the Presi
dent. 

This amendment mandates that the 
Congress take formal action to support 
the continued presence of United 
States military forces in Somalia past 
March 31, 1994. 

This Senator helped lead the fight to 
authorize the use of military force in 
the Persian Gulf 2 years ago. 

I am not reluctant to vote for U.S. 
military actions, if such policies are 
consistent with our national interests, 
and there is public support for such en
gagements. 

At this time, I believe the United 
States interests in Somalia have been 
fulfilled by the cessation of the famine 

crisis, and the pacification of most of 
Somalia outside Mogadishu. 

The issue today is the orderly trans
fer of these responsibilities from U.S. 
military forces to a U.N. authority. 

It is my judgment that transfers 
could take place under either Senator 
BYRD'S amendment or Senator 
McCAIN'S amendment. I do not support 
tabling Senator McCAIN'S amendment. 
There are adequate protections for our 
military forces and for the protection 
of those engaged in our humanitarian 
efforts in Somalia-so I will vote 
against tabling the McCain amend
ment. 

I believe it is reasonable, if not essen
tial, that the United States be prepared 
to step forward, and take on the tough 
assignments, on behalf of the inter
national community. 

This Nation has accepted that burden 
in the past, and I am proud of the job 
done by our · military forces in Korea, 
the Sinai, in Panama, in Desert Storm, 
and in Somalia. 

United States commitments in these 
matters cannot be unlimited though, 
and subject to the agendas of institu
tions not accountable to the American 
people, whose sons and daughters must 
undertake those missions. 

The stark spending reductions for the 
Department of Defense proposed by the 
administration further limit our abil
ity to sustain prolonged overseas de
ployments, absent support from our al
lies. 

The Senate provided $444.7 million 
for U.N. peacekeeping operations in the 
recently passed Commerce-Justice
State Appropriations bill. 

If the United States is going to pro
vide such sums to the United Nations, 
there must be some capacity for the 
United Nations to assume these respon
sibilities once the military situation is 
stabilized by American forces. 

If either amendment is adopted, I be
lieve we will have provided the Sec
retary General ample time to assemble 
forces from other U.N. members to re
place the American contingent. 

The willingness of other states, par
ticularly in Africa, to take the lead 
with the United Nations on working for 
future settlements in Somalia will be a 
test of the United Nations process. 

For the United States to engage in 
future U .N. peacemaking and peace
keeping operations, this transition in 
Somalia must be a success-without a 
prolonged United States presence. 

The Constitution places clear respon
sibility on the Congress to declare war, 
and provide funds for the military. 

It equally charges the President with 
responsibilities as Commander in Chief 
and for foreign relations. 

The amendment proposed by the 
chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee does not cross that line between 
congressional interferences and respon
sibility for foreign military activities. 

This Senator would support a request 
to extend United States forces in So-

malia, if the military commanders be
lieve there is a necessary function to 
protect American personnel, or if any 
Americans are detained or held hostage 
by elements in Somalia. 

But that is an issue for the Senate to 
consider in the future, based on the 
success of Ambassador Oakley in 
brokering a peaceful transition in So
malia. 

I know each of us is heartened by 
Ambassador Oakley's willingness to re
turn to Somalia, to continue his work. 

Mr. President, I want to talk about 
the role of the Senate. Last evening I 
asked for and took home the Congres
sional RECORD for September 8 and 9 
because yesterday I was bothered by 
the fact that we had an opportunity to 
prevent the deaths that occurred in 
Mogadishu. 

This issue was raised, and was raised 
quite pointedly for us by Senator BYRD 
on September 8. I remember listening 
to his argument then, and saying to 
the Senator he was right on and we 
should stay together. 

He pointed out to us then, and I 
quote 'from his statement: 

The U.N. sand castle is crumbling fast in 
Mogadishu. We have been focusing our ef
forts on chasing down one of the worst of the 
gang leaders, 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 unrealistic 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? 

The Senator from West Virginia went 
on to make a case. 

By September 8 or 9, we had not real
ly listened, but a group got together 
and decided that the Senator's amend
ment, his original amendment, which 
said that within 30 days from the date 
of the act-that was the authorization 
bill for defense-no funds would be able 
to be obligated to support operations of 
the Armed Forces in Somalia unless it 
was authorized by law by that time. 

The Senate urged Senator BYRD to 
change that. What we ended up with 
was a report that would come out on 
October 15. 

Last night that bothered me, as I 
said. I went back and read the state
ments that he made. It is an interest
ing thing because Senator BYRD point
ed out at that time he was not a John
ny-come-lately. He reminded us that in 
1983, before the Beirut incident, he had 
offered an amendment to limit that de
ployment. It was tabled, and in its 
place was an extended 18-month period. 
As a matter of fact, within 24 days 
after Senator BYRD'S amendment was 
tabled, we had the problem in Lebanon 
with a great many young men losing 
their lives. 

I found it interesting that Senator 
McCAIN was the other Senator involved 
there. Strangely enough, a new Con
gressman in 1983 had the same motiva
tion. He came forward and offered an 
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amendment in the House on Lebanon. 
It too was defeated over there. He 
raised the question in 1983. He joined 
Senator BYRD on September 9 and 8, as 
a matter of fact. But on September 9, 
Senator MCCAIN supporting Senator 
BYRD said this: 

Mr. President, a date certain is necessary 
for many reasons. We should not commit 
U.S. forces to any military mission in the 
post-cold war era without a national consen
sus, and this can only come from congres
sional review of such a commitment. 

Second, we must be extraordinarily careful 
in submitting U.S . forces to U.N. command, 
or any foreign command, especially when the 
objective of the United Nations may not be 
our objective and the U. N. command may 
have uncertain organizational effectiveness. 

Third, I think we all realize that we have 
drifted from the use of force to secure hu
manitarian relief to an open-ended effort at 
peace enforcement and nation building. 

You know, last night when I read 
that, I said why did we not listen, Mr. 
President? If there is anything I hope 
the Senate is listening to now, it is the 
fact that when these issues come up we 
ought to take time to debate them and 
understand them and resolve them; re
solve the role of the Senate, the role of 
the Congress before these tragedies 
occur. 

I think it is unfortunate that we end 
up in this situation because of the par
liamentary maneuvering. My prepared 
statement touches on that a little bit. 
But here we have two men who have 
been foresighted in dealing with the 
power of Congress with regard to for
eign deployments, particularly in a 
post-cold war period. We end up by sup
porting one or the other. 

My point, Mr. President, is that 
these two Senators have brought to us 
an issue that requires-requires-the 
Senate to think and to slow down a lit
tle bit. We spent all day yesterday 
waiting for revision of the amendment, 
and today we are going to finish this in 
4 hours. To me that is wrong. 

It is wrong because we need to take 
time in the Senate once again to be a 
debating group, to think out loud, and 
to have the American public know that 
we are willing to take action when we 
have the power to take it. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. With the authority of 
the Senator from Arizona, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Montana, [Mr. BURNS]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER). The Senator from Mon
tana. 

Mr. BURNS. I thank my friend from 
the State of Washington. 

Mr. President, I rise today to support 
the amendment by the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona and to speak re
garding the President's decision to 
sen<} more troops to Somalia and to 
commit troops until March 1994, with-

out a clear mandate from the American 
people or the United States Congress. 

Let me say up front that I supported 
the decision to stop the starvation in 
Somalia with Operation Restore Hope. 
The situation was so bad at that point 
that only the United States could put 
together a relief effort with the 
amount of force necessary in the lim
ited amount of time available. Ameri
cans are known for their compassion, 
and I am proud that we chose to save 
the women and children, maybe a mil
lion total people, when we had the 
chance. 

But when the United Nations took 
over the operation, the danger level 
rose substantially, and I became much 
more concerned, as many Americans 
did. It turned out that we were right. 
On October 4, during a 15-hour battle 13 
soldiers were lost and 78 wounded. The 
bodies of American servicemen were 
dragged through the streets of 
Mogadishu. It is pretty clear now that 
this is no longer a humanitarian mis
sion. 

This operation has broken down into 
a long string of mistakes. First, many 
of our troops are under the command of 
the United Nations. We have to get out 
from underneath the command of the 
United Nations-that was obvious when 
it took 7 hours for a rescue effort on 
our downed choppers. That is why I am 
also cosponsoring my friend Senator 
NICKLES' amendment to restrict the 
funding of combat troops under U.N. 
command. 

Now, the President wants to send 
4,000 more troops to Somalia. Com
pared to the more than 20,000 troops we 
came in with, this is nothing. I dis
agree with the decision not to pull out 
at this point, but if you do go in, do it 
right. Four thousand troops are just 
not going to make a difference in a 
hostile city of over a million people. 

Most important, I believe that it is 
time that the administration establish 
at least a plan of withdrawal. The 
President has given us March 31 as a 
date, which in my opinion is about 6 
months too late, but I really want to 
hear how they are going to get all our 
people out. I was glad to hear that the 
hostage, Michael Durant, had been re
leased, but in case that happens again, 
this amendment has a provision to 
allow us to stay. 

I am willing to stand with the Presi
dent when he is right, and sometimes 
even when he may be a little bit wrong. 
But right now he is dead wrong. We do 
not cut and run when we get hit, but 
when we have no call to be somewhere 
and they make it clear we are not 
wanted, then we should learn from 
Vietnam. I think that without a man
date or a mission, we have to get our 
people out of there now. 

I do not want to tie the President's 
hands, so I am willing to go along with 
my friend from Arizona's concept of 
not having a firm date. I want to allow 

the Pentagon exactly as much time as 
it takes to nail down the situation, se
cure our prisoners, and get out in an 
orderly way. I have heard that this 
would be about mid-January according 
to military experts, but more impor
tantly it is as soon as possible. I think 
that this measure is the bare minimum 
the Senate can expect, and I urge my 
colleagues to support it. 

I want to thank publicly the Presi
dent pro tempore of this body, for I, 
like Senator STEVENS, had thoughts 
way back on September 8 and 9, too. 
And I went to Senator BYRD at that 
time and I said, "Offer the amendment, 
and we will pass it." But as all good 
statesmen do, he chose the route of a 
statesman and now comes back as a 
statesman with his amendment. 

I supported Operation Restore Hope, 
and I say to America that our mission 
is over. 

If one looks at the amendment as of
fered by Senator McCAIN, there is no 
time here. But I am going to support 
it, because it says that the President 
has to put forth a plan and withdraw 
the troops using the safety of those 
troops, and also with the judgment of 
the rest of the forces that are there. I 
agree with my friend from Virginia 
who said that we must take into con
sideration the people that are there 
that we have partnered up with in this 
operation, that they have to be consid
ered, too. I think that would be part of 
the withdrawal from Somalia. 

So I support what Senator McCAIN is 
doing here, and I also want to con
gratulate my friend from West Vir
ginia, who first brought us into focus-
made this group focus on what we were 
doing in Somalia. I congratulate him 
for that. But we do not have a mission 
there. We have our only prisoner, we 
think. There may be one missing in ac
tion, but we will try our hardest to 
take care of that problem. But America 
has told us that once the mission is 
over-and I agree with my friend from 
New Jersey, that in 9 months we prob
ably will not recognize Somalia any 
different than it was before we went 
there. 

So it is time to bring them home, and 
that is what Senator McCAIN'S amend
ment says. It is very simple. "No funds 
appropriated or otherwise made avail
abJe in this or any other act to the De
partment of Defense may be obligated 
for support of the operations of United 
States Armed Forces in Somalia, ex
cept as provided for in subsection (b)," 
and it says: "to support the prompt and 
orderly withdrawal of all United States 
Armed Forces from Somalia in a man
ner most consistent with the safety of 
United States personnel." 

Nobody is just going to jump up and 
pack up without having some consider
ation of our friends that are there. We 
could write a book. I could go back to 
fifties when we were in the operations 
of Korea. I can remember when troops 
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pulled out there, and it caused a little 
thing called the Chosen Reservoir. And 
I served in the Marine Corps with folks 
who walked out of that because some
body just chose to pull stakes and 
leave a flank completely exposed, and I 
remember what we paid for that ter
rible mistake. 

Everything has to be kept in perspec
tive here. This is a very straight
forward amendment. It says: Mr. Presi
dent, take the action. I appreciate 
what both of these men are doing. I 
support the McCain amendment, and I 
appreciate the President pro tempore 
for awakening the conscience and good 
sense of this body. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
Mr. BYRD. How much time does the 

Senator wish? 
Mr. THURMOND. About 5 minutes. 
Mr. BYRD. I yield the Senator 5 min

utes. I am overextended considerably 
on time. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise to co-sponsor the Byrd-Mitchell
Dole Resolution on Somalia. This reso
lution represents a solid consensus of 
the Senate leadership and Members re
sponsible for national security and for
eign policy. It clarifies the mission and 
command and control arrangements in 
Somalia. American troops will remain 
under the operational control of Amer
ican commanders, and their actions 
will be limited to the original humani
tarian relief operation, and to protect
ing U.S. and U.N. personnel. It will put 
an end to chasing warlords and nation 
building. Of primary concern to the 
Senate and the American people, this 
resolution will bring about an orderly 
withdrawal of U.S. forces by March 31, 
1994. 

The main difference between this res
olution and the one proposed by the 
distinguished Senator from Arizona, 
with whom I have worked on the 
Armed Services Committee and for 
whom I have the highest regard, is the 
date. His resolution blocks funds for 
operations in Somalia except to sup
port the prompt and orderly with
drawal of all U.S. forces-by implica
tion, immediately. A lesser difference 
is that Senator McCAIN'S resolution 
makes no provision for a residual non
combat element to remain in an advi
sory role to a continuing U.N. pres
ence, or to protect U.S. diplomatic fa
cilities, as does Byrd-Mitchell-Dole. 

The clear intent of the McCain 
amendment is to bring about an in
stantaneous withdrawal. I have always 
sympathized with those who want an 
early withdrawal, and have stated so 
many times. The humanitarian mission 
has been accomplished, and I see no 
good national purpose in keeping out 
soldiers in danger. But at the same 
time I feel it is not in the national in
terest to beat a hasty retreat, nor to 
appear as if we are being thrown out by 
a gang of bandits and warlords. 

The Commander in Chief and mili
tary commanders in the field need to 
have flexibility when troops are en
gaged and lives are at stake. Even 
those who want an instant pull-out 
must understand that instant in a situ
ation like this can amount to a lengthy 
period. General Hoar of United States 
Central Command and overall com
mander of United States combat troops 
in Somalia, has told the Armed Serv
ices Committee that if he got the order 
to withdraw today, it would take many 
weeks to carry it out. His forces cannot 
just pull up stakes, march on board 
ship, and sail home. Troops must be 
pulled back from the outlying regions, 
equipment must be marshalled, weap
ons and gear packed, ships and air
planes brought in. Above all, security 
has to be maintained. That means a 
staged withdrawal, with security ele
ments being established to protect 
each withdrawing element. A with
drawal in the face of possible attack is 
the most .difficult of all military ma
neuvers. In a case like this, excessive 
haste could mean further losses. That 
possibility convinces me that a March 
31 deadline for our departure is not un
reasonable. 

I yield to no one in my regard for the 
magnificent achievement of our men 
and women in uniform-in Somalia and 
elsewhere. As I said on a previous occa
sion in this Chamber, they are the best 
in the world, well-trained, well-moti
vated, brave, disciplined, and obedient. 
They go and fight where we ask them 
to go. They give the Nation their serv
ice and sacrifice-sometimes even unto 
death. That gift is not to be taken 
lightly, nor abused. Our servicemen 
know they may have to go into danger. 
But at the same time they must be 
able to trust that their Government is 
committed to their safety. 

Having said that, Mr. President, I 
must also say that we in the Senate, 
especially members of the military 
oversight committees, have an obliga
tion to balance our regard for our serv
icemen with other requirements. I can 
assure my colleagues that we share the 
outrage of the American people at the 
way the Somali operation has been 
mishandled, and at the desecration of 
our dead. But we have to act on infor
mation not available to the public-in
formation from the intelligence com
munity, from the Joint Chiefs of 
Staffs, and from our commanders in 
the field. 

Mr. President, we have acted on such 
information and in our best judgment 
in drafting this resolution. I believe we 
have also acted in the best interests of 
our military personnel in Somalia and 
in the national interest. I believe this 
resolution is a reasonable and common
sense approach to a terribly difficult 
and complex situation-an approach all 
Members can support. I urge the Sen
ate to support it. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Washington. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 7 

minutes to the distinguished senior 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I ask the 
Chair to inform me when I have 2 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. President, I rise today to offer 
some personal comments and observa
tions regarding the situation in Soma
lia. 

First of all, I express my great relief 
for the release of Michael Durant in 
Mogadishu. As my colleagues know, 
Michael and his family are from Berlin, 
NH. He has been in our thoughts and 
prayers every moment since he was 
wounded and taken prisoner on October 
3. Our prayers have been answered. Mi
chael is now in safe hands and is re
ceiving treatment for his injuries. I 
pay tribute to Michael and his family 
for their courage in the face of such ad
versity. They have been remarkable. I 
look forward to that day in the very 
near future when New Hampshire can 
join with Michael's family in welcom
ing him home to the Granite State. 

I express personal condolences to the 
families of those killed in Somalia as 
well of those who were wounded. 

Mr. President, many of my col
leagues have spoken eloquently on the 
subject of Somalia over the past few 
weeks. I have listened to their com
ments carefully. I have also listened to 
the statements of the President, and 
the briefings by Secretary Aspin, Sec
retary Christopher, and Representa
tives of the Joint Staff. 

My analysis of the Somalia situation 
and the rationalizations provided by 
the Clinton administration concerning 
our involvement there have led me to 
one inescapable conclusion: the United 
States is pursuing a tragic and fatally 
flawed policy in Somalia, and the Byrd 
amendment simply allows that policy 
to continue. 

Mr. President, I recognize that the 
dynamics of our involvement in Soma
lia are very complicated, and from the 
outset, let me say that I supported 
President Bush's initiative to provide 
humanitarian relief to the hundreds of 
thousands of Somalis who where dying 
of starvation last winter. I did not take 
this position lightly. Indeed, just as 
with many Americans, I was uncom
fortable with the prospect of commit
ting U.S. troops to an operation that 
was purely humanitarian, not military, 
in nature, and the precedent this would 
set for future situations. 

However, as outlined by President 
Bush, Operation Restore Hope was 
clearly defined and of limited duration. 
The deployment included four primary 
mission objectives: First, to secure 
major air and seaports, installations 
and food distribution points; second, to 
open and free passage of relief supplies; 
third, to provide security for convoys 
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and relief supplies; and fourth, to assist 
United Nations and nongovernmental 
organizations in providing relief under 
U.N. auspices. 

In announcing the United States 
intervention on December 4, 1992, 
President Bush stated, and I quote: 

Our mission has a limited objective-to 
open the supply routes, to get the food mov
ing, and prepare the way for a U.N. peace
keeping force to keep it moving. This oper
ation is not open-ended. We will not stay 
longer than is absolutely necessary. 

I supported President Bush's initia
tive, as defined, and believe the oper
ation was largely successful in meeting 
the established goals. Accordingly, it is 
my belief that the United States 
should have withdrawn its troops from 
Somalia last spring when the relief op
eration culminated. We had fully 
achieved our mission objectives; it was 
time to go home. 

Yet, somewhere along the line this 
spring, the Clinton administration fun
damentally altered the scope and mis
sion of United States involvement in 
Somalia. Whereas the Bush initiative 
was humanitarian in nature, the Clin
ton policy evolved into nation building, 
disarming warlords, and policing cities. 
In fact, at the same time that we were 
supposed to be bringing our troops 
home, the administration began com
mitting those troops to a more vola
tile, unorthodox mission. The results 
have been disastrous. 

Mr. President, as they say, hindsight 
is 20-20, and it is very easy to be a Mon
day morning quarterback on policy is
sues. But the Clinton policy in Somalia 
has been, and continues to be, deeply 
flawed. The issue before Congress today 
is whether we should perpetuate this 
flawed, dangerous policy or act within 
our constitutional jurisdiction to cor
rect the situation. I believe we must 
take action to correct the situation. 

Let me make clear at this point that 
I recognize and support the authority 
of the President to establish and con
duct foreign policy. He is the Com
mander in Chief of our Armed Forces 
and we should respect his authority. 
However, the Congress also has very 
clear and compelling responsibilities in 
this area. It is appropriate that we 
should have this debate. 

Mr. President, in reviewing the evo
lution of United States policy on So
malia, it is clear that during the spring 
and early summer of this year the Clin
ton administration changed the mis
sion of United States Forces and sig
nificantly escalated our military in
volvement. Whereas the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff wanted to move U.S. troops over
the-horizon and out of the immediate 
city areas, the U.N. sought to personal
ize the mission into a manhunt for 
Aideed. For unknown, and certainly ill
advised reasons, the administration 
sided with the U.N. against the Joint 
Chiefs, and tasked U.S. Rangers to 
hunt down and apprehend Mr. Aideed. 

As a result, the cycle of violence be
tween warring factions and the U.N. 
forces escalated, bringing more and 
more U.S. troops into harms way. 

It is important to emphasize that 
this changed mission was never en
dorsed by the Congress and does not 
have the support of the American peo
ple. The initial Somalia mission, en
dorsed by the Congress, was humani
tarian in nature. But since May, the 
mission has been military-ori~mted. 
And during the period from May ·until 
the present, 25 American soldiers have 
been killed in a~tion and 159 wounded. 
I simply ask m~ colleagues, for what 
purpose or mission did these brave 
Americans give their lives? Ask your
self that question. Does anyone really 
know why we are in Somalia today, 
what our objectives are, and what the 
rules of engagement for military forces 
are? What did these men die for? What 
were they wounded for? Did they die 
for Somalian people who have been 
shooting them in the streets of 
Mogudishu? 

The sad truth is that the administra
tion has not identified a legitimate 
mission for United States troops in So
malia. There are no strategic interests 
at stake. There is no clearly defined 
military objective; nor is there a defi
nition of, or timetable to achieve, suc
cess. Al though the administration re
cently set March 31 as the deadline for 
withdrawal of U.S. Forces, the mission 
remains as murky as ever and it is 
clear that the deadline is driven by 
public relations pressure more than 
anything else. And the deployment of 
an additional 1,700 combat troops hard
ly changes the tactical situation which 
confronts United States forces in So
malia. In fact, it merely sends more 
troops in harm's way without clarify
ing the mission or changing the rules 
of engagement. This is simply unac
ceptable. 

I want to elaborate of this point, be
cause the majority of the American 
public is not aware of the geographic 
and tactical military challenges con
fronting United States troops in Soma
lia. In fact, I have no doubt that they 
would be outraged to learn of the lack 
of attention and support which has 
been provided to our troops. 

Mr. President, the United States 
Forces in Somalia are largely holed-up 
in their Mogadishu basing areas, sur
rounded by hostile militiamen loyal to 
Aideed. Whenever they leave their se
cure bases they are vulnerable to am
bush. And contrary to initial guide
lines, the U.S. quick reaction force 
that was to be on call for emergency 
operations is actually operating in the 
streets of Mogadishu on a daily basis, 
while the U.N.-commanded forces in 
charge of logistics, intelligence, and 
communications are hunkered down. 
Additionally, there have been persist
ent reports that the U.N. command 
structure has been infiltrated by 

Aideed loyalists, and that U.N. troops 
sympathetic to Mr. Aideed are com
promising sensitive operational infor
mation. 

Perhaps most disturbing has been the 
revelation that General Montgomery, 
our on-scene commander in Mogadishu, 
was denied in his request for additional 
armored vehicles to protect United 
States troops in Somalia. As a result, 
it took rescue forces some 9 hours to 
arrive on the helicopter crash scene Oc
tober 3 when U.S. troops came under 
heavy attack. The United States lost 17 
American soldiers and 87 wounded that 
day. Speaking as one Senator, I find it 
unconscionable that the policymakers 
in the Pentagon would deny our troops 
the tools to defend themselves, particu
larly after allowing them to become 
vulnerable in such an untenable tac
tical situation. I intend to investigate 
this matter thoroughly once we have 
resolved the immediate dilemma in So
malia. 

Mr. President, I recall that during 
the Presidential campaign, then-can
didate Clinton pledged that, if elected, 
he would focus like a laser beam on do
mestic issues. Certainly, there is much 
here at home that demands our atten
tion. But when American troops are de
ployed in harm's way, the Commander 
in Chief, and his administration, must 
remain engaged. Unfortunately, this 
has not been the case in Somalia. The 
administration has not provided the 
necessary oversight or support for our 
troops. And the administration has 
failed to apply lessons learned in Viet
nam, the gulf war and Lebanon to the 
situation in Somalia. 

Vietnam taught us that incre
mentalism is a recipe for disaster. The 
gulf war demonstrated that massive , 
decisive military force wins conflicts 
and minimizes casualties. And Lebanon 
provided tragic and compelling proof of 
the dangerous inherent to peacekeep
ing and nation-building efforts. Yet the 
administration has disregarded these 
fundamental and painfully expensive 
lessons and floundered incrementally 
into a terrible pandoras box in the 
Horn of Africa. 

The Lebanon analogy is extremely 
relevant to the situation we are facing 
today in Somalia. While Somalia is not 
fractured along religious and political 
lines to the extent that Lebanon is, 
there is a political dimension to the 
clan fighting and factional power 
struggles that draws an alarming simi
larity. A United States-led multi
national · peacekeeping force entered 
Lebanon in the early 1980's with the 
best of intentions, determined to sup
press violence and human suffering 
without becoming entangled in under
lying political disputes. They were wel
comed by the Lebanese people, tempo
rarily. However, over time , resentment 
against foreign troops grew and the 
peacekeepers became unwilling players 
in Lebanon's internal power struggles. 
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The result was tragic; 241 American 
soldiers were killed in a terrorist 
bombing attack against the United 
States compound in Beirut. 

We are seeing this same disturbing 
trend in Somalia. Whereas U.S. troops 
were once cheered in Mogadishu, today 
they are jeered. And just as we saw in 
Lebanon, the longer that multinational 
forces remain deployed in Somalia, the 
more they are viewed by local factions 
not as impartial purveyors of humani
tarian aid, but as meddling foreigners 
out to advance their own agenda. With 
the Clinton administration's decision 
to personalize the conflict into a war 
against Aideed, this perception has be
come reality. As a result, United 
States and multinational forces have 
been repeatedly targeted for reprisals. 
A total of 29 Americans soldiers have 
now been lost, and 170 wounded. It is 
time for this operation to end. 

Mr. President, the administration 
has outlined its plan to remain in So
malia until March 31. In my opinion, 
this is unacceptable. With the release 
of Michael Durant, we have accounted 
for all of our servicemen in Somalia. 
There is simply no justification for 
continued U.S. military involvement in 
the Horn of Africa. We should bring our 
troops home as safely and expedi
tiously as possible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator has 2 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Chair for re
minding me of that. 

I am pleased to join with my friend 
from Arizona, Senator MCCAIN, in of
fering this amendment to initiate a 
prompt and orderly withdrawal of U.S. 
Armed Forces from Somalia. I do not 
believe that it is appropriate to set an 
arbitrary date for bringing our troops 
home, and I certainly do not believe 
that we should remain in Somalia 
through next March. We should begin 
the withdrawal process now and get 
our troops home as quickly and safely 
as possible, so that they can spend a 
much deserved holiday season with 
their families. 

For those who support the adminis
tration's March 31 deadline, I would re
spectfully ask, "What is our mission in 
Somalia?" What purpose is served by 
leaving U.S. soldiers in harm's way for 
another 6 months in some far away 
conflict that does not affect U.S. inter
ests and has no consensus for participa
tion here at home?" This is unaccept
able. It is unconscionable. 

The U.S. military serves to protect 
our freedom and national security. It is 
not a law enforcement agency to be 
subcontracted out whenever and wher
ever the U.N. sees fit. We have no na
tional interests at stake in Somalia, no 
clearly defined military mission and 
rules of engagement, and no consensus 
for involvement here at home. Aideed 
and his supporters are not worth a sin
gle drop of American blood. Twenty-

nine of our finest soldiers have already 
made the ultimate sacrifice in this 
misguided intervention. We should 
withdraw our troops from Somalia, and 
we should begin the transition now. 

Those who claim the McCain amend
ment would have us cut and run should 
look again. 

The United States of America has 
gone to Somalia in a humanitarian 
way and helped feed starving people. 
The mission is complete. That is not 
cutting and running. That is doing a 
job and leaving honorably. It is the pol
icy that is the mistake. 

In closing, I want to once again pay 
tribute to Michael Durant and his fam
ily for their courage and composure 
during this terrible ordeal. The 
thoughts and prayers of the Nation 
have been with you, and the news of 
Michael's release was an inspiration for 
us all. 

I also want to express my profound 
respect and appreciation to Ambas
sador Oakley for his efforts in nego
tiating the release. Ambassador Oakley 
has done yeoman's work on this issue 
and the Nation owes him a debt of 
gratitude. 

Some voices were saying we should 
not negotiate with Aideed. Aideed de
serves a great deal of credit for the 
yeoman work he did in bringing home 
the prisoner of war. 

I would just say to my colleagues 
think very carefully about this vote. 
Think very carefully about it. The 
McCain amendment is the right way to 
go. 

We are all people of a different gen
eration. We are much older than those 
young kids who are fighting and dying 
in Somalia. We must not lose touch 
with these American heroes who will 
go on to a battlefield for us any time 
because that is what they are paid to 
do. And they do it well, they do it so 
well. 

History will record this debate. We 
will look back on the McCain and Byrd 
amendments no matter how we vote 
and analyze them in hindsight. But a 
soldier who loses his life cannot look 
back, and his family can only look 
back at that funeral. Let us not have 
any more funerals. Let us not have any 
more funerals. Let us get out, and the 
McCain plan is a good way to do it. We 
now have negotiated the release of our 
prisoner. Our mission has been accom
plished and our dead have been ac
counted for. Let us go home. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 5 

minutes to the Senator from Califor
nia, [Mrs. BOXER]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, :i:: thank 
the Senator for yielding me time. I 
thank him and Senator BYRD for their 
incredible contribution to ending the 

violence against our American troops 
in Somalia. 

Mr. President, I am not truly happy 
with these choices that we have. I have 
spoken to the good Senator from West 
Virginia about this. I felt his initial 
plan with a date for withdrawal set at 
February 1 was the best option. 

So tonight, I plan to vote in favor of 
the McCain amendment, and if that is 
tabled, I plan to vote in favor of the 
Byrd amendment. 

Mr. President, in my campaign for 
the Senate last year, I said that the 
end of the cold war gave us a tremen
dous opportunity to refocus our spend
ing priorities and put more resources 
into our own people. 

It is, as the saying goes, a "new 
world order." The Soviet empire is no 
longer. But the end of the cold war 
does not mean there are no more chal
lenges to American leadership and de
mocracy. There are situations of con
flict and turmoil that require our re
sponse. 

The crisis of hunger and famine in 
Somalia last year was one of those sit
uations. When the American people 
saw the face of starvation-and we will 
never forget those haunting pictures, 
and we saw people crying out for our 
help-we all responded. It was a very, 
very clear mission. Operation Restore 
Hope made sense, and the American 
people and the Congress supported it. 

In large measure, it has been a suc
cess. Outside Mogadishu, the crisis has 
eased, the famine has ended, and the 
violence has subsided. 

But in the past few months, we have 
seen another face of Somalia. This is 
not the face of starving children but 
the face of warring clans an internal 
political fights that we did not create 
and we cannot solve by military force. 
This new face of Somalia has led to 
some frightening images: our young 
people brutalized by the fighting, and 
one even taken captive. Thank God 
that tonight he has been released. 

We cannot establish peace by force, 
Mr. President. We cannot do that in 
Somalia or, frankly, in any other place 
in the world. We can and should re
spond militarily if our national inter
ests are directly imperiled and if those 
interests are spelled out clearly by our 
President, understood by the American 
people, and debated here in these Halls 
of Congress. And that is why Senators 
BYRD and MCCAIN deserve so much 
credit, because we are debating it here 
where it belongs. 

Of course, we should continue to 
react to crises like the famine and the 
hunger in Somalia. But a humanitarian 
mission that intentionally places or 
leaves our forces in combat situations 
is no longer humanitarian and it must 
end as quickly as possible. 

In addition, the Somalia si tua ti on 
raises questions about the use of U.N. 
peacekeeping activities. I believe the 
U.N. forces should do what they did 
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traditionally: keeping the peace in a 
country where all sides have agreed to 
cease armed conflict-not to become 
the instruments of a forced peace. 

So, as we remember the faces, Mr. 
President, that moved us to action last 
December, I implore my colleagues 
also to look at the many faces of Amer
ica; to look at what is happening to our 
children, Mr. President, 25 percent of 
whom are poor. 

We have already spent $1 billion in 
Somalia. But if we try to increase 
spending for these children of Amer
ica-to vaccinate them, to help them, 
to educate them, to stop the violence-
we would argue endlessly over just a 
few million dollars. 

So that is a new face of this debate 
that we need to consider tonight. It is 
a face that demands immediate atten
tion. 

I ask my colleagues to look at this 
photograph 

It is a face of a child in America who 
is sleeping, homeless, in a car. 

So when we think of the faces in this 
debate-the faces of the starving in So
malia, the faces of the warlords, the 
clansmen, and we think of the faces of 
our American service men and women 
who are over there-I urge Senators to 
think of these faces, too. 

I thank the Senator from Arizona for 
yielding me this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. SIMON]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator BYRD. 

I rise in support of the Byrd amend
ment and in opposition to the amend
ment offered by my friend from Ari
zona. 

I heard Senator BOREN speak earlier 
this evening. He made two points: One 
I agree with; one I do not agree with. 

The first point was, he wished there 
were no date in here at all. Frankly, I 
would prefer that. I would prefer no 
date and having the President of the 
United States assure us and assure the 
American people that we are going to 
get out as quickly as we responsibly 
can. I think that would be better. But 
that is not the alternative now. 

The second point made by our col
league from Oklahoma was that we 
should not be acting on this; we should 
place confidence in the President. 

I have confidence in the President, 
but I think the senior Senator from 
West Virginia has properly called our 
attention to the fact that this is a con
gressional responsibility. We have the 
responsibility to act. 

What I like about the Byrd amend
ment is that it points out the flaw of 
our obsession with trying to capture 
General Aideed. That is what went 
wrong. Almost all of our casualtieo:> are 

as a result of that effort to capture 
General Aideed. 

Of the 4,500 Americans who are in So
malia right now, most of them are not 
carrying guns. Twenty-eight hundred 
are technicians, helping to see that 
water gets to people, doing the basic 
things that are needed in Somalia. 

Ninety-eight percent of Somalia is 
free of strife and, temporarily, even the 
other 2 percent is free of strife. And I 
hope that continues. 

The great threat to the world today
unlike 10 years ago, when the great 
threat was world communism and nu
clear annihilation-the great threat 
today is instability. And the question 
we have to ask, whether in Somalia or 
any other place, is: Does it add to sta
bility or does it detract from stability? 
I suggest that a precipitous withdrawal 
from Somalia sends the wrong signals, 
not only in Somalia, but in much of 
the rest of the world. 

We are not living in a world that is 
risk free. That is not going to change if 
we get out of Somalia tomorrow. I 
think we also have to say to our con
stituents whose sons and daughters are 
enlisting in the armed forces that the 
risks, ironically, while for the world, 
we do not risk annihilation as we once 
did not many years ago, the risks for 
those going into the armed services are 
likely to be somewhat greater than 
they were in years past. 

After asking 27 nations to come into 
Somalia, we cannot suddenly depart 
and not expect those 27 nations to do 
the same. And then you return to the 
chaos that we prevented. 

I think history will judge that one of 
our finest moments in this century as 
a Nation was when we saved 2 million 
people from starving in Somalia. It 
would have been the greatest mass 
starvation since the Irish famine of the 
1840's. And, to George Bush's credit, he 
made the decision to go there. 

There is one other aspect to all of 
this, and that is public opinion. I am 
sure in Illinois, in West Virginia, in 
Delaware, and in Maine, public opinion 
right now would be on the side of the 
McCain amendment. 

One of the things that we have to do 
as leaders, that the President has to 
do, is to convince public opinion that a 
course is right. 

When people served in the Senate for 
most of the history of this country, 
they were not elected as we are elected. 
In 1787, when they put the Constitution 
together, they said, "We don't want the 
United States Senate to be too respon
sive to public opinion." This was long 
before you had polls and all the kinds 
of scientific endeavors that we have 
today. 

I think we have to, on occasion, 
stand up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. SIMON. If I may ask, could I 
have 2 additional minutes? 

Mr. BYRD. I say to the Senator, I 
have 143 minutes promised and I have 
less than 50 minutes to give. 

I yield the Senator 1 minute. 
Mr. SIMON. All right. 
Mr. President, we sometimes have to 

stand up to public opinion. I think this 
is one of these occasions where we have 
to lead. When we have a chance to ex
plain to the public why it is important 
that we fulfill our mission, I think the 
public understands. 

The agencies that are working 
there-31 American agencies providing 
relief-are unanimous in believing we 
should not stop our mission over there. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, to have printed in the RECORD the 
statement of Oxfam America, which is 
typical of the statements. It says, 
among other things: 

Oxfam America, like many Somalis, be
lieves that a continued impartial U.N. peace
keeping role is extremely important to pre
vent the return of chaos and starvation in 
Somalia. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[Oxfam America Policy Statement, October 

1993) 

SOMALIA 

Oxfam America is deeply concerned about 
the escalating level of violence in Mogadishu 
as well as the overall direction of the United 
States and United Nations policy in Somalia. 

The rise in both civilian and military cas
ualties in recent months is the result of mis
guided policies based on an aggressive mili
tary approach. At a time when the United 
Nations should be building upon the Addis 
Ababa agreements to disarm the militias and 
to establish a process leading to a demo
cratic transitional government, it is nar
rowly focusing on the capture of a single mi
litia leader. 

Oxfam America, like many Somalis, be
lieves that a continued impartial UN peace
keeping role is extremely important to pre
vent the return of chaos and starvation in 
Somalia. However, the solution to Somalia's 
problems is ultimately political and not 
military. Additional troops are not the an
swer. The UN must rethink its strategy and 
refocus on urgent political and humanitarian 
tasks. Outside of Mogadishu the Somali peo
ple are working across clan lines to rebuild 
their country-physically and politically. The 
United States and the United Nations should 
actively support these initiatives. 

Oxfam America calls upon President Clin
ton and the U.S. Congress to work to change 
the United Nation's policy and operations in 
Somalia. UN policy in Somalia must: 

1. Directly involve the Somali people in 
every aspect of rebuilding their country from 
identifying needs and setting priorities to al
locating resources and implementing specific 
programs and projects. The Somali people 
have the will and the capacity to rebuild. 
The UN, World Bank, the US and aid organi
zations must develop a consultative process 
with the Somali people in order to build on 
the knowledge, wisdom and experience which 
already exist within the country. 

2. Support efforts of clan elders and other 
elements of Somali society to reconcile clan 
disagreements and to rebuild participatory 
government structures from the community 
to the national level. The objective should be 
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to marginalize the militia leaders by sup
porting the Somali people in establishing a 
national political framework that reflects a 
broad consensus. The UN should support tra
ditional processes of dialogue and should not 
seek to impose its own solutions, pref
erences, or timetables. 

3. To restore its credibility in Somalia, the 
UN must: Clarify its mission to the Somali 
people; involve experienced Somalis in top 
decisionmaking roles in UNOSOM; establish 
a dialogue with clan elders, women, profes
sionals, religious leaders, intellectuals, 
poets, musicians and other elements of So
mali society; support tangible rehabilitation 
projects to meet health, education, water 
and other needs through local communities 
and Somali organizations; and create paying 
jobs for young people and engage them in re
building their community. 

4. End the UN's military pursuit of General 
Aideed. This strategy is futile and counter
productive. The UN's obsession with Aideed 
is causing heavy casualties, fueling anti
American sentiment and heightening 
Aideed's popularity. If Aideed is caught and 
tried, conflict with his Habargadir sub-clan 
will only intensify. Negotiations should be 
conducted with Aideed through 
intermediaries to reduce the level of violence 
and to reach a political resolution of the cur
rent crisis. 

5. Reverse the increasing militarization of 
the UN's role in Somalia. The UN Operation 
in Somalia (UNOSOM) should be restruc
tured to emphasize political and humani
tarian tasks over military objectives with a 
corresponding reallocation of human and fi
nancial resources. The introduction of addi
tional military personnel sends the wrong 
signal. Experienced Somalis should be in
volved in setting UNOSOM's priori ties and 
programs. 

6. Work with traditional clan leaders to 
implement a simultaneous disarmament 
plan for the militias. Disarmament is the 
highest priority of the Somali people and is 
a prerequisite for peace, stability and na
tional reconstruction. However, the UN has 
failed to initiate the disarmament plan man
dated to it under the agreements at the 
March conference in Addis Ababa. The UN 
should also support demobilization and de
militarization plans worked out among clan 
leaders. The experience of the Borama con
ference in Somaliland may provide a useful 
model for other regions. In Somaliland de
mobilization and demilitarization were 
begun without UN assistance. However, UN 
resources are now needed for housing and re
training. Unfortunately, the UN has so far 
declined to support this effort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. SIMON. I thank the President. I 
thank my colleague from West Vir
ginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. I yield 4 minutes to the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Coats]. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I want to 
begin by thanking the Sena tor from 
West Virginia [Mr. BYRD], for his dog
ged persistence in pursuing this issue. 
We would not be on the floor this 
evening, we would not be voting on this 
issue, we would not be having this pol
icy debate were it not for the Senator's 
efforts, and I thank him for that. 

I am one who believes we must be 
very careful to preserve the preroga-

tive of the Executive to speak for the 
United States. We need to speak with 
one voice because we cannot and 
should not have 535 Secretaries of 
State or Secretaries of Defense. 

However, in this instance I think it is 
important to remember that, first of 
all, Senator BYRD correctly defines the 
constitutional role of Congress. Our 
Founding Fathers knew, and every 
President needs to understand, that we 
cannot ultimately succeed in our for
eign policy with military in terven ti on 
without the support of the American 
people as expressed through their elect
ed representatives. That is why this de
bate this evening is critical. 

Second, this administration has left 
us little choice because it has created a 
policy vacuum. A specifically defined 
mission by the Bush administration for 
humanitarian relief for starving Soma
lis, a mission which was supported and 
endorsed by this Senate on February 4, 
1993, in Senate Resolution 45, has some
how evolved and changed to a United 
Nations-directed mission of nation re
building, police force training, clan 
uniting, democracy-establishing pol
icy. 

This has not been a policy as a result 
of a conscious decision or action on the 
part of this administration. It is a pol
icy that has evolved through inatten
tion, lack of focus, and perhaps inexpe
rience on the part of the President and 
his national security team. 

Now, finally, and tragically, partly 
as the result of American deaths, we 
have reached a consensus. We have 
agreed that the mission was humani
tarian, that the mission was successful, 
it has succeeded, and now is the time 
to bring our troops home. 

Our commanders tell us that we can 
withdraw these troops and bring them 
home perhaps by the end of the year. 
Would it not be great to have them 
home for Christmas? No United States 
soldier should stay in Somalia 1 
minute longer than is necessary to en
sure his or her safe removal. To stay 
longer than that subjects them to 
needless risk of injury or loss of life. 
When our vital interests are at stake, 
when our mission is defined, when we 
employ our military forces and re
sources in a manner that maximizes 
our chances of success and minimizes 
risks to American men and women in 
uniform, and when we understand and 
accept the risk, then the risk of thou
sands of American lives may be justi
fied. But when our vital interests are 
not at stake, when our mission is not 
defined, then the loss of one American 
life is too great a price to pay. I cannot 
support any proposal that needlessly 
risks one more American life in Soma
lia. For that reason I support the 
McCain amendment, which promptly 
and in an orderly fashion withdraws 
our U.S. troops. 

I thank the Senator from Arizona for 
his foresight in offering this amend-

ment. I trust my colleagues will not 
risk one American life 1 minute longer 
than is necessary now that our agreed
upon mission in Somalia is completed. 

The . PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 4 
minutes to the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. COHEN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, in re
sponse to my friend from Illinois, I 
might say that I have not taken a poll 
on this issue. I have not counted the 
mail on this issue. Most of the news
paper editorials that I have read have 
endorsed the President's policies to 
date. My own decision rests on a per
sonal assessment of the situation in 
which we find ourselves in Somalia. 

I think the debate, as we indicated, is 
long overdue. Senator BYRD, I think, 
deserves our commendation for the 
contribution he has made to forcing 
this debate. And I must say that while 
we are casting some stones upon the 
administration for failure to adopt a 
clear-cut policy, we in Congress must 
also accept our share of the respon
sibility because we did, indeed, pass on 
resolutions that supported the deploy
ment of our forces to Somalia for what 
were then described as limited pur
poses. And we have been rather indif
ferent or negligent in not following up 
and maintaining the kind of oversight 
that is necessary to make sure that the 
original purpose did not get enlarged to 
something beyond what we were sup
porting initially. 

When we make the decision to send 
forces to other lands, there are two 
reasons we do so: National security in
terests and humanitarian. I recall the 
debate very well, how passionate it 
was, on the national security issue 
when we talked about going to Kuwait. 
We knew that Saddam Hussein had en
gaged in rape and pillage and develop
ment of chemical weapons, biological 
weapons-possibly even nuclear weap
ons were within his reach. Here was a 
man who threatened to stand astride 
the oil fields of the Middle East. And 
we were able to pass a resolution sup
porting the President by just 5 votes. 

This does not involve national secu
rity interests on the part of the United 
States. It involves humanitarian inter
ests. It seems to me there is a rule we 
ought to remember. You cannot fight 
your way into a civil war. First, you 
have to have a cessation of hostilities. 
The goal must be clear. It must be 
achievable. The risk to our forces must 
be minimal. And the end of the tunnel 
has to be built before we pass through 
its entrance. 

That was not the situation in this 
particular case. We entered the tunnel 
without seeing the end of the tunnel, 
without having it even constructed. I 
must say that my opinion changed 
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rather dramatically following a brief
ing that we had last week, where I dis
covered that there was very little in 
the way of coherent planning, contin
gency planning to take into account 
the kind of devastation that could be 
wreaked upon our forces. 

Peacemaking is quite different, as I 
mentioned earlier today, from peace
keeping. Peacekeeping does not mean 
we are choosing sides. Peacemaking in
deed involves the picking of winners 
and losers, and that appears to be what 
we have done with regard to General 
Ai deed. 

In considering whether to · authorize 
the continued deployment of United 
States troops in Somalia, we must ask 
what will be any different come March 
31 or February 1 or even December 31? 

When all the rhetoric is stripped 
away, the President's proposal is de
signed to protect American prestige 
and credibility by creating a decent in
terval between the tragic events of last 
week and our inevitable departure. But 
it is based on at least three fallacies. 

The first is that near-term U.S. with
drawal can only be interpreted as "cut
ting and running" under fire, produc
ing irreparable damage to America's 
credibility. The second is that, to the 
extent that a near-term U.S. departure 
would be seen as cutting and running, 
the world would be fooled by a few 
months delay. The third is that we 
have the power to create such a decent 
interval. 

With regard to the first fallacy, 
America does not need to prove to any
one that she has the will and capability 
to place its soldiers on the line when 
the effort was worth the cost. We did it 
in Kuwait, in Panama, in the Gulf re
flagging operation, in Grenada, and in 
many other instances. And we are 
doing now, as we speak, in and over 
Iraq, in and over the former Yugo
slavia, and in numerous other hot 
spots. And we stand prepared to do it 
tomorrow-where and when appro
priate. 

Any damage to our credibility, and 
there will be some, will result not from 
our withdrawal from Somalia but from 
having allowed ourselves to be drawn 
into a new military mission that was 
not thought through; not endorsed by 
the Congress; not understood by the 
public and, perhaps, not even by the 
President; and, therefore, not one to 
which we were really committed. We 
will do more to bolster our credibility 
by admitting our error and setting 
forth policies to prevent it from recur
ring, than we will by multiplying our 
mistake by staying the misguided 
course. 

The fact is that, contrary to the sec
ond fallacy, to the extent our credibil
ity will be damaged, this will occur 
whether we leave in the near future or 
in a few months. Those, whether friend 
or foe, who believe we are fleeing under 
fire are not going to change their opin-

ion because we hang on for 12 more 
weeks. 

The third fallacy is that we could 
even create such a decent interval. 
While Aideed might lie low for a few 
months, it is reasonable to believe that 
in the weeks preceding our scheduled 
withdrawal he will stage attacks on 
our forces. To do so would enhance his 
prestige among many Somalians and 
set the stage for his final drive for 
power once we have departed. It would 
also put us back in the dilemma we 
face today in which withdrawal in the 
wake of attacks will be perceived by 
some as fleeing under fire. What will 
we do then, extend our stay in few 
months longer to try, once again, to 
create a decent interval? 

He need not stage large-scale attacks 
inflicting many casualties. Just a few 
sniper victims, perhaps one remote
controlled landmine, perhaps one more 
American soldier being dragged 
through the streets. And then, on 
March 15 or March 31, we will be right 
back where we are today in terms of 
worrying about our prestige and credi
bility. 

Unless we can credibly threaten to 
stay indefinitely or wage a war to neu
tralize Aideed's militia, he-not we
will hold the power to determine 
whether we will have a decent interval. 
And there is no reason to think that 
this war-hardened, politically astute, 
power-hungry clan leader will be so 
generous as to accommodate us. 

In his 1984 speech proposing six major 
tests to be met before using military 
force, Secretary Weinberger empha
sized the need for the Government to 
be candid with the American people if 
public support is to be obtained for the 
use of military force. I do not believe 
that the Administration's proposed 
meets this test. 

We are told that remaining in Soma
lia possibly through the end of March 
is necessary to provide time for the So
malis to reach a peaceful, political rec
onciliation. We are told that we must 
remain possibly through the end of 
March to provide time for other coun
tries to come forward to replace our 
troops. Both these justifications strain 
credulity. 

Aideed has chosen to fight because 
this is the best means for him to im
prove his position in the Somali power 
struggle. There is little reason to be
lieve that anything that we might do 
in the next 6 months, short of waging 
war on Aideed's militia, would ;:i.lter 
that calculus. 

According to press reports this week, 
a United States intelligence analysis 
produced in July concluded that re
moving Aideed from Mogadishu and 
ending his influence in Somalia "are 
necessary conditions for restoring 
order and beginning a process of politi
cal reconciliation. There is no reason 
to believe that he can ever be anything 
but a treat to peace in Somalia." I 

have not seen this intelligence analysis 
and I do not know if the press report is 
accurate, but it certainly corresponds 
with common sense. As the same press 
report quoted Mark Lowenthal, a long
time CRS senior specialist and some
times State Department official, as 
saying: 

What has changed politically in Somalia 
now that suddenly makes it possible to reach 
agreement with this man? The answer is 
nothing. His goal is to be supreme in Soma
lia, and he's going to fight for that. 

Senior administration officials them
selves have said as much. Last week 
Secretary Aspin stated: 

The purpose of the six-month deadline is to 
give everybody a chance to make something 
work * * *. We give them a fair shot, and 
that's all we're obligated to do . If it doesn't 
happen by then, it doesn't happen by then. 

This is what is sometimes referred to 
as preparing the public for unpleasant 
news. 

Perhaps the most candid statement 
of the issue was offered this week by 
William Raspberry, a columnist who 
does not specialize in foreign policy but 
who can see through official obfusca
tion. Raspberry put it this way: 

Aideed is as close as anyone is likely to be
come in the near future to being the political 
and military leader of Somalia. 

This raises what is for many Americans an 
unthinkable possibility: that the end of 
chaos and the ascendancy of Aideed may be 
the same thing. 

This may be an ugly reality, but our 
choices are to do what is necessary to 
change reality or to accept it. Denial of 
reality should not be an option, yet 
that seems to be the basis of the ad
ministration's proposed policy. 

As for the argument that we must re
main to provide time for other coun
tries to send troops to replace ours, are 
we to ignore the fact that the French, 
the Belgians, and the Swedes are plan
ning to withdraw by mid-January? 

While some other countries are pro
viding additional troops, there is little 
reason to believe that these will be suf
ficient to replace our forces, especially 
given the difference in quality between 
our forces and their. This is not to 
question the dedication or bravery of 
those countries' troops, but it is an
other reality that the proposed policy 
seems to want to deny. 

Mr. President, I intend to vote for 
the McCain amendment, and I urge my 
colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. President, I simply want to com
mend once again Sena tor BYRD and 
Senator McCAIN for raising this issue. 

I urge the support of the McCain 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much 
time does the Sena tor from Kentucky 
need? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. Chairman I 
had hoped for 10 but I will take what
ever. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield to the Senator 5 
minutes. I have twice as much time re
quested as I have. But he was here and 
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requested earlier. I yield him 5 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank my friend 
from West Virginia and want to join 
the chorus of congratulations to him 
for insisting that this debate finally 
occur. Hindsight, of course , is always 
20/20, but we should have had this de
bate in May. The humanitarian mis
sion clearly ended in May. The resolu
tion that we adopted supporting the 
humanitarian mission arguably expired 
at that time. Something else developed 
after that period, something else rath
er foreign to us, something else not au
thorized by us. It has been downhill 
since then, from the loss of Pakistani 
lives to the loss of journalists, to the 
loss of precious United States lives as 
well. 

I think it is safe to say that this 
creeping multilateralism, which has 
taken over American foreign policy at 
least since May, died in the streets of 
Mogadishu a couple of weekends ago. 
This has been an important learning 
experience for all of us. This is not just 
about Somalia. 

This is about how America should op
erate in the post-cold war period. What 
we are learning here, Mr. President, is 
how to clearly define our interests in 
this period. As speaker after speaker 
on both sides of this issue tonight have 
said, our national security interests 
must clearly be involved before we put 
our troops on the ground. 

The narrow issue before us tonigh t is 
simply how do you leave? We are leav
ing, we all agree on that . The only nar
row issue before us tonight is how do 
you leave? Reasonable people can dif
fer, as Senator McCAIN sees it one way, 
Senator BYRD and myself and others 
see it another way in terms of how best 
to depart. But we are leaving, and we 
are leaving because this mission should 
not have been allowed to evolve into 
what it became after May. 

So I think it is safe to say, Mr. Presi
dent, there is little or no chance that 
the Congress would approve putting 
American troops on the ground in 
Bosnia, let us say. I think you can for
get that because it is very difficult for 
most of us to conclude that America 
has a national security interest in 
Bosnia. 

No. 2, Haiti. My own view at this par
ticular juncture is that we probably do 
have a national security interest in 
Haiti. It is very close to our shores. 
Unhappy Haitians come to America 
uninvited. Clearly, that is a place that 
requires our attention and, hopefully, 
the President will give it more atten
tion in the coming weeks. 

But let us try to learn about what 
happened to us in Somalia. How did we 
get to where we are? We failed to define 
and protect U.S. interests. We allowed 
the U .N. to define the agenda using our 
troops to implement their plan. It was 

not a lack of armor, it was a lack of a 
U.S. policy that lost American lives. 

For several months, the President 
and his advisers have laid out a game 
plan emphasizing multilateralism
multilateralism. They thought this 
was a terrific idea earlier in the year. 
I do not think they think that any
more. And if they do not think it any
more, then we have gained something 
by this debate. In developing a strategy 
to share costs and share the burden of 
responsibility, we did not exercise lead
ership and we did not link our partici
pation to direct American unilateral 
interests. 

We succeeded in the gulf, as we all 
know, because the United States forged 
a coalition, the United States devel
oped the tactics and the U.S. led a mul
tilateral force into battle. The gulf was 
not some encounter group soliciting 
the views of our allies and mulling over 
multilateral options. 

In Somalia, at least since May, we al
lowed the U.N. to set the agenda. We 
substituted their interests for our in
terests. Each step of the way, the Unit
ed States encouraged the U.N. to take 
a dominant role. As under Secretary 
Tarnoff pointed out, this approach was 
"different not by accident but by de
sign." They really wanted to do this, 
Mr. President. A few months ago, they 
thought this was a terrific idea. 
Multilateralism was going to be the 
new twist on foreign policy of this ad
ministration. 

We are paying the price for 
multilateralism in Somalia. If not for 
Somalia, we would have paid the price 
in Bosnia and, hopefully, that has now 
been averted because of the important 
lesson that we are learning here to
night in this much-needed debate. 

So let me conclude, Mr. President, by 
saying that we are leaving, we are leav
ing. The only issue here tonight is how 
we leave and, in my judgment, the 
Byrd amendment better defines the 
proper exit for the United States in 
this most unfortunate experience in 
Somalia, at least since May. I thank 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 8 
minutes to the Senator from Washing
ton, Mr. GORTON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the Na
tion which won the cold war, the Na
tion which has been most responsible 
for such peace and order and democ
racy in the world today, the most pow
erful Nation in the world, the United 
States of America, has a unique and 
special responsibility to utilize its im
mense military power only in pursuit 
of vital national interests. It should do 
so only after the most sober and care
ful consideration of the consequences 
of its action. And that consideration, 
at the very least, should include the 

definition of clear and attainable goals 
and the provision of means more than 
adequate, to attain them decisively 
and promptly, and in a way which per
mits a termination of the adventure. 

Regrettably, in a disorderly world, 
there are likely to be a number of such 
incidents and such challenges in the 
1990's. It seems clear to me that the 
United States will more likely be will
ing and able to meet those challenges if 
it also chooses to decline any such 
challenge in which those criteria are 
not met. 

None of the considerations which I 
and others have outlined is present in 
Somalia. I differ from some of those on 
this side of this debate in believing 
that those considerations were not 
even present in December when Presi
dent Bush began, with very limited 
purposes, for en try in to Somalia. 

But whatever the answer to that 
question, they clearly ceased to be 
present in March or April or May when 
our troops' primary function shifted 
from feeding starving people to build
ing a quasi-democracy in Somalia. 

We must realize that the result of 
this debate, whichever of the two reso
lutions is adopted by the Senate, is 
likely to be a greater degree of chaos in 
Somalia after our leaving than was the 
situation there before our good-will 
entry in December of last year. But 
that chaos, Mr. President, is every bit 
as likely if we leave at the end of 
March, as it is if we leave in the middle 
of November, for here, tonight, we are 
engaged in an extraordinarily narrow 
debate. There is no question about our 
leaving. The only question is when. 

Reports about the reaction of our 
troops in Somalia to the President's 
change of mission are fascinating. 
Some of our troops are frustrated be
cause they want to avenge the death of 
their colleagues and see that we cap
ture the bandit Ai deed. Others agree 
with our statements here that there 
was no purpose worthy of risking their 
lives from the very beginning. But I 
will warrant, Mr. President, that there 
are no troops who believe it appro
priate to hunker down inside a handful 
of fortresses for 6 months, unthreat
ened only by the grace of the bandit 
Aideed's willingness to engage in a uni
lateral cease fire. 

The question before us tonight-a 
narrow question-is which of the two 
alternative resolutions risks fewer 
American lives? The answer to that 
question is obvious. The McCain reso
lution risks fewer American lives over 
a shorter period of time. 

To this point, for better or worse, our 
venture in Somalia has been purely a 
Presidential adventure, first under 
President Bush, and then under Presi
dent Clinton. Once we adopt a resolu
tion tonight-and this is particularly 
true if we adopt the Byrd resolution
it is a Senate venture. It then becomes 
our responsibility for these lives from 
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now until March 31 of next year. The 
Senate was not in on the takeoff of this 
flight, but we are joining in midflight, 
and will be in on the landing, even if it 
is a crash. 

What possible gain, I ask, can there 
be by risking 6 more months of poten
tial casual ties, both woundings and 
deaths? Will we be more believable if 
we hang around for 6 more months and 
then are succeeded by chaos, than if we 
leave today? Again, that question an
swers itself. 

The Weinberger criteria, and their 
demand for a vital national interest, 
for public support, for a course of ac
tion pursued with enough strength so 
that it can clearly be successful, for a 
clear beginning, a clear middle, and a 
clear end, were good when he was Sec
retary of Defense and are good today. I 
regret to say that President Clinton 
was not paying attention to those or to 
any similar criteria when he allowed 
his control over a narrow mission to 
slip away from him. We pray that he 
has learned that lesson, and we expect 
that he probably has. But the test for 
responding to an invitation to inter
vention must meet those tough and 
brutal criteria. 

Somalia failed at the beginning. So
malia fails today. In this life, courage 
often is found in admitting error and 
acting accordingly. Courage here and 
now with respect to Somalia lies in ad
mitting this error and in leaving 
promptly and completely. The only 
method by which we can learn that les
son, the only method by which we can 
strengthen ourselves for really vital 
challenges is by passing the McCain 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Kansas 
[Mrs. KASSEBAUM] 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
for those in our Armed Forces who 
served in Somalia and gave their lives 
and for those in the Armed Forces who 
are still serving there, I think it is im
portant for us to remember-and I be
lieve we would all agree on thi&-that 
through extraordinary compassion and 
a large measure of skill and courage 
our Armed Forces saved nearly 1 mil
lion lives. We agreed in Congress to a 
resolution of support for sending our 
troops after 300,000 lives had been lost. 
As the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
MCCONNELL] said, we are coming home. 
That is not the question. But it is how 
we come home. 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
McCAIN] is one who knows well the ter
ror and tragedy and strength of our 
Armed Forces and has given I think 
some thoughtful reasons for his pro
posal. 

I believe it was very unfortunate for 
the President to announce a date cer-

tain for our withdrawal. I think it is a 
mistake, Mr. President, to ever an
nounce a date certain because it takes 
away leverage one might need. Unfor
tunately, the policy that was an
nounced by the President to reinforce 
our troops in Somalia at the same time 
we will withdraw them at a date cer
tain is both self-contradictory and self
defeating. Reinforce and withdraw is 
like upping the ante and yet announc
ing you will fold. 

A marker for withdrawal I think is a 
serious error. 

On the other hand, Mr. President, I 
believe it is important to support the 
amendment put forward by Senator 
BYRD and others that does narrowly de
fine the mission and then say we leave. 
We will have completed the basic secu
rity which always was our mission in 
Mogadishu under the narrowly defined 
circumstances, and we will leave in a 
way in which we will say we have com
pleted the mission and completed it 
with pride. 

It is difficult to say from the comfort 
of the Senate in addressing the horrible 
and tragic conditions that do exist in 
Mogadishu what is best to do. But I 
really believe that it calls upon us to 
be supportive of the efforts in leaving 
the right way as the President has said 
and as Senator BYRD and others have 
acknowledged. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

DASCHLE). The Senator's time has ex
pired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sen

ator from Vermont had asked for 20 
minutes. I give him 7 minutes. 

I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont is recognized. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the Senator. 
It is an honor to follow the eloquent 

statement of my colleague from Kan
sas, with which I wish to agree. I would 
also like to shift the concentration on 
withdrawal to the broader aspects of 
our world leadership and the advan
tages they may provide to us. 

Mr. President, I want to make sure 
the American people appreciate fully 
the critical nature of our debate today 
and the implications it carries for 
America's role in future international 
conflicts. I ask my colleagues to step 
back for a moment and put this debate 
in perspective. It is natural that we are 
concentrating on the serious negative 
problems which have recently arisen in 
Somalia. But we must keep in mind the 
larger picture and the positive aspects 
of world leadership. 

After decades of carrying the heavi
est burden for defending Europe and 
East Asia, staying ahead of the Soviet 
military buildup and beating back 
Communist advances in many areas of 
the Third World, America is now in a 
position to reap the advantages of 
being the undisputed world leader. And 

the toll that these burdens have taken 
on our economic health requires that 
we seize the opportunities before us. 
With undisputed world leadership 
comes incredible opportunity-for 
American business, for cultural ex
change, and for projection of our basic 
values such as primacy of the rule of 
law, respect for human rights and envi
ronmental preservation. The only way 
to maintain and improve our current 
standard of living is to expand our ex
ports, to find new markets abroad and 
compete more successfully with a 
growing field of capable competitors. 

Only through expansion of our econ
omy will we be able to finance the 
badly needed reforms to our edu
cational system, improvements to our 
basic infrastructure and a renewed at
tack on the poverty that has crept in to 
an ever greater number of American 
households in the past decade. We have 
paid a heavy price to become the world 
leader; we would be foolish not to step 
forward and reap the benefits of that 
effort. 

We must recognize, however, that the 
post-Communist world carries dangers 
as well as opportunities, and that ad
dressing both requires us to clarify the 
threats to our national interest and to 
develop an adequate response for chal
lenges less clearcut than those we 
faced in the past. We must be able to 
answer the most pertinent question 
raised before we send American person
nel into potential hostilities: Why 
must we place our young people in 
harm's way in countries where we have 
no obligation or direct national inter
est. 

The formative event for America's 
role abroad over the past half century 
was World War II, where the line be
tween good and evil was very clearly 
drawn and the threats to our national 
security were very obvious. Haunted by 
our failure to back the League of Na
tions, we enthusiastically supported 
the creation of the United Nations, 
even offering to host it. As the undis
puted leader of the free world, we found 
ourselves locked in what seemed to be 
a struggle to the death with com
munism. As the Soviet Union targeted 
nuclear warheads on American cities, 
the threat to the United States became 
more real and more immediate than at 
any time in our recent past. That 
threat, and the ongoing reality of So
viet attempts at ideological expansion 
through proxy wars, colored our assess
ment of all conflicts around the world, 
and we had a very clear measuring 
stick for our strategic national inter
est. 

As the Berlin Wall came down, so too 
our yardstick for national security 
began to crumble. With the dissolution 
of the Soviet Union in January 1992, we 
found ourselves the undisputed leader 
of a world that was in some ways safer, 
yet was also chaotic and, if anything, 
more conflictual than the bygone world 
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constrained by the superpower com
petition. The changes continue to be 
revolutionary-Eastern Europe wants 
to join NATO, the Salvadorans have 
negotiated an end to their civil war, 
South Africa is throwing off the op
pressive mantle of apartheid, the 
former Soviet republics want our help 
in constructing democracies, and the 
Israelis and Palestinians have signed a 
peace accord. At the same time, these 
positive developments are shadowed by 
the rise of religious fundamentalism 
and ethnic nationalisms, which bear 
the seeds of conflict between and with
in states. "Ethnic cleansing" has en
tered the vocabulary, in chilling echo 
of another term, "final solution" and 
the horrors it represented. 

If the end of the superpower con
frontation unleashed pent-up forces 
leading to strive in many areas, it also 
unblocked some of the paths to multi
lateral cooperation, particularly 
through the United Nations, in dealing 
with such situations. More than a third 
of all U.N. peacekeeping operations 
mounted over the last 40 years have 
been put together in the last three 
years. And these operations have been 
called upon to perform very di verse 
jobs in many different circumstance, 
with varying degrees of success. 

Somalia is among the most recent 
multilateral operation, and the ques
tions it has provoked are typical of 
what we will face time and again as we 
must decide whether to address or to 
try to ignore the turmoil which sur
rounds us in the world today. The ori
gin of the current debate lies only part
ly in the expansion of United States 
missions in Somalia as the U.N. man
date there broadened. We moved from a 
humanitarian mission to one also em
bracing political reconciliation among 
contending Somali factions. There was 
little or no criticism of this at the 
time. Indeed, it was a logical step im
plied from the very beginning of our 
humanitarian efforts in that country. 
U.S. forces went into Somalia with 
broad public support for their mission 
to provide security for international 
relief operations blocked by anarchy 
and the collapse of order in that coun
try. That is, they went in prepared to 
use military force against those who 
might seek to interfere with food re
lief. Let us not forget that, when the 
Marines landed, they deployed in full 
combat gear by amphibious landing. In 
actuality, our efforts were initially un
opposed and all breathed a sigh of relief 
that diplomatic efforts combined with 
a decisive show of force had dissuaded 
the Somali warlords from challenging 
our efforts. Few questions were raised 
about why U.S. troops were there. 

It was prudent and logical for the 
international community, with U.S. 
support, to pursue the creation in So
malia of a long-term political consen
sus. Without such a consensus, we 
faced the possibility of renewed out-

breaks of lawlessness which could bring 
on an armed confrontation with U.S. 
and U.N. forces. And without a politi
cal structure in place, any relief effort 
was guaranteed to fail the moment 
military forces departed and anarchy 
resumed. 

The real untold story of this debate 
is the success of the U.N. operations in 
the majority of the country. Nowhere 
in the press do you see accounts of the 
bountiful harvest in Somalia, the live
ly market places, the development of 
local governing boards, the slow but 
steady progress in training a reliable 
Somali police force and the long-an
ticipated resumption of functioning 
courts. These things are going on every 
day, and the majority of the warlords 
are slowly coming to realize that they 
have more to gain by being part of a 
peaceful resolution of Somalia's prob
lems than from ongoing civil strife and 
anarchy. 

Only Muhammed Aideed has chosen a 
different path. When he began to fear 
that any new political consensus would 
erode his own power, he set out to dis
rupt the operation, ultimately resort
ing to lethal attacks on U.N. peace
keepers. And the U.N. mandate there
upon was expanded to provide, in ef
fect, for his apprehension. That was 
where the problems began, as the Unit
ed Nations-and the United States, at 
its behest-diverted efforts and man
power towards an urban guerrilla con
flict where the prospects of success 
were dubious and the costs in lives, 
both United States and Somali, were 
bound to be significant. The shocking 
deaths of our valiant soldiers in an un
fortunate attack upon Aideed's forces 
has caused the public to demand the 
immediate withdrawal of our forces, a 
sentiment echoed by some on this 
floor. 

It was those casualties, more than 
the evolution of the U.N. mandate, 
that catalyzed this debate, and which 
last week led to panicked calls in this 
body for an immediate U.S. with
drawal. Simply put, Somalia has be
come an issue not because our role 
there was misplaced but because it has 
begun to take a toll. The amendments 
being contemplated to seek to lower 
that toll by paring back the U.S. mis
sion. The fundamental issue thus is 
whether Somalia is worth the cost to 
us, and, above all, the cost in the lives 
of our soldiers. 

The question is one that has recurred 
whenever U.S. forces have been in
volved in conflicts where there was no 
threat to U.S. territory and the impact 
in terms of our national interest, while 
it might be real, was neither direct nor 
immediate. In such circumstances it 
has been difficult to sustain popular 
support or political consensus in this 
country-a truth which became pain
fully clear during the Vietnam war. As 
the war dragged on, doubts began to 
arise. Was this a war against com-

munism or a civil war? Were we viewed 
as defenders of freedom or as heirs to 
French colonialism? Antiwar and 
antidraft sentiment burgeoned. Many 
young men, rationalizing that the war 
was neither just nor justified by our 
national interest, fled the country. The 
nation became deeply divided. 

The All-Volunteer Army was a re
sponse to that experience. It was an at
tempt to meet public concerns by en
suring that any U.S. forces committed 
to conflict would be those who had 
taken up the profession of arms by 
choice. Thus ended the strong argu
ments against forcing young personnel 
to go into war through the draft where 
the threat to the national security in
terest was less than patently manifest 
to all in the form of direct aggression 
against the United States or its closest 
allies. 

Nonetheless, the debate has arisen 
once more with the end of the cold war 
and the advent of new kinds of chal
lenges-and potential U.S. involve
ment-in situations related not to con
frontation with another superpower or 
even its proxies, but to the mainte
nance of stability in troubled Third 
World areas. Desert Shield and Desert 
Storm sparked vigorous discussions 
about the national interest and the 
placing of our personnel into harm's 
way in areas outside the reach of our 
traditional alliances. However, the 
gross actions of Saddam Hussein, com
bined with an awareness of the critical 
role of oil and reliable energy supplies 
to the security and well-being of the 
Western World, set the stage for public 
support which firmed up as our efforts 
achieved an overwhelming victory with 
minimal casual ties. 

The Persian Gulf war demonstrated 
that there are no other nations with 
the same ability to rally the inter
national community. If we do not take 
the lead in these situations, it is quite 
likely that there will be no coordinated 
international response. Iraqi aggres
sion also exemplified the fact that in 
the post-cold-war world, threats to our 
national security need not be direct to 
be dangerous. Resources of great im
portance to us and our allies were put 
at risk, but our nation was never di
rectly threaten ed. While there has been 
no other multilateral military cam
paign of the scope of the gulf war, the 
number of international peacekeeping 
missions has increased dramatically 
the last few years. 

Now we are debating Somalia-with 
many questioning whether we should 
place the lives of our personnel at risk 
in a distant land which, on its surface, 
bears little relevance to our own vital 
interest as a nation. The same question 
can and has been raised with regard to 
other international operations, such as 
in Cambodia, Haiti, or Bosnia. 

The United States cannot act as the 
world's policeman. But at the same 
time, we can ill afford to ignore many 
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of those trouble spots. The threats to 
our long-term security and well-being 
no longer derive primarily from the 
immediate risk of military aggression 
directed at us or our closest allies. 
Rather, they arise from the corrosive 
effects of international scourges from 
which we cannot isolate ourselves and 
whose prolonged impact is no less dan
gerous for being less dramatic. A par
tial list would include the proliferation 
of weapons of mass destruction in the 
Third World, international narcotics 
trafficking, terrorism, rising economic 
nationalism, and massive population 
movements of refugees and illegal mi
grants. Each of these problems has and 
will affect our long-term economic 
prosperity, social fabric, and security. 
And each is created or aggravated by 
upheavals and armed strife abroad 
which displace people, destroy econo
mies, and break down law· and order. 
We cannot afford an ostrich-like indif
ference to such events simply because 
they may occur in areas outside our 
traditional sphere of vital military in
terest or because action on our part en
tails real costs. 

In Somalia, the immediate con
sequence of a precipitous United States 
withdrawal, if undertaken under artifi
cial deadlines unrelated to the situa
tion on the ground, could well be a col
lapse of the U.N. effort which would 
throw Somalia back in to anarchy and 
put millions of people again at risk of 
mass starvation. We cannot leave im
mediately because the United Nations 
has not had an adequate chance to re
place us, nor have the Somalis had a 
reasonable opportunity to end their 
strife. It was barely a year ago that the 
spectacle of hundreds perishing every 
day, and the imminence of death on an 
even more massive scale, aroused the 
conscience of the American people and 
the world community. We witnessed 
the carnage every day in our living 
rooms on television-and we felt com
pelled to act. How will we respond
how can we live with ourselves as a na
tion-if we are witnesses to such hor
rors again in a few months, knowing 
full well that they arose in par t from 
our abdication of respoilsibility? Would 
we feel compelled to reenter Somalia
and would our conduct now sow the 
seeds of guilty recrimination and a di
visive debate a few months hence? 

But the consequences of precipitate 
United States action would far tran
scend Somalia and our relationship to 
that country. A collapse of the U.N. op
eration there would be devastating to 
our efforts to engage the wider inter
national community, through the U.N. 
or other mechanisms, in the business of 
maintaining global stability and secu
rity. While the United States must re
tain the ability to act unilaterally 
when necessary, broader international 
commitment to peacekeeping and 
peacemaking can serve our interests by 
spreading the burden more widely. 

Equally important, it can contribute to 
the sense of international community 
on the one hand and self-restraint on 
the other which is essential if we are to 
dampen or prevent conflict in the first 
place. We are more than ever in need of 
such cohesive elements in a world 
where the end of communism and of su
perpower confrontation has decentral
ized the world power structure and un
leashed pent-up forces of nationalism 
and ethnic strife. · · 

We want other nations to assume 
more of the burden of international 
peace. To have them do so, they must 
believe that they can rely on our com
mitments when we make them. Twen
ty-seven other nations joined us in So
malia at our urging, and many have 
taken casualties as well. What example 
do we set for them, and for future at
tempts at concerted international ef
forts, if the world superpower-to 
whom all look for leadership-aban
dons an operation in mid-stream when 
the going gets tough? 

This is why I see this debate as criti
cal in defining the role America will 
play in the future. The consequences of 
our action here may be felt for years to 
come. Let's look to the future for a 
moment and see what lessons we can 
take away from this difficult experi
ence, and it may help focus our deci
sions today. 

First, we must accept the fact that 
there will be situations where U.S. 
leadership and U.S. participation are 
essential. At the same time, one of the 
benefits of being the world leader is 
that we can call on other nations pick 
up a fair share of the international 
"duties," such as peacekeeping, con
flict resolution and development as
sistance. Many of the recent successful 
United Nations and regional peace
keeping operations have required only 
a minimum of United States participa
tion in the form of personnel on the 
ground-Cambodia being a prime exam
ple. One of the most efficient ways we 
can keep our own defense-related costs 
down is to leverage our participation in 
these operations to the maximum ex
tent possible. Even in Somalia, United 
States troops comprise less than one 
quarter of all UNOSOM forces. 

We need to work more toward re
gional solutions to regional problems. 
While we are likely to play a pivotal 
role in devising a solution to many of 
these problems, we need not take the 
lead in all cases. In many instances, 
neighboring countries or leaders are 
able to facilitate political solutions in 
a manner that a superpower cannot. 
They also have a greater incentive to 
contribute to the frontline troops to 
peacekeeping or even peacemaking ef
forts designed to maintain stability 
and avoid chaos in their own neighbor
hood. With encouragement and 
logistical support from the United 
States, these efforts can play a much 
greater role t:qan they currently do. 

The ECOW AS peacekeeping effort in 
Liberia is an example of successful re
gional cooperation and leadership in 
peacekeeping. With the encouragement 
of the United States, Nigeria took the 
lead in assembling a regional military 
presence. Now that a peace agreement 
has been signed, we are providing the 
logistical support necessary to supple
ment the Nigerian troops with those of 
other African nations who will conduct 
the disarmament and monitoring mis
sions. Central America provides several 
examples of successful regional leader
ship efforts that led to negotiated solu
tions to protracted conflicts. 

As the confrontation with Aideed has 
escalated, it has become all the more 
imperative that we involve regional 
leaders in the search for a political so
lution. President Isaias Afewerki of 
Eritrea has offered his good offices, as 
have Presidents Mubarak of Egypt and 
President Meles Zenawi of Ethiopia. 
We are reminded that military might 
alone cannot solve many of these prob
lems, and that world leadership some
times hampers our ability to play a 
mediating role. I am pleased that 
President Clinton has now decided to 
place greater emphasis on this option 
for dealing with Aideed, and hope that 
we take away this lesson for future 
conflicts. 

It is important that we examine and 
debate the other options available for 
participation in peacekeeping oper
ations. It has been proposed that we 
make greater use of Article 43 of the 
U .N. charter for peacekeeping oper
ations. Article 43 allows member na
tions to place military forces at the 
disposal of the United Nations on an 
open-ended basis for use in the mainte
nance or restoration of international 
security. While I am intrigued by this 
idea, there are many practical prob
lems with its implementation, not the 
least of which is that public opinion, 
both here and internationally, is not 
yet ready to place soldiers at the dis
position of the United Nations and a 
permanent U.N. military command 
structure. And the United Nations has 
yet to prove itself capable of managing 
such an expansion in its mandate. For 
now, U.N. peacekeeping or peace en
forcement operations will remain ad 
hoc responses to . particular crises, and 
their military command structures-
whether or not under direct U.N. au
thority-will rely upon the regular offi
cer personnel of contributing states. 

In this con text, I urge my colleagues 
to consider another option, a proposal 
that I am formulating to designate cer
tain U.S. military units as all-volun
teer units specially trained for service 
in international peacekeeping situa
tions. They would be comprised of per
sonnel who specifically elect to serve 
with those units in multinational 
forces which may deploy in areas out
side our traditional sphere of vital na
tional interest-and in circumstances 
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our service men and women may not 
normally anticipate when they join the 
regular All-Volunteer Force. Those 
personnel would receive special train
ing for the unique nature of peacekeep
ing or peacemaking duty and for the 
particular demands that arise when 
working as part of a multinational 
force. Creating specialized volunteer 
units would remove any doubt that 
military personnel participating in 
such operations do so out of a free and 
fully informed commitment to those 
types of missions. This could ease the 
task of achieving the political consen
sus in this country which is necessary 
if the United States is to play a respon
sible role in such efforts and remain 
steady under fire. 

Each of us wrestles with the burden 
of the responsibility of voting to put 
American personnel in harm's way, and 
rightly so. Such a decision should 
never be taken lightly. Nor should we 
shy away from pursuing those policies 
that we know are in our long-term best 
interest because they carry with them 
an element of danger and risk to Amer
ican lives. As I have said, the long 
range consequences of inaction or pre
cipitous withdrawal from a situation 
that has suddenly turned dangerous 
can be much more costly and much 
more difficult to resolve. My proposal 
would give the President the option of 
using an American force that was spe
cifically designed and psychologically 
prepared for such special assignments. 
I believe this would generate greater 
support for such undertakings among 
the Armed Forces and the American 
public. And it would prevent us from 
having to send anyone into a dangerous 
situation who had not specifically vol
unteered for such assignments. 

In conclusion, let me reiterate that 
we must not act hastily here, nor under 
the sole influence of the emotional 
events of the past couple weeks. We 
have all been terribly saddened and 
moved by the TV footage of sufferings 
and dead American servicemen. Yet, we 
must not let the lives that have been 
lost be in vain. It has taken us two dec
ades to shake off the Vietnam syn
drome. We must not let insufficient po
litical resolve create a credibility gap 
that haunts us for the coming decade. 

I fully understand the difficult na
ture of these decisions and I sym
pathize with many of the anxious and 
angry feelings of my constituents, 
many of whom have friends and rel
atives serving in Somalia. But let us 
take the long view here. We owe it to 
the American people and particularly 
to our men and women in uniform to 
do what is in the ultimate best interest 
of our Nation. 

The end of the cold war- and our 
unrivaled leadership in the new era
have given us a unique opportunity to 
strengthen our economy and improve 
our own society through trade and en
gagement with a world more open than 

ever before to our commerce and our 
ideals. Our participation in efforts to 
maintain international security rep
resents an investment in keeping that 
world open as a forum of cooperation 
on which to build a new prosperity for 
ourselves and our children. It would be 
a tragedy if, by refusing to make that 
modest investment, we let slip our 
chances at the very moment of victory 
over totalitarianism and reversed 
much of what we ardently sought and 
spectacularly achieved during a half 
century of struggle. We must not lose 
this opportunity to have a peaceful 
world with increasing opportunity to 
enhance our Nation's economic pros
perity. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 8 
minutes to the Senator from Colorado, 
one of the few who had the foreknowl
edge that the disaster was going to be
fall us . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for 8 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Presi
dent . I want to thank the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona whose leadership 
on this issue is an inspiration to all of 
us as well as is the example of his life. 

Mr. President, last December I spoke 
out in opposition to President Bush's 
decision to send troops to Somalia. It 
was not a partisan view at that point. 
It is not a partisan view now. But it is 
one of deep concern for what I believe 
to be the interests of our country. 

I opposed our deployment of troops 
because we did not have a clear mis
sion. That mission has not been spelled 
out clearly even today. 

I opposed our deployment of troops 
because we did not express a clear com
mitment to stand behind those troops. 
Tragically that failure has led to the 
unnecessary death of U.S. soldiers. 

I called for hearings in December. 
Initially I was turned down. I called 
again for hearings and wrote the chair
man of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee. He accommodated us by arranging 
for hearings. When the administration 
called and asked that they not have to 
testify, and not have to spell out their 
policy-perhaps it was inconvenient, 
perhaps it was embarrassing-but the 
administration asked not to testify. 
And the Foreign Relations Committee 
canceled the hearings when the admin
istration did not come. They did not 
subpoena witnesses. They did not ask 
to find out the facts and the policies. 
But they canceled the hearing. And no 
open hearings have been held to spell 
out the policy with senior administra
tion officials as witnesses. 

Several hearings have been scheduled 
before the Foreign Relations Commit
tee with the Secretary of State, and 
several or more have been canceled in 
recent weeks. Perhaps we will have one 
next week. But the simple fact is we 
did not do our job as a Government to 
spell out why we were there, what the 
mission was, and what we were going 

to do to protect our troops. We did not 
ask the committees of this Congress to 
do their job-which is our job under the 
Constitution. The failure that we talk 
about tonight is a failure of both the 
executive and legislative branches. 

Mr. President, the mission is fin
ished. Mr. President, the starving have 
been fed. The crops have been planted. 
The distribution has been set tip and 
our hostage, perhaps most importantly 
right now, our hostage has been re
turned. The mission is done. 

I have heard tonight distinguished 
Members say that the question now be
fore the body is how we leave, not 
whether we leave. Mr. President, let 
me as sincerely and as forcefully as I 
can say I disagree. I believe the issue is 
much different than how we leave. I be
lieve the issue is fundamental and goes 
to the very core of the obligation that 
we have to the people who put the uni
form of this country on and who risked 
their lives. What kind of a commit
ment do we have to those who serve 
our country? I believe they will do 
what we ask of them. They will go 
where we tell them. They will even risk 
their lives. 

Some may recall a beautiful letter 
that President Bush read from a young 
man who lost his life in Kuwait. Some
how he sensed that his life was on the 
line the next day, and he wrote his par
ents. He talked about the pride he had 
in serving his country. How can we for
get the obligation we have to those 
who put their very lives on the line? 
Yes. They do what we say. They will go 
where we tell them. But it does not end 
there because their obligation is not 
just to us. We have an obligation to 
them. I believe that obligation is clear. 
It is whenever we risk their lives and 
put them on the line, we at least have 
the obligation to tell them what their 
mission is. 

We have not done it in Somalia. We 
have not done it in other places around 
the world. It is important to tell our 
men and women in uniform the mission 
because we will not know when the 
mission is completed if we do not de
fine it. 

Second, I think we have an obliga
tion to stand behind them, not stand 
behind them if it is politically conven
ient, not stand behind them unless our 
prestige might be injured, but stand be
hind them-just as they take the du
ties we impose upon them. 

We have not done it. The commander 
of the troops in the field asked for ar
mored personnel carriers. It was not 
because of a change in the mission. It 
was the mission that the President had 
given them, and that this country had 
voted for in the United Nations. It was 
a mission to cut off arms and supplies 
and to go after Aideed. There was no 
denying that was the mission. The 
Commander in the field said to do that 
mission he must have armored person
nel carriers, and that he had to have 
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tanks. The Secretary of Defense turned 
down the request in spite of the rec
ommendation and the request of the 
field commander. He turned his back 
on the safety of American troops in the 
field and in combat. I believe that is 
wrong. I believe that breaks the obliga
tion we have to our men and women. 

We ought to be smart enough to 
learn from the past. In Lebanon we 
sent troops into harm's way and did 
not even give them bullets for their 
guns. And the enemy broke through 
our barricades, drove a truck in to the 
barracks and killed several hundred 
Marines who were asleep. Whose fault 
was it? It was not the fault of the peo
ple on guard duty. They were denied 
bullets for their guns. That is wrong. It 
is wrong because we did not fulfill our 
obligation to stand behind them and to 
protect them and defend them. 

In Vietnam, we originally set up a 
base in Da Nang. I know because I went 
there to set it up originally. The plan 
was to put a base in Da Nang, put in 
supply lines into the interior, and 
physically block the Ho Chi Minh 
Trail, and force the North Vietnamese 
invaders to fight a confrontational bat
tle where we could win. A battle in 
which our superior air power, artillery, 
and other advantages would give us a 
clear victory and cut off the flow of in
filtrating Vietcong. 

We spent the wealth of our Treasury 
to build the bases. We spent the lives of 
our men to defend them. We spent the 
lives of our troops to build the roads. 
Then the politicians in Washington, be
cause they thought it was inappropri
ate, canceled the project. We put 
American lives on the line. Then we 
canceled the projec t that could have 
cut off the infiltration of enemy. 

As a forward air controller, I flew in 
the I Corps area. The area I was in was 
fairly safe, but occasionally we would 
run across enemy troops. The rules 
were set by civilians in the Pentagon. 
They said we had to have approval 
from just about everybody and their 
cousin before we could fire back. To 
identify the enemy, we had to fly low 
enough to draw their fire. Even after 
they had fired on us, sometimes it took 
2 hours to get approval to respond. Let 
me tell you. When you are in hot pur
suit of an enemy that has fired on you, 
2 hours is too long. One time it took 
over 12 hours. The enemy was simply 
gone. 

Americans in Vietnam put their lives 
on the line. The poiiticians in Washing
ton-in Congress and the Pentagon and 
the White House-designed the system 
that made it impossible to succeed and 
sometimes even to defend themselves. 

Some here have taken troops to 
Hanoi in the quest for more informa
tion about our POW's from Vietnam. 
One thing you will notice when you go 
to Hanoi. It is much like the French 
left it in 1954. What is significant about 
that? That is where they had their sup-

plies. The harbor at Haiphong, the sup
ply depots in those areas and some of 
the key bridges, not all, were put off 
limits. You see, they fired on us and we 
could not fire back. 

That was the decision of the politi
cians in Washington. They put the 
troops in the field but did not stand be
hind them to protect them. 

Some now say it would be embarrass
ing to withdraw. Perhaps it would. In 
Vietnam it was embarrassing to with
draw, and we could not do it because it 
would embarrass the political leader
ship. It was also politically impractical 
to decide to win, so what did our politi
cal leaders do? They took the easiest 
course; they did not make a decision. 
They let Americans bleed and die With
out a strategy and the equipment nec
essary to win. Because it embarrassed 
the political leadership, they left our 
men on the line undefended, unpro
tected, and without a winning strat
egy. It happened in Lebanon, and is 
now happening in Somalia. 

How many times do we have to leave 
our troops out to dry before we learn 
our lesson? Do not commit military 
forces without a clear mission and a 
willingness to stand behind them. If 
you are not willing to do it, do not send 
them overseas and take their lives. 
Some have asked, "How do we get 
out?" With all the strength I can mus
ter, I can tell you that is not the ques
tion. 

Our mission is done. We have finished 
our mission. The only question remain
ing is this: Will political concerns be 
more important to us than the lives of 
the men and women who serve our 
country? Everyone knows that if they 
stay, they risk losing their lives. Ask 
yourselves, for what? This is not just a 
vote about policy. This is not just a 
vote about convenience. It is not a vote 
about ego. This is a vote about whether 
you stand behind the men and women 
who give their lives to serve this coun
try and defend the Statue of Liberty 
and hold the torch of freedom high. It 
is a question about whether or not we 
fulfill our obligation to those who risk 
their lives for this country. 

Mr. President, the mission is done. 
Let us bring those who love this coun
try home. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Because American 
troops are now in Somalia and Ambas
sador Oakley is on the scene, I will 
vote against undercutting our Com
mander in Chief. I will vote against the 
McCain amendment and for the so
called leadership amendment. In so 
doing, I want to make it clear that I 
am not happy with the performance of 
this administration. I do not believe 
that the administration has clarified 
the extent to which it has moved be
yond the humanitarian mission to a 
more political mission in Somalia. 

In my judgment, the President's pol
icy on whether or not we are involved 

in so-called nation building is an inco
herent policy. In the President 's letter 
today to Congress, the President says: 

The U.S. military mission is not now, nor 
was it ever, one of nation building. 

But, in the same paragraph, the 
President says: 

What the United States is doing there is 
providing for a limited period of time logis
tics support and security so that humani
tarian and political efforts of the United Na
tions and others can have a reasonable 
chance of success. 

Then in the following paragraph, the 
President says: 

We cannot leave immediately because the 
United Nations has not had an adequate 
chance to replace us. nor have the Somalis 
had a reasonable opportunity to end their 
strife . 

Then, in the President's reports to 
the Congress today, similar statements 
are made. He says: 

We are not involved in nation building. 
And then, a few paragraphs later, he 

says: 
The pressure of our presence will help 

make it reasonably possible for the Somali 
people , working with others, to reach agree
ments among themselves so that they can 
solve their own problems and survive after 
we leave. 

Mr. President, the position of the 
President of the United States is that 
we are involved in nation building, and 
we are not involved in nation building. 
This is not policy, it is gibberish. It 
must be clarified by the President of 
the United States. I do not approve of 
the policy, but because our troops are 
in place, and he is Commander in Chief, 
and he is headed out of Somalia, I 
hope, I will vote against the McCain 
amendment. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Missouri for a very 
strong argument in favor of my amend
ment. 

I yield to the Senator from Iowa for 
4 minutes. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I, for 
one, appreciate the fact that Congress 
is finally getting around to it's con
stitutional responsibility of debating 
our lack of policy in Somalia. Two sol
diers from Iowa, Sgt. Matthew Rierson 
and Pfc. Matthew Anderson, have al
ready lost their lives. If nothing else, 
perhaps this debate will help focus the 
administration on determining exactly 
what its policy is. 

Unfortunately, our efforts in Somalia 
have dramatically changed. In the be
ginning, it was a humanitarian mis
sion. Then, it suddenly became a U.N. 
sponsored hunt for General Aideed. 
And how, it has become a conflict for 
credibility, where we seem to be put
ting "pride" above "principle." 

A few weeks ago, I was one of seven 
who voted against Senator BYRD'S 
modified resolution, because I sup
ported the original amendment that 
would have required the President to 
articulate his Somalia policy, or de
fend it. The original Byrd amendment 
should not have been modified. 
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Now we know that many mistakes 

have been made in Somalia and the 
lack of policy has led to disarray. The 
President's greatest mistake was turn
ing over policy and command to the 
United Nations. The Congress' greatest 
mistake was letting President Clinton 
get away with it. 

Even so, there are those who argue 
we have to cooperate with the Presi
dent on Somalia. Well, I agree we have 
to work with the President, but mere 
cooperation is what got us here in the 
first place. 

Now, tragic events have stepped in 
and have forced Congress and the 
President to go where they dared not 
go before. The deaths of 17 American 
soldiers, who were ill-equipped, ill-in
formed and left to the direction of a 
misdirected United Nations, has been 
quite sobering. And the American peo
ple want answers. 

Of course, aides to the President have 
attempted to reassure us all by promis
ing that "we're learning from our mis
takes." Well, that's my point. No on
the-job training. 

My constituents in Iowa are not reas
sured, and they're questioning the 
basic decision-making ability of this 
administration. Is it really up to the 
job? Many of them agree with retired 
Army colonel, Larry Joyce, whose son 
James was killed on October 3 in a fire
fight. Colonel Joyce struck a chord 
when he stated, "we've got 'a bunch of 
amateurs' running our policy in Soma
lia." 

It's very difficult to argue with Colo
nel Joyce, especially in light of the 
conflicting and confusing statements 
coming out of the administration. Be
yond the disastrous briefing that sec
retaries Christopher and Aspin at
tempted to give Congress last week, I 
still see mostly confusion. 

What's our policy? It seems to 
change daily. The President said we're 
going to de-personalize the operation. 
But, Admiral Howe, the U.N. represent
ative, as well as Secretary Aspin say a 
reward is still on General Aideed's 
head. 

Secretary Christopher has back
+eddled from his former pronounce
ments on nation-building. And Sec
retary Aspin has said our military ob
jectives are "deliberately vague." This 
is supposed to keep Aideed off balance. 
But, it is the administration that is 
tripping all over itself. 

As a result, America has fallen off of 
the high road. But, the President wants 
to stay this course, at least until 
March 3lst. Even that date is slipping. 
However, the deadline that the Presi
dent promised seems to be slipping al
ready. 

And, the problem regarding this ad
ministration's lack of understanding, 
or some would say lack of competence, 
can be seen beyond Somalia. We have 
just witnessed a major setback for our 
policy in Haiti. And for an administra-

tion that is learning from its mistakes, 
it is more than a little disturbing that 
Secretary Aspin stated last Sunday 
morning that there was no threat to 
our lightly armed troops going to 
Haiti. By the end of the same day, a 
violent mob had prevented our troops 
from even landing. 

It almost seems like a pattern of in
eptitude is developing. As an article in 
the Washington Post put it: 

Back to back crises for the Clinton admin
istration in Somalia and Haiti have had one 
critical element in common: Key resolutions 
governing deployment of U.S. troops moved 
through the U.N. security council with little 
public debate or indication that Washington 
had assessed the potential risks to American 
soldiers. 

Mr. President, it is past time for this 
administration to get its act together. 
And, that does not mean patching to
gether policies a few days after a catas
trophe. The American people demand 
more, and our soldiers deserve better. 

Mr. President, it is time to bring our 
soldiers home in an orderly and expedi
tious manner. Before some slippery 
March 31 deadline. 

Of course, even though Warrant Offi
cer Durant has been released, we have 
to do everything we can to make sure 
that any soldiers that may be missing 
in action are accounted for, it is irre
sponsible to carry on a war that has be
come a conflict for credibility. 

Americans have proven over and over 
that they are ready and willing to sac
rifice for national security interests. 
But, the administration has acknowl
edged that there are no such interests 
at stake in Somalia. 

Americans are also willing to sac
rifice to help others in need. But in So
malia, we have sacrificed enough, and 
we have accomplished our noble goal of 
saving the starving people. 

So, I will be supporting Senator 
McCAIN'S amendment to end our in
volvement in Somalia in an expedi
tious and honorable way. 

Mr. President, it is time for America 
to get back up on the high road, and it 
is up to us in the Congress to help 
President Clinton get us there. A vote 
for Senator McCAIN'S amendment is a 
vote in this direction. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Rhode Island, Mr. CHAFEE. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I wish 
to join in the tribute that has been 
paid here tonight for our military 
forces who are serving in Somalia. I am 
proud of them, as we all are, and we are 
certainly proud of their families, like
wise. 

As to the amendment before us, the 
Byrd amendment, I believe we should 
withdraw from Somalia, but I think we 
ought to do it on our own schedule. 
Nonetheless, the President has stated 
that we ought to be out by March 31, 
and that is what the amendment says, 
and I can understand why it says that. 

However, I do believe it would be bet
ter if we had left the date uncertain, 
although I seek an early withdrawal, 
but I do not think we should tell the 
opposition exactly what we are going 
to do. 

Therefore, I would vote for the Byrd 
amendment. 

Now, Mr. President, as for the 
McCain amendment, I believe that is a 
big mistake. I think if the McCain 
amendment were adopted, it would 
show to the world that the way to get 
the Americans out of any location is to 
kill some American soldiers. All over 
the world, there are terrorists that 
want Americans out, whether it is in 
South Korea or whether it is Colombia 
or Armenia or hundreds of other loca
tions. 

Certainly, this is not what the Sen
a tor from Arizona believes will be the 
result. Obviously, no one can question 
his integrity and his patriotism. 

But I do believe, if this amendment is 
adopted, that American soldiers and 
marines throughout the world will be
come targets, because I believe the sig
nal that will be made clear is that 
America will pull out if some Ameri
cans are killed. Therefore, I think this 
is an unfortunate amendment. I believe 
it should be defeated. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 30 seconds. 
Mr. President, in case the Senator 

from Rhode Island has forgotten his
tory, we lost 40,000 people killed in 
Korea, and we are still there. The rea
son is the difference between Korea and 
Somalia. And the difference between 
Korea and Beirut is we had a mission 
and reason to be there, and we are still 
there. 

I yield 4 minutes to the Senator from 
Delaware, Mr. ROTH. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor from Delaware is recognized. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, last week I 
came to the floor to explain why I be
lieve American troops must be with
drawn from Somalia. I outlined the cri
teria that I believe must be met before 
leaders of any nation send their young 
men and women into combat. This is 
not a new position for me. I stood firm
ly behind these same principles-these 
same criteria-when I opposed sending 
our troops into Lebanon in 1982. 

Let me repeat those criteria now: 
First, we must know what vital in

terests are at stake. It is never easy to 
commit troops into action, but it is 
justified and warranted when the secu
rity of America is in question. How
ever, when the vital interests are those 
of a coalition of nations of which we 
are a part, such as NATO, we must be 
in agreement concerning to what de
gree we are willing to commit our 
forces and resources. 

Second, we must know who the 
enemy is and what kind of threat the 
enemy poses to our security forces. 
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Only in this way can we be certain that 
our soldiers are properly equipped and 
able to carry out their objective. 

Third, there must be a plan about 
how the mission in which we are en
gaged can be brought to a successful 
conclusion in the most efficient and ef
fective manner possible. Our men and 
women should never be in harm's way 
even a day longer than is absolutely 
necessary. 

Fourth, American interests under 
any circumstances, should never be 
subservient to the interests of any 
international coalition without the 
consent of Americans. 

I might also add two other conditions 
that I believe must be met before we 
commit our service men and women 
into combat. One, we must be certain 
that no other policy, or policies, can 
bring about the same desired result or 
solution to the crisis. And the benefits 
of the action must justify the costs and 
sacrifice. 

We never met these criteria when 
American Marines were deployed to 
Lebanon. That is why I opposed that 
action from the start. And now as we 
look back on the dark moment when 
many of those brave young men even
tually lost their lives in the barracks 
bombing, we all realize how important 
it must be to meet these criteria. 

Mr. President, let us learn from his
tory, before-once again-the hour 
grows too late. Our mission in Somalia 
today does not meet these criteria. It 
was a mission of mercy that took them 
from their homes to serve the starving 
people of Somalia. That mission was 
accomplished. Now their lives are in 
danger for what amounts to little more 
than an agenda set by the United Na
tions. It has nothing to do with Ameri
ca's strategic interests. It has nothing 
to do with our Nation's security. Our 
soldiers do not have a clear idea of who 
their enemy is. Neither do we. And 
they are certainly in harm's way far 
longer than they ought to be. 

Far too much time has been wasted 
debating a possible mandated date for 
the withdrawal of our troops from So
malia. We should be debating principle, 
not dates. If the United States national 
security interests are at stake in So
malia, then our troops should stay 
there until those interests have been 
secured. 

If, on the other hand, there are no 
United States interests at stake in So
malia, then our forces should be with
drawn with all appropriate speed. 

We all know that this Nation has no 
vital interests in Somalia. 

That is why I support the McCain 
amendment prohibiting the use of 
funds for United States military oper
ations in Somalia. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KERRY]. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, before 
the time is yielded-I had asked pre
viously for more time. I do not want to 
be different from anyone else, but the 
leader had suggested we might be ask
ing for mo~e time before yielding down. 
I want to understand if that is the case. 

Mr. BYRD. Why does not the Senator 
go with 5? If he needs more, I will see 
if I can be helpful. 

Mr. KERRY. I thank the distin
guished leader. 

Mr. President, I support the amend
ment that is offered by the Senator 
from West Virginia, and I intend to op
pose the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Arizona. 

I believe that the amendment offered 
by the Senator from West Virginia of
fers the most reasonable and the most 
sensible choice to the United States 
and that, in fact, the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Arizona 
poses a choice which is contrary to the 
best interests of the United States of 
America. 

When the President announced his 
chosen course of action last week, 
some people in this body suggested 
that we ought to bring the troops home 
sooner., and that there was no longer 
any reason to stay in Somalia. 

Events of the last few days seem to 
indicate that they were wrong. The 
President's policy is working today, 
Michael Durant and the Nigerian 
peacekeeper who have been held hos
tage were released by Aideed's forces. 
Aideed has entered into a unilateral 
cease-fire and is now talking about par
ticipating in a political solution. 

Indeed, if colleagues will take the 
time to look beyond the southern por
tion of Mogadishu, if you look beyond 
an area that is simply about 10 square 
miles, you will find that most of what 
we set out to do is being accom
plished-not yet fully accomplished, 
but extraordinary gains have been 
made throughout Somalia. 

The Senator from Arizona and others 
now want to withdraw immediately 
and say to the United Nations, to the 
Somali people, to the families of sol
diers who have already given their 
lives, that that effort was wasted. They 
want to say to the rest of the world 
that the United States is willing to 
walk away from its own successes as 
well as from its own obligations. 

Mr. President, a lot of our colleagues 
have come to this Senate chamber and 
said that we do not have any interests 
in Somalia. I disagree with that. · The 
United States of America has impor
tant national interests in the mission 
in Somalia-and a mission, I might 
add, that is going to terminate. T~is is 
not a debate about whether or not this 
will ever end. It is going to end. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
West Virginia sets a date for termi
nation. It will end. The President has 
made it clear it will end. The American 
people have made it clear it will end, 

and I do not think there is any doubt 
about it: American participation will 
end. 

The question is, How do you do it? 
You do it in a way that is sensible, ra
tional, supportive of our goals, and 
most importantly, supportive of the 
sacrifices already made by the Amer
ican soldiers who went there. 

Mr. President, I have said that we 
have important national interests in 
this mission. So what are they? Let me 
list them very quickly. First, the Unit
ed States has the same interest today 
that brought us to Somalia in the first 
place-the overriding humanitarian in
terest in seeing that the Somali people 
do not fall prey to another cycle of life
threatening famine and civil war. 

I would remind my colleagues that 
this Nation responded to the television 
images of starving Somalis. They moti
vated us to say that a humanitarian 
mission in Somalia is something that 
fits into the spectrum of United States 
interests. We are not a nation that sits 
idly by when literally hundreds of 
thousands of people on the face of this 
planet are being wiped out by chaos 
and civil strife and famine. 

And so we responded, as we should 
have, under a Republican President, 
without few Republican voices suggest
ing that it ought to be otherwise. And 
we went in. 

If we pull out summarily, those very 
same images could return within 
months: What will we say to the Amer
ican people, "Oh, this was OK the first 
time around but we were not really se
rious in our humanitarian purpose; this 
crisis somehow does not rise to the 
same level of compelling international 
interest and national interest that led 
us to go in the first place." 

We went in to pave the way for the 
delivery of relief supplies. That mis
sion is not yet completed because there 
is no guarantee that those supplies will 
continue to flow after we leave. 

Second, we have a critical national 
interest in demonstrating the credibil
ity of our commitments to the inter
national community. Through our rep
resentative to the United Nations, by 
our vote in the Security Council, the 
United States of America endorsed and 
agreed to the expansion of the U.N. op
eration in Somalia. We could have ve
toed, but we did not. 

Now many of us in Congress would 
agree that that vote was wrong. I be
lieve it was wrong. Nevertheless, we as 
a nation, are committed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would 
ask if it is possible to have 3 more min
utes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 3 
more minutes to the Senator. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, as we 
learned during the Vietnam war, any 
policy which puts American soldiers in 
harm's way can only be sustained if it 
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is based on a strong national consen
sus. We did not have that when this 
vote was taken at the United Nations. 
But I think, because of the effort of the 
Senator from West Virginia and be
cause of the decision of the President 
of the United States, we do have a con
sensus today and it is a consensus that 
the word of the United States ought to 
mean something. 

I believe that our credibility and 
ability to perform effectively in the 
international arena will be affected by 
the way in which we withdraw from So
malia. 

The amendment offered by the Sen
ator from West Virginia reflects the 
fact that we should leave in a way that 
does not impair our capacity to be ef
fective in the future. 

Third, we have a vital national inter
est in defending our reputation as a na
tion that can stay the course in an 
international humanitarian effort. We 
should not cut and run in a way that 
would undermine the humanitarian 
goals of the U.N. mission in Somalia, 
or in a way that would only return us 
to the very situation that brought us 
there in the first place. 

To do so, Mr. President, would send a 
signal to other would-be Aideeds in 
Hai ti, Bosnia, or other parts of the 
world that the United States in this 
new world order, whatever it may be, is 
not the superpower, that it is not pre
pared to lead, that it is not prepared to 
stand by the word it has given. 

A policy of cutting and running now 
would have far-reaching consequences. 
Mr. President. We might not pay the 
price in Haiti tomorrow. We might not 
pay the price in Bosnia. But history 
has proven that some despot, some fu
ture authoritarian Fascist will under
stand the message-that the United 
States is fickle-and we will pay the 
price down the road, when there is suf
ficient disorder on this planet that civ
ilized nations together decide that they 
must do something about it. And it 
will cost us more in money and more in 
bloodshed than the simple response 
that the President of the United States 
has on the line today. 

Finally, Mr. President, we have a na
tional interest in ensuring that the 
United Nations fulfills its potential as 
a peacekeeping/peacemaking institu
tion. Somalia is the first test of the 
United Nations in the post-cold-war pe
riod. The United States of America, as 
the world's only superpower, cannot 
undo 50 years of effort, billions of dol
lars of expenditure to build a United 
Nations that can find peaceful resolu
tion to problems. 

I respectfully submit to my friends 
that we should not create a Somalia 
syndrome after spending 20 years to try 
to undo the Vietnam syndrome. 

The President has set a date for with
drawal and the Senate and the Con
gress should have the courage to stand 
by our word and to stand by the Presi
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 3 

minutes to the Senator from Alaska, 
Senator MURKOWSKI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alaska is recognized. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair. 

I rise in support of the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. MCCAIN] and the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. GRAMM] and ask unanimous 
consent that I may be added as a co
sponsor. 

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

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, in 
contrast to the compromise offered by 
the leadership, this amendment comes 
to the right conclusion. The U.S. mis
sion is complete. It is time for our 
troops to come home. The McCain 
amendment provides that U.S. troops 
will come home in an orderly fashion 
and as soon as possible. 

The original mission, as . we know, 
was humanitarian. We fed the starving 
people in a time of crisis and we ac
complished our mission. We closed the 
emergency relief food distribution sta
tions. But somewhere along the line, 
Mr. President, the mission changed 
from humanitarian to an ill-defined, 
poorly planned, and open-ended U.S. 
mission of nation building. 

This changed mission meant U.S. 
troops, under U .N. command, were 
being used in the front lines of a per
sonal battle against the warlord 
Aideed. The results of this involve
ment, which was not approved by this 
Congress, were tragic. Eighteen lives 
were lost in the firefight and many 
were wounded, including a young man, 
Terry Maddox, from Alaska. 

I have talked to his father, John 
Maddox. He said: 

My son was trained as a warrior, but he 
was put in a position of peacekeeping with 
women and children in the surrounding area 
and he was unable to defend himself. 

Mr. President, thankfully, that 
young man is going to survive. Thank
fully, we have got our hostage, Michael 
Durant, back home safely. 

But no further lives, Mr. President, 
should be endangered when there is not 
legitimate U.S. interests at stake. Let 
the United Nations handle the issue of 
nation building. 

What do the people of the United 
States think of this debate tonight? 

I think we should reflect a little bit 
on where we are. We are talking about 
pulling out. The McCain amendment 
says pull out now. The other amend
ment by the leadership suggests that 
we should pull out by March 31. 

The public knows only one thing, Mr. 
President: We have made a decision to 
pull out. Now, there is a question of ac
countability and the public wants to 
hear about that. 

It is hard to find out around here just 
who is accountable. Who made the de
cision for the humanitarian mission to 
move to a nation-building mission? Not 
the Congress. 

Who made the decision to turn down 
the military's request for tanks and ar
mored carriers to provide the rein
forcements for our troops? Congress did 
not make that decision, but somebody 
did. 

So far, we have 29 dead, we have 159 
wounded. We have spent $1.15 billion. 
That is what we have in Somalia 
today. 

So let us stand up for what the true 
U.S. interests are Mr. President, and 
not stand up to cover our mistakes. 
And that is what we have made here, a 
mistake. Let us get out as soon as 
practical and go on with the obligation 
which we have as a superpower. And let 
this also serve as a lesson to this ad
ministration to consult with the Con
gress when appropriate, such as when 
the mission our troops are sent to sup
port changes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair 
and I thank my colleague from Ari
zona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SPECTER]. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished President pro 
tempo re. 

Mr. President, in my view, the pend
ing resolution by Senator BYRD is the 
least undesirable of all the alter
natives. 

I think that action by the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia 
has been very beneficial in focusing at
tention by the President and by the 
Congress on our very severe problems 
in Somalia. 

Last month, when Senator BYRD of
fered an amendment which would have 
compelled withdrawal from Somalia 
within 30 days unless specifically au
thorized by Congress, I spoke in favor 
of that amendment. That was a tough
medicine amendment. I thought the 
critical part there was to have author
ization by the Congress if in fact our 
troops were to remain in Somalia. 

This country learned a bitter lesson 
in Vietnam, that we cannot fight a war 
without the support of the American 
people. And the first line indication of 
the views of the American people come 
from our representative democracy in 
the Congress. So that when action was 
called for by the Congress before con
tinued presence of our troops, I 
thought that was on the right track. 

When Senator BYRD modified his 
amendment to call for a report by Oc
tober 15 or we would be out by Novem
ber 15 unless authorized by Congress, 
and that was only a sense-of-the-Con
gress resolution and not binding, I 
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thought that was at least a step in the 
right direction, although not as force
ful and as desirable as the first amend
ment he had originally offered. That 
has compelled the President to come 
forward, finally, with a report to the 
Congress on United States policy in So
malia. It has compelled the President 
to focus and try to write our policy 
down. As he has written it down, I do 
not think it has come out very clear or 
very forceful. But of all the alter
na ti ves remaining, it is still the least 
undesirable. 

I say that because the institution of 
the Presidency is involved in our de
bate tonight in a very fundamental 
way. If a defeat on the budget would 
have brought down this President, or 
would have severely damaged this 
President, it is my view that a defeat 
on his current policy as articulated in 
this document would severely damage 
the institution of the Presidency. The 
problem with what the United States 
has done so far is it has been irreso-
1 u te, uncertain, and if we cut and run 
now it will be an act that is very hasty. 
The resolution proposed by Sena tor 
BYRD and others is a measured resolu
tion and the President's policy, while 
not perfect, clear, or forceful, it is not 
unreasonable. 

I use the expression "not unreason
able" in some slight distinction from 
being reasonable, because it is still 
preferable to the resolution offered by 
our distinguished colleague from Ari
zona, Senator MCCAIN. As I listened to 
Senator BROWN, and have heard Sen
ator McCAIN, I hear a very strong view 
forged out of the turmoil and pain of 
Vietnam. I served during the Korean 
war, stateside, so I do not have their 
experience in Vietnam. 

I think the debate which has taken 
place last month and tonight is a very 
useful thing in our democracy. In sup
porting Senator BYRD'S resolution-I 
read the polls as we all do and know 
that runs counter to public opinion, 
but I believe if all America could hear 
our debate and read the documents and 
listen to the discussions which we have 
in small groups, that there might be a 
different view, a different public opin
ion. But our job in the Senate and our 
job in the Congress is to provide leader
ship. We do not need to respond to pub
lic opinion polls. In our representative 
democracy we have to figure out what 
is the best as we see it. 

There are two significant defi
ciencies, as I see it, in the current 
Presidential policy. One of those defi
ciencies as he articulates it, is the pol
icy of depersonalizing U.S. motives 
away from Mohammed Aideed. 

Mr. President, I ask the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia for 
2 additional minutes, as I see the gavel 
about to fall. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from West Virginia yield 2 ad
ditional minutes? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield the Senator 2 addi
tional minutes. 

Mr. SPECTER. As I was saying, there 
are two significant disadvantages, as I 
see it, in the President's policy. One is 
that he has depersonalized the mission 
away from Mohammed Aideed, I think 
that is indeed regrettable because 
Aideed is a war criminal. It would be 
highly desirable to be able to take him 
into custody and try him as a war 
criminal. But on this state of the 
record the price is too high. 

I think it is also undesirable, as oth
ers have expressed, to set a date of 
withdrawal, as it gives our opponents a 
target to avoid the problem. But I 
daresay, if something were to happen 
on the verge of March 31, on the 20th or 
25th, that policy could be modified. The 
Senate and the House will be in ses
sion. We could act to correct that 
record. 

Mr. President, I think it ought to be 
noted according to figures provided by 
President Clinton as of October 6, 1993, 
there were 28,603 troops in Somalia and 
somewhat less than 5,000 U.S. troops. 
On the President's representation, 
other troops will be dispatched from 
Pakistan, Egypt, Nepal, and India. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have a table indicating the 
UNOSOM force contributors as of Octo
ber 6 printed in the RECORD at the con
clusion of my remarks. 

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

(See Exhibit 1.) 
Mr. SPECTER. In conclusion, while 

the alternatives all appear to be unde
sirable, I cast my vote in support of a 
Presidency, and in favor of the resolu
tion by Senator BYRD. 

EXHIBIT 1 

ANNEX IV.-UNOSOM FORCE CONTRIBUTORS 
[As of October 6, 1993) 

Num-
ber of Type of forces Location 
troops 

Australia .. 30 Logistics Staff .. Mogadishu 
Bangladesh 948 Infantry/Signal . Mogadishu 
Belgium . 952 Infantry ...... Chisimayu 
Botswana . 247 Infantry .. Baardheere 
Canada 4 Staff . Mogadishu 
Egypt .... 539 Infantry .. Mogadishu 
France .... 1,117 Infantry .. Oddur 
Germany .... 1.727 Engineering/Log is- Beledweyne 

tics. 
Greece 110 Medic/logistics •.. ... Waajid 
India 3,606 Infantry/logistics . Beledweyne 
Ireland .... 80 Transportation ........ Mogadishu 
Italy .. 2,663 Infantry ...... ... Jalalaqsi 
Kuwait 138 Infantry ..... Mogadishu 
Malaysia 870 Infantry/Military Po- Mogadishu 

lice. 
Morocco ..... 950 Infantry ..... ............ Balli Doogle 
New Zealand 43 Air Transportati~n . Mogadishu 
Nigeria . 614 lnfantary .. ....... .. ...... Beledweyne 
Norway ... 130 HQ Staff ... .............. Mogadishu 
Pakistan ..... 5,003 Infantry .. ......... .. ... ... Mogadishu 
Romania 236 Field Hospital .... ..... Mogadishu 
Saudi Arabia 678 Infantry .. ................. Mogadishu 
South Korea 502 Engineer/Infantry .... Mogadishu 
Sweden 148 Medical ........ Mogadishu 
Tunisia .. 142 Infantry ........ Mogadishu 
Turkey ... ......... ... 320 Infantry ...... Mogadishu 
United Arab Emir- 663 Infantry ............ Mogadishu 

ates. 
United States .......... 2,781 Logistics ... Mogadishu 
Zimbabwe . 894 Infantry ....... Baidoa 
Force HQ .. 297 
Prvt Mrshl 143 
SSG 63 
Subtotal .. 26,645 

ANNEX IV.-UNOSOM FORCE CONTRIBUTORS-Continued 
[As of October 6, 1993] 

Num
ber of 
troops 

1.358 
600 

28.603 

Type of forces Location 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair informs the Sena tor that the 
Senator from Arizona has 25 minutes, 
the Senator from West Virginia has 17. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from Texas 
[Mrs. HUTCHISON]. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, as 
an outsider at the time, I watched the 
debate of the U.S. Senate on whether 
to send American troops to participate 
in Desert Storm. I thought it was the 
Senate's finest hour. Each person 
spoke from the heart, seemingly with
ou t partisan pressure, and each person 
made the decision of his or her con
science. All of the views then, as all of 
the views tonight, are sincere and have 
merit. My decision is to support Sen
a tor MCCAIN. 

The United States sent forces into 
Somalia originally to undertake a mis
sion that was humanitarian in nature 
and limited in scope. Unfortunately, 
this policy changed and our military 
was converted to a police role by the 
United Nations. On September 9, the 
Senate spoke forcefully to the Presi
dent. By a vote of 90 to 7 we said we 
would like a report by October 15 on 
our mission to Somalia. And if you 
plan to have U.S. troops there beyond 
November 15, Congress should author
ize such extension. 

Unfortunately, before the report was 
due events escalated, as many Senators 
feared would happen. We must clearly 
see that our mission in Somalia is fin
ished; successfully accomplished. Only 
one mission remains, for our troops to 
be brought safely home along with the 
remains of every soldier who has been 
killed. The mission for the United Na
tions may continue without U.S. 
troops. Attempts to make peace be
tween warring clans should be pursued 
with sincerity, but without U.S. mili
tary intervention. This is a civil con
flict and must be treated as such. 

Now is the time to correct our course 
as it pertains to United States military 
presence in Somalia. Now is the time 
to bring our troops home. I support the 
amendment of our Vietnam war hero, 
Senator McCAIN, because I believe 
nothing will change between now and 
March 31 except more American lives 
will be in jeopardy. There is no mission 
in Somalia worth that price. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. I yield 4 minutes to the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. KEMPTHORNE]. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, 
fact: The mission in Somalia is accom
plished. The humanitarian aid has been 
delivered. The starving has been 
stopped. 
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And there are two. Two. Unfortunately, the mission has been 

changed now. We now have a situation 
where we have put U.S. troops into 
combat mode. We put them into a fugi
tive manhunt, including a U.N. bounty 
of $25,000 on the head of Aideed. We 
have done this, it is sad to say, consid
ering that when we were on a humani
tarian mission we had 25,000 troops in 
Somalia. Then we drew them down to 
4,000. Then they were committed to the 
combat mode. We did this when our 
military leaders were denied the re
quest to have additional armor. 

Last week I spoke to a soldier who 
was in Germany in a U.S. military hos
pital. He had been evacuated after one 
of the fire fights that had taken place 
in Somalia. This was his second tour in 
Somalia. And he told me, he said, "The 
first tour there was humanitarian. But 
the second tour is crazy.'' 

He said, "Senator, if they are healthy 
enough to now fight us then it's time 
to go home." 

Mr. President, these are the words of 
a 19-year-old, a young man from Idaho 
who speaks wisdom beyond his years, 
and I appreciate what Jesse Long said. 

Somalia has a long history of clan 
warfare and of civil war. The idea that 
leaving American troops in Somalia for 
6 more months in any way is going to 
alter or change the Somali history or 
culture is ridiculous. Those 6 months 
though, Mr. President, may change in a 
deadly way the lives of American sol
diers who are left there in an unjusti
fied situation. 

When the U.S. interests are at stake, 
then I will support the use of U.S. mili
tary power, as was the case in Desert 
Storm, knowing full well that casual
ties may occur. But the United States 
has no national interest in the civil 
war in Somalia. 

To all of the United States troops 
who have been serving in Somalia, I 
commend them for a job well done and 
for a job completed. It is time now to 
bring these troops home. The McCAIN
GRAMM amendment states that we will 
now have a prompt, safe withdrawal of 
the U.S. troops now. I commend Sen
ator McCAIN for his record in the 
armed services of the United States be
cause it is a record of courage. 

Mr. President, I also would like to 
acknowledge the Senator from West 
Virginia because I believe with all my 
heart that he has been the conscience 
on making us aware of our role in So
malia from the very outset. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
McCAIN amendment. It calls for the 
withdrawal of the American troops now 
because the mission is accomplished. 
Than~ you, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LEVIN). Who yields time? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield myself 5 minutes. 
Mr. President, I thank all of my 

friends on the other side of the ques
tion. They have been very generous and 
kind, considerate, courteous, and I ap-

preciate what they are trying to do. 
My heart and sympathy are with them. 

But let us take a look at the amend
ment. Let us see what it says: 

Funds may be appropriated or otherwise 
made available for continued operations of 
United States Armed Forces in Somalia to 
support the prompt and orderly withdrawal 

' of all United States Armed Forces from So
malia in a manner most consistent with the 
safety of United States personnel. 

What does prompt mean? Who is 
going to decide whether it is prompt? 
Is a month being prompt? Is 2 months 
being prompt? Is 3 months being 
prompt? What is being orderly? Who is 
to make the decision? Who is to ques
tion it? 

There is no date whereby this has to 
come to an end, and the President, as 
Commander in Chief, I say to my 
friends on my right here, they can con
tact the President-"Mr. President, 
this says to be prompt." "Well," he 
says, "I'm being prompt." Who is going 
to question him? Who is going to prove 
him wrong? 

There can be just as many people 
killed under the amendment by Mr. 
McCAIN as can be killed under mine be
cause there is no end point in the 
MCCAIN amendment. None. It sounds 
good. "Shall support a prompt and or
derly withdrawal." Who is not for that? 
I am for prompt and early withdrawal. 
too, but I am trying to put an end 
point on it. I have a date on it, and I 
have the teeth of the purse string. 

So we are authorizing the President 
to proceed no longer than March 31. 
Then you have to come back and you 
have to get the authorization of the 
Congress. So there is an anchor to 
which we can tie to. There is none in 
this amendment. None. 

So do not be fooled into thinking 
that if this amendment were to be 
adopted and were to become law, the 
men would get home sooner. They 
might be longer than March 31 because 
who is to decide? The court is not 
going to step in and say to the Presi
dent, "Well, it says prompt, so you 
spent 6 weeks, you're too late. You 
have to get them out." The court is not 
going to get into that. Congress is not 
going to get in to it. Congress is going 
to have to act again if this becomes 
law and final. The Congress will have 
to put a deadline to really mean busi
ness. 

Mr. President, let me say what my 
amendment does not do. My amend
ment, as cosponsored by myself and 
others, does not include nation-build
ing. It does not include national rec
onciliation. It does not include disarm
ing the clans. It does not include 
search and destroy operations. It does 
not include policing the lawless city of 
Mogadishu. 

The amendment which I have offered 
narrows the mission and is specific 
about the mission. Here is what it is: 

The Senate approves the use of United 
States Armed Forces in Somalia for the fol
lowing purposes--

(i) The protection of United States person
nel and bases. 

Who has any quarrel with that? The 
second one: 

The provision of assistance in securing 
open lines of communication for the free 
flow of supplies and relief operations ..... 

That is it. There are two paragraphs 
that define and describe the second 
purpose, which I just read. 

So it is very narrow. This amend
ment I have offered does not include 
some of the tasks that the President 
lays out in his report. Here is one of 
the tasks he includes in his report: 

Keep the pressure on those who originally 
cut off relief supplies and attacked our peo
ple. 

My amendment does not specify we 
do that. So my amendment narrows 
the mission. There is a cutoff date. 

I would like to have said February 1. 
I would prefer to have said December 1. 
That is impracticable. We may not be 
in session. I would like to say January 
1. That is impracticable for the same 
reason. February 1 I would like to have 
done. But we have 99 other Senators. 
We have a President. And he has a 
right to state his position, and he did. 
He has cooperated with us. He sent up 
the report earlier than he really had to 
under the previous amendment. Here is 
a President who is showing some sense 
of cooperation with the Congress. He is 
interested in cooperating with the Con
gress. He has demonstrated that. I 
called him on the phone: "Can't you 
send us up the report earlier than the 
15th?" "I'll try to do that," and he did. 

Let me read a letter that he wrote 
dated October 14: 

Dear Mr. Chairman: I understand you in
tend to offer an amendment to the FY '94 De
fense appropriations bill to maintain funds 
for our mission in Somalia, if needed, up to 
the March 31, 1994, date proposed by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. As we have discussed 
on more than one occasion--

That means he and I. 
I recognize that you believe U.S. forces 

should be out of Somalia sooner than March 
31 and it was typically courteous of you to 
call me in advance of proposing a February 1, 
1994, withdrawal date. I, too, would like to 
end our deployment as soon as possible con
sistent with completing our mission in So
malia. While we have set March 31, 1994, as 
the outer limit for fulfilling our mission, I 
certainly will order the withdrawal of U.S. 
forces sooner if at all feasible. 

That is a commitment. 
It is my understanding that your amend

ment providing funds until March 31 is de
signed to provide needed flexibility but that 
it remains our common goal to use no more 
time than absolutely necessary to complete 
our tasks in Somalia and bring our troops 
home. Thank you for working with the ad
ministration in a cooperative spirit to bring 
us to common ground on this important 
issue. 

That is a strong commitment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's time has expired. 
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Mr. BYRD. I yield myself 2 additional 

minutes. 
That is a strong commitment, and it 

shows a desire on the part of this Presi
dent to cooperate with the Congress. 
And while I would like to have had an 
earlier date than March 31, there is a 
need for cooperation between the Presi
dent and the Congress, and sci I have 
tried to provide flexibility for the 
President. But I have also said, look, 
Congress has the power of the purse 
and no more money after the 31st. If 
there is, you have to come back and 
ask for it, and you get it if the Con
gress authorizes it. 

Now, the President recognizes that. 
This is the first President in at least 
the last dozen years who has recog
nized that Congress has the power of 
the purse. He recognizes it. He does not 
question it. And to me, that is like a 
breath of fresh air from the Allegheny 
Mountains. 

So here we have in this amendment a 
firm grasp on an anchor. Whenever you 
say the first of the fiscal year is Octo
ber 1, everybody knows what that 
means. So we have a date. 

There are those wbo would like to 
have certain criteria to which to an
chor on. You cannot do that because 
some will say the criteria have been 
met. Some will argue with that. That 
is arguable, but a date is not arguable. 
So we set a date. There is no date in 
the amendment by Mr. MCCAIN. Let me 
say again, just as many can die under 
this amendment as can under the one I 
have, because this amendment by Mr. 
McCAIN does not mean January 1. It 
does not mean February 1. It just says 
as promptly as-I will read it again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 2 minutes have expired. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield myself 1 additional 
minute. 

* * * to support the prompt and orderly 
withdrawal of all United States Armed 
Forces from Somalia in a manner most con
sistent with the safety of United States per
sonnel. 

"The prompt and orderly with
drawal." When is prompt? What date? 
What date is it? What date on the cal
endar? What date on the calendar does 
this mean the men will be out? Novem
ber? Who · can say for sure? December? 
Will they be home by Christmas? What 
does prompt and orderly mean? Does it 
mean January? Does it mean Feb
ruary? It may mean next December, a 
year from now. 

If the President says, "I am doing the 
best I can," who can say he is not? 
There is nothing-there is no anchor 
here. So I urge Senators not to vote for 
the McCain amendment. And I say that 
with the greatest of respect to my 
friend, Mr. MCCAIN, the greatest of re
spect. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter from the President be printed in 
the RECORD, and I also ask unanimous 
consent, Mr. President, to include in 

the RECORD letters that I have written 
to the President on February 26, July 
15, and September 24. 

In those letters, I have urged the 
President to get authorization from 
the Congress in any actions that we 
take in Bosnia or in Somalia. I have 
urged that he get authorization by the 
Congress so that he will not have to 
walk the dark road alone. I have urged 
that as early as February. 

So I ask unanimous consent ' that 
those letters be printed in the RECORD 
together with the responses. 

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

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington , DC, September 24, 1993. 

THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Reports in the media 
and from officials of your Administration in
dicate that the parties to the Bosnia conflict 
may be on the verge of reaching an agree
ment to end the hostilities. Yesterday, a 
number of Senators and I had a very useful 
exchange of views on the situation there 
with your national security team, and I com
mend you for seeking to establish meaning
ful and early consultation with the Congress 
on the implications for U.S . policy. 

I have made my own position clear on the 
need for a sharing of responsibility on this 
important decision between the Executive 
branch and the Congress, and I delivered a 
detailed exposition of my views on the Sen
ate floor this past Wednesday. I attempted, 
in my remarks, (enclosed) to outline a series 
of questions and issues which I believe 
should be explored and addressed by your Ad
ministration in the context of any decision 
to deploy U.S. forces to implement any peace 
accord that is reached. Not only do I think it 
necessary and wise for you to seek Congres
sional support for your policy , but, by the 
same token, the Congress should accept its 
share of responsibility for whatever policy is 
formulated . 

Secretary of State Warren Christopher, 
during yesterday's meeting, indicated that 
the Administration would " welcome a reso
lution on this subject" by the Congress. I ap
plaud your stated position that Congress 
should approve of any deployment of foi;ces 
in advance, but I also think that it is impor
tant that, if you decide to seek Congres
sional authorization, you provide a detailed 
policy rationale in the form of a requested 
legislative authorization. By providing such 
a detailed legislative proposal , you will be 
best assured that the Congress will debate 
and determine its position on your specific 
policy and all of its elements. 

Again, I appreciate your willingness to en
gage the Congress on this matter in a way 
which is best calculated to thoroughly de
bate and decide the nation's policy on this 
very important question. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT C. BYRD. 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington , DC, July 15, 1993. 

THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House , 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As you develop your 
new policy on peacekeeping operations under 
the United Nations, there are several issues 
that have become increasingly important 
from the perspective of the Senate. 

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 U.N. Peace
keeping Operations in the context of the re
cently passed Supplemental Appropriations 
bill, H.R. 2118. Although the funds were to 
pay for U.S. past due assessments for U.N. 
peacekeeping 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 priority your Administration has placed 
upon paying the United States' share of 
peacekeeping bills, I feel it is doubtful that 
a political consensus exists to pay the esca
lating costs of the large U.N. operations un
derway. The soaring costs of the U.S . share 
of U.N. peacekeeping-escalating from a 
total of $140.5 million at the end of 1991 to 
$464 million last year, to some $753 million 
appropriated or requested this year-will be 
increasingly difficult to support. 

While our difficult budget situation may 
be partly to blame for Congressional reti
cence to support the costs of current U.N. 
peacekeeping operations, there is also a 
question as to the authority under which the 
U.N. is operating in committing U.S. forces 
to peacekeeping operations. Of particular 
concern would be future commitments of 
U.S. forces to U.N. peace enforcement oper
ations where the consent of the disputing 
parties has not been secured. Such deploy
ment begs all of the well known questions re
garding Congressional approval for introduc
ing 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 
U.N. operations will involve elements of 
peace enforcement.* * * In many cases, as 
Somalia all too clearly indicates, the world 
community will not be prepared to wait for 
the consent of the parties before acting." 
Prior Congressional approval would seem 
necessary and prudent before the U.S . par
ticipates in or financially supports such op
erations. 

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. 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
Washington, DC, February 26, 1993. 

THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington , DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am concerned over 
the Administration 's proposal to begin an 
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operation involving airdrops of food and 
medical supplies into Bosnia. As I under
stand the operation, based on press reports, 
the initial airdrops would take place from a 
high altitude and without fighter protection, 
occur without the active 'participation of our 
European allies, last for an unknown dura
tion, and involve unknown subsequent steps. 
It is not entirely clear to me what the pur
poses of the operation are , and what effects 
are intended on the negotiations scheduled 
to resume next week under the mediation of 
former Secretary of State Cyrus Vance. Nev
ertheless, the inauguration of this operation, 
as the first military initiative of your Ad
ministration, inevitably carries important 
weight both from the standpoint of the proc
ess of consultation with the Congress and 
the role of the United States in foreign af
fairs during your tenure. 

While it may be argued that the provision 
of food and medicine over undesignated but 
presumably widespread areas, to reach all 
sides of the ethnic conflict in Bosnia, is a 
gesture of humanitarianism, it is, neverthe
less, a commitment involving the use of 
military forces, and carries risks and un
known consequences. Given the long-term 
history and nature of the conflic t in that re
gion, therefore, this step will inevitably be 
viewed as a major new policy departure with 
unclear ramifications for American person
nel and prestige. At this stage in your Presi
dency, an expansive attitude toward very 
full consultation with the Congress will pay 
important dividends. 

While it may well be that you will eventu
ally achieve a consensus on proceeding the 
attendant risks seem to argue that the com
mitment embodied in this action be endorsed 
early on by the Congress. A shared commit
ment, of course, will provide shared respon
sibility for all possible consequences of the 
operation. 

In addition, Mr. President, the role of the 
United States in the progression of the 
Bosnia conflict, given the history of the Bal
kans and in this century, is one which I 
think merits full and careful debate in the 
Senate. I believe it may be appropriate for 
you to stimulate and lead in the develop
ment of such a debate. There are questions of 
affordability, the sustainability of public 
support for certain actions, and the role of 
the allies and the United Nations, that would 
profit from a thorough public airing. While 
the plight of those peoples· is of legitimate 
concern, we cannot afford to walk down the 
dark street of the Balkan conflict without a 
full understanding of the consequences and 
the acceptance of responsibility for each spe
cific new action by the broad American body 
politic. I am especially concerned that you 
not walk down that dark road alone. Our ex
perience in Lebanon during the administra
tion of President Reagan illustrated the im
possibility of sustaining American involve
ment in that region when public support 
abruptly evaporated after the destruction of 
the Marine barracks and heavy loss of Amer
ican life . The result has been the total loss of 
any U.S. influence there from that time 
through today. 

Thank you for your consideration of my 
concerns on this very important matter. 

With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 

ROBERT C. BYRD. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, DC, October 14, 1993. 

Hon. ROBERT C. BYRD, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, U.S. 

Senate , Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I understand you in

tend to offer an amendment to the FY 94 De-

fense Appropriations bill to maintain funds 
for our mission in Somalia, if needed, up to 
the March 31, 1994 date proposed by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

As we have discussed on more than one oc
casion, I recognize that you believe U.S. 
forces should be out of Somalia sooner than 
March 31 , and it was typically courteous of 
you to call me in advance of proposing a Feb
ruary 1, 1994 withdrawal date. 

I , too , would like to end our deployment as 
soon as practical, consistent with complet
ing our mission in Somalia. While we have 
set March 31, 1994 as the outer limit for ful
filling our mission, I certainly will order the 
withdrawal of U.S. forces sooner if at all fea
sible. It is my understanding that your 
amendment providing funds until March 31 is 
designed to provide needed flexibility. but 
that it remains our common goal to use no 
more time than absolutely necessary to com
plete our tasks in Somalia and bring our 
troops home. 

Thank you for working with the Adminis
tration in a cooperative spirit to bring us to 
common ground on this important issue. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 

Mr. BYRD. Now, Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 
minutes. The Senator from Arizona has 
18 minutes and 10 seconds. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. I would like the same 
length of time that the Chair extended 
to the manager of the amendment. 

Mr. President, I will be brief. First of 
all, the distinguished chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee did not note 
that there are no funds allowed for any 
other operations in my amendment. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Appropriations Cammi ttee should 
know that prompt, means now. 
Prompt, means now. Everybody knows 
it does not mean 6 months, which his 
amendment talks about. Everybody 
knows. I would urge him to talk to any 
military expert, and they will tell him 
it is a matter of weeks. I would like to 
leave it to the military. But they know 
it is a matter of weeks and not a mat
ter of 6 months, which the chairman's 
amendment envisions. 

I would also like to point out that 
the chairman's amendment puts us in a 
very dangerous position, a very, very 
dangerous position, because in it it 
says that the Armed Forces of the 
United States shall be used for the fol
lowing purposes: 

The provision of assistance in the se
curing of open lines of communication 
for the free flow of supplies and relief 
operations. 

I suggest that the chairman get a 
br!efing from the military and he will 
find out that our people are sitting in 
enclaves surrounded by Aideed's peo
ple. The roads are mined, and in order 
to achieve the goal that the chairman 
envisions in his amendment, the provi
sion of assistance in securing open 
lines of communication for the free 
flow of supplies, we are going to lose a 
lot more people, Mr. President. We are 
going to lose a lot more people if this 
amendment is adopted. 

Mr. President, I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
PRESSLER). 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I join 
the many speakers paying tribute to 
my friend, Senator BYRD, who brought 
us here this evening. We would not be 
having this debate were it not for his 
leadership. I am going to vote for the 
McCain amendment, but I do not know 
if we are debating the differences in 
these amendments so much as we are 
crying out for a clear definition of U.S. 
foreign and military policy to be car
ried out by our State Department, De
fense Department, and White House. 

In my judgment the management of 
our foreign policy by the State Depart
ment and the Defense Department is 
quite frankly, a mess. I do not usually 
use such harsh terms, but from an or
ganizational point of view, both depart
ments have recently had difficulty at 
the top levels establishing who is re
porting to whom. The Defense Depart
ment has a we-they mentality with the 
military. The Defense Department has 
said that they are in the process of 
learning lessons, but the military has 
already learned these lessons and has 
told them what they are. 

I would say that from the point of 
view of the soldiers in the field, they 
deserve a clearer definition of what our 
foreign policy is and what our military 
objectives are. 

I, too, was a soldier, one who served 
in Vietnam. I served two tours of duty 
in the Army as a lieutenant, and was 
honored to wear the uniform of this 
country. I felt then that our missions 
were not clearly defined. U.S. soldiers 
have a unique characteristic, if one of 
them is captured, we go to great 
lengths to recover them. Our soldiers 
want to do good. They want to distrib
ute food. They are not an army that is 
known for brutality. The troops in the 
field do a good job. But they need clear 
leadership from Washington. This de
bate is putting the United States Sen
ate on record that not only in Somalia 
or Haiti, but anywhere in the world, we 
want the White House, the State De
partment, and the Defense Department 
to be organized and to have a distinct 
chain of command so that they are able 
to define our foreign policy. If they can 
accomplish this, then our fine soldiers 
can go and do what they are supposed 
to do, and do it with definition. 

It is difficult to come right out and 
say that the State Department, the De
fense Department, ~d the White House 
are stumbling around formulating pol
icy, but that is exactly what is happen
ing. Perhaps the Congress is also equal
ly guilty. But tonight we are trying to 
define that policy. We are trying to 
force the establishment of clearly de
fined objectives before we put troops 
into a country. 

I support the amendment of my col
league, Senator MCCAIN, to withdraw 
our troops from Somalia as quickly as 
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possible. We are down to quibbling over 
two amendments, however, I think we 
are doing something more profound 
than that. We are in effect, asking for 
a definition of foreign policy and mili
tary policy by the White House, the 
Defense Department, and the State De
partment. We are asking the Executive 
Branch to understand who is reporting 
to whom and to state what our objec
tives are. 

We do have responsibilities around 
the world. However, we also have great 
responsibilities in our own country. I 
am proud to represent the State of 
South Dakota, where we have a num
ber of pro bl ems with our economy, in 
agriculture and on our Indian reserva
tions. When I am in Washington, I live 
in the District of Columbia, where we 
have immense problems, where we 
could well use troops in certain areas 
of the city, and where we could use a 
great deal of improvement in the qual
ity of life of many people. 

Our taxpayers are overburdened. It is 
our responsibility to proceed cau
tiously. 

It was my privilege to visit eight Af
rican countries last spring. Tribal 
quarrels have been going on since the 
14th century; they will continue long 
after I am gone; and our troops are not 
going to be able to settle them. 

But if we do send troops overseas, we 
need a defined, clear policy from our 
State Department, our Defense Depart
ment, and our White House. That is 
what we have not gotten. Perhaps, 
more than anything else, this debate 
tonight is crying out for that policy. 

I am sure that our troops in the field, 
who are so good natured and so dedi
cated and who want to do the right 
thing, are looking for this kind of lead
ership from us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from New Jer
sey [Mr. LAUTENBERG]. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
soon the Senate will be voting on our 
future role and mission in Somalia. 

I agree that we were right to go to 
Somalia last year. 

When President Bush decided to send 
United States troops into Somalia on a 
narrow, humanitarian mission, he had 
my support. Ten months ago, America 
saw a tragedy of epic proportions. We 
saw hunger. We saw starvation. We saw 
children die as flies crawled across 
their faces. We saw people, thin as 
sticks, walking in a daze across a 
desert searching for food. Hundreds of 
thousands of lives were lost. Millions 
more were at risk. 

We knew we could help. There was 
food rotting on the docks. There were 
doctors willing to administer care. 
There were relief workers anxious to 
tend to people in need. But the politi
cal unrest and physical danger and 
lack of equipment made it impossible 
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to get the aid to the people who needed 
it. 

In the finest American tradition, we 
responded. We are a compassionate na
tion. We help others. We went to estab
lish a secure environment for humani
tarian relief operations in Somalia. We 
accomplished that mission. Lives were 
saved. Hope was restored. A part of our 
humanity was redeemed. 

We did the right thing when we went 
into Somalia. 

But because both America and the 
international community made some 
bad decisions while we were there, I 
also agree with the President's decision 
that we must withdraw. I believe that 
should be sooner, rather than later be
cause staying longer subjects our 
troops to significant risk with a lim
ited chance of success. 

Our troops are in danger every day 
that they stay in Somalia: the political 
mission they were wrongly asked to 
undertake makes it almost inevitable 
that they will be attacked again. We 
have no vital national interest at stake 
which would justify that risk. We have 
accomplished our initial mission of 
getting food and medicine to the Soma
lis. We cannot build a government for · 
the Somali people with our military. 
Indeed, our military presence makes it 
harder to achieve that goal because our 
military is perceived as having a com
mitment to impose a design on the peo
ple of Somalia. Let troops perceived as 
truly neutral accept the responsibility 
of keeping the peace. We cannot do it. 

Mr. President, our success in meeting 
our original humanitarian goal led us 
to do more: over the past few months 
we drifted from our original mission in 
Somalia. We went there to ensure the 
delivery of food supplies. But our sol
diers were told to take sides in the 
power struggle between rival war lords, 
clans, and political factions. Our mili
tary was given a mission of enhancing 
nation building. Now our forces remain 
deployed, in part, to advance the proc
ess of political reconciliation. 

Those are not military missions, Mr. 
President. They are political missions. 

The process of national reconcili
ation is up to Somalian people. They 
need to have the will to work out their 
political differences. Our military can
not do that for them and should never 
have been asked to try. We can't use 
military force to encourage people to 
reconcile political differences if they 
lack the will. 

But we did. 
And now we are paying the price. 
Our forces are no longer seen as hu

manitarians; they are viewed as politi
cal operatives. They are no longer seen 
as honest brokers; they are character
ized as agents with an agenda. 

And as such, they are a target. A tar
get that has been hit-29 of our young 
people were killed in combat. A target 
that-no matter what we might say 
about a return to a neutral role-will 
always be there. 

And that is why we should not be 
there for another 6 months. 

Mogadishu is a lawless, gun-infested 
area. More than a million people live in 
the urban area, and our soldiers are 
vulnerable to snipers and attacks. And 
since their mission now is a threat to · 
Aideed and other warlords, they have 
been attacked. And they may be at
tacked again. 

Our military are trained for combat. 
But in urban Mogadishu, the military 
does not and cannot know who the 
enemy is. There are a million people 
there. To protect their own lives, our 
soldiers need to put the lives of inno
cent civilians in jeopardy. That is not 
why we sent troops to Somalia. But it 
is what they are now being asked to do. 
And as they do it, the local leadership 
can and has and will use their very 
presence to inspire public fear and 
anger. . 

So I want our troops out of Somalia 
as soon as possible in an orderly fash
ion. 

Mr. President, in this context we 
cannot use military means to secure 
political and social goals. If the Somali 
people have the will to resolve their po
litical differences, they will. If they 
lack the will, staying longer and risk
ing greater loss of life does not make 
sense. We will gain nothing. 

That does not mean that we, as a na
tion, have to withdraw from Somalia. 
Far from it. The United States should 
support nation-building in Somalia
but through diplomatic rather than 
military means. In that context, the 
administration took an extremely posi
tive step forward sending Ambassador 
Oakley to the region to redouble diplo
matic efforts. 

I do not agree with those who seek 
isolation and withdrawal from inter
national affairs. But, I do not believe 
that, given the risk involved and the 
low probability of succeeding through 
military means, that our soldiers 
should be asked to stay in Somalia. 
Our diplomats should stay with the 
mission. Our soldiers should come 
home. 

Mr. President, the danger of the mis
sion in Somalia was brought home last 
week when the lives of two young New 
Jerseyans were lost. Last Thursday 
night, I joined with the family and 
friends in a memorial service for Jamie 
Smith from Long Valley in Morris 
County. On Monday, I attended the fu
neral of Dominick M. Pilla. 

As I joined the families and friends in 
grieving for these two soldiers, I 
thought about our military mission in 
Somalia. I searched for a sound and 
convincing reason to keep our young 
troops in harm's way for 6 more 
months. As I watched the faces of the 
grieving family, teachers, priests, and 
friends, I could think of no convincing 
reason nor see any prospect of success 
that justified the risk to thousands of 
young men and women like Jamie 
Smith and Dominick Pilla. 
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Mr. President, knowing the danger 

our troops face in Somalia, I cannot, in 
good conscience, support keeping them 
there for another 6 months. We should 
ensure their earliest possible orderly 
withdrawal. 

Mr. President, I support the McCain 
amendment. I thought a long time 
about what I want to do, and I came 
out very clearly where people from 
New Jersey that I had some contact 
with last week have come out. 

Mr. President, I served, like many of 
my colleagues here, in a combat thea
ter during war, and I never saw any 
families who lost a member of their 
family say, "Listen, let us go home. 
Let us cut. We have had enough of this. 
We want to go home." 

What I heard them say in those days 
was, "We are going to stay and finish 
the job." 

Last week, Mr. President, I was at 
two funerals of two young men, both 
serving in the same Ranger unit where 
the attack took place a week ago Sun
day. Both their fathers had served in 
Vietnam; very patriotic, very loyal 
supporters of this country's needs. One 
of them lost a leg in Vietnam in the 
same unit, the same Ranger unit in 
which his son died just last week. 

What they said, Mr. President, is 
that it is time to go home. They said; 

This mission is complete , as far as we are 
concerned. We have done what we had to do. 
We are proud to have our son serve. But we 
do not want to see anybody else's son taken 
with a mission that is ill defined. 

They are not interested in nation 
building. They are not interested in po
licing. They are not interested in deal
ing with rogue bands of rebels, with 
more weapons at times than our own 
troops have. 

So, Mr. President, I listened very 
carefully to the Smith family and the 
Pilla family. Young Jamie Smith died 
serving his country as he wanted to do. 
Dominick Pilla, the same thing. And 
both their parents, father and mother, 
said to me, "Senator, it is time to quit. 
It is time to bring our people back." 

I do not want us to run helter-skelter 
from the assignment, not at all. But it 
has to be prompt. 

Mr. President, we have to conclude 
this action just as quickly as we pos
sibly can. No date, but a definite tar
get, and the target is bring our people 
back just as quickly as we can possibly 
do it with safety and regard for an or
derly process. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, we face a 
grave decision today-one that has far 
reaching consequences, especially for 
those United States personnel that are 
in harm's way in Somalia: 

When we first sent Americans to So
malia, the previous administration 
outlined a very clear mission and ob
jective-stabilize the situation so that 
famine relief efforts could go forward. I 
supported the humanitarian relief ef
fort. It was effective, we had a mission 
and our troops were under U.S. control. 

Mr. President, since then we have di
verted from our original mission in to 
an ambiguous situation, leaving our 
troops vulnerable. The shift from fam
ine relief to government building has 
been without clear direction, and we 
have seen dire results in the recent loss 
of American lives. 

I do not savor the action that I feel 
must be taken at this time. The Presi
dent, as commander in chief, should be 
allowed to lead. However, the Congress 
also has a responsibility in the use of 
U.S. forces. And it is now time for the 
Congress to fulfill that obligation. 

Let me be clear, Mr. President. My 
decision on this issue was reached 
under the same guidelines as past deci
sions I have had to make on the use of 
U.S. troops as a Member of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives. It 
has long been my position to oppose 
the use of U.S. forces without a clearly 
defined mission and achievable objec
tive that serves the interests of this 
Nation. 

I have not seen those criteria met in 
this particular instance. Therefore, I 
cannot support the continued deploy
ment of American troops in Somalia 
any longer than is necessary to ensure 
their safe return, as well as the return 
of any prisoners of war or personnel 
missing in action. 

Another issue we must address is as
signing U.S. combat troops to foreign 
commanders as a part of United Na
tions operations. Mr. President, this is 
an action that I cannot support. The 
greatest military leaders in the world 
wear American uniforms. When Amer
ican lives are on the line, they deserve 
the best. They should be under U.S. 
command and in the service of our Na
tion's interests. 

A new office at the assistant sec
retary level called, democracy and 
peacekeeping, has been created by Sec
retary of Defense Les Aspin. It is my 
understanding that this position will 
be responsible for developing policies 
on peace enforcement. This suggests to 
me that the administration, as part of 
our national security strategy, intends 
to increase our participation in inter
national operations. I am concerned 
about the precedent set in Somalia and 
the track that may result from this ac
tion. 

At this time, Mr. President, this Sen
ator is not prepared to expand our role 
in the U.N., in this direction. It would 
lead the United Nations from the tradi
tional role of peacekeeping into the 
area of peacemaking. And, again, when 
American personnel are being used, 
they should be under American leader
ship. 

Mr. President, it is time to let our 
military leaders lead our troops. 

It is time to let them lead our troops 
home. 

Mr. President, I have cosponsored the 
McCain amendment, and I urge my col
leagues to add their support. 

I support the McCain amendment. It 
is now time to bring our men home. 
Our mission is complete. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 4 
minutes to the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH]. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak in favor of the McCain amend
ment. 

It is easy sometimes to think about 
the use of force in impersonal terms-
the clash of state interests, the credi
bility of U.N. actions, the enforcement 
of collective security resolutions, and 
so forth. 

Those are important, but I have 
never been able to think about the use 
of American force solely in those 
terms. I see it much more personally: I 
lost my only brother in the Korean 
war. I know what is means to have a 
loved one return not to accolaids but 
to mourning. 

Twenty-nine American families have 
experienced this same loss as a result 
of the Somalia operation. Another 158 
Americans have been wounded. We all 
share their pain. 

Because I know what American 
troops and their families experience 
when U.S. forces are deployed in com
bat, I apply some strict tests for the 
use of force. None of these has been 
met in the Somalia operation. 

First, vital or critical U.S. interests 
must be at stake. We must not ask our 
sons and daughters to shed their blood 
for peripheral concerns. 

In Somalia, we had an interest in 
preventing mass starvation that justi
fied sending United States forces pro
vided that Somali factions were com
mitted not to engage in hostilities 
against our troops. But we did not-and 
do not-have an interest in staying on 
and trying to stabilize the politics of 
Somalia by military means against 
urban guerrillas. 

Second, U.S. forces must be tasked 
with a clearly defined military mis
sion. I listened closely to President 
Clinton's speech and read his report. 
Apart from keeping roads open for de
li very of food relief, I found nothing 
but vague generalities about putting 
pressure on Somali factions to give So
mali a chance to pull its elf together. 

Third, the President and Congress 
must send a force capable of achieving 
the goal with overwhelming force. In 
Somali, President Clinton shifted the 
mission from humanitarian relief to 
nation-building without reconfiguring 
our forces to achieve that much more 
ambitious mission. 

It is unconscionable to ask that 
American forces remain in Somalia 
when they are not equipped or config
ured to achieve a mission other than to 
defend themselves. 

The McCain amendment provides the 
President with the flexibility needed to 
bring our forces home with honor and 
without endangering the safety of 
American troops. There is no honor in 
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keeping our troops in Somalia in pur
suit of an ill-defined mission or in con
tinuing to put our troops at risk for no 
important interest of the United 
States. 

Mr. President, I lost my only brother 
in war. I take war seriously. But in the 
conflict in which he died, the United 
States had vital U.S. interests at 
stake, had defined a clear military mis
sion, and had deployed a force capable 
of achieving the mission. 

None of those conditions are met. in 
Somalia. We achieved our humani
tarian mission. We have repatriated 
our captured soldier. We should turn 
over the political problems of Somalia 
to the United Nations. We must bring 
our troops home as quickly as possible. 

Mr. President, I want to compliment 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia for the leadership he has pro
vided for these many months and the 
advice he has given to the President. 
He is a very wise man. 

But I stand here tonight to support 
the McCain amendment. Mr. President, 
if the McCain amendment passes, the 
President knows he has to bring those 
boys home. And he knows he has to do 
it now. 

Mr. President, my family and I know 
what it is like to have the military 
come and tell the family that our 
brother, my parents' son, my only 
brother, was killed in the line of ac
tion. We were proud that he gave that 
service because he did it in the strate
gic, economic, and vital interests of 
our country. The program was well de
fined. People knew what was happen
ing. He fought for us and died for us for 
a real reason. 

If any of these young people die over 
there after this date, it is not going to 
be for a cleanly defined reason or poli t
i cal objective. When President Bush 
sent forces that were sized and config
ured to deliver food relief in the con
text of little armed resistance, he did 
what was right. We all supported him. 
President Clinton shifted this mission 
to nation-building and establishing se
curity in Somalia. However, the Presi
dent did this without changing the 
composition of our forces to achieve 
these much more ambitious objectives. 

However, the President did this with
out changing the composition of our 
forces to achieve these much more am
bitious objectives. 

That failure to match ends and 
means prompted me to say earlier in 
the debate last week that it is amateur 
hour in foreign policy. Despite his elo
quence, the President still has failed to 
define the military mission in Somalia 
that the present forces are capable for 
achieving. He only spoke in vague 
terms about using our presence in So
malia. 

While I want to support this adminis
tration in foreign affairs, I am ex
tremely skeptical about any proposal 
for committing U.S. forces to impose 

such ill-defined goals. Anyone who 
places U.S. forces into harm's way 
must define that mission in terms of 
controlling territory, destroying 
enemy forces, and must deploy over
whelming force to achieve those ends. 
Apart from keeping roads open in So
malia, nothing in Clinton's rema.rks 
approached that kind of specificity. 

Mr. President, we now have Michael 
Durant back, and within a short time 
he will be on his way to Germany for 
health care and for recuperation. I 
grieve for those families, those 29 boys 
who have been killed over there, as 
well as for the families of the 158 Amer
icans that have been wounded. 

In conclusion, I believe that the 
McCain language is far better. It gives 
flexibility to the President. But it also 
tells the President the time is up. It 
tells him he has to remove our troops 
from Somalia. It tells the President 
that we are not willing to risk the loss 
of Americans in an ill-defined mission 
that lacks focus or a sense of purpose. 

I am happy to support the distin
guished Senator from Arizona. I com
mend him for the fight he has waged 
here this evening. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak on behalf of the amendment 
offered by Senator BYRD, and against 
the amendment offered by my col
league Senator MCCAIN ·from Arizona. 

Mr. President, my decision regarding 
this vote is not taken lightly, nor is it 
taken without proper reflection upon 
the particular insight Senator MCCAIN 
brings to these matters-expertise born 
of his own experience. When we want to 
take due account of how our decisions 
affect the safety of the American sol
dier, we should always carefully con
sult with Senator JOHN McCAIN. 

I can safely say that no one in this 
Chamber fails to attach the proper 
gravity to this vote, and to its implica
tions for our military personnel in So
malia and around the world. It is testi
mony to the very real dilemma that we 
face, that those who oppose Senator 
McCAIN'S position include individuals 
of such stature in these matters as 
Senators BOB DOLE, ROBERT BYRD, SAM 
NUNN, and JOHN WARNER. 

If we are to make this decision with 
a clear understanding of what we are 
doing, I think it is important that we 
review where the two sides agree and 
where there is disagreement. 

We agree, it seems to me, that we 
need to withdraw from Somalia. Let it 
be understood that both of the alter
natives before us provide for the termi
nation of our mission there. It · was 
Senator BYRD, after all, who first ar
gued so eloquently against the open
ended, limitless nature of our mission 
in Somalia. He would not be the prin
cipal sponsor of this amendment if .it 
did not provide for the proper defi
nitely of the mission and its conclu
sion. 

I also think we agree that there is 
much that is worthy of criticism in 

how the mission has been conducted to 
this point. This was not the mission 
contemplated or authorized by the 
Congress last year. The United Na
tions, over a period of months, has re
defined the mission, twisting it into an 
unrecognizable form, aiming toward 
unattainable goals. They did it with 
the mistaken acquiescence of the ad
ministration, and with far too little at
tention from this Congress. 

No one on either side of this debate is 
casting a vote of approval for that 
ever-changing definition of our mission 
in Somalia, nor is anyone casting a 
vote of approval for the many tactical 
and strategic mistakes which have 
been made along the way. 

What is at issue here is not whether 
we terminate this mission, but how. 

What is at issue here is not whether 
we wish to withdraw from Somalia "as 
soon as is practicable"-for that is a 
part of both of the amendments before 
us. What is at issue is how we might 
best assist the President in achieving 
that goal. 

I think that is important to remem
ber. President William Clinton is the 
Commander in Chief of our Armed 
Forces, and he faces a thorny problem 
right now. Perhaps it is partially of his 
own making. But he has to deal with 
it. He has given us his plan for with
drawal, and requested the latitude pro
vided by a final deadline of March 31. 
The fuzzy objective of nation-building 
is no lon.;er a part of the mission of 
U.S. forces there, and we are now there 
only to secure military facilities, pro
tect military personnel, and secure the 
delivery of relief, during such time as 
is necessary to prepare for our exit. 

I personally hope that the President 
is able to evacuate our troops before 
March 31. But I am unwilling to force 
an earlier date on him, a date pre
scribed for all the world, including our 
enemies, to see. The Commander in 
Chief of our Armed Forces should be 
able to carry out his plans for with
drawal without hostile forces knowing 
precisely the extent to which he has 
been unwillingly restricted by congres
sional mandate. 

I have watched many Republican 
Presidents see their prospects for mili
tary success dissipated by Congresses 
which chipped away at the President's 
flexibility in military command. I hope 
that we can do better for President 
Clinton. We may not approve of all of 
his actions to this point, but in my 
view, we further diminish his hopes for 
an orderly and safe conclusion to this 
if we force him in to a mode of action 
which he might not otherwise see fit to 
authorize. We are not handing him a 
blank check-we are setting a finite 
limit on this mission. But that limit 
ought to be consistent with the flexi
bility that is deemed necessary to 
carry it out properly. 

It is hard to cast this vote. Our gut 
instincts tell us to get out of Somalia, 
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now. And we will get out. But with
drawals are not conducted by gut in
stincts. Withdrawals involve securing 
the fates of the captured and the miss
ing; withdrawals involve complex 
movements of supplies and troops; they 
often require arrangements for reliev
ing forces; and sometimes withdrawals 
require feints and deceptions. 

Our President needs to have all such 
options at his disposal. So when we ful
fill our congressional responsibility by 
defining the limits of this mission, let 
us also help the President fulfill his re
sponsibilities by allowing him the 
flexibility he deems necessary to com
mand. 

I will, therefore, support the amend
ment offered by Senator BYRD. I sup
port it because it will provide for the 
return of our troops, and more impor
tantly, because I believe that it offers 
the best chance for the President to 
provide for their safe return. I thank 
my colleagues and I yield the floor. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, Americans 
everywhere were pleased and thankful 
to learn that Michael Durant has been 
freed in Somalia, and that he can re
ceive the medical attention he was de
nied while in captivity. Even as we re
joice in Chief Warrant Officer Durant's 
release, we remember and honor the su
preme sacrifice of the men who gave 
their lives so far from home. 

In recent days, we have seen a dis
turbing trend in this administration's 
attempts at foreign policy. In Somalia, 
serious questions about missions and 
objectives led to loss of American lives. 
In Haiti, our Navy was denied entry to 
the port because a group of street 
thugs barred the way. 
· I am concerned that we are seeing 

the Carterization of foreign policy with 
this administration: sending our troops 
into troubled regions given only vague 
goals, week principles and half-hearted 
commitments. Our brave young men 
and women who answer the call to 
serve their country deserve better. 

Not only was Chief Warrant Officer 
Durant taken hostage, but the corpses 
of American servicemen were · dese
crated and dragged through the streets 
of Mogadishu. Our forces have come 
under increasing fire, and they have 
even been denied by the administration 
the military equipment and support 
they need to defend themselves. 

Last year, President Bush sent troops 
to Somalia for the specific mission of 
helping distribute food to starving So
malis. That mission was successfully 
completed. Apparently, President Clin
ton now has some vague hope for estab
lishing a stable political structure in 
Somalia. I have grave doubts about the 
chances of success for this new objec
tive. 

I have called for the withdrawal of 
American forces from Somalia because 
the situation there has become intoler
able. With the return of Michael Dur
ant, there is little reason for American 

forces to remain there any longer. We 
need not worry about world opinion, or 
having our status as the planet's lead
ing superpower called into question: we 
won the cold war, and we demonstrated 
the effectiveness of our fighting forces 
for all the world to see during Oper
ation Desert Storm. I cannot under
stand how anyone could risk the lives 
of American servicepeople based on an 
irrational fear of how it might look to 
outsiders. 

We should end America's involve
ment in Somalia and learn an impor
tant lesson: when the formulation and 
execution of foreign and military pol
icy founders; it costs American lives. 

When we send troops into harm's 
way, they should go with a specific 
mission, clearly defined goals based on 
sound principles, and unequivocal mili
tary support from the administration. 
That has not happened in Somalia. 
Even worse, I see no sign of it happen
ing any time soon. 

Therefore, I feel compelled to support 
the amendment of my distinguished 
colleague from Arizona, Senator 
McCAIN. It recognizes that the time 
has come to bring our troops home, and 
does so in a way that guarantees that 
the safety of our forces is the top prior
ity. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
want to express my support for the 
amendment offered by my senior col
league, Senator BYRD, the Majority 
Leader, Senator MITCHELL, the Repub
lican Leader, Senator DOLE, and oth
ers. I think we all owe a debt to Sen
ator BYRD for the leadership he has 
shown in defining this issue for the 
Senate and the United States as a 
whole. The simple question he has 
raised before this body is this: what is 
America doing in Somalia; how do we 
get the job done and then get our 
troops home? 

This resolution states very clearly 
what America's policy should be in So
malia. It makes it clear that American 
troops should have the means nec
essary to defend themselves and Amer
ican citizens, that our forces should 
not leave until all missing service peo
ple are accounted for and prisoners re
leased and that we should encourage 
the United Nations and other countries 
to assume a greater share of the burden 
of finding a peaceful settlement to the 
crisis in Somalia. 

The resolution also makes it clear 
that almost all American troops will be 
removed from Somalia no later than 
March 31, 1994, unless an extension is 
requested by the President and author
ized by Congress, and that while there 
such troops will be under U.S. com
mand, not that of the United Nations. 

It is deeply disturbing to see the way 
the situation in Somalia, and in 
Mogadishu specifically, has evolved. 
America first sent troops to Somalia to 
feed its starving people, and in that 
mission we have been extremely sue-

cessful. Thousands of lives have been 
saved due to the heroism, dedication, 
and abilities of our service people. 
However from the beginning, no long
term solution to the situation which 
precipitated the crisis was put forward, 
and since the United Nations was given 
control in May of this year, the situa
tion has quickly deteriorated. 

Quite simply, the United Nations lost 
its way, particularly in shifting its em
phasis from humanitarian relief, for 
which it was properly equipped and 
managed, to military action that has 
emphasized the capture of General 
Ai deed. 

President Clinton inherited a tinder 
box, and while fires have been lit that 
have tragically cost American lives, 
the resolution we are now considering 
should help damp those flames, and 
with the proper attention and care, 
their eventual extinction. 

I agree that we must work to get our 
American forces out of Somalia as 
quickly as possible. However, what we 
cannot do is cut and run. A precipitous 
pull-out would destabilize the region, 
and send a dangerous signal to the 
whole world. To run in the wake of an 
attack would give a green light to ter
rorists and violent dictators around 
the world to attack our troops, our em
bassies and our citizens. What has hap
pened in Hai ti over the past few days 
may be an example of that. 

This debate raises again one of the 
central dilemmas of American foreign 
policy in this century-reconciling the 
conflict between our desire to do the 
"right" thing internationally and the 
reality that our efforts are often un
welcome and invariably more expen
sive than expected. 

It is perhaps a tribute to the basic 
good-heartedness of Americans that 
our first response to tragedy, whether 
it is the natural disaster of flood, 
earthquake, or famine, or the self-in
flicted wounds of political unrest or 
civil war, is to help alleviate the suf
fering and restore order. 

Sometimes we conclude the need for 
help calls for more than money or food. 
It requires an American presence. Once 
there we often find the situation is 
more complicated than the pictures of 
starving children, mourning widows, or 
devastated homes we see on television. 
And when the cost of our help begins to 
be measured in American lives, our 
open hearts begin to close. 

That is where we find ourselves in 
Somalia, and these are the issues we 
have struggled with as we have 
watched the tragic events in Bosnia. 
This debate is about America's re
sponse to adversity, and the signal we 
send about American strength and 
commitment in the wake of setback. 
However, this debate will not have a 
lasting impact if we cannot also use it 
to lay down some principles for future 
cases. Let me suggest some principles 
we ought to consider as we are con
fronted with these situations and with 
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public demands for action in the fu
ture. 

First, we should not limit our analy
sis to what we see in the media. Human 
suffering is a terrible thing, and tele
vision brings it to us nightly in its 
most graphic forms. But those pictures 
cannot and should not be a basis for 
making policy. They force us to debate 
and decide, but not necessarily to act. 

Second, we must evaluate what 
American involvement can realisti
cally accomplish. Though our motiva
tion may be emotional, our calcula
tions must be practical. 

Third, we should thoroughly prepare 
for all contingencies, including the 
worst case. Murphy's Law operates 
internationally just as it does here at 
home. It is clear from Somalia that we 
were not well-prepared for all possibili
ties, and we have suffered the tragic 
consequences. 

Fourth, we should not be seduced by 
multilateralism. Multilateral ap
proaches, particularly under U.N. aus
pices, are attractive because they 
spread responsibility and cost and give 
the appearance of unity. However, as 
we are discovering painfully, those ap
pearances can be facades. In the end it 
is the President as Commander in Chief 
who is responsible for American lives, 
and he cannot pass that responsibility 
on to others. 

Finally, we should look to the long 
term. American intervention may 
make us all feel better, but that is not 
what foreign policy is about . It is 
about protecting the U.S. national in
terest over the long term. In some situ
ations, that will inevitably require us 
to say, as we have said so far with re
spect to Bosnia, that there is nothing 
we can contribute without paying a 
greater cost. 

As in all activities in which our Na
tion engages, both at home and abroad, 
we must look realistically at what the 
situation is, what our desired goal is, 
and what we can do to accomplish it. I 
came to this debate with an open mind. 
The facts and painful realities have 
been laid out on the table. While I do 
not like what I see when I look at the 
crisis in Somalia, I think that this res
olution is the best response to a dan
gerous situation. 

For the long term, we will continue 
to have the opportunity, if not respon
sibility, of looking at the world's tin
der boxes ready to erupt and engulf en
tire regions if not continents, and place 
our actions in that context. The post
cold-war world lacks the simplicity of 
its predecessor. It is not going to ex
plode in one apocalyptic night, but it 
threatens to shatter into a thousand 
pieces over a thousand nights. We re
main the world's leader and cannot 
deny that responsibility; this situation 
reminds us of the difficulties and chal
lenges we face in performing that role 
in a changing world. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
since late in 1991, the American people 

and all of us in the Congress have 
watched events in the ravaged land of 
Somalia with great em pa thy for the 
suffering of the people there and great 
concern over the path that events have 
taken. We are now clearly at a cross
roads of American interest and involve
ment; we must be sure to think 
through the dilemma which confronts 
us with great care for the consequences 
of our choices will be profound for the 
people of Somalia, America, and the 
world. 

The history behind Somalia's current 
crisis is troubling. Had we the ability 
to turn back the clock, perhaps we 
could have prevented the starvation of 
hundreds of thousands with more pru
dent actions by the world community 
20 years ago when cold war competition 
led to the influx of arms which today 
enables the local warlords to punish 
their own people and confront the 
United States and U.N. forces in Soma
lia. But we cannot change what has al
ready occurred. We must recognize 
that today's involvement by the United 
States and the United Nations stems 
most directly from the disruption of 
food production and distribution 
caused by the conflicts of rival war
lords in the wake of the collapse of a 
negotiated truce in November 1991. The 
suffering which fell upon the people of 
Somalia was not an act of God brought 
on by drought or environmental disas
ter; it was an act of men driven by 
greed and the desire for power with no 
regard for their fellow Somalis. 

By the end of 1992, nearly 7 percent of 
Somalia's population had starved to 
death. Human suffering and mass star
vation resulting from dislocation 
caused by war, unfortunately, have 
been encountered too many times in 
human history. But the conditions of 
Somalia in 1991 and 1992 were unusual. 
People were starving simply because 
warring tribal leaders and marauding 
thugs were preventing food from being 
produced and distributed. The Somalia 
Government collapsed and lawlessness 
prevailed. There were no police; no 
courts; no law; no order. 

These conditions made the situation 
uniquely suited for consideration by 
the U.N. Security Council. The country 
lacked any semblance of national gov
ernment and, with the end of the cold 
war, no major external power had a po
litical or economic stake there. Thus, 
when the Security Council in early 1992 
began to deal with the issue, it faced a 
humanitarian problem in its purest 
form. No one argued that it was nec
essary to await an appeal from the gov
ernment involved, because there was 
no government. Because non-govern
mental humanitarian relief organiza
tions were unable to perform the tasks 
which they had set themselves unless 
they received protection from the ban
dits and warlord militias, the U.N. de
cided it was essential to provide such 
protection. In April 1992 the Security 

Council arranged for 500 soldiers to be 
sent to Somalia and by September 1992 
troops from Pakistan answered the call 
and began arriving. But the United Na
tions had underestimated the task 
which these soldiers faced; they were 
too few in number and inadequately 
equipped to provide the needed mili
tary shield for the distribution of food . 
Mass starvation continued through the 
summer and fall of 1992 with nearly 
1,000 Somalis dying each day. 

These were the circumstances then 
which caused President Bush in Decem
ber 1992 to send United States troops 
into Somalia, to lead an international 
force authorized by the Security Coun
cil under Chapter VII of the U.N. Char
ter. Not all Americans agree with 
President Bush's decision to use U.S. 
military forces to respond to this hu
manitarian disaster. Reasonable and 
proper questions were asked about 
what American national interests were 
at stake in Somalia to warrant risking 
any American lives there. In an era of 
increasing chaos and decreasing Amer
ican military capability, some asked if 
the United States could afford to re
spond to tugs of the heart by following 
a policy of global benevolence when na
tional interests were not threatened. 
These questions require thoughtful 
consideration as events in Somalia go 
on and future humanitarian challenges 
loom on the horizon. It is clear that 
what propelled President Bush and 
most Americans to want to enter So
malia had little to do with traditional 
definitions of national interest and 
much to do with a powerful determina
tion not to stand by and watch a mil
lion of our fellow human beings to 
starve to death. 

Within a matter of weeks after the 
introduction of United States forces in 
Somalia, sufficient security was estab
lished for the distribution of food 
throughout the country. As order was 
restored, the problem of mass starva
tion was brought to an end. United 
States forces in Somalia recognized 
that disarming all of the armed bands 
in the country would be an almost im
possible task and so they insisted only 
that armed vehicles be garaged; the 
hope was that intimidation alone 
would restore order. 

In most parts of Somalia this policy 
worked. Tens of thousands of Somali 
farmers have returned to their farms 
and the 1993 crop is expected to meet 
most local food requirements. Some 
order has been restored to areas of the 
country in which about 85 percent of 
the people of Somalia live. Further, ef
forts are underway to reconstitute gov
ernment from the ground up by bring
ing all elements of Somali society into 
a process which had been dominated by 
the warlords since 1991 when the old 
government fell. This so-called nation
building is being tried not just for the 
fun of it, but because it is the best way 
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to avoid a return to the factional con
flict and mass starvation that brought 
us into Somalia. 

Early this year, however, it became 
evident that one of the warlords, Mo
hammed Farrah Aideed, was not will
ing to give up the power he had at
tained through his ruthless and crimi
nal acts. He refused to participate in 
any meaningful truce nego.tiations and, 
in fact, continued to seek to disrupt 
the efforts of U .N. forces by criminal 
and terrorist attacks in his home terri
tory of south Mogadishu. Aideed seems 
to have a core of supporters of between 
500 and 1,000 in a total population in 
Mogadishu of about 1 billion. He has 
between 5,000 and 10,000 supporters 
throughout the country. Using classic 
terrorist tactics and exploiting women, 
children, and other innocent civilians 
as cover and unwitting implements of 
his violence, Aideed has defined U.N. 
efforts to bring law, order, and sanity 
to Mogadishu. Aideed's ability to evade 
capture and to continue to act against 
U.N. forces has won him more followers 
as the local David who has taken on 
the mighty U.N. Goliath. 

From the beginning of the United Na
tions involvement, most planners rec
ognized that the humanitarian mission 
could succeed only if some semblance 
of law and order were restored al
though I doubt that most of the Amer
ican people, let alone most Members of 
Congress, fully understood this. It was 
an ironic result of the early success at 
bringing order and feeding the masses 
that we came to believe this task 
would be easily accomplished, a viable 
government would rise up to take over 
the U.S. and U.N. forces, and all U.N. 
forces would be able to go home. Be
cause our motivation was to end the 
suffering and address the humanitarian 
concerns which had cost some 300,000 
Somalis their lives, we allowed our
selves to believe that we would have 
the support of all elements in Somalia 
and that we could achieve our noble 
goals without cost to American and 
other U.N. forces. The events of recent 
days which led to the deaths of 12 
Americans and 3 Malaysians and the 
capture of one American have re
minded us of the harsh reality that our 
involvement in Somalia-no matter 
how noble-is not cost free. It is criti
cal to understand that the accomplish
ment of our humanitarian goals always 
involved risk to our military person
nel; otherwise the Red Cross and not 
the U.S. Armed Forces could have han
dled this assignment. 

And so we find ourselves at a cross
roads. In the days and years ahead, and 
in the debate which will continue in 
this body, we must attempt to find 
ways to balance our vital national in
terests with the pull to do "good 
things" around the world-whether in 
Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, or any of the 
myriad of other repositories of chaos 
and suffering which will flare up in the 
years ahead. 

In the near term, we must trust our 
heads and not the ache in our hearts 
which comes from despair over the pic
tures we have seen so recently on our 
TV screens. Were we to withdraw our 
forces in short order, as some thought
ful and concerned Americans are pro
posing, there would be profound impli
cations for Americans currently serv
ing their country abroad and for young 
Americans who might be deployed at 
some future time to protect American 
interests. We must not allow power 
hungry warlords, or rogue bandits to 
believe that the way to change Amer
ican policy is to do as Aideed has done 
and capture or kill our soldiers so that 
the American people will question our 
decisions, fold up our tents, and head 
for home. A policy of immediate with
drawal from Somalia dishonors the 
memories of those humanitarian he
roes who have died there to save mil
lions of l.ives and puts at risk the lives 
of all future American servicemen and 
women. We must not let our desire for 
immediate relief from this dilemma to 
jeopardize our ability to act respon
sibly and safely in the future. We must 
not make foreign policy by the latest 
pictures on our television screens, for 
those pictures will surely change as 
they have in this crisis. We must steer 
our course by a more steady under
standing and upholding of America's 
principles and interests. 

We must consider what will happen 
both to Somalia and to the U.N. effort 
there if we pull out precipitously. Even 
some of those who advocate rapid with
drawal seem to agree that chaos, star
vation, and suffering will return unless 
there is a quick political settlement 
which is very unlikely. The situation 
in rural areas beyond Mogadishu, 
where conditions have improved great
ly and the beginning of a viable govern
ment is struggling to grow, will likely 
revert to its pre-1993 state with depri
vation and starvation returning. The 
impact on other U.N. forces would be 
significant. What country which cur
rently has troops as part of the U.N. 
coalition in Somalia, will remain if the 
United States abandons hope for the 
situation and withdraws our forces? 
Whether we like or not, we are now in 
a position in Somalia and elsewhere 
where we must act like the superpower 
we are. As President Clinton said last 
week, we went into Somalia for the 
right reason, and must get out in the 
right way. 

Thus, I support the Presidents' deci
sion of last week to reinforce our 
troops in Somalia so that we can make 
an orderly and reasonable departure 
from this troubled land. I am heartened 
that the administration believes it can 
finish the tasks it has laid out for itself 
in a reasonable time period. But I am 
distressed that we risk setting a dan
gerous precedent by proclaiming a firm 
departure date. Such deadlines, if their 
use were to become commonplace, 

would enable opponents of U.S. policy 
simply to bide their time and wait us 
out. The President said on October 7th 
that our task was to give ''Somalia a 
reasonable chance" of finding a politi
cal solution to its problems, and he was 
right. 

The debate which the Congress and 
the public are now engaged in is a criti
cal one for all of us. It will help chart 
the future course of U.S. foreign policy. 
I have listened with great care to the 
wise and thoughtful remarks of my col
leagues and I share their desire to find 
reasonable answers to the questions 
which underlie this debate and our fu
ture involvement in global crises: What 
are U.S. national interests in this 
changed world? What is it we want the 
U.N. to be able to do in situations like 
Somalia? What are the shortfalls in the 
U.N. 's capability to act effectively? 
Can the United States help so that the 
U.N. 's chances of succeeding are even 
better in the next crisis? What innova
tive solutions might be considered to 
establish ready, available, and ade
quately trained and equipped forces for 
situations which might require them? 
How can the United Nations fund and 
manage its resources most effectively 
and efficiently? 

As I watched the horrifying pictures 
of dead United States soldiers being 
dragged through the streets of 
Mogadishu, I felt fury that our efforts 
to protect and feed the starving people 
of Somalia were being rewarded with 
such barbarity. Yet I also recalled 
what President Kennedy said in chal
lenging a generation of Americans to 
service: 

For of those to whom much is given, much 
is required. And when at some future date 
the high court of history sits in judgment on 
each of us * * * our success or failure * * * 
will be measured by the answers to four 
questions: * * * were we truly men of cour
age * * * of judgment * * * of integrity * * * 
of dedication? 

When the high court of history writes 
the chapter on these tumultuous clos
ing years of the twentieth century, 
what do we want it to say about the 
path the United States chose when it 
reached this crossroads on Somalia, 
with no clear road signs to follow? 
Through calm and reasoned discussion 
and debate, and thoughtful policy, not 
reflexive panic, we must determine the 
path which best protects our national 
interests and values without forcing us 
to spill our blood and resources in end
less and fruitless quests. If we fail 
these contemporary tests of courage, 
judgment, integrity, and dedication, it 
will not just be the people of Somalia 
who will suffer. All of us will, as well. 

I will therefore vote for the Byrd 
amendment and against the McCain 
amendment. Those votes best express 
the views I have stated here. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the situa
tion in Somalia has reached a critical 
stage. Last month, the Senate told the 
President that we wanted an expla
nation of his policy in Somalia and 
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that we wanted him to seek our ap
proval. And last week's events under
scored the need for the President im
mediately to take those actions. 

Finally, last week, the President 
came before the American people and 
provided a rationale for why we are in 
Somalia-why we didn't get out when 
we finished what we went there to do, 
which was to keep people from dying of 
starvation. 

He deserves credit for finally coming 
forward and explaining his position
al though it is tragic that it took the 
deaths of 17 American soldiers and in
tense pressure from Congress to force 
him to focus on Somalia. 

And, although I am pleased the Presi
dent has finally addressed Somalia, I 
do not believe he gave an adequate ex
planation of policy. For example, he 
did not address the issue of why he 
changed the mission in Somalia with
out explaining either to Congress or 
the American people why he was doing 
so; and he failed to explain why he 
turned over both policymaking and the 
command of our troops to the United 
Nations. 

Not only did he fail to explain his 
reason for turning over control to the 
United Nations, but when it became ap
parent that the American people re
jected U.N. control, he attempted to 
sidestep responsibility for his own deci
sion by criticizing U.N. decisionmak
ing. 

I suspect the reason that the Presi
dent has not been forthcoming on his 
policy in Somalia is because he doesn't 
really have one. In fact, I believe that 
the President and his advisors were so 
intent on focusing on heal th care and 
other politically expedient domestic is
sues, that they essentially ignored the 
minor issue of Somalia; and even be
lieved that they could pawn it off on 
the United Nations and make it 
Boutros Boutros-Ghali's problem. 

The disarray in the President's So
malia policy is further illustrated this 
week as we have seen the administra
tion begin to pursue a new African Op
tion under which he is trying to push 
off his Somali problem onto neighbor
ing countries--an idea which may have 
some merit, but which appears to have 
come out of nowhere in the past few 
days. 

In fact, after having read the report 
which he sent to Congress yesterday, I 
am even more convinced that the 
President's so-called Somalia policy 
was thrown together over the weekend. 
It goes on at length, for example, about 
the need to allow a 6-month period for 
diplomatic efforts to work. But there 
have been no serious ongoing diplo
matic efforts for the past 6 months 
since we pulled out the bulk of our 
troops--there were no efforts until last 
week. The fact is, the President squan
dered the past 6 months when he could 
have been working to get our troops 
out. Instead of working to get our 

troops out, he turned over their com
mand to the United Nations and forgot 
them. 

I have to admit that I am torn over 
the issue before us today. On the one 
hand, I believe the President made a 
fundamental mistake earlier this year 
when he changed the mission of our 
forces in Somalia from humanitarian 
relief. to removing the existing war
lords and installing a new government. 
On the other hand, I have no desire to 
undercut President Clinton. He is our 
Commander in Chief, and I believe we 
should try to support him whenever 
possible in military and foreign policy 
matters. It won't do us any good to do 
otherwise. 

When President Bush sent troops to 
Somalia last year, it was for a decent 
and honorable reason-to feed starving 
people; to end the famine that was kill
ing dozens of innocent children each 
day. 

By all accounts, that mission was a 
tremendous success. People are no 
longer dying of starvation, crops are 
growing in the fields--we solved the 
problem that we set out to deal with. It 
was the kind of mission that the Unit
ed States does well and does selflessly. 
And when it was done, we should have 
come home. 

Instead, President Clinton, without 
explanation and without seeking the 
concurrence of Congress, fundamen
tally changed the mission of our troops 
in Somalia. Instead of feeding people, 
we were suddenly embarked on a mis
sion of nation-building or installing a 
government, or whatever you want to 
call it. And then, in what clearly was a 
mistake in judgment, the President 
and his advisors-in conjunction with 
the United Nations--set out on a ven
detta against Mohamed Aideed. 

And in perhaps his greatest error of 
judgment, the President agreed to put 
our troops under control of the United 
Nations and under command of foreign 
leaders. That is simply not acceptable. 

We had the opportunity to see what a 
flawed concept this was almost from 
the start when arguments between 
commanders developed and when con
tingents from some nations refused to · 
follow orders they had been given. 

To make matters worse, our troops 
were not equipped for this new mission. 
They were light infantry units, with
out the armor and heavy weapons they 
needed to deal effectively with Aideed's 
well-equipped guerrilas. 

I would take just a moment tff dis
cuss that point. The commander on the 
ground- General Montgomery, sup
ported by General Hoar, the com
mander of Central Command and Gen
eral Powell, last month requested that 
armor be sent to support his troops. 
Apparently that request was denied by 
Secretary of Defense Aspin because he 
was concerned about backlash from 
Congress. If that is the case, then the 
Secretary has much to answer for. 

When we deploy our men and women to 
combat overseas, then we have an obli
gation to support them with every 
weapon and piece of equipment they 
need. Certainly, the administration 
would have faced questions from Con
gress had they sent tanks and armored 
personnel carriers, but they should 
have come up here and answered those 
questions, not denied U.S. soldiers the 
weapons they needed simply to avoid 
having to face the music. Secretary 
A spin has accepted responsibility for 
his decision; however, once the current 
situation is resolved, it deserves fur
ther attention. We need to determine 
how the decision was made. if Sec
retary Aspin was directed by the White 
House to deny heavy weapons, and if 
the decision was based solely on mili
tary need or on public relations con
cerns. I hope the Armed Service Com
mittee will hold hearings on this issue 
to determine exactly what transpired. 

Of course, all of this is merely back
ground for the situation we face today. 
The fact is that the President's tragic 
mis-steps and inattention earlier this 
year have gotten us into the mess we 
now face. Wishing it away will do no 
good, we must deal with it. Easy as it 
would have been to have withdrawn in 
the Spring when our original humani
tarian mission was complete, we did 
not do that and now we must find a so
lution. 

Although I am pleased the President 
laid out his plan for the American peo
ple last week, I must say that I do not 
think he did an adequate job of ex
plaining his policy. Further, I believe 
he compounded his problems by 
wrongly setting a specific date by 
which U.S. troops will leave . 

First, the President did not clearly 
state what our troops will be doing in 
Somalia for the next 6 months. Al
though he set forth four vague mis
sions, he did not indicate how they will 
be implemented. For example, he did 
not say whether his third goal of keep
ing " pressure on those who cut off re
lief supplies and attacked our people" 
means we will continue to hunt Aideed 
or not. Complicating the problem has 
been a series of contradictory state
ments from administration officials 
and U.N. aides as to what Mr. Clinton 
meant. 

As another example, his goal of mak
ing it possible for the Somali to solve 
their problems when we leave is open 
to all kinds of interpretation. The bot
tom line, however, is that the Somali 
have been fighting for decades before 
we arrived and are almost certain to go 
on fighting long after we leave. Our 
presence for a few more months will 
make little difference one way or the 
other. 

The bottom line is that his four 
vague goals for Somalia leave open the 
possibility of a wide range of missions 
for U.S. troops, many of which would 
not be appropriate or which could get 
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us involved even further in Somalia's 
internal conflict. 

Second, the President has not ex
plained why we are quadrupling our 
force in Somalia, or how doing so will 
help us to get out more quickly. There 
may very well be a valid reason for in
creasing our forces as we prepare to 
withdraw, but he owes Congress an ex
planation. 

Third, the President erred by setting 
a specific date by which we will with
draw, thereby giving General Aideed 
and other warlords an invitation to sit 
back and wait us out so that they can 
triumph without further confrontation 
with a superior U.S. military. Under 
such circumstances, Aideed's weekend 
call for a ceasefire was predictable as 
simply a commonsense action. 

Mr. President, I am deeply troubled 
by the situation we are in today. 
Throughout the time I have served in 
this body, I have tried very hard to 
support the President of the United 
States when he deployed troops over
seas. I believe it is important for all 
Members of Congress to strive to do so 
whenever possible. For example, last 
month when the President pro tern of
fered his amendment to withdraw 
troops, despite the fact that I strongly 
agreed with his arguments, I felt that I 
could not support it because it would 
have undercut the President's ability 
to act as Commander in Chief. Since 
then, however, the President has illus
trated to me-and I believe to the ma
jority of Congress and the American 
people-that he does not have a clear
cut plan for Somalia, and that we do 
have a responsibility to challenge him 
on this issue. 

President Clinton has made it ex
tremely hard to support him. He has 
committed troops who were on a hu
manitarian mission to deadly combat, 
he has put U.S. troops under foreign 
command, he has allowed bureaucrats 
at the United Nations to use our mili
tary to pursue their own personal cam
paign against General Aideed, and the 
Secretary of Defense has denied the 
commanders in the field the armor 
they felt they needed for the job. All of 
this without either seeking to explain 
his reasoning, or coming to Congress 
and seeking our concurrence. It almost 
seems as if he is so intent on avoiding 
becoming enmeshed in a foreign policy 
issue over which he was willing to abdi
cate control to the United Nations. 

And his foreign policy actions in 
other parts of the world do little to en
gender confidence in his abilities. At 
the very same time that he is back
pedaling to recover from his missteps 
in Somalia, he appears to be going 
down a similar road in Hai ti. There, as 
in Somalia, the United States prepared 
to commit United States troops in sup
port of a U.N. goal which does not ap
pear to have been well-planned or well
thought-out. In fact , our troops were 
sent there over the objection of senior 
Pentagon officials . 

Our troops came very close to deploy
ing in a country in conflict without 
having the weapons or equipment need
ed to defend themselves. One can only 
imagine what could have happened if 
our troops had been allowed to land in 
Hai ti and then had faced opposition 
from better armed soldiers and private 
attaches. 

Again, the administration appears 
not to have put much thought into its 
policy in Haiti or into the deployment 
of American soldiers. It's bad enough 
that he has managed to turn General 
Aideed-a second-rate thug, at best-
into an international figure who stood 
up to the mighty United States; now he 
has managed to confer that status on 
Raoul Cedras, an even less impressive 
thug in an even smaller country. 

I am sorry to say that it appears to 
have taken this administration only 9 
months to squander most of the gains 
in international prestige and leader
ship made over the past 12 years. 

And, of course, we still have hanging 
over our heads the President's promise 
to deploy 25,000 American soldiers to 
Bosnia-an open-ended commitment 
that history would indicate points to 
almost certain failure and likely disas
ter. 

I think it is also worth noting that 
the President is deploying these troops 
all over the world at the same time 
that he is embarking on a major 
downsizing of our military forces. The 
recently-released Bottom-Up Review 
will severely scale back our combat 
forces---especially the number of Army 
combat divisions and Air Force fighter 
wings-the very troops we deploy in 
times of crisis. 

The President's proposed force is in
tended to allow us to deal with two 
nearly simultaneous regional crises. I 
do not believe it provides adequate 
forces to meet that goal , but that is a 
debate for another time. What is im
portant to note , however, is that we 
certainly will not be able to deal with 
two major regional co'ntingencies if a 
large number of our forces are tied up 
around the world in open-ended peace
keeping missions around the world 
under U.N. command. That is an issue 
that we need to focus on, and one 
which the President has a responsibil
ity to address. 

Tonight we face two amendments
one offered by the President pro tem
pore which calls for United States 
troops to be used only for humani
tarian and self defense, and assures 
that our troops remain under United 
States control while they remain in 
Somalia; and a second, which says 
funds can only be used for withdrawal 
of United States troops. 

I am very sympathetic to the goals of 
the Senator from Arizona. There is 
nothing I would like to see more than 
our troops coming home in time to cel
ebrate a happy and safe holiday season 
with their families. And regardless of 

our action on either of these amend
ments, I hope that they are home in 
time do so-there is no reason for them 
to stay longer. 

But despite my desire to see our 
troops home as quickly as possible, I do 
not believe we can tie the hands of the 
Commander in Chief-regardless of how 
much he may have mishandled the sit
uation-by limiting the purposes for 
which we can spend funds. 

I have to say that I do not think the 
alternative is perfect either. The 
amendment offered by the distin
guished President pro tempore sets a 
specific date for withdrawal, and that 
troubles me. In balance, however, it 
sets forth a better set of circumstances 
under which we will make our with
drawal; and it leaves an opportunity 
for the President, in conjunction with 
Congress, to deal with unforeseen cir
cumstances. For that reason, I will 
support it over the McCain amend
ment. 

Let me add that, in my opinion, the 
Senator from West Virginia deserves 
the thanks of the American people for 
his efforts to focus attention on this 
issue. He focused on it before last 
weekend's tragic events brought it 
back to the forefront of public debate; 
and he strove to get the President and 
his advisers to concentrate on a criti
cal issue which it is clear they were 
doing their best to ignore. 

Instead of setting a specific date, Mr. 
President, I believe we should outline 
the goals we intend to accomplish, and 
once those goals are accomplished we 
should leave. Since it is clear to me 
that we have accomplished the original 
goal for which we went to Somalia in 
the first place; and that the additional 
goals the President has pursued-na
tion-building and capturing Aideed, are 
flawed-it seems to me that we should 
be able to leave rather quickly. By set
ting a date, however, we invite new 
trouble. 

As I stated above, for example, set
ting a specific date invites Aideed and 
others to wait us out--to lie low, hide 
their weapons, and make accommodat
ing statements knowing that in 6 
months, or 3 months we will be gone . 

Setting a specific date also raises 
other problems. For example , what if a 
few days before we are set to leave, 
Aideed captures several American pris
oners, or kills more American soldiers, 
or declares himself a dictator-do we 
still leave or do we change our plan? 

Or, just as likely, what if a few days 
beforehand, all of our allies decide to 
withdraw their troops? Already we 
have heard from France and Italy that 
they wish to withdraw their troops be
fore the end of the year. The Presi
dent 's plan is to replace our troops 
with those of our allies---would he feel 
obligated to leave our troops there be
yond the March 31 date to avoid the an
archy that he says will descend if we 
withdraw our troops immediately? 
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The list of problem questions goes on 

and on. 
What it comes down to, Mr. Presi

dent, is that we need to get out of So
malia as quickly as possible-we've ac
complished what we set out to do and 
it's time to bring our troops home. But 
we need to leave in a way that makes 
sense, and that means not setting a 
specific date by which troops will be 
withdrawn or funds cut off. The Byrd 
amendment allows us to do that. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise in support of the amendment by 
Senator BYRD, and to comment on re
cent events in Somalia. 

I will vote for Senator BYRD'S amend
ment. I will vote for it not because I 
believe it is the place of the Senate to 
dictate to the President a specific 
withdrawal date, but because I believe 
that we need a deadline. 

Operation Restore Hope was a suc
cess. There were no battle casualties. 
We fed thousands of starving Somali. 
We stemmed the tide of famine. And we 
withdrew most of our troops, because 
the job was all but completed and we 
won. 

And now, the sooner we get our 
troops out of Somalia, the better- both 
for our military and for the future of 
Somalia. Because the sooner the Unit
ed States withdraws, the sooner the 
Somalis are forced to address the ques
tion of their political future. 

There is a basic reality in Africa that 
we must realize and accept: every 
country needs a stable leader. In Soma
lia, that may be General Aideed, or it 
may be someone else, but that is an 
issue for the Somalis to decide, not the 
United Nations, and certainly not the 
United States. 

Over the past couple of years, there 
has been some significant political 
progress in several East African na
tions. · 

I met recently with President Isaias 
of Eritrea, a fascinating young man 
with a remarkable history, who this 
past year has overseen the transition 
of Eritrea to independence after a 30-
year war with Ethiopia. Just a few 
months ago in May, 98 percent of Eri
trea's voters voted in favor of inde
pendence. A constitution is being draft
ed, and a formerly rebel movement is 
learning how to govern and setting 
about the business of national recon
struction. 

In Uganda, President Museveni has 
brought stability out of chaos, rep
resented most vividly by Museveni's 
predecessors, Milton Obote and Idi 
Amin. When Museveni came to power 
as an army general, the country was 
engaged in civil war, gross domestic 
product had fallen dramatically, and 
inflation was at about 300 percent an
nually. 

Museveni's government has liberal
ized Uganda's economy significantly
abolishing State monopolies and lifting 
price controls. Uganda now has one of 

the brightest economic futures in Afri
ca. And although multi-party elections 
have yet to be held, there is consider
able movement toward a new constitu
tion and general elections in 1994. 

This past June in Burundi, 2.8 mil
lion voters went to the polls to elect 
Melchior Ndadaye president in the 
country's first ever multiparty elec
tions. Former President Buyoya, who 
also gained power as an army general 
through a military coup in 1987, suc
ceeded at bringing reconciliation in 
Burundi after years of ethnic rivalry 
between the majority Hutus and the 
minority Tutsis, and presided over the 
drafting of a new constitution. 

In order to stand for election under 
the new constitution, Buyoya resigned 
from the military, and gracefully ac
cepted his defeat following the · elec
tion. Now he is leading a Freedom 
Foundation to encourage economic de
velopment in his country. 

A good friend of mine from Min
nesota and a leader in the national 
youth service movement, Jim 
Kielsmeier, has recently gone to Kenya 
to begin work for the establishment of 
a Somalia Reconciliation and Develop
ment Corps. This African-led project 
seeks to reverse the cycle of poverty, 
despair and anarchy in Somalia by re
focusing small groups of Somali youth 
on their historical heritage. The vision 
of this project is to demonstrate that 
needs can be met, lives can be invested, 
new leaders can be trained, and a na
tion can be rebuilt-one community at 
a time. 

Also, we many times forget the hard 
work and many successes of the NGO's 
that have been working in Somalia a 
lot longer than the United States mili
tary. Several humanitarian organiza
tions, including World Vision, the Red 
Cross, Doctors Without Borders, and 
the Minneapolis-based American Refu
gee Committee, as well as many others, 
have been on the front lines of this cri
sis. The individuals involved with these 
organizations know a lot more about 
Somalia and the humanitarian crisis 
there than any of us in the United 
States Senate. 

These stories offer models for the 
people of Somalia, and they offer lead
ers who understand and ·have been 
where the Somali are now. Many East 
African leaders have been urging an 
East African conference on Somalia, 
and an African solution to the unrest 
there. We have to take advantage of 
this leadership and experience-be
cause I am convinced that the key to 
the future of East Africa, and indeed 
all of Africa, is leadership. 

A recent editorial written by William 
Raspberry in the Washington Post pro
vides the best description I have seen 
on the situation in Somalia. Allow me 
to quote Mr. Raspberry briefly. He 
states: 

The preoccupation with capturing (or kill
ing) the elus·ive Aideed obscures two things 

worth paying attention to . The first is that 
Aideed is as close as anyone is likely to be
come in the near future to being the political 
and military leader of Somalia. 

He goes on to comment: 
This raises what is for many Americans an 

unthinkable possibility: that the end of 
chaos and the ascendency of Aideed may be 
the same thing. 

In retrospect , we should have seen-and 
taken into account-such a possibility from 
the outset of our humanitarian intervention. 

The essay concludes: 
We've done well in Somalia, and we 've 

done good-much of it of a lasting nature. 

* * * * * 
Frustration over a guy we can 't catch and 

anger over the desecration of two dead sol
diers are a poor basis for making policy. 

Mr. President, that is the bottom 
line, and it is something we must con
sider as we address one more question 
concerning this crisis: What happens 
if-once the United States forces have 
withdrawn-the situation in Somalia 
further deteriorates to the point it was 
at a year ago? Before Operation Re
store Hope, hundreds of thousands were 
at risk of starvation. 

What do we do if it happens again? 
Mr. President, I recognize that this 

may not be a very popular position, but 
it is nevertheless the view of this Sen
ator that in such a situation, the Unit
ed States must be prepared to once 
again open supply lines so that human
itarian organizations can get their job 
done. 

Remember-we succeeded the first 
time. Our original mission in Somalia 
was well-defined and successfully ful
filled. Our military accomplished it in 
quick order. We have every right to be 
proq.d of that achievement. 

And if it is necessary, we must do it 
again. What we emphatically must not 
do is set a costly and unrealistic mis
sion in Somalia in an attempt to avoid 
that contingency. 

We dealt with it in the past. We can 
deal with it again. The humanitarian 
situation is no excuse for the creation 
of a United States quagmire in Soma
lia. Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support the Senator from West Vir
ginia, and vote in favor of this amend
ment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, many of 
us have spoken within the last month 
about the need to clarify the mission of 
United States forces in Somalia. Our 
goal had become blurred and our pur
pose had become fuzzy since the initial 
U.S. mission was launched to secure 
the delivery of humanitarian assist
ance. 

We said we needed clarity and a plan 
for removal of our troops soon. We said 
we wanted the Congress to have the op
portunity to authorize that plan. The 
Senate and House both passed a resolu
tion seeking those two things. 

Now we have a plan. And soon we will 
have a vote on authorizing that plan. 
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President Clinton last week addressed 
the Nation directly. He made our pur
pose clear and he established the con
text as well. His first priority, as it 
should be, is to protect our troops and 
give them the tools they need to defend 
themselves. 

The President made it explicit that 
their mission is to protect our troops 
and our bases. They are to: "Keep open 
and secure the roads, the port and the 
lines of communications that are es
sential for the United Nations and the 
relief workers to keep the flow of food 
and supplies and people moving freely 
throughout the country so that starva
tion and anarchy do not return." 

The President dispatched Ambas
sador Oakley back to Somalia to help 
in this diplomatic process, and there 
are hopeful signs that he may achieve 
some success, and that hostilities have 
decreased in the last few days. We are 
all grateful that the American heli
copter pilot who had been held captive 
was released today and will be home 
soon. 

The President said he would aim to 
complete this mission and have all 
American troops, except non-combat
support personnel, out of Somalia by 
March 31, The President also indicated 
it might be possible to withdraw before 
that date. 

This is a balanced approach which 
recognizes our responsibility as a world 
leader and the limits of our resources. 
It will allow for a reasonable chance 
for us to fulfill our original mission of 
humanitarian aid without saddling us 
with an open-ended commitment to re
build a nation. 

I am gratified to see that Senators 
from both sides of the aisle have 
worked together to craft the amend
ment offered by Senator BYRD, by the 
Majority leader, the Republican leader 
and others. I believe it authorizes the 
same kind of balanced approach that 
President Clinton outlined. It is said 
the mission should be limited, and the 
withdrawal of United States forces 
from Somalia should be expeditious 
but not precipitous. 

The President recognized the strong 
case for not cutting and running, and 
so does the Byrd amendment. The Byrd 
amendment avoids the signal to poten
tial adversaries that they can target 
American troops in order to defeat the 
policy objectives of the United States. 

United States credibility inter
nationally is also on the line in Soma
lia. In the long term, a precipitous 
pullout in Somalia might threaten any 
ability of the United States to forge ef
fective coalitions in response to ag
gression whether the coalition is 
NATO, ad hoc coalitions like we cre
ated in the gulf war, or through the 
United Nations. 

I believe that the President made a 
convincing case and that the American 
people basically agree that we must 
leave Somalia, but not precipitously. 

We must leave in a way that estab
lishes a reasonable chance for Somalia 
to avoid slipping back into anarchy, 
chaos and famine. We must leave So
malia in a way that avoids a larger cri
sis in the crucial effort to create a se
cure world after the cold war. Yes, we 
must leave Somalia, but as part of a 
plan where other nations, including Af
rican nations, contribute the resources 
and people to leave a securer environ
ment there. 

The debate has moved significantly 
from where it was just one week ago, 
when the dominant call was in the 
United States to immediately precipi
tously withdrawn. The amendment of 
Senator BYRD establishes a limited 
range of time in which we can complete 
our goals and complete an orderly 
withdrawal of our forces. The President 
and his military advisers have indi
cated that, in their best military judg
ment, the time between now and March 
31 gives us a reasonable chance to 
achieve the objectives he has set out. 

The world after the cold war finally 
has a chance to act together, and So
malia is one of the first places that we 
are trying after the .cold war-we must 
not be the country that fractures that 
effort. As Gen. Colin Powell said about 
Somalia, "It will be very unwise for us 
to suddenly pull our troops out. It 
would be devastating to our hopes for 
the new world order." 

We should not be in every coalition, 
but we need coalitions to be created 
and we need coalitions to work. In the 
future, we may have to face down a ter
rorist state that threatens the world 
with nuclear or chemical weapons. How 
are we going to convince other nations 
to join us then, if we precipitously 
withdraw from commitments now that 
we have freely entered into? 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I agree 
with my colleague from Arizona that 
the United States has little if any stra
tegic, economic, or enduring political 
interest in Somalia, and there is no 
question that getting our U.S. forces 
out as soon as possible has enormous 
popular appeal. I am uneasy, however, 
with the limitation that the McCain 
amendment places on the President's 
role as Commander in Chief, as well as 
with the message it may send about 
U.S. resolve as the world's only re
maining superpower. 

Because the President also recognizes 
America's limited interest in Somalia, 
I believe the leadership's compromise 
amendment would reach much the 
same result as the McCain amendment. 
Our troops will be home as soon as it is 
possible to bring them home respon
sibly. And I hope and expect it will be 
much sooner than the March 31 dead
line. But the integrity of the Com
mander in Chief's role would remain in
tact. To be completely honest, I'd pre
fer not to announce any self-imposed 
deadline for U.S. withdrawal, and I'd 
prefer not to legislate at all in this in
stance. 

I believe in bringing our forces home 
as soon as possible from Somalia. But I 
want to do so on our terms, not Gen
eral Aideed's. I believe that the leader
ship amendment allows us the tactical 
flexibility to withdraw in an orderly 
and secure fashion, at the appropriate 
time. The leadership amendment 
strikes the better balance between ex
pedience and constitutional duty, and I 
will support it. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, last week 
the President spoke to the Nation 
about the United States military mis
sion in Somalia and the objectives and 
scope of that operation. I rise to ex
press my support for the views the 
President has articulated, and to urge 
my colleagues not to abandon this 
vital multilateral peacekeeping effort. 

Mr. President, I want to take this op
portunity to commend the collective 
effort to put together a measure on So
malia that commands broad-based sup
port from both sides of the aisle. This 
is about as controversial an issue that 
you can deal with in the area of foreign 
policy. Coming to some agreement on 
this issue has no doubt been a difficult 
task. But those who have fashioned the 
proposal that brings us together this 
evening deserve our applause and acco
lades. 

I especially want to commend the 
distinguished President pro tempore, 
Senator BYRD, the distinguished major
ity leader, Senator MITCHELL, the dis
tinguished minority leader, Senator 
DOLE, and the many other Members of 
this body who lent their contributions 
to this effort. They remind us that we 
have no higher obligation, as a par
liamentary body and indeed as a Na
tion, than to fully assess the issues at 
stake in Somalia when the lives of the 
men and women in our military are on 
the line. 

Mr. President, the American people 
are perplexed and angry over the si tua
tion in Somalia, and it is easy to un
derstand why. Ten months into what 
we were told would be a brief humani
tarian mission, nearly 30 Americans 
have lost their lives and scores have 
been wounded in the streets of 
Mogadishu. 

What's more, many Americans be
lieve the original humanitarian effort 
has been completed. On the streets of 
Somalia, children are no longer starv
ing. Food supplies are no longer being 
stolen. Disease and malnutrition are no 
longer visible on every corner. Many 
now fear the mission has been trans
formed into one that includes nation
building and other tasks which they 
did not envision and for which they did 
not give their consent. 

Mr. President, the American people 
ask, and rightfully so, a number of im
portant questions: Why are we in So
malia? What are our objectives: How do 
we intend to accomplish those objec
tives? They want to know what Amer
ican interests are at stake in the polit
ical future of Somalia, and whether it 
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is necessary to send American men and 
women into harm's way in order to 
protect those interests. 

These should not be questions that 
we shy away from or turn our backs on 
and ignore. We have come too far, we 
have sacrificed too many precious 
American lives, to pretend that we do 
not have an obligation to explain in a 
clear and coherent manner why we are 
in Somalia. And if we cannot explain 
this operation to the American people, 
in simple and compelling terms, then 
we ought not to remain there a mo
ment longer. 

In view of this heavy obligation upon 
us today, it would be easy for us to fold 
up our tent and call on the President 
to bring our forces home. It would be 
easy for us to conclude that we have no 
compelling interest in Somalia, or that 
we do not have the patience or the 
wherewithal to explain that interest to 
the American people. But in my view, 
that would be a tragic mistake. 
It would be a mistake because despite 

all the difficulties and mishaps that 
have taken place along the way-and 
there have been many-the fact re
mains that the world has a compelling 
interest in the peacekeeping mission in 
Somalia. And we have a compelling in
terest in remaining involved in that ef
fort. I hope we will have the courage to 
fix what is wrong with the operation in 
Somalia, without destroying every
thing that is right about it. 

At the outset, Mr. President, we 
ought to take a moment to remind our
selves just how we got involved in So
malia in the first place. After the over
throw of General Siad Barre in Janu
ary 1991, the factions that had collabo
rated in his overthrow turned on each 
other in a violent and ruthless civil 
war. This conflict quickly brought 
about a disruption in food and medical 
relief efforts, a paralysis of the Somali 
Government, and a complete break
down of Somali society. 

By the end of 1992, more than 300,000 
Somalis had died as a result of vio
lence, famine, disease, and malnutri
tion, and up to one and a half million 
more were at risk. Most of the victims, 
as is usually the case, were innocent 
children. Surely we all remember the 
wrenching human drama that was 
played out every night on the evening 
news: Scenes of children lying in the 
dirt with their bellies distended, too 
weak to eat or drink, too weak to even 
brush the flies and the maggots off 
their faces. 

Last December, moved by the pic
tures of this endless human suffering, 
the U.N. Security Council adopted res
olution 794, authorizing the use of mili
tary force to provide a secure environ
ment for humanitarian relief oper
ations in Somalia. The next day, on 
December 4, Operation Restore Hope 
went into action. Within a few weeks, 
some 25,000 United States soldiers had 
moved into Mogadishu and the other 

major population centers of Somalia, 
opening up food supply lines and allow
ing relief agencies to once again do 
their work. 

By the end of March, Operation Re
store Hope had lived up to its name. 
The bitter factional fighting had been 
greatly reduced. Schools were begin
ning to reopen; shops and markets were 
beginning to take customers agai~; 
courts were beginning to reconvene .' 
Hunger and disease no longer loomed 
over the country like a black plague. 
In short, Somalia was beginning to 
look like a nation once again. 

In late March, building on these 
early signs of success, all of the major 
Somali factional leaders convened at a 
peace conference in Addis Ababa, Ethi
opia. After 13 days of talks, these lead
ers-including Mohammed Farah 
Aideed of the Somali National Alli
ance-agreed to establish a transition 
council made up of 74 representatives 
from all aspects of Somali society. 
This transitional council was designed 
to serve as a temporary national as
sembly until elections could be held 
and a new constitution could be draft
ed-a process that was expected to take 
up to 2 years. 

This peace conference was built on a 
foundation on mutual suspicion and 
unfortunately, the plan that was 
agreed to has yet to be implemented. 

'But it proved that the leaders of the 
various factions in Somalia are willing 
to discuss a peaceful settlement, and to 
engage in the give-and-take of political 
negotiation and dialog. 

More important, it demonstrated 
that it was possible for the U.N. and re
gional leaders to gain at least a meas
ure of trust, if not necessarily the last
ing good will, of all the parties in
volved. 

With this peace conference under 
way, the U.N. Security Council decided 
it was time to move to the next stage 
in Somalia. On March 26, the Security 
Council adopted resolution 814, which 
called for the U.N. to provide assist
ance to the people of Somalia in "reha
bilitating their political institutions 
and economy and promoting political 
settlement and national reconcili
ation." It also called on the U.N. to 
"assist the people of Somalia to pro
mote and advance political reconcili
ation, through broad participation by 
all sectors of Somali society.'' 

Finally, the resolution called for the 
expansion of the United Nations Force, 
known by the acronym UNOSOM II, ill 
order to help support these political 
goals. This force, which would be made 
up of about 5,000 U.S. troops and rough
ly 20,000 additional troops from over 
two dozen nations, would have the ex
plicit authority to take military action 
to disarm military factions and main
tain the existence of a secure environ
ment. 

For many observers, including the 
United States, this resolution was the 

logical extension of the original hu
manitarian effort. It recognized that 
the initial humanitarian gains would 
all go for naught without the develop
ment of adequate political institutions. 
Indeed this effort would be similar to 
efforts the United Nations had already 
undertaken in nations like Namibia 
and Cambodia, where democratic elec
tions were held under United Nations 
auspices. 

Unfortunately, even though this res
olution was supported by the United 
States in the Security Council, the res
olution and its consequences received 
little attention and public debate. The 
House of Representatives did vote, on 
May 25, for a resolution approving the 
participation of U.S. forces in support 
of the UNOSOM II mission. Regret
tably, U.S. participation in this ex
panded mission was never considered 
on the floor of this Chamber. As long a 
United States forces did not seem to be 
in jeopardy in Somalia, there appeared 
to be little reason to do so. 

Once the outlines of this expanded 
United Nations mission had been 
agreed to by the Security Council, Op
eration Restore Hope came to an end 
on May 4, and formal authority for the 
continuing mission was turned over to 
the United Nations. It is here that 
events took a disturbing downward 
turn. 

Exactly how things went wrong, dur
ing those months of April, May, and 
June, will probably never be known. As 
many observers have taken pains to 
point out, one can identify a number of 
diplomatic blunders that were made by 
the U.N. team in dealing with General 
Aideed and his supporters. 

These missteps, they say, caused 
Aideed to come to the conclusion that 
the United Nations was attempting to 
marginalize him at the expense of his 
arch-enemies. For their part, U.N. offi
cials say they were motivated by the 
fact that Aideed is a ruthless warlord 
who will stop at nothing to preserve 
and expand his power. 

But one thing is clear, Mr. President: 
That important basis of trust between 
the faction leaders and the United Na
tions-a basis of trust that had been 
painstakingly built over a number of 
months-most convincingly and defini
tively broke down. And it was not a 
very long time after that until the 
well-known events of June 5, when 
Aideed's forces attacked a group of 
Pakistani peacekeepers and opened a 
new phase of hostilities in Somalia. 

Unfortunately, instead of learning 
from its mistakes, the United Nations 
proceeded to compound its errors. At 
the insistence, of Jonathan Howe, the 
retired United States admiral serving 
as the United Nations special rep
resentative in Somalia, the United Na
tions placed a $25,000 bounty on the 
head of Aideed and embarked on a se
ries of military missions to capture 
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Aideed and his followers. In fact, ac
cording to an article in Sunday's edi
tion of the Washington Post, an attack 
by U.S. forces on facilities belonging to 
Aideed on July 12, had the explicit mis
sion of killing the warlord and his high 
command. 

This string of United Nations and 
United States-led attacks put the Unit
ed States and its allies on a collision 
course with Aideed. Unfortunately, the 
United Nations had neither sufficient 
manpower nor equipment to effectively 
carry out this mission. At the same 
time, the United Nations command 
structure severely underestimated the 
depth of support for Aideed among the 
thousands of people in his Haber-Gedir 
subclan. This deadly combination 
helped lead to this disastrous events of 
October 3, when more than a dozen U.S. 
soldiers were killed while trying to 
capture supporters of Aideed in 
Mogadishu. 

The tragic and untimely deaths of 
these United States soldiers raised 
widespread debate across the United 
States about the scope of the United 
Nations mission in Somalia and the 
continued United States participation 
in that mission. Unfortunately, in the 
first few days after that incident, Unit
ed States officials were unable to pro
vide a clear justification of the mission 
or adequately describe its goals. Many 
believed the time to pull out from So
malia had arrived. 

This set the stage for President Clin
ton's address to the Nation last Thurs
day. I believe the President did a very 
capable and creditable job in explain
ing why we are involved in Somalia 
and what we intend to accomplish in 
that mission. He made it clear that 
U.S. forces would have the equipment 
necessary to do the job they had been 
called on to do, and that they would 
not remain indefinitely. He reminded 
us of the importance of supporting this 
expanded humanitarian mission and of 
not backing down when these efforts 
are challenged. 

Most important, the President made 
it clear that General Aideed would no 
longer be the military target of our 
mission in Somalia, and that the Unit
ed States and the United Nations 
would stress a diplomatic solution to 
the problem. 

While it is too early to make any 
long-term predictions, this important 
change in strategy appears to have had 
a significant impact on the situation in 
Somalia today. 

The U.S. envoy, Robert Oakley, has 
been engaged in dialog with members 
of the Aideed clan in an effort to re
sume the negotiations that had broken 
off after last March. Hostilities be
tween the U.S. and U.N. Forces and 
forces loyal to General Aideed have 
subsided. Most important, the U.S. 
serviceman taken hostage last week, 
CWO Michael Durant, has finally been 
given his long-sought release. 

Mr. President, it is unclear whether 
we will be able to put the Genie back in 
the bottle-whether it will be possible 
to go back to the agreement of March 
28, in Addis Ababa and revive the dia
log toward national reconciliation. 
Perhaps in the end this effort will fail, 
as so many others have failed in Soma
lia before. 

But at the very least, the progress 
that has been made over the last few 
days-and indeed, ever since the land
ing of the Marines 10 months ago-sug
gests we ought to be prepared to give it 
a try. 

That means we should support the 
use of United States Forces, acting in 
concert with those of the United Na
tions, to promote the continuation of 
humanitarian relief supplies and to 
support the process of political rec
onciliation in Somalia. If we want to 
avoid a repeat of the terrible condi
tions that we witnessed just a year ago, 
there is simply no other possible alter
native. 

Mr. President, as we look back over 
the events of the last 10 months, we 
must be prepared to give the American 
people simple and straightforward an
swers about our involvement in Soma
lia. Why are we still there? What are 
our objectives and how will we accom
plish them? And what are the vital 
American interests at stake? 

Mr. President, the reason we are still 
in Somalia today is the same as it was 
when we went to Somalia in the first 
place-because Americans saw the suf
fering of the people of Somalia, and be
cause Americans are a people that 
care. 

And make no mistake about it, if we 
don't give the Somalis the chance to 
build decent political institutions to 
protect them from the warlords and 
the killers, in the end we will have ac
complished nothing except to prolong 
their misery. The famine and the dis
ease and the human deprivation will 
surely start up again when the last 
U.S. soldier has departed. 

Our objectives in Somalla are exactly 
the objectives that were set out in U.N. 
Security Council Resolutions 794 and 
814: To work with the United Nations 
to provide a secure environment for the 
provision of humanitarian relief sup
plies and to help begin the process of 
political reconciliation that is so ur
gently needed in Somalia today. 

We will do this by working with the 
existing leaders of Somalia, not by pur
suing them into every dark corner and 
blind alley of Mogadishu. 

Finally, the American interests at 
stake in Somalia are the very same in
terests that have been articulated in 
this Chamber so many times since the 
end of the cold war: The establishment 
of a new international order, of a law 
among nations, where multilateral co
operation is the rule and no longer the 
exception. And now that promising but 
elusive vision has met its first test in 
the barren desert land of Somalia. 

The United Nations has assumed re
sponsibility for a mission that rivals 
any other it has undertaken in history. 
It has sought to bring an end to dec
ades of interclan violence and hatred 
and to build political institutions in a 
land that has know little but chaos. 
Many aspects of the United Nations 
mission deserve credit and praise; in 
other areas, these efforts have fallen 
visibly short. 

And so the question to us in this 
Chamber is as follows: Do we come to 
the conclusion that the United Nations 
is simply not ready to assume the obli
gations of the new international order? 
Or do we acknowledge the U.N.'s weak
nesses and set out to try and correct 
them? 

Do we cling to the notion that we in 
the United States will never be able to 
trust them in the United Nations? Or 
do we come to the realization that the 
United Nations is us-and acknowledge 
our responsibility to help make it the 
capable and effective institution it 
ought to be? 

All around the world, Mr. President, 
even as we speak, U .N. Forces are help
ing to keep the peace and to protect 
the lives of innocent civilians. In Cam
bodia and Yugoslavia. In the western 
Sahara and Mozambique. In Lebanon 
and the Golan Heights. And in the fu
ture we will come to rely on the United 
Nations even more. But what kind of 
credibility will these forces and these 
vital missions have if we refuse to 
stand by them when they are under 
challenge, as they are today in Soma
lia? 

So Mr. President, this is our stake in 
the peacekeeping mission in Somalia. 
We can choose to stand by the United 
Nations as it seeks to turn a temporary 
humanitarian miracle into a lasting 
political solution. Or we can turn our 
backs on this mission and limit our 
participation when we are needed most. 

President Clinton has made his 
choice. He has told us he believes the 
United States should stick with the 
United Nations and with the United 
Nations effort in Somalia. Now the 
choice falls to the Members of this 
body this evening. I hope we have the 
courage to make the right one. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much 
time do I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia has 4 minutes 
55 seconds; the Sena tor from Arizona 
has 4 minutes 20 seconds. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, let us take 
a look again at this language in the 
distinguished Senator's amendment. I 
call attention to the phrase "prompt 
and orderly withdrawal." What does it 
mean? 

Webster, let us see what Webster says 
about orderly: 

Orderly . Arranged or disposed in a neat, 
tidy manner or in a regular sequence; 2, ob
servant of or governed by system or method; 
3, characterized by or observant of law, rule, 
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or discipline; law-abiding; 4, pertaining to or 
charged with the communication or execu
tion of orders. 

Let us take that fourth one, "per
taining to or charged with the commu
nication or execution of orders." Who 
is going to decide that? The military. 
The Commander in Chief. That would 
be an orderly withdrawal. It was the 
military that advised the President 
that a prudent date would be March 31. 
That was the military advice to the 
President. 

I tell you, my colleagues, you are 
hitching the tail to a kite that is a 
vanishing phantom, you are shooting 
in the dark, in that direction, in that 
direction, and you cannot see it. 

What is a prompt withdrawal? I ask 
again, is it November? Is it December? 
Congress is not going to be around in 
December. Is it January. Congress is 
not going to be around in January. 
When is a prompt withdrawal? Tell us. 
Tell us when a prompt withdrawal is. 

If I had been offering this amend
ment, Mr. President, I would have set a 
date. I have already explained why I 
would not set December, because Con
gress would not be here and would be 
shamed into corning back. The Presi
dent would call us back. I would not 
have set January 1 for the same reason. 
The President would call us back. 

How would we look being brought 
back by the President the first of Janu
ary because he has run out of money, 
and he is in real trouble, and he needs 
an extension? OK, February 1. I ex
plained that. 

I say, Mr. President, that the Presi
dent recognizes the fact that the Con
gress is an equal branch of the Govern
ment. He accepts the reality that Con
gress has the power of the purse. He 
may be the Commander in Chief, yes, 
according to article II of the Constitu
tion; he is the Commander in Chief of 
the Army and Navy and the militia. 
But suppose he does not have any 
army, suppose he does not have any 
navy-Congress has the power to raise 
and support armies, to provide and 
maintain navies. So it is this power of 
the purse, and my amendment uses 
that and anchors it to a clear date. 

So, my friends, do not be misled by 
this amendment. It will not get our 
men out any earlier than the amend
ment I have offered, and there is no 
guarantee that it will get them out as 
early as March 31. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Georgia has some ques
tions. How much time is left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia has 47 seconds. 

Mr. BYRD. I ask unanimous consent 
that each side may have an addi
tional-how much time? 

Mr. McCAIN. Five minutes. 
Mr. BYRD. I ask unanimous consent 

that each side may have an additional 
10 minutes. 

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

Mr. BYRD. I yield to the Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from West Virginia for his 
leadership on this matter. I think that 
this debate is long overdue. The Con
gress of the United States has a duty 
and obligation under the Constitution 
to speak to the issues of possible war 
and peace when our troops are in
volved. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
Byrd amendment, because I believe it 
offers the best path out of Somalia. 

The issue before us is not whether we 
are going to get out of Somalia. The 
issue is when are we going to get out of 
Somalia? Even more irnportan t, how 
we are going to get out of Somalia? 
But even more important than that is, 
what we are going to do for the rest of 
the time we are in Somalia? I think the 
proponents of the McCain amendment 
acknowledge that we are going to be 
there for at least a couple more 
months. 

Mr. President, I think it is impor
tant, too, because all of us on both 
sides of this debate are concerned 
about the safety of our military forces 
and the safety of our citizens, and I 
think also the safety of our allies, who 
have been there with us, side by side, 
at our request in many instances. Lest 
we forget our allies, I think we should 
all remember that we are going to be 
calling on these allies again to come 
with us in other places around the 
world. And if we want some credibility 
left with them, the question of how we 
get out is important. 

To the question of our military 
forces, Mr. President, if you listen to 
this debate, you might forget that we 
have military forces all over the world. 
Last year, we had military forces de
ployed, at one time or the other, in 62 
countries in the world-£2. We contin
ually have military forces all over the 
world. Those forces' lives are at stake, 
also. What we do in Somalia affects the 
lives of the military forces wherever 
they are in the world. 

We are in an age of communication. 
All you had to do was look at the sight 
in Haiti the other day with people run
ning around on the dock talking about 
"another Somalia, another Somalia." 
They know what is going on in Soma
lia. They know the reaction here. The 
last thing we need is for the word to go 
out that the way you get America to 
leave any country is to kill a few peo
ple. That is the last thing we need. 

So we have to get out. The question 
is whether we get out in a way consist
ent with the safety of all of our people 
around the world, and certainly includ
ing, but not limited to, those military 
forces in Somalia. 

Mr. President, the Byrd amendment 
speaks to the mission. The Byrd 
amendment does what we should have 
done a long time ago, either in the ex
ecutive branch or in the Congress. It 

tells our military forces what we ex
pect them to do while they are in So
malia. It also tells them what we do 
not expect them to undertake. It 
makes it absolutely and abundantly 
clear that they are not there for an ill
defined mission any longer. If this 
passes, they will be there with a clarity 
of mission, a mission that does not in
clude nation building, that does not in
clude disarmament. This will be a 
United States mission. It will not be 
the broad U.N. political mission. 

Mr. President, I think it is important 
that we also remember that we are in 
an alliance here. It is not a smoothly 
working alliance. All the forces there 
do not fight as well as the U.S. forces-
in fact, none of them do. Yet, these are 
our allies. The Pakistanis lost 24 peo
ple in one military engagement. With 
the tragedy of a last week, which real
ly tore our hearts apart here in this 
country, with American troops being 
killed and wounded, we certainly did 
not have the kind of backup plan we 
needed. 

Mr. President, we should not forget 
who came to the assistance of the U.S. 
forces and helped them. It was the 
Pakistanis and Malaysian forces with 
tanks and armored personnel carriers, 
that perhaps we should have had there. 
I think we should have. But we did not. 
What are we going to do if we pass the 
McCain amendment, whether we are 
there 30 days or 60 days or 90 days or 6 
months? What happens if there is an 
attack on the Pakistani forces, the 
ones who came to our assistance a 
week ago? 

The way I read the McCain amend
ment, we would not be authorized to 
come to their aid, to help them. 

What happen if the Malaysians come 
under attack? Are we going to be able 
to help them under the McCain amend
ment? I do not think so. 

We are going to be over there and we 
are going to say we, the United States, 
are concerned about absolutely nothing 
but protecting our own forces and get
ting out. We are not going to help our 
allies who helped us. We are not going 
to ensure that they are not attacked. 
We are not going to think about the 
next mission that we may undertake in 
an alliance. We are not going to think 
about the effect on our NATO Allies. 
We are not going to think about the ef
fect on the South Koreans, and places 
all over the world where we rely on al
lies to not only support us but to fight 
side by side with us. 

Mr. President, we have had an alli
ance called NATO for the last 40 years. 
It is not a perfect alliance. We have 
done more than our share, in my opin
ion. We have sacrificed a lot of Amer
ican money and some American lives. 

But we have had allies. America has 
never had anymore than 30 or 40 per
cent of the military forces on the 
ground and most of the time it has 
been 25 percent. 
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Do we plan to go it alone in the fu

ture? Are we going to go it alone all 
over the world? Are we going to have 
no allies? If we are, then forget them. 
Do not even mention them in the 
amendment. Pass the McCain amend
ment with no mention of allies, no 
mention of them being deployed, no 
mention of them helping us, no men
tion of them coming to our aid. 

Mr. President, that is not the way we 
are going to be able to perform in the 
future. Sure, we are a superpower, but 
we need allies. We need allies in Asia. 
We need allies in Europe. We need al
lies in any kind of conflict other than 
right here next to our own shores. And 
we all know we have interests all over 
the world. 

Mr. President, I believe our departure 
must be orderly. I think we need to get 
out, but we have to get out in a way 
that considers American troops that 
are deployed all over the world, and the 
signal it sends regarding those troops. 
And also we have to get out consider
ing our obligations to our allies. 

Somalia is not the last place in the 
world where we will be deploying 
troops. I hope we have learned lessons, 
Mr. President. It is very clear under 
the Byrd amendment as to what the 
mission is and what it is not. 

The Byrd amendment makes it clear 
that the United States military mis
sion in Somalia is protecting United 
States military and allied forces and to 
assist in the protection of the delivery 
of humanitarian relief supplies. As 
Senator BYRD has said, it sets a date 
for withdrawal. 

Mr. President, I think under these 
circumstances, with the President al
ready having set the date, that is ap
propriate. Under most circumstances, I 
do not agree in setting a date for mili
tary withdrawal. Under most cir
cumstances, what I believe we should 
do is have clarity of mission, give our 
forces a mission. We did not do it in 
Somalia. The executive branch did not 
do it. The United Nations kept enlarg
ing the mission. We in the Congress 
were silent. We in the Congress were si
lent. 

We should give them a mission, and 
we should tell them we are going to 
back them with everything we have 
until they accomplish that mission. If 
we are not willing to do that, they 
should not be deployed. 

We cannot afford to put U.S. forces 
everywhere there is a humanitarian 
problem. Of course, our hearts are 
touched when we watch television im
ages, but when it comes to American 
military missions we have to lead with 
our heads and not our hearts. 

A'merica is the only residual super
power in the world. We cannot get in
volved in peripheral conflicts all over 
the world. If something happens in 
Korea, Southwest Asia, or Europe, or 
any other place where we have a stra
tegic interest, we have to respond. If 

we have troops deployed all over the 
world in one small conflict after an
other, we will not be able to perform 
our truly essential tasks. The bedrock 
of American military power is not the 
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine 
Corps, but rather the people back 
home. 

The most important thing coming 
out of this Somali experience is the im
portant lesson that the people back 
home have to be informed. 

So clarity of mission is not simply a 
signal to the United Nations, although 
it is that. It is not simply a signal to 
our military commanders al though it 
is that. The clarity of the mission that 
is set forth in the Byrd amendment is 
a strong word to the American people. 
The American people have to support 
the military deployments or they will 
never be successful. 

We must remind ourselves that So
malia is devoid of any vital, strategic, 
or economic interest to the United 
States. It is one thing to place our 
military forces at risk on behalf of 
vital or strategic interests; on behalf of 
purely humanitarian interests, how
ever, we should refuse to place them in 
significant jeopardy. Yet this is what 
we have done in Somalia, by allowing 
military objectives to dominate the 
humanitarian and political aspects of 
the mission. Last December, our troops 
were cheered when they came to Soma
lia; later, they were jeered, mortared, 
and ambushed. A week ago last Sunday 
a U.S. Army Ranger company was deci
mated in south Mogadishu, suffering 
almost 100 dead and wounded. 

How did all of this come about? How 
could what began as so seemingly an 
innocent mission as feeding a starving 
people end up in spasms of bloody 
urban warfare? How did CNN television 
footage of starving Somali children 
come to be supplanted by footage of 
dead American soldiers being dese
crated by howling mobs of well-fed So
malis? 

Mr. President, I believe the answer 
lies in the failure of the United Na
tions, including the United States, to 
maintain a reasonable relationship be
tween political and humanitarian ends 
and military means in Somalia. The 
United Nations persuaded the United 
States to carry out with our military 
forces an expanded political, agenda, 
after we had drastically reduced our 
military forces in Somalia. Last De
cember the United States entered So
malia with a large and well-armed 
military force of 25,000 troops to per
form the seemingly narrow mission of 
ending mass starvation. Along the way, 
however, we found out something 
about the situation in Somalia-some
thing which is true in many and per
haps most failed states. We discovered 
that the underlying cause of starvation 
in Somalia lay more in the absence of 
effective central political institutions 
and its resulting anarchy then it did in 

such traditional culprits as bad har
vests and decrepit transportation infra
structures. There was food in Somalia 
last December-on the docks at 
Mogadishu and elsewhere, but its dis
tribution to the interior was being 
blocked or stolen by warring Somali 
clans. 

We and our United Nations allies
and the United Nations Secretary Gen
eral-therefore concluded that changes 
in Somalia's political landscape would 
have to be undertaken under United 
Nations auspices if the threat of mass 
starvation was to be permanently re
moved as a feature of Somali life. Ac
cordingly, the agenda was expanded to 
embrace the creation of effective na
tional political ins ti tu tions, including 
a national police force of some kind, 
and the disarmament of the clans. Not 
surprisingly, the clan warlords did not 
take kindly to the idea of disar
mament, and when U.N. forces dem
onstrated their seriousness against 
Aideed and his clan, they were met 
with violent resistance. Aideed's men 
attacked a force of Pakistani peace
keepers, killing 24 of them. In response, 
the U.N. in effect declared war on 
Aideed personally, with U.S. Rangers 
ending up being the chief manhunting 
instrument, invading areas of 
Mogadishu where Aideed and his 
henchmen were thought to be. This in 
turn led to the bloody Sunday of Octo
ber 3. 

While all this was going on, however, 
a large contraction in U.S. military 
power was taking place. The mission 
had been expanded while the flexible 
and mobile component of U.S. forces 
had been substantially reduced. By 
early October of this year, U.S. forces 
had plummeted to less than 4,000 
troops-from a high of 25,000 during the 
first phase of our intervention. They 
were barely able to protect themselves 
in their compounds, much less conduct 
urban counter-guerrilla operations. 

Mr. President, recent tragic events 
prompted an abrupt change in the ad
ministration's policy in Somalia to one 
of an orderly departure in a reasonable 
period of time. The U.S. casualties of 
October 3 and the subsequent desecra
tion of American soldiers killed in ac
tion, have understandably saddened 
and outraged public and congressional 
opinion. Our hearts go out to the fami
lies and friends of those who were 
killed, wounded, and captured. 

Anger and disgust, however, are dan
gerous foundations upon which to for
mulate our policy in Somalia. Mr. 
President, the first thing we must do is 
keep our wits about us. Tonight we 
have a choice between two amend
ments-the McCain amendment which 
calls for an immediate withdrawal with 
no consideration of mission or obliga
tions to allies, and the Byrd amend
ment, which clarifies and narrows our 
mission and provides for an orderly 
withdrawal. 
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Mr. President, I believe our departure 

should be orderly, and carried out in a 
way that is fair to the other countries 
participating in the U.N. enterprise in 
Somalia, many of whom we asked to 
join us in Somalia. By setting a depar
ture date of March 31 rather than re
quiring their immediate withdrawal, 
we provide our allies ample time to 
make their own decisions. We also buy 
enough time for political discussion in 
Somalia, and therefore increase-at 
least on the margins-the possibility of 
fostering a political settlement accept
able to all the clans. 

I believe the administration's new 
policy, which President Clinton and 
key Cabinet members unveiled on Oc
tober 7, was a strong step in the right 
direction of bringing our military ob
jectives into line with our military 
means. The administration has also re
vived the diplomatic track in Somalia, 
a track which had been allowed to 
wither in the face of preoccupation 
with capturing Ai deed. 

With respect to United States rein
forcements now being sent to Somalia 
let me say, first of all, that the events 
of October 3 in south Mogadishu dic
tated a rapid and significant aug
mentation of our forces already in So
malia. While one can debate the precise 
scope and nature of the reinforcements 
announced on October 7, we simply 
cannot ignore the fact that our forces 
already in Somalia could no longer 
adequately defend themselves, much 
less gain the tactical initiative over 
Aideed's forces. Regardless of the polit
ical issues at stake, no American sol
dier, sailor, airman, or marine, wher
ever he or she may be deployed, should 
be deprived of the maximum possible 
tactical protection. We should have 
learned this critical lesson 10 years ago 
in Beirut. 

Mr. President, the administration 
has declared that the purpose of send
ing reinforcements to Somalia is to 
protect United States Forces already 
in Somalia and to enable them to com
plete their mission-not to escalate the 
war against Aideed. The Byrd amend
ment refines that declaration by defin
ing the mission in such a way to focus 
our forces in Somalia on the original 
humanitarian mission. The Byrd 
amendment makes it clear that our 
troops will be carrying out the nar
rower U.S. mission, not the broader 
U.N. political agenda. 

The President has also made it clear 
that our withdrawal from Somalia will 
be an orderly one-not a hasty retreat. 
This is very important, because, as I 
have said, we have forces elsewhere 
overseas that are deployed in harm's 
way. We have, moreover, certain obli
gations to other U.N. member states in 
Somalia. Whatever we do between now 
and our departure from Somalia, we 
need to give the U.N. and the over 
twenty other participating countries 
time enough to make and implement 

their own decisions about what to do in 
Somalia. 

Mr. President, I myself would have 
preferred a re-narrowing of our mili
tary mission to permit a departure as 
the mission is completed, rather than 
set an arbitrary deadline. However, I 
view this amendment's setting of a 
funding deadline as endorsing what the 
President has already committed him
self to do. I believe that it is important 
that this amendment not be perceived 
as setting a precedent for Congress' 
setting a date for completion of mili
tary missions, whose duration is usu
ally unknowable in advance. I see this 
as the Congress' asserting its right to 
approve clear and unambiguous mis
sions for our military forces. I believe 
that it is important for the Congress to 
be brought in on the act before a nar
row mission is greatly expanded. I be
lieve that the accomplishment of the 
mission should be what drives the 
withdrawal of our forces, once they are 
committed. And as I noted earlier we 
should back our forces with everything 
they need once they are committed 
under a clear military mission. 

With respect to the critical issue of 
clarifying the United States military 
mission in Somalia, which, in my view, 
is the core of the Byrd amendment, I 
believe that the President's speech on 
October 7 and subsequent administra
tion statements were encouraging. The 
ambitious objectives of disarming the 
clans and of creating political stability 
at the national level in Somalia may 
not be inherently missions impossible, 
but they are in any event unachievable 
with the relative paucity of military 
forces on hand today and this will con
tinue even after all our re-enforce
men ts arrive. 

Mr. President, this amendment 
makes it clear that the U.S. military 
mission does not not include national 
reconciliation, nor the broad mission of 
disarming the clans, nor any other mis
sion not essential to the performance 
of the humanitarian mission. Mr. 
President, the Byrd amendment con
fines the United States military mis
sion in Somalia to protecting United 
States military and allied forces in So
malia, and to assisting in the protec
tion of the delivery of humanitarian re
lief supplies. If the United Nations 
wishes to continue to pursue the more 
ambitious aims of disarmament and 
national reconciliation, so be it. We 
should not participate in any military 
operations for such purposes, and .we 
should convey that that narrowing def
inition of the mission in no uncertain 
terms to both or own military com
manders and U.N. Secretary-General 
Boutros Boutros-Ghali. · 

Let me close, Mr. President, by reit
erating where I believe we are in Soma
lia and where we are going with the 
leadership amendment. 

First, we have no security or eco
nomic interests in Somalia. 

Second, the President has outlined 
an orderly withdrawal in a reasonable 
period of time in a way that facilitates 
promising diplomatic initiatives and 
permits our allies in Somalia to adjust 
to our departure. 

Third, in the interim, I believe it is 
essential to refine further exactly what 
is-and is not-the United States mili
tary mission in Somalia. The adminis
tration has taken a good first step in 
that direction, but further steps are 
needed. The Byrd amendment does this 
by specifying the confinement of that 
mission to protecting our own forces 
and those of our allies and the delivery 
of humanitarian relief supplies. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to vote to table the McCain amend
ment and to vote for the Byrd amend
ment. 

Mr. President, I would like to pose 
just a couple of questions that I think 
are very important questions to my 
friend from West Virginia. 

I am concerned about the date, and I 
want to make certain that if the Byrd 
amendment passes, that we all under
stand the President's authority and 
what he could do in certain cir
cumstances that we cannot now foresee 
with clarity. 

Mr. President, I would ask the distin
guished chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee two questions. 

One question relates to a situation 
wherein United States forces may be 
attacked-and I hope that does not 
happen, because I hope they are out of 
there before March 31-may be at
tacked as they are leaving Somalia. 
Let us say they are attacked on March 
29 or March 30 and are unable to depart 
by March 31 because they are in the 
middle of some kind of conflict. 

Specifically, my question is whether 
the provision in the Byrd amendment 
that authorizes the obligation of funds 
beyond March 31, 1994, to protect 
American citizens would authorize the 
President to use United States Armed 
Forces in such numbers as may be nec
essary to protect those forces and to 
ensure their safe withdrawal from So
malia subsequent to March 31, 1994, 
under the scenario I have presented? 

Mr. McCAIN. Regular order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's time has expired. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent each side may have an 
additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. WALLOP. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? · 
Mr. WALLOP. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I do not 

believe there is anything in the time 
agreement that says we cannot have a 
long quorum call. The Senator from 
Georgia has asked a very pertinent 
question. I think he is entitled to an 
answer. I hope the Senator will not ob
ject and let me answer. 
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Mr. WALLOP Mr. President, reserv

ing the right to object, I would say to 
my friend that 4112 hours has been 
enough time to ask questions. We can 
ask questions and ask questions and 
ask questions. Does anyone believe an
other mind is going to be changed yet 
tonight? 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator has a right 
to ask questions. 

Mr. WALLOP. I withdraw the objec
tion, but I will not agree to another re
quest. This is typical absurdity of the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? If not, it is so ordered. 

There are an additional 5 minutes to 
each side. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there may 
be a good many typical absurdities of 
the Senate, and we will go into those 
another time. 

In response to the Senator's ques
tion, there are three clauses in the 
amendment which bear on this issue . 
In addition to the general constitu
tional power available to the Presi
dent, if American forces come under at
tack any time before March 31, 1994, 
the President can come back to the 
Congress, seek an extension of the 
time, and Congress may authorize such 
an extension. If the troops come under 
attack on the last day of the time per
mitted for them to remain in Somalia, 
March 31, there is another proviso, 
which permits the expenditure of funds 
beyond March 31 "to support a limited 
number of U.S. military personnel suf
ficient only to protect American diplo
matic facilities and American citi
zens.'' 

This clause would, therefore, allow 
money to be expended in event of erup
tion of hostilities. 

Lastly, the next-to-last clause in the 
amendment provides that: "The Presi
dent should ensure that at all times 
United States military personnel in So
malia have a capacity to defend them
selves and American citizens." 

Thus, I think these three clauses 
cover the contingency of hostilities 
that might erupt at the very last mo
ment on March 31. 

Of course, we expect and the Presi
dent has indicated that he intends to 
have all of our forces out of Somalia 
well before the deadline and funding 
cutoff, and I would not expect the con
tingency raised by the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia to arrive. 

Lastly, there is inherent constitu
tional power available to the President 
to act in an emergency so that if all 
else fails we would certainly expect 
him to take action under his inherent 
emergency powers which are well set
tled under the Constitution. 

Mr. President, speaking of the inher
ent powers of the President, I have had 
the occasion to read Madison's notes 
on the Constitutional Convention a 
number of times. 

The original draft had the words 
"make war" in it, meaning that the 

Congress should have the power to 
make war. And delegate Pinckney-I 
do not know, and it is not made clear, 
whether it was Charles Pinckney or 
Charles Cotesworth Pinckney of South 
Carolina, but Charles Pinckney 
thought that the power to make war 
should not be lodged in the legislature 
because the House was too numerous 
and the body did not meet the year
round. They only met once a year, and 
he raised a question as to what would 
happen in the event of an attack on the 
United States. Pierce Butler suggested 
that the power to make war should be 
lodged in the Executive. Whereupon, 
Madison and Elbridge Gerry offered an 
amendment jointly to change the word 
"make" to "declare" so that Congress 
had the power not to make war but to 
declare war. 

Therefore, in the notes we are told 
that Madison and Gerry by moving to 
insert "declare" and striking out 
"make war" left to the Executive "the 
power to repel sudden attacks." 

Nobody questions the President's in
herent power to act in an emergency to 
repel sudden attacks on Americans 
anywhere in the world. He has that in
herent power. Congress would not ques
tion that power. The American people 
would not question that power. To the 
contrary, we would expect him to act 
and we would impeach him if he did 
not. So he has that inherent power. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator for 
that very clear explanation. 

My final question is: If we ·have a 
United States prisoner in Somalia or 
missing in action and March 31 rolls 
around, or if we have 5 or 10, as I read 
the Senator's amendment, it antici
pates that and provides for that. Per
haps the Senator would like to com
ment on that, because I think it is im
portant. 

Mr. BYRD. I can do that in 1 minute. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's time has expired. 
Mr. BYRD. I ask unanimous consent 

to speak for 1 minute, and the other 
side have an additional minute. 

Mr. McCAIN. Reserving the right to 
object, I will not agree to a further ex
tension of this debate . 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator has been 
very kind thus far. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes of my leader time to 
the Senator. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the majority 
leader. 

In the event hostages are taken be
tween now and March 31, 1994, or that 
there are missing in action unac
counted for, the last clause of the 
amendment covers that contingent. It 
provides, "That United States Armed 
Forces should remain deployed in or 
around Somalia until such time as all 
American service personnel missing in 
action in Somalia are accounted for, 
and all American service personnel 
held prisoner in Somalia are released." 

Thus, the amendment clearly pro
vides that United States forces, in 
whatever numbers are appropriate for 
the situation, may remain beyond the 
deadline in and around Somalia after 
the March 31 date in the event of new 
hostage taking or missing in action. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin
guished Senator from Georgia for rais
ing these very pertinent and appro
priate questions. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator for 
his informative answers. I appreciate 
it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. McCAIN. I yield 6 minutes to the 
Senator from New York [Mr. D'AMATO]. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, first of 
all, let me take this opportunity to say 
that there has been one among us, ac
tually two among us, but one in par
ticular, who I would like to commend 
for being ahead of the curve-certainly 
not political-and for raising the ques
tion as it related to the abdication of 
our responsibility as a Congress, our 
abdication of our responsibility as a 
nation to the United Nations, allowing 
our troops to be used as mercenaries; 
acquiescing, placing them in the most 
dangerous of positions and saying little 
if anything, and that is Senator ROB
ERT BYRD. 

Having said that, I commend him for 
bringing this to our attention, but I 
have to say, most respectfully-and I 
say respectfully-that it is time to 
bring our boys home and bring them 
home now, and stop this nonsense 
about whether we are going to imperil 
them throughout the world. 

That is a lot of claptrap. I never 
heard a more eloquent argument than 
the senior Sena tor from Georgia in 
terms of supporting Senator McCain's 
amendment. 

What do you mean we, talking about 
we are going to imperil and jeopardize 
our people in other areas? Are you sug
gesting by that argument that we are 
not going to give them the support 
that they would be entitled to and that 
they were denied in this area? 

We have seen that tragedy and we 
have seen the politics of it. We have 
seen the Secretary of Defense come out 
with feeble, inane answers-politics he 
calls it. 

Yes, Mr. Aspin, there was politics-
your politics, your abdication of our 
responsibility when you said we were 
worried that there would be a backlash 
in the Congress. 

I want to know what Senator, what 
Congressman would dare deny a com
mander 4 tanks, 14 Bradleys. Is there 
anyone here? Because if you would, 
stand and tell me now. 

You think it is sufficient to say, 
"Had I known then what would happen, 
I would have made a different answer?" 

You tell me, as Secretary, who over
rules, yes, Colin Powell, not once, 
twice, and maybe even three times? 



October 14, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 24693 
You tell it to Congress. Who has been 
more derelict than all us, every one of 
us? Where were we? Read Madeleine 
Albright's March 26 comments com
mending the United Nations in their 
new goals. Twenty-eight thousand 
troops with firepower, with tanks, sent 
to feed starving Somalians; withdrawn 
to 4,000 with no tanks and no support 
and no mission clearly defined. And the 
United Nations saying, "Get Aideed," 
and our generals saying, "No, no, no, 
no. Do not do it." 

You want to cover this up? Go ahead. 
Sweep it under the rugs. Talk about 
partisanship. Talk about politics. 

What about the men we deserted? 
And we deserted them and we continue 
to desert them. Bring them home now. 
Talk about this namby-pamby, how 
will we be looked upon? Stand up and 
vote for your country, vote for what is 
right. 

We were wrong. We abdicated our re
sponsibility. And it is about time that 
the old boy network understood it and 
stopped this nonsense. 

Is that why we were sent here? I 
thought we were sent here to stand up 
for what is right; not what is political, 
what is right. 

I will tell you what the McCain 
amendment says. It says prompt and 
orderly withdrawal of all U.S. Armed 
Forces now-prompt and orderly. 

And I have to tell you, I read this 
message, the report to the Congress on 
U.S. policy from our President, October 
13. Why do you not read it? How many 
of my colleagues have read it? Because 
I will tell you, if you read page 4, "Nei
ther the United States nor the United 
Nations seeks to dictate a political 
outcome to Somalia. We will support a 
Somalia solution to Somalia's prob
lems." 

That is the President of the United 
States. I am not going to tell you in 
detail about when I spoke to a young 
lieutenant, but I will tell you that this 
administration is desperately attempt
ing to keep those young men who were 
pinned down not for 6 hours or 8 hours 
or 9 hours but one for 13 hours. 

I was invited to meet with him. He 
did not know that the acting head of 
Walter Reed said, no, I could not come 
out there. He was a young lieutenant 
from Rochester, NY. 

He said to me: "Senator, at 1700 I was 
hit. That is about 5 p.m. on the 3rd of 
October. I was wounded. I was shot. 
They did not evacuate me until 6 a.m. 
the next day." 

That was not 6 hours or 8 hours or 9 
hours. It was 13 hours later. 

Those young men are not permitted 
to speak because, I will tell you why, 
there are people who do not want the 
Nation to hear just what took place. 
He told me there were thousands. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 
an additional minute to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. D'AMATO. There were thousands ficult issue. America speaks with one 
who surrounded him. And those 100- voice. 
plus, 96 out of the 100 who were wound- The amendment defines the mission 
ed or killed, he said 12-year-old boys of the United States Armed Forces in 
were throwing hand grenades at him, Somalia. The mission is two-fold: first, 
women with automatic weapons. And to protect United States personnel in 
he said, "Senator, I knew we did not · Somalia, and second, to assist in hu
have the tanks to come and get us." manitarian operations by providing 
And it was the Malaysians who finally logistical support to the United Na
came with their tanks. tions and security for humanitarian 

Let me say, if we read the President's operations. 
statement to us on page 33, he con- The amendment also will allow a safe 
eludes by saying: "Our mission from and orderly withdrawal of United 
this day forward is to increase our States forces from Somalia. This must 
strength, do our job, bring our soldiers occur by March 31, 1994, unless Con
out and bring them home. Thank you gress extends that date by enactment 
and God bless you." of another law. Unless such a new law 

I agree with him. I do not agree it is is enacted, after March 31, 1994 only 
to increase our strength, but I do agree very small numbers of United States 
it is to bring our boys home. troops can remain in Somalia-limited 

Let us support Senator McCAIN'S res- to Marine security detachments at 
olution because it is the right thing to United States diplomatic facilities, 
do. Not the politically expedient troops necessary to protect American 
thing-because it is right and just, and citizens if they get into trouble, and 
because it is a testimony that we un- noncombat personnel assigned to the 
derstand where we have failed. And let U.N. commander's staff to provide ad
us pledge from this point on, never to vice. 
be expedient again; to stand up for our This amendment provides that the 
young men and women wherever they U.S. commanders will have command 
are throughout this world. and control of U.S. combat troops. This 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who leaves the President free-as he has re-
yields time? quested-to give U.N. commanders con-

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield 2 trol of U.S. logistics troops, but does 
minutes of my leader time to the Sen- not allow him to give the United Na
ator from Virginia. tions control of U.S. combat troops. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- This preserves the principle of U.S. 
ator from Virginia is recognized. unity of command over U.S. combat 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it is troops, which is necessary for their 
. protection. 

time for cool heads and sound judg- As a former Secretary of the Navy, 
ment. It is time for America to present 
a united front. It is time for the Con- and with service during two wars in the 

Navy and Marine Corps myself, I want 
gress and the President to speak with to emphasize that this amendment fo-
one voice. cuses on the safety and protection of 

I support the Byrd amendment be- the troops in the field. The amendment 
cause it achieves that result. And I sa- provides that the President should en
lute the leaders on both sides. This has sure that our troops can defend them
been one of the finest debates in my 14 selves and other American citizens. 
years of service in the U.S. Senate, pri- The amendment provides that United 
marily because of the strong leader- States forces should stay in Somalia 
ship, both on behalf of the Byrd amend- until the United States has recovered 
ment and by our dedicated colleague on any prisoners of war and accounted for 
the other side of this issue, Mr. anyone missing in action. we are all 
MCCAIN· extraordinarily thankful that our 

This is the opportunity for the Sen- Army helicopter pilot who was cap
ate to be counted on, directing this Na- tured, Warrant Officer Durant, has 
tion in a course of action that has been been released and returned to Amer
laid down by our President as the Com- ican forces. 
mander in Chief under the Constitu- By supporting the broad outlines of 
tion. Under the Byrd amendment, we the President's recently announced 
exercise our responsibility in a manner plan, and by providing for a safe and 
to protect the safety and welfare of our orderly withdrawal, this amendment 
men and women in uniform in Somalia preserves the credibility of the United 
tonight and those who will arrive in States. This is not a cut-and-run pol
the weeks to come, and to disengage icy; we will be completing our mission 
tnem with honor and credit to this and withdrawing in an orderly fashion. 
country-and to bring them home safe- The bipartisan amendment lets the 
ly. President get the job done, preserves 

Again, I commend Senators DOLE, U.S. credibility in world affairs, and 
MITCHELL, and BYRD for their leader- lets the United States present a united 
ship on this amendment and was front in its foreign policy. 
pleased to work with them in drafting I ask unanimous consent to have the 
it and to cosponsor it. following legal opm10n on United 

This amendment will allow the Con- States forces in Somalia by the Depart
gress and the President to present a ment of Defense General Counsel of De
united front to the world on this dif- cember 5, 1992, that supports the Nunn-
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Byrd colloquy be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum 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-l) 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, 1933 
(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 in 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 Commission, 32 
Comp. Gen . 347 (1953) (" .. . existing appro
priations of Departments or Agencies are 
available to defray the expenses of addi
tional 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 ST A TUTES 

With or without UN Security Council ac
tion under Chapters VI or VII of the UN 
Charter, the U.S. Armed Forces may engage 
in disaster relief activities authorized by law 
to the extent of available appropriations. 
Such statutory authorization for disaster re
lief activities necessarily includes those se
curity measures required to ensure safe and 
effective delivery of disaster relief. The guid
ing 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," at least $60 million avail
able under the "Operation and Maintenance, 
Defense Agencies" heading of the Depart
ment 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 as enacted 
by Section 304 of the National Defense Au-

thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Public 
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. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 4 
minutes to the Senator from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MATHEWS). The Senator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, tonight 
we have heard calls from our col
leagues saying, "Do not bring Amer
ican troops home because if we bring 
them home we are saying to the world, 
'If you want to drive America out, just 
kill an American.' " 

In World War I and World War II, 
tens of thousands of Americans died. 
Thousands of brave young Americans 
lie in graveyards all over Europe and 
we are still in Europe, and we are still 
ready to fight in Europe. Every Mem
ber of this body would support fighting 
there to protect American interests. 
We lost 40,000 brave young Americans 
in Korea, and we are still in Korea, and 
we are still ready to fight in Korea be
cause America's interests have been 
threatened and are still threatened in 
Korea. 

Our interests are not threatened in 
Somalia. We went to Somalia to do a 
job and we did it, but then we stayed 
around and got involved in a poorly de
fined mission, and Americans have died 
as a result. We have to ask ourselves if 
it is worth putting Americans in jeop
ardy for 6 more months? Is it worth one 
more American life to save face-and I 
am not sure whose face we are talking 
about-to have Americans holed up in 
stockades, afraid to go outside because 
of mines, or because someone might be 
shot and killed? What is the logic of 
keeping them there 6 more months 
while the President stumbles around, 
trying to find a policy? 

We have to answer a simple question. 
Senator NUNN touched on it; I want to 
conclude my remarks on it. 

Our greatest national security asset 
is the support of the parents and 
spouses of our warriors and their will
ingness to make sacrifices. Let us not 
squander that willingness on a war 
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that does not represent America's in
terests. What are we going to achieve 
in 6 months of staying in Somalia that 
is worth one American life? Will 6 
months bring democracy to Somalia? 
·when we leave after 6 months, will 
things be any different than they are 
today? If we leave today, if we pass the 
McCain amendment, maybe one Amer
ican will not be dead who might other
wise have died. 

Finally, Senator NUNN asked if we 
would stay in Somalia if 5 or 10 Ameri
cans are taken hostage by the 31st of 
March. 

Mr. President, it is exactly because 
we do not want more Americans taken 
prisoner that we need to adopt the 
McCain amendment. This is a simple 
choice. 

The Byrd amendment endorses the 
Clinton policy. It is a clear and abso
lute endorsement of that policy. Hyou 
are for that policy, you ought to vote 
for the Byrd amendment. But if you 
want to bring the troops home, declare 
victory, say our men and women did a 
good job and bring them home safely, 
you want to vote for the McCain 
amendment. 

I believe if the American people 
could vote, that the McCain amend
ment would pass overwhelmingly. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's time has expired. The Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, Sen
ators were given 6-year terms in part 
to resist the emotions of the moment. 
I am prepared to do that, and other 
Senators here are, I believe, prepared 
to resist whatever public opinion is. 
But if we are to go against public opin
ion in our States in this country, we 
ought to have a reason. We ought to be 
able to articulate to our constituents 
what it is we are trying to accomplish 
in Somalia. And I cannot do that be
cause the administration has not told 
me what that purpose is with clarity 
and with force. 

We have heard our colleagues tonight 
talk about the funerals they have been 
to. If we are going to look into the 
faces of a family which has either lost 
or might lose a son or a daughter in 
Somalia, it ought to be for a good pur
pose. If you can define that purpose, 
then I say vote for an extension of 
time. If you cannot, you ought to vote 
for the McCain amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. The Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. I yield myself such 
time as I may use. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona is recognized. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, just a 
couple of small items, and I intend to 

be brief, and then conclude. I do not in
tend to use all my time. 

First of all, I want to thank the dis
tinguished chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee for causing this issue 
to be debated, I think in an extremely 
courteous and a very illuminating fash
ion. Without his participation, I do not 
think this would have taken place to
night. I know I speak for all my col
leagues in expressing my appreciation 
to him. 

I would also like to thank the major
ity leader and the Republican leader 
for allowing a fair parliamentary pro
cedure. I am very grateful for that. I 
think anyone who observed this debate 
would allow that our views, those of us 
supporting my amendment, were ade
quately ventilated. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee had some 
trouble with the word "prompt." Web
ster's International Dictionary says 
prompt means "responding instantly or 
done immediately without delay." 

The distinguished chairman may 
have trouble understanding what 
prompt means, but the American peo
ple will understand very well. If this 
amendment is passed, it will be done. 
They will respond instantly, and do it 
immediately, without delay. That is 
what the American people want. They 
want prompt withdrawal of our troops. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee painted a 
rather cataclysmic, doomsday scenario 
if we left. I am fascinated to know why 
that same doomsday scenario did not 
prevail when we left Beirut after a 
similar missionless, rudderless tragedy 
because the United States got into a 
place where they should not have been. 
And we got out quickly. We did not de
cide to wait 6 months. 

The fact is,, we should also be aware 
of the tactical situation on the ground 
in Mogadishu. Our brave fighting men 
and women are in enclaves. We are at 
the whim and mercy of the warlord 
Aideed. If he chooses tonight to launch 
a mortar attack or rocket attack on 
our people, there will be death and in
jury. 

And for the life of me, I cannot un
derstand why we are willing to leave 
our troops, our fighting men and 
women without a mission in such a sit
uation. 

Finally, Mr. President, I hope that 
every Member of this body asks himself 
or herself the following question before 
they vote tonight: We all know what 
promptly means. We know it means 
sometime around December or January 
we could have all of our troops out in 
a prompt and orderly withdrawal. If 
there is an occasion between January 
and the end of March where American 
lives are lost, where conflict takes 
place and we see another tragedy 
ensue, on whose hands rests the blood 
of American troops? Please ask your
self that question. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re

publican leader is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think I 

have yielded 2 minutes of my leader 
time to the Senator from Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 81/2 minutes of leader time re
maining. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, these are 
all very troubling debates when you 
are talking about young men and 
women who certainly deserve the 
thanks, the gratitude, and the prayers, 
as do their families. So I think right up 
front we ought to make certain we 
stress our appreciation to the men who 
are in Somalia and the 73,000 Ameri
cans who are scattered around the 
world in these kinds of operations; 
73,000. 

I want to also commend the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia, 
who probably recognized this problem 
earlier than the rest of us, and also the 
Senator from Arizona. This has been a 
good debate. I do not think there are 
probably 15 days worth of difference in 
the two amendments, maybe 30, maybe 
10, maybe less. And I will insert in the 
RECORD the letter I received from the 
President. I am certain the majority 
leader received an identical one. He 
says March 31 is the outer limit. He 
wants to order withdrawal of forces as 
soon as feasible. And I believe the 
President of the United States. He is 
our President. 

So I suggest to my colleagues-and I 
have been scolded by some for support
ing the President in this instance. I 
have been debating these kinds of is
sues a long time. In fact, I was stand
ing on the floor in 1970 debating the 
Cooper-Church amendment. I offered 
an amendment that we would not cut 
off funds as long as there were pris
oners in Laos or Cambodia, and I lost, 
54 to 36. Senator THURMOND, Senator 
STEVENS, and Senator HOLLINGS voted 
with me. We lost. At that time, the dis
tinguished Senator from Arizona was a 
prisoner of war somewhere in Vietnam. 

But I felt then, as I felt in the gulf 
crisis-and we had a lot of serious de
bate on the gulf crisis, and I guess we 
could have asked ourselves the same 
question, those of us who voted to sup
port President Bush, and it was very 
heated debate, do we have blood on our 
hands? Because we did, I think, the 
right thing in the gulf, because after 
that vote, the offensive started and 
Americans lost their lives and Ameri
cans were wounded. But, again, I be
lieve the President of the United 
States had more information than I 
had, and I belie.ve he was correct and I 
believed he wanted to do the right 
thing for America. I think that is true 
today. 
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I do not like a date. I told Senator 

BYRD I did not like a date. I think you 
can fix up the McCain amendment so it 
might be more acceptable. A lot of peo
ple do not like dates. I think it ties the 
President's hands. It certainly makes 
it more difficult. In effect, you tele
graph what you are going to do to the 
other side. So I do not like a date. Sen
ator BYRD says we have to have a date. 

But we also have provisions there 
that say Congress can extend, if we 
need to extend, and there are other 
conditions, as pointed out by the Sen
ator from Georgia in a colloquy with 
the Senator from West Virginia. 

So I believe overall the Byrd amend
ment certainly supports the Presi
dent's view, which I think is appro
priate. We do have a plan now. It is an 
American plan, not being dictated by 
the United Nations. The President has 
listened to Congress. He was under a 
lot of pressure from Republicans and 
Democrats in the House and Senate 
and Americans all across the country 
to change direction, and he changed di
rection. He believes we will be out of 
there before March 31. 

Make no mistake about it, we are 
leaving Somalia, whether it is tonight 
or tomorrow or next week or next 
month. So what is the debate all 
about? Well, are they going to leave 5 
days earlier, 10 days earlier, or 15 days 
earlier? And nobody wants to see one 
more American killed or wounded. War 
is very difficult. Some know it first
hand, some have learned it from pa
tients, some have learned it other 
ways. I think, in effect, we have been 
engaged in a combat situation in So
malia- some of our troops have-and 
there were shortcomings. 

But it seems to me we ought to table 
the McCain amendment, notwithstand
ing the good efforts made by my col
league, Senator McCAIN. I do think we 
send a signal: All you have to do if 
America shows up is fire a few shots 
and we are out of there. There are 
going to be other times we are going to 
be called upon, particularly when we 
have troops already there. I do not 
think we ought to send anybody to 
Bosnia unless Congress authorizes it. I 
even have concerns about Haiti, and I 
will have amendments on both of these 
areas. At least the President ought to 
certify before we send any troops to 
Haiti, but we should not send anybody 
to Bosnia unless Congress authorizes 
it. That is my view. 

But in Somalia the troops are there. 
They are American forces; they are our 
neighbors; they live in our States; they 
deserve our protection. And in my 
view, the President of the United 
States is obligated and is willing and 
will do all he can to protect every 
American life, as he said as recently as 
yesterday. 

So we have a choice: I think probably 
the easy vote is to vote for the McCain 
amendment. You can go home and say, 

"Oh, I voted to leave tomorrow." For
get what has happened in Somalia. 
Leave Somalia. I would like to leave 
Somalia thinking we have done some 
good in that part of the world, that we 
saved hundreds of thousands of lives 
because of America's leadership. We 
have saved lives, and it has cost some 
lives. Maybe it is not worth one Amer
ican life, particularly if it is somebody 
you know or if you attended some me
morial service, as I have in Kansas for 
three young men in the 1st Division. 

But, on the other hand, America is a 
great power and we have a great fu
ture, and we are going to have prob
lems from time to time. They should 
not be dealt with on a partisan basis. I 
think there was some partisanship in 
the gulf crisis, but once we made the 
decision, everybody closed ranks and 
we had the total support of the Con
gress. That is what should happen to
night. 

Let us have the votes. Let us see 
what happens. I hope some who vote 
for the McCain amendment, if it is ta
bled, will then vote for the Byrd 
amendment because I say, I do not see 
that much difference. 

Let me say, we would not be on this 
floor tonight if it were not for the Sen
ator from West Virginia. So the par
ents and the others owe a debt of grati
tude to one Senator who did not sleep 
through the summer and who called it 
to our attention earlier than, I might 
say, my colleague from Arizona. 

So as one who has been in these de
bates for about 20 some years-in fact, 
I ended up voting for the Cooper
Church amendment, but we had a fili
buster for 6 weeks. We would not let 
them vote until the fund cutoff date 
had passed because it seemed to me we 
were depriving the Americans the pro
tection we all talked about tonight, 
and we said we were going to cut off 
funds even if there were prisoners in 
Laos and Cambodia, which I thought 
was a big mistake. I supported my 
President, and I did the same in the 
gulf, and I do the same tonight. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter from the President 
to me be printed in the RECORD. 

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

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, DC, October 14, 1993. 

Hon. ROBERT DOLE, 
Republican L eader, U.S. Senate, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR MR. LEADER: I understand you intend 

to join in sponsoring an amendment to the 
FY 94 Defense Appropriations bill to main
tain funds for our mission in Somalia, if 
needed, up to the March 31, 1994 date pro
posed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

I share your belief that we should end our 
deployment as soon as practical , consistent 
with completing our mission in Somalia. 
While we have set March 31, 1994 as the outer 
limit for fulfilling our mission, I certainly 
will order the withdrawal of U.S. forces soon
er if at all feasible . It is my understanding 

that the Senate amendment providing funds 
until March 31 is designed to provide needed 
flexibility. But it remains our common goal 
to use no more time than absolutely nec
essary to complete our tasks in Somalia and 
bring our troops home. 

Thank you for working with the Adminis
tration in a cooperative spirit to bring us to 
common ground on this important issue. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader is recognized. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President and 

Members of the Senate, last year, 
President Bush made the decision to 
send 25,000 American troops to Somalia 
because the people of that country 
faced widespread starvation in the 
midst of civil conflict. His decision en
joyed broad support in the country and 
in the Senate. Without a single dissent
ing vote, not one, the Senate supported 
the President's decision. 

America has responded before to the 
plight of starving people and we did so 
again in the case of Somalia. President 
Bush called the U.S. response Oper
ation Restore Hope, and hope was re
stored. Americans went to a country 
where nearly 350,000 people had died in 
the preceding year and a million more 
faced imminent starvation. Americans 
saved those people from an almost cer
tain death. 

In March of this year, as President 
Bush had originally made clear, Amer
ican troops began to return home as 
the forces from other nations replaced 
them and took up the task. That proc
ess continued until American forces 
went from more than 25,000 to less than 
5,000. Forces from more than 20 other 
countries replaced Americans and took 
up the humanitarian effort of keeping 
the food and medical relief lines open. 

This summer, the violence that had 
been a major cause of the earlier star
vation erupted again in the capital city 
of Mogadishu. It is important that we 
recognize and remember what Ameri
cans did with the help of forces from 
many other nations in Somalia. A mil
lion people who would otherwise have 
starved to death were saved. A million 
people still depend entirely on relief 
supplies for food, but that food is get
ting through thanks to the efforts of 
Americans and others. 

That successful effort at humani
tarian relief has been eclipsed by the 
recent violence, but it is a fact of his
tory. Now, the attacks on the U.N. 
forces, which began this summer and 
reached a crisis in the last week, have 
caused many Americans to question 
our mission in Somalia. And that is un
derstandable. 

The Byrd amendment answers the 
question concisely, clearly, in a way 
that all can understand. The American 
mission is to provide humanitarian re
lief and to withdraw in a manner that 
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permits the relief effort to continue 
after our departure. 

We cannot decide Somalia's future. 
That is their decision. Americans have 
given Somalis and others in the region 
a chance to achieve a resolution, but 
that work must be theirs, not ours. 

It is understandable that many 
Americans feel strongly that violence 
against our troops is reason enough to 
leave, and leave with no other consid
eration. The fact is that whatever we 
do tonight, Americans are soon going 
to leave Somalia. But we want other 
nations to assume more of the burden 
of international peacekeeping. This is 
not the last time we will be confronted 
with this question. We should permit 
the withdrawal of Americans and their 
replacement by others in the orderly 
fashion that has been going on for most 
of this year to continue to its conclu
sion. In that way, the work of humani
tarian relief that has been accom
plished by Americans will not be de
stroyed. 

But if in fact a withdrawal occurs 
right now of all Americans, then the 
only certainty is that everything that 
has been done for the past year will 
have been in vain. The relief effort will 
have been destroyed and the inter
national effort to provide some kind of 
medical and food assistance will 
abruptly end. 

What will then have been served and 
what will have been the meaning and 
purpose of the effort there and the 
death of those Americans who so trag
ically lost their lives there? That is the 
question we must ask ourselves. 

Mr. President and Member~ of the 
Senate, let me conclude with just a few 
comments on the McCain amendment. 
It is very clear and must be acknowl
edged that the intent of the amend
ment is a prompt withdrawal-as soon 
as possible. But no one here, no one 
alive can now say when that will be if 
that amendment is passed. The deci
sion is left to others in circumstances 
which no one here can now foresee. It 
might be next week and precipitate 
some of the consequences which I have 
suggested. But it might not be until 
January. It might not be until March. 
It might not be until June. No one can 
say for sure. Clearly, it is intended to 
be prompt, but no one can say when it 
will occur. 

So if you vote for the McCain amend
ment, what you are saying is you want 
Americans out promptly, but you are 
not saying when that will be. You are 
entrusting that judgment entirely to 
others and to circumstances which no 
one can now foresee. 

The Byrd amendment provides a cer
tainty of withdrawal. It is very clear 
that there is a strong intention by the 
President to withdraw prior to March 
31. But under no circumstances except 
extreme emergencies, which have been 
discussed here, can it go beyond March 
31. And it provides for that withdrawal 

to be in an orderly fashion, in a way 
that will permit the effort that has 
gone on so far to continue with the 
work of other nations. 

We are not there alone. More than 20 
other countries have people there. We 
value American lives. It is a tragedy 
that an American has been lost. But let 
us not send a message out here that the 
deaths of 23 Pakistani soldiers means 
nothing, that the death of people from 
other nations means nothing. Obvi
ously, it does not mean as much to us 
as our own people, but the loss of any 
life is a loss. 

Mr. President, I want to conclude and 
comment on one statement that was 
made earlier. It was said that those 
who vote for the Byrd amendment are 
doing so out of political expediency. 
That was an unfortunate statement. It 
could just as easily be said, perhaps 
even more easily said, that those who 
are voting for the McCain amendment 
are doing so out of political expediency 
because that is clearly the popular sen
timent now. But that has not been said 
and it should not be said. 

The fact is every Senator must make 
his or her own judgment on this mat
ter. But each of us should do so with
out any assault o:q the motives of those 
who disagree. This is a serious matter. 
It is an emotional matter. It is a mat
ter that has gripped the attention of 
Americans all across this country. 

Let us give each other credit for try
ing to do what is best for our country 
even though we disagree. 

I categorically reject the suggestion 
that a vote for the Byrd amendment is 
a vote for political expediency. I intend 
to vote for the Byrd amendment and to 
vote to table the McCain amendment. I 
do not charge anyone who supports the 
McCain amendment with political ex
pediency. I respect the vote of every 
Member of this Senate. 

So, Mr. President, I believe that the 
Byrd amendment represents a respon
sible course of action for our country 
in a very difficult and emotional cir
cumstance. 

I urge each of my colleagues to vote 
for that amendment, and to vote to 
table the McCain amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from South Carolina. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

move to table the McCain amendment, 
and I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, upon disposition of 
the amendment of Senator McCAIN the 
Senate will vote on or in relation to 
Senator BYRD'S amendment. 

The question now occurs on the mo
tion of the Senator from South Caro-

lina to lay on the table the amendment 
of the Senator from Arizona. On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from California [Mrs. FEINSTEIN] 
is necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Califor
nia [Mrs. FEINSTEIN] would vote "yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 61, 
nays 38, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 

[Rollcall Vote No. 313 Leg.] 
YEAS-61 

Glenn Murray 
Graham Nunn 
Harkin Packwood 
Heflin Pell 
Inouye Pryor 
Jeffords Reid 
Kassebaum Riegle 
Kennedy Robb 
Kerrey Rockefeller 
Kerry Sarbanes 
Leahy Sasser 
Levin Shelby 
Lieberman Simon 
Lugar Simpson 
Mathews Specter 
McConnell Thurmond 
Metzenbaum Warner 
Mikulski Wellstone 

Duren berger Mitchell Wofford 
Exon Moseley-Braun 
Ford Moynihan 

NAYS-38 
Bennett Faircloth Kohl 
Boxer Feingold Lau ten berg 
Bradley Gorton Lott 
Brown Gramm Mack 
Burns Grassley McCain 
Campbell Gregg Murkowski 
Coats Hatch Nickles 
Cohen Hatfield Pressler 
Conrad Helms Roth 
Coverdell Hollings Smith 
Craig Hutchison Stevens 
D'Amato Johnston Wallop 
Dorgan Kempthorne 

NOT VOTING--1 
Feinstein 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1043) was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on amendment No. 
1042 offered by the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been requested. Is there 
a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from California [Mrs. FEINSTEIN] 
is necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Califor
nia [Mrs. FEINSTEIN] would vote "yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 76, 
nays 23, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 314 Leg.] 

YEAS-76 
Akaka Duren berger Mikulski 
Baucus Exon Mitchell 
Bennett Faircloth Moseley-Braun 
Biden Ford Moynihan 
Bingaman Glenn Murray 
Bond Graham Nunn 
Boren Harkin Packwood 
Boxer Hatch Pell 
Breaux Heflin Pryor 
Bryan Hollings Reid 
Bumpers Hutchison Riegle 
Burns Inouye Robb 
Byrd Jeffords Rockefeller 
Campbell Johnston Sar banes 
Chafee Kassebaum Sasser 
Cochran Kennedy Shelby 
Cohen Kerrey Simon 
Conrad Kerry Simpson 
Coverdell Lau ten berg Specter 
Danforth Leahy Stevens 
Daschle Levin Thurmond 
DeConcini Lieberman Warner 
Dodd Lugar Wells tone 
Dole Mathews Wofford 
Domenici McConnell 
Dorgan Metzenbaum 

NAYS-23 
Bradley Grassley McCain 
Brown Gregg Murkowski 
Coats Hatfield Nickles 
Craig Helms Pressler 
D'Amato Kempthorne Roth 
Feingold Kohl Smith 
Gorton Lott Wallop 
Gramm Mack 

NOT VOTING-1 
Feinstein 

So the amendment (No. 1042) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. 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. DOLE. Mr. President, in addition 
to the comments I made earlier, I still 
have a few concerns. First, President 
Clinton did not put an end to the con
fusion over our mission in Somalia this 
morning. He said that he opposed po
lice action by U.S. forces, but added 
that the U.N. resolution which calls for 
apprehending those responsible for at
tacks on the U.N. "ought to be pur
sued." In addition, the report issued 
yesterday revealed that 3,000 new com
bat troops would deploy to Somalia
not the 1,700 President Clinton spoke of 
last Thursday. 

Today will probably not be the last 
time this body debates Somalia. The 
President pro tempore is right in his 
assertion that the Senate should have 
been involved much earlier. We should 
have debated this issue when the Unit
ed States voted for nation building at 

the United Nations in March, and when 
the United States voted in favor of po
lice operations in June. 

Indeed, we probably should have had 
a more extensive debate over what the 
original mission of "providing a secure 
environment" means since it was in
cluded in Senate Joint Resolution 45 
which was passed overwhelmingly by 
this body on February 4, 1993. 

Nevertheless, with the passage of the 
Byrd amendment today, the Congress 
has fulfilled its role, and has helped put 
American foreign policy back where it 
belongs-in American hands. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
amendments be the only floor amend
ments remaining in order to H.R. 3116, 
the Department of Defense appropria
tions bill, and that they be subject to 
relevant second-degree amendments 
where applicable. 

Mr. President, I sent the list to the 
desk and ask that it be incorporated in 
the agreement. 

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

The text of the agreement follows: 
Ordered, That during the further consider

ation of H.R. 3116, the Department of Defense 
Appropriations Bill, the following amend
ments be the only floor amendments remain
ing in order to the bill, and that they be sub
ject to relevant second degree amendments, 
where applicable: 

Bingaman, Relevant. 
Bingaman, Stockpile. 
Bingaman, Uranium mill workers study. 
Bond, Levee repairs. 
Bradley, Aircraft procurement. 
Bradley, Army National Guard. 
Breaux, Cargo preferences. 
Breaux, Mission recorder. 
Brown, Bosnia. 
Brown, Cargo preference. 
Brown, SOS/Hearings on Somalia. 
Brown, Tax treatment of combat pay. 
Brown, Troop deployment. 
Brown, Troop deployment. 
Bumpers, $84 m from BMD-LDs. 
Byrd, Relevant. 
Byrd, Relevant. 
Coats, Relevant. 
Coats, Relevant. 
Coats, Somalia. 
Dodd, U.S. policy in Haiti. 
Dole, Bosnia. 
Dole, Crown Heights. 
Dole, Haiti. 
Dole, Helping hands. 
Dole, Relevant. 
Domenici, Budget caps. 
Exon, Sos commercial disputes Saudi Ara-

bia. 
Feinstein, Relevant. 
Gorton, Somalia. 
Graham, Hai ti. 
Gramm, Relevant. 
Gramm, Relevant. 
Grassley, G-17 progress payments. 
Grassley, Military pay equity. 
Gregg, Relevant. 
Hatfield, Relevant. 
Heflin, Relevant. 
Helms, Report from Secretary of Defense/ 

Peru. 
Inouye, Relevant. 
Inouye, Relevant. 

Kennedy, Relevant. 
Kennedy, Relevant. 
Lautenberg, National Board Rifle Practice. 
Levin, Peacekeeping. 
Lott, Relevant. 
Lott, Ship defense. 
Mack, ARP A nuclear proliferation. 
McCain, Relevant. 
McCain, Relevant. 
McCain, Somalia. 
Metzenbaum, Relevant. 
Metzenbaum, Relevant. 
Mitchell, Relevant. 
Mitchell, Relevant. 
Moynihan, Intelligence budget. 
Nickles, Foreign command of U.S. troops. 
Nunn, Mentor-protege. 
Nunn, Relevant. 
Nunn, Relevant. 
Reid, Low level flight training. 
Stevens, Block Russian aid if SS-25 mis-

siles still produced. 
Stevens, Relevant. 
Thurmond, Relevant. 
Warner, Methanol plant ship. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I now ask 

that there be a period for morning 
business with Senators allowed to 
speak therein. 

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

TRIBUTE TO DR. D. WOODS 
THOMAS 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to pay 
tribute to one of my esteemed con
stituents, Dr. D. Woods Thomas. Dr. 
Thomas, a former Executive Director 
of the Board for International Food 
and Agricultural Development and an 
administrator at Purdue University, 
passed away recently. 

We remember Dr. Thomas for his pro
fessional achievements, in particular 
his appearances before the Foreign Re
lations Committee in the 1970's and 
1980's, his efforts as the first Executive 
Director of the Board for International 
Food and Agricultural Development, 
and his over 40 years of service to Pur
due University. 

We recognize Dr. Thomas especially 
for his participation in a 250-student 
Purdue-Vicosa, Brazil, 20-year institu
tion building project. The project 
flourished into a 10,000-student Federal 
university, during which he was named 
Director of International Programs in 
Agriculture at Purdue University. 

Dr. Thomas' other numerous accom
plishments include his tenure as direc
tor of international education and re
search at Purdue University, a member 
of the directors council at Purdue Uni
versity, chairman of graduate depart
ment of agricultural economics com
mittee, and vice president Midwest 
Universities Consortium for Inter
national Activities. He also received an 
award for distinguished service in 
international agriculture from the As
sociation of U.S. University Directors 



October 14, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 24699 
of International Agricultural Pro
grams, a commendation from the 
Board for International Food and Agri
cultural Development and the U.S. 
Agency for International Development, 
and an award for outstanding public 
service from the Governor of Indiana, 
to name a few. We commemorate Dr. 
Thomas' distinguished career, his 
awards, as well as his many publica
tions throughout his career. 

William Frederick Johnson, a mem
ber of the Board for International Food 
and Agricultural Development support 
staff, posed this question in a poem he 
wrote for Dr. Thomas' retirement re
ception: "Setting forth the confusion 
of new freedom, with no border, or 
trained hands to govern; wherefore the 
Crusade of Learning? Lost to the 
masses and forgotten, would the Cru
sade's message be?" Dr. Thomas 
brought order to confusion, purpose to 
mere intention, and competent leader
ship to the issue of developing nations. 
His work will not be forgotten, but the 
responsibility to continue his efforts is 
on our shoulders. Mr. President, we 
honor Dr. D. Woods Thomas for a life
time of achievements. He will be great
ly missed. 

WILLIAMS COLLEGE 
BICENTENNIAL 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, here in 
the Nation's Capital we find our atten
tion and our energy devoted to a wide 
variety 6f issues with both short- and 
long-term impact on the future of the 
United States. Today I want to pay 
tribute to an action taken 200 years 
ago-the founding of Williams College 
in Williamstown, MA, in 1793. The cen
terpiece of the college's bicentennial 
celebration was the Bicentennial Con
vocation this past Saturday, October 9, 
1993, when delegates from more than 30 
colleges and universities around the 
country convened in Williamstown, a 
small New England town nestled in the 
beautiful Berkshire mountains, to cele
brate the college's rich history of dis
tinguished education. It is with great 
pride that I can tell you that Williams 
College began in 1793 as a fragile exper
iment in the education of farm boys 
and has now evolved into a national 
leader in undergraduate teaching and 
research. 

So how was Williams started? The 
last will and testament of Colonel 
Ephraim Williams, a soldier in the 
King's army who died in the French 
and Indian War, left $9,297 for the es
tablishment of a free school in what 
was then called West Township, pro
vided that the town was renamed 
Williamstown and that it was declared 
permanently a part of Massachusetts 
rather than New York State. On June 
22, 1793, the Commonwealth of Massa
chusetts granted a charter to Williams 
College, making it the second institu
tion of higher learning in the Common
weal th and the sixth in New England. 

Today, it is easy to travel to 
Williamstown and its neighboring com
munities. However, in 1821, the then
distant location nearly led to the col
lege's failure when Williams College 
president Zephaniah Swift Moore-con
vinced that the school was not viable 
in its location in the Purple Valley
left with much of the student body to 
found another college to the southeast 
in the Connecticut Valley. This school, 
Amherst College (located in Amherst, 
MA), still competes with Williams in 
one of the most heated of American 
collegiate rivalries. The Reverend Ed
ward Dorr Griffin can be credited with 
the survival of the college after this 
setback. As its new president in 1821, 
he drew upon the college's reputation 
for religious conservatism to collect 
much-needed funds. Today Griffin Hall 
honors his lasting contribution to the 
college. 

Through the 1800's, Williams devel
oped into the typical New England 
small liberal arts college with a rep
utation for moral soundness, enthu
siastic students, a devoted faculty, a 
loyal body of alumni, and a location in 
a picture-perfect small New England 
town. In fact, many college graduates 
active in the alumni organizations of 
their alma maters probably do not re
alize that in 1821, responding to 
Moore's departure from Williams, a 
group of alumni met in Williamstown 
to resolve that crisis and founded the 
first Society of Alumni in this country. 

Teachers and teaching are what has 
always distinguished Williams as an in
stitution of higher learning. In the 19th 
century, the college rose to national 
academic prominence under the legend
ary Mark Hopkins-a Williams profes
sor from 1830 to 1887 and president of 
the college from 1836 to 1872. Hopkins 
was known as a professor and a college 
administrator who was determined to 
make the student the center of the 
educational experience. To this day 
much of the life and atmosphere of the 
college is shaped by the students. For 
example, long before it became fashion
able to do so, the college abolished fra
ternities in the 1960's. Williams admit
ted women in the 1970's-thus doubling 
the size of the school to its present stu
dent body of 200(}-and in the 1980's it 
diversified its student body to reflect 
the Nation's changing demographics. 
Notably, in recent years, the college's 
academic reputation has been honored 
by U.S. News and World Report which 
often has named Williams the top lib
eral arts college in the country. 

It is no surprise that Williams has 
provided this country with a number of 
devoted and accomplished alumni who 
have excelled in a broad range of fields. 
For the record, I have included a list of 
more than 80 distinguished Williams 
alumni, many of whom have served in 
public office. These are but a fraction 
of the more than 33,000 alumni that 
have graduated from the college during 

its existence. I might note that this 
list includes Arthur Levitt who cur
rently is serving in the Clinton admin
istration as Chairman of the Securities 
and Exchange Commission. 

We need only pick up the national 
newspapers each morning to be re
minded of how quickly the world and 
world politics change in the 1990's-an 
earthquake in India, war in Bosnia, 
peace in the Middle East, political up
heaval in Russia. Likewise, here in the 
United States, our political agenda is 
always full, whether it be the budget, 
taxes, health care, or the plight of 
America's cities. It is refreshing to 
take a few moments away from these 
complex and sometimes controversial 
domestic and foreign issues to pay trib
ute to an institution which is neither 
complex or controversial-Williams 
College. For 200 years Williams suc
cessfully has gone about the business 
of providing quality education for 
thousands of students. It has proven it
self to be a leader among the giants of 
this country's liberal arts institutions, 
and I hope its steady influence will 
continue to be felt throughout this 
country in he years and decades ahead. 

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

A SELECTIVE LIST OF NOTABLE WILLIAMS 
ALUMNI 

Herbert Allen, 1962, CEO of Allen & Com
pany. 

William Bennett, 1965, former secretary of 
education. 

Michael Beschloss, 1977, writer. 
Donald Beyer, 1972, lieutenant governor of 

Virginia. 
Stephen Birmingham, 1950, writer. 
Edgar Bronfman, 1950, CEO of Seagrams, 

Inc., and president of World Jewish Congress. 
Janet Brown, 1973, executive director of 

Commission on Presidential Debates. 
Sterling Brown, 1922, poet. 
William Cullen Bryant, 1814, poet. 
Robert Buck, 1961, director , Brooklyn Mu

seum. 
James MacGregor Burns, 1939, political 

historian. 
Arne Carlson, 1957, governor of Minnesota. 
Henry Catto, 1952, U.S.I.A. director and 

former ambassador to Great Britain. 
Allison Davis, 1924, sociologist. 
E. Mandell de Windt , 1943, former CEO of 

Eaton Corp. 
Sanford Dole, 1867, governor of Territory of 

Hawaii. 
Alfred Driscoll , 1925, governor of New Jer

sey. 
Dominick Dunne, 1949, W!'iter. 
Stephen Field, 1837, U.S. Supreme Court 

justice. 
William Finn, 1974, composer. 
Gary Fisketjon, 1976, editor. 
Stanley Foster, M.D., 1955, led successful 

fight to rid world of small pox. 
John Frankenheimer, 1951, film director. 
Ulrich Franzen, 1942, architect. 
Max Gail, 1965, actor. 
James Garfield, 1856, U.S. president. 
Keith Griffin , 1960, former president of 

Magdalen College , Oxford. 
A.R . Gurney Jr., 1952, playwright. 
G. Stanley Hall , 1867, father of American 

psychology. 
Richard M. Helms, 1935, former C.I.A. di

rec tor and ambassador to Iran. 
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Tao Ho, 1960, architect. 
Mark Hopkins, 1824, educator. 
Philip Hoff, 1948, former governor of Ver

mont. 
Mark Hopkins, 1824, educator. 
Henry Hoyt, 1849, governor of Pennsylva

nia. 
Kristine Karlson, 1985, world rowing cham

pion. 
Elia Kazan, 1930, director and writer. 
Takayuki Kimura, 1964, director of cul

tural affairs, Japanese Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs. 

William Klopman, 1943, former CEO of Bur

William Williamson, 1804, governor of 
Maine. 

Fred Wiseman, 1951, producer of film docu
mentaries. 

James Wood, 1963, director of Art Institute 
of Chicago. 

REPORT BY THE NATIONAL COM
MISSION TO ENSURE A STRONG, 
COMPETITIVE AIRLINE INDUS
TRY 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise 

today to discuss the August 19 report lington Industries. 
Thomas Krens, 1969, director 

Guggenheim Museum. 
John Lane, 1966, director of San Francisco 

Museum of Modern Art. 

of issued by the National Commission to 
Ensure a Strong, Competitive Airline 
Industry. As my colleagues know, this 
15 member Commission appointed by 
the President and Congress earlier this 
year, was asked to study the financial 
health and competitiveness of our Na
tion's airline and aerospace industries. 
The Commission has offered a reason
able, fair-minded report. Most impor
tant, the Commission's report contains 
a number of compelling proposals for 
innovative policy and systemic 
changes, all intended to make our 

Bernard Lanvin, 1958, president of Lanvin 
Perfumes. 

Herbert Lehman, 1899, New York State 
governor and U.S. senator. 

Arthur Levitt, 1952, former chairman of 
American Stock Exchange. 

Stephen Lewis, 1960 president of Carleton 
College. 

Roger Mandle, 1963, deputy director of Na
tional Gallery. 

David Marash, 1964, Nightline correspond-
ent. 

John McCoy, 1965, CEO of Bank One. 
Jay Mcinerney , 1976, writer. 
Charlotte Neuville, 1973, clothes designer. 
Leigh Perkins, 1950, president of Orvis Co. 
Earl (Rusty) Powell, 1966, director of Na-

tional Gallery. 
Richard Repp, 1957, master of St. Cross 

College, Oxford. 
T . Hedley Reynolds, 1942, president of Uni

versity of New England. 
Robert Rich, 1963, president of Rich Prod

ucts Corp. 
David Ruder, 1951, former chairman of Se

curities and Exchange Commission. 
John Sayles, 1972, film director and writer. 
Michael Scanlan, 1953, president of Univer

sity of Steubenville . 
Charles Seymour, 1890, governor New York. 
Walter Shipley, 1957, president of Chemical 

Bank. 
Joseph Sly, 1902, governor of Massachu

setts. 
Hedrick Smith, 1955, author, columnist, 

television commentator. 
Stephen Sondheim, 1950, composer. 
Edson Spencer, 1948, former chairman of 

Honeywell, Inc. 
Herbert Stein, 1935, economist. 
George Steinbrenner, 1952, New York Yan

kees owner. 
Bruce Sundlun, 1942, governor of Rhode Is

land. 
Nathanial Tallmadge, 1814, governor of 

Wisconsin. 
Telford Taylor, 1928, chief prosecutor at 

Nuremburg Trials. 
Lester Thurow, 1960, economist, writer. 
John Toland, 1936, writer. 
J. Kirk Varnedoe , 1967, director of painting 

and sculpture , Musuem of Modern Art. 
Francis T . Vincent, 1960, former baseball 

commissioner. 
Gilbert Walker, 1854, governor of Virginia. 
Sydney Walsh, 1983, actress. 
Richard Warch, 1961, president of Lawrence 

University. 
Preston Washington, pastor, Memorial 

Baptist Church, Harlem. 
Emory Washburne , 1817, governor of Mas

sachusetts. 
Charles Webb, 1961, author of The Grad-

uate . 
Charles Williams, 1800, governor of Ver-

mont. 

country's air transportation system 
more efficient and better able to serve 
the flying public. I have looked forward 
to the Commission's report, as have 
many of my congressional colleagues. 

With only 90 days in which to work, 
this bipartisan Commission was well 
served by its chairman, former Vir
ginia Governor Gerald Baliles. The tes
timony of hundreds of witnesses was 
heard, bringing before the Commission 
wide ranging and detailed perspectives 
of the unique and dire problems faced 
by the aviation industry. I commend 
the Commission for their efforts in 
consolidating these diverse viewpoints 
in a balanced report. 

In light of the concerns raised by the 
President and Congress regarding the 
challenges faced by the airline indus
try, the appointment of this Commis-
sion was welcomed by nearly all. So, 
too, are its findings. Congress and the 
Clinton administration owe it to the 
American people to take a look at 
what the experts and concerned citi
zens are telling us about the problems 
faced by the industry and, most impor
tant, how those problems can be best 
resolved. I have urged the chairmen of 
both the Commerce Committee and the 
Aviation Subcommittee to imme-
diately schedule hearings designed to 
review the Commission's findings. The 
Aviation Subcommittee chairman has 
informed me that hearings will be 
scheduled in the next few weeks. I com
mend him for his action and look for
ward to working with him on these 
hearings. I have also learned that 
President Clinton, recently, met with 
members of the Commission to discuss 
the administration's view of the report. 
I am hopeful that the administration 
will quickly package their own set of 
proposals, based on the Commission's 
report, so that the Aviation Sub
committee can begin to consider legis-

lative solutions to the many problems 
affecting our airline industry. 

Mr. President, we cannot afford to let 
the Commission's valuable insights slip 
by, lost in a sea of discarded studies. 
The issue addressed in the report affect 
not just the airline industry but the 
airline consumer, in communities large 
and small. In fact, an issue of great 
concern to South Dakota's air travel
ers is the Essential Air Service [EAS] 
program, which provides funding as
sistance for commercial flights to 
small cities and towns. The EAS pro
gram ensures that citizens in these 
areas have access to quality service. 
The EAS program has come under at
tack recently in the Vice President's 
report on reinventing government. The 
report concluded that the subsidization 
of commercial flights to rural areas of 
our country is wasteful and should be 
discontinued. I wholeheartedly dis
agree with such a misguided conclu
sion. Interestingly, this recommenda
tion comes in stark contrast to the 
best wisdom of Governor Baliles and 
his fellow Commissioners who, after 
studying the issue closely for 3 months, 
concluded that the EAS system is a 
necessary component of nationwide air 
service. The Commission called for full 
funding of the EAS program so that it 
can fulfill its mission for citizens in 
States like South Dakota. 

Mr. President, the EAS issue and the 
others raised by the Commission are 
critical. I urge my colleagues not to ig
nore this extremely significant report. 

Toward that goal, I would like to 
speak briefly about a few issues other 
than the EAS program that are ripe for 
debate. The report con ta ins many 
sound ideas. However, to be fair, there 
also are flaws in this report, flaws that 
I fear could adversely affect the safety 
of our skies. Those flaws arise out of 
the Commission's well-intentioned but 
faulty economic and technological 
study that was conducted, in my judg
ment, to the exclusion of safety issues. 

For example, the Commission has 
proposed that the Federal Aviation Ad
ministration review possible increases 
in operational limitations in high den
sity airports, raising them to what is 
described in the report as the "highest 
practicable limits." However, there is 
virtually no mention of the effect this 
and similar action would have on our 
Nation's already strained air traffic 
control system. Frankly, Mr. Presi
dent, I get nervous when talk of in
creased airport capacity is not coupled 
with a discussion on the need for in
creased hiring, training, and super
vision of air traffic controllers. Yes, 
the Commission does indirectly address 
this need when it calls for full funding 
of our Nation's airport system. How
ever, as we all know, money is not al
ways the answer. We must look beyond 
simply increasing the F AA's budget as 
the answer to any safety implications 
that result from changes in our Na
tion's aviation industry. I say we owe 
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at least that much to the American 
people. 

Additionally, Mr. President, we must 
look at how the Commission's rec
ommendations would impact service to 
small cities and towns, like those in 
my home State of South Dakota. I 
have already discussed the importance 
of EAS. Yet even with the EAS, small 
communities are often underserved by 
commercial aviation. In fact, just last 
month, American Airlines informed me 
they would be discontinuing service to 
Sioux Falls, thereby contributing to 
what I fear to be the slow but inex
orable decline of service to rural areas 
of the country. This announcement was 
particularly frustrating. Not long ago, 
the members of the South and North 
Dakota delegations assisted in obtain
ing additional slots for flights out of 
Chicago's O'Hare to destinations in the 
Dakotas. Now they are pulling out. 
Yet, they still hold those valuable slots 
that were to be used for the express 
purpose of servicing a region of the 
country that can ill-afford any loss of 
vital air routes. I have written to Mr. 
Robert Crandall, chief executive officer 
of American Airlines, expressing my 
concerns about his airlines's pullout. 
Mr. Crandall has written back and 
stated his willingness to make the 
slots at O'Hare available to any carrier 
interested in serving the Sioux Falls 
community. I ask unanimous consent 
that immediately following my re
marks, the letter be entered into the 
RECORD. When the Aviation Sub
committee holds hearings, I hope that 
the chairman will invite Mr. Crandall 
so that he may offer suggestions on 
how the airlines can meet the long
term air transportation needs in my 
State and other rural States across the 
country. (See exhibit 1.) 

That issue aside, the paramount 
issue as we consider ways to improve 
the health of the airline industry is air 
transportation safety. Commenting on 
what the Commission perceived as ex
cessive safety regulations in the airline 
industry the report states "The U.S. 
air transportation system is the safest 
in the world-so safe that it can be ex
tremely expensive to achieve even 
small, incremental improvement in 
safety through the imposition of new 
rules and procedures." It is just this 
attitude that I was struck with when, 
early this year, the Aviation Sub
committee held a hearing on the rela
tionship between the FAA and the Na
tional Transportation Safety Board 
[NTSBJ and the FAA's responsiveness 
to the latter's safety recommenda
tions. At that hearing specific atten
tion was focused on the FAA's response 
to known failures of the Hartzell pro
peller, a type of propeller commonly 
used in general aviation. As my col
leagues know, it was that propeller 
that is thought to be the key cause of 
the crash that recently took the life of 
South Dakota's governor and several of 
its leading citizens. 

The explicit premise of the Commis
sion's statement is that commercial 
aviation is as safe as it can be and that 
anyone calling for increased regulatory 
vigilance would be doing so on the al
ready weakened backs of the struggling 
and overburdened domestic airlines. I 
do not agree with this premise. I am 
not suggesting that overregulation is 
nonexistent. I believe there are regula
tions that impose unnecessary costs on 
the industry. But frankly we must rec
ognize that this country's air transpor
tation system can and must be made 
safer. Mr. President, I and other con
cerned Members of Congress, can be 
regulatory nitpickers or safety nuts 
and, at the same time, still be sensitive 
to the costs of regulations on the in
dustry. 

Unfortunately, the Commission gives 
the opposite impression when it states: 
"Neither Congress nor Federal agencies 
know the magnitude of the total costs 
they impose on airlines and, indirectly, 
on travelers. Ad hoc and organized spe
cial interest groups create pressure to 
craft regulatory measures which may 
be driven purely by the perceived 'cri
sis du jour' without regard for the cu
mulative impact of such costs." It is 
also unfortunate that agencies like the 
National Transportation Safety Board, 
a congressionally created watchdog 
agency with decades worth of distin
guished service, is implicated by the 
Commission's language' as being yet 
another group responding to and pro
moting whatever is the crisis of the 
day. 

Mr. President, let me point out that 
I am the first person to understand the 
value of reduced government regula
tion. Small and large businesses in this 
country struggle to survive the on
slaught of mandates and regulations 
that come from Congress. In my view, 
it is the role of government to guide 
and lend a hand occasionally, not to 
dictate to an individual struggling to 
make a go of it in their chosen busi
ness. But I draw the line when it comes 
to transportation safety initiatives. It 
is with regard to aviation security and 
safety that I will be one of the most 
zealous advocates of government over
sight, intervention and, especially, reg
ulation to the extent necessary. Just 
as it is the role of the Federal Govern
ment to provide for national security, 
so too it is incumbent upon all of us in 
the Congress, along with the President, 
to be ever vigilant with regard to the 
safety of our traveling public. 

Just as in a natural disaster, an air
plane crash can take in an instant the 
lives of hundreds of people, all of whom 
relied on the industry and the govern
ment to ensure that their flight was as 
safe as possible. I am not suggesting, 
Mr. President, that such oversight be 
conducted in an economic vacuum. 
Cost benefit analysis is a necessary 
tool with which to review the imposi
tion of safety regulations. Such review, 

however, is fruitless in the face of such 
a stunning lack of regard for those of 
us who actually believe that the skies 
and airports of our country can be 
made safer. 

Consequently, while admonishing the 
Commission's members to rethink 
their views on the need for increased 
safety measures, I would like to be 
among the first to embrace many of 
their ideas and call for immediate 
hearings to address each and every one 
of the proposals contained in the re
port. Through hearings, we can best de
termine how to proceed with legisla
tion to deal with the numerous prob
lems hindering the aviation industry, 
all the while never forgetting safety. I 
look forward to working with my col
leagues, the administration, a,nd the 
industry in this critical endeavor. 

ExmBrT 1 
AMERICAN AIRLINES, 

DALLAS/FORT WORTH AIRPORT, TX, 
September 15, 1993. 

Hon. LARRY PRESSLER, 
U.S. Senate, Washington , DC. 

DEAR LARRY: I can certainly understand 
your concern about the loss of American's 
service to Sioux Falls. I can assure you that 
there are few decisions more troubling for 
me than to close stations, lay off employees 
and reduce the reach of our system. Unfortu
nately, the economics of our service of Sioux 
Falls have been simply dreadful. 

During the 15 months which have elapsed 
since we initiated service, we have lost ap
proximately $5 million and we see little that 
can be done to make the route profitable. As 
you know. we are in direct competition with 
United in the Sioux Falls-Chicago market; 
more importantly, Northwest offers eight 
roundtrips a day between Sioux Falls and 
Minneapolis. Since Sioux Falls-Minneapolis 
is a shorter distance than Sioux Falls-Chi
cago, Northwest can better afford low load 
factors on flights feeding its Minneapolis 
hub than can we on the much longer stage 
length we must fly to feed our Chicago hub. 

More to the point, despite continuing ef
forts we have not been able to shift signifi
cant amounts of traffic from either North
west or United nor do we think the market 
is large enough to support service by three 
carriers. In that respect, it is clear we made 
an error by entering the market in the first 
instance. 

The economics of this particular route un
fortunately mirror our system operating re
sults. During the last three years, we have 
lost more than $1 billion. As a consequence, 
we have cut our capital spending by about $9 
billion, grounded approximately 40 aircraft 
and laid off thousands of employees. Al
though we had originally hoped to purchase 
150 Fokker-lOOs-the small jets we use in our 
converted Chicago slots-we will now take 
no more than 75 and if we could reduce that 
number further we would. 

Worst of all, perhaps, the outlook for the 
future is not bright. I am attaching a copy of 
a letter we sent all our employees last week, 
in response to a rather apocalyptic article 
which appeared in The New York Times Sun
day magazine. The unhappy truth is that in 
today's airline industry, only the low-cost 
provider can succeed and to date, at least, 
our employees have not seen fit to acknowl
edge that reality. Thus, we must go about 
the business of withdrawing from those mar
kets in which some combination of low 
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prices, weak demand, and high costs make us 
non-competitive. 

As you have quite properly reminded me , 
you were most helpful to us in helping to 
persuade the DOT to a more effective use of 
Chicago slots. Thus, it seems to us that we 
have a clear obligation to you and your con
stituents and in recognition of that obliga
tion, we stand willing to provide slots to any 
other carrier-exclusive of Northwest or 
United-who might wish to serve Sioux 
Falls-Chicago. Of course , we shall expect 
that carrier, whoever it might be, to work 
with us to use times which are reasonably 
convenient for both companies; the impor
tant point, however, is that we do feel a 
sense of obligation to you and the constitu
ents you represent and we wish to honor that 
obligation. 

Larry, once again, I am sorry that we can
not continue serving Sioux Falls-we'd like 
to, but just can' t afford it! 

Kindest regards, 
R.L. CRANDALL , 

Chairman and President. 

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Fed
eral debt stood at $4,403,484,617,386.01 as 
of the close of business yesterday, 
Wednesday, October 13. Averaged out, 
every man, woman, and child in Amer
ica owes a part of this massive debt, 
and that per capita share is $16,452.12. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON'S HELPFUL 
CLARIFICATION OF U.S. PEACE
KEEPING OBJECTIVES 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, this morn

ing, President Clinton held a press con
ference to discuss United States objec
tives in Somalia and Haiti. In the proc
ess, he also provided a very helpful 
clarification of what the administra
tion's approach is to U .N. peacekeeping 
in general in light of the Somalia expe
rience. 

In Somalia, the President said: 
We have to maintain our commitment to 

finishing the job we started. It's not our job 
to rebuild Somalia as a society or its politi
cal structure. The Somalis have to do that 
for themselves * * * but we have to give 
them enough time to have a chance to do 
that, to have a chance not to see the situa
tion revert to the way it was before the Unit
ed States and the United Nations intervened 
to prevent the tragedy late last year. 

I share that view, and I also welcome 
the President's statement that enforce
ment of the U.N. resolution calling for 
the arrest of people suspected of being 
involved in the June 6 assassination of 
24 Pakistani peacekeepers should never 
have been allowed to supplant the po
litical process that was ongoing before 
the United States transferred effective 
control of operations in Somalia to the 
United Nations in May. 

President Clinton correctly observed 
that the administration's initiative 
over the past week to revitalize the 
diplomatic aspect of the U.N.'s mission 
in Somalia has already paid dividends: 
Attacks on United States and other 

U.N. peacekeepers have ceased and 
today U.S. CWO Michael Durant and a 
Nigerian peacekeeper were released. 

At the same time, President Clinton 
made it clear that there was no deal 
with Aideed and that the U.N. resolu
tion on the assignment of responsibil
ity for the June 6 murders must be en
forced. He cautioned, however, that: 

We cannot afford to have any police work 
that we were asked to do as part of the U.N. 
mission be transformed into a military en
deavor that, in effect, made many people be
lieve that there was no longer a diplomatic 
initiative going on in Somalia. 

I applaud President Clinton for tak
ing the necessary actions to redirect a 
peackeeping operation that had lost its 
way. 

As some who worked on peacekeeping 
issues at the 1945 San Francisco Con
ference, I was pleased by President 
Clinton's statement that "U.N. peace
keeping is important and I still believe 
that America can play a role in that." 
He then went on to cite the U.N. oper
ation in Cambodia as a model for fu
ture operations---"they worked through 
the politics of Cambodia by, in effect, 
creating a process in which the local 
people had to take responsibility for 
their future. If we are going to do that 
kind of work, we ought to take the 
Cambodian model in Somalia and every 
place else." That is sound advice. 

On Haiti, President Clinton made it 
clear that the 200 Seabees that he 
called back from Haiti were not sent as 
peacekeepers or peacemakers. Instead, 
they were sent to train Haitian mili
tary officers to rebuild the country. In 
that mission, the Seabees were helping 
to implement the Governors Island 
agreement that the Haitian military 
signed. The Haitian military then 
reneged on that agreement, and Presi
dent Clinton said "I pulled the boat out 
of the harbor to emphasize that the 
Haitian parties themselves who were 
still there in Haiti are responsible for 
violating the Governors Island agree
ment.'' So this was by no means a cut
and-run action. 

President Clinton emphasized that it 
is U.S. policy to insist on the imple
mentation of the Governors Island 
agreement. He pointed out that when 
he took office Haitians wanted to come 
to the United States because they 
thought nobody would stick up for the 
democratic process in Haiti. "We have 
made an effort to try to change that, 
and I assure you that my determina
tion there is as strong as ever." 

Finally, the President was asked to 
comment on criticism that U.S. foreign 
policy has been run in a naive and dis
organized way. President Clinton re
sponded very persuasively, stating that 
"on the biggest issues affecting the fu
ture and the security of the United 
States, we have a good record." He 
cited, in this connection, policy regard
ing Russia, the Middle East, Asia, non
proliferation and the G-7 meeting. 

President Clinton was correct when he 
said: 

We are living in a new world. It's easy for 
people who don't have responsibilities to use 
words like " naive ." * * *I think tha t in this 
new world we make a pretty good beginning 
and clearly on the things that affect us 
most. 

I would agree, and I believe that if 
the President makes more appearances 
like the one today, he will silence the 
critics. It was an excellent perform
ance, and I commend the President for 
his frankness, clarity, and sense of 
commitment. 

CELEBRATING BICENTENNIAL OF 
INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on October 
14 through October 17, representatives 
of the Amber Valley Borough Council 
of England will be visiting the Black
stone Valley in Rhode Island to cele
brate the 200th anniversary of the suc
cessful operation of a textile factory 
that started our industrial revolution. 

To all those involved in this celebra
tion I extend my sincere greetings. I 
also would like to encourage my col
leagues in the Senate and, in fact, citi
zens throughout the Nation to reflect 
on what is being celebrated. 

Samuel Slater emigrated from the 
Amber Valley during the later part of 
the 1700's. He was an able and dedicated 
apprentice in the fledgling textile man
ufacturing concerns of that region. A 
solid career was doubtless before him, 
but he had an adventurous spirit as 
well as confidence in his talent, and he 
came to a new but w.Jak nation. 

He was invited to Rhode Island by 
Moses Brown, a prominent Quaker 
leader, who wanted to invest his cap
ital in a manner that would benefit his 
fellow citizens. Their efforts succeeded, 
and that success marked the beginning 
of the industrial revolution in the 
United States. 

In 1973 they began operations in a 
new building, a structure elegant in its 
modesty, which is still standing on the 
banks of the Blackstone River in Paw
tucket, RI. That building is now the 
Slater Mill Museum. 

Thus, 1993 is the 200th anniversary of 
industrial manufacturing in a factory 
building in the United States. 

Today the United States is the 
world's greatest industrial power, but 
that leadership is being challenged. 
The Blackstone Valley, again, is in the 
forefront-exploring the means to 
maintain excellence and to provide the 
sound economic base on which people 
depend. 

The watchword and the theme in the 
Blackstone Valley is cooperation and 
people working together. The goal is a 
second industrial revolution. 

The people of the Blackstone Valley 
recognize the beauty of their environ
ment and the importance of their his
tory. They are justly proud to be a 
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manufacturing region, and they see 
manufacturing in their future. 

They prove that the values of envi
ronmental protection, historical pres
ervation, and manufacturing are not 
necessarily antithetical-that doing 
one thing does not preclude the other. 

There is a grave tendency in the 
United States to pit one value against 
another, to regulate manufacturing to 
protect the environment, to limit new 
building to preserve historic resources. 
The Blackstone Valley suggests that 
synergy rather than enervating con
flict is possible. 

In the Blackstone Valley, community 
leaders are bringing work force train
ing, industrial development, historical 
preservation, and environmental pro
tection into concert. Tourism in the 
valley is based on seeing where manu
facturing has thrived. 

We in Congress have recognized the 
historical importance of the Black
stone Valley by creating a national 
heritage corridor there. One of the 
beauties of the Corridor Commission is 
that it establishes a means of coordina
tion among Federal agencies and be
tween levels of government. It, too, is 
a model which others are following. 

So in congratulating those involved 
in this bicentennial celebration in the 
Blackstone Valley, we should welcome 
their appropriate veneration for the 
past, their enthusiasm for the present, 
and their optimism for the future. 

TIBET, MALAYSIA SINGAPORE, 
HONG KONG, CHINA (SICHUAN 
PROVINCE, XIAN, SHAANXI 
PROVINCE, BEIJING, AND SHANG
HAI) AND CINCP AC 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, for 3 

weeks in August 1993, I traveled to Ma
laysia, Singapore, Hong Kong, Tibet 
and four cities in China, and visited 
with the Commander in Chief of Amer
ican Forces in the Pacific [CINCPACJ. 

The principal purpose of this trip was 
to examine the economic miracles of 
East Asia. Economic miracles is an apt 
description. Even in the hinterland of 
China, more than 1,000 miles from 
Shanghai, it is difficult to sleep be
cause the arc lights from the all-night 
construction projects shine in the win
dows. Airline tickets are almost impos
sible to obtain on short notice. High
way traffic congestion doubles the time 
it takes to get anywhere over just a 
few years ago. Infrastructure, from 
transportation to communications, is 
stretched to the maximum. An annual 
economic growth rate of 13 percent 
spread over 1.2 billion Chinese cannot 
be adequately described; it must be ex
perienced. 

Unfortunately, the United States 
runs a trade deficit with every country 
I visited in Asia. Officials of those 
countries suggested that American 
businessmen are not selling hard 
enough or that the United States is 

somehow in decline. American busi
nessmen point to trade barriers and 
outright theft of intellectual property. 
For example, American entertainment 
firms won't receive any royalties from 
the pirated videos of "Jurassic Park" 
openly on sale in the capital of Malay
sia. An American lawyer in China com
plained that Chinese authorities pursue 
policies that discourage foreign im
ports. 

Some farsighted companies e.stab
lished their presence in the East Asia 
region decades ago and are reaping the 
benefits now. However, if the United 
States is going to reduce its trade defi
cits with the countries of the region, it 
must be through participation in major 
infrastructure projects, including tele
communications, road construction 
and airport design, and export of more 
agricultural products. 

I also covered the issues of national 
defense and human rights. The Chinese 
military build-up, the threat of a re
sumption of nuclear testing, and arms 
proliferation to anti-democratic re
gimes are of wide concern to the Unit
ed States. 

Human rights issues appeared most 
prominently in Tibet, a country occu
pied by the Chinese army and con
trolled by the Chinese police. Even the 
most casual observer can feel the op
pression and resentment in the air. I 
asked an old Bhuddist monk if there 
should be a free and independent Tibet. 
With little to lose, he gave a long, un
doubtedly eloquent answer which the 
Chinese police translator reduced to 
one word: "No." Yet the Tibetans re
main undaunted. Pictures of His Holi
ness, the Dalai Lama, Tibet's spiritual 
and temporal leader, adorn every tem
ple and monastery I visited in Tibet, 
even though the Nobel Laureate is in 
exile in India and has not seen his na
tive country in over 30 years. 

Undoubtedly, the United States re
mains the preeminent nation of inter
est for the people of East Asia. It is the 
country they most wish to visit, and 
where they want their children to be 
educated. I detected a widespread affec
tion for the American people as well as 
an appreciation for the role we have 
played in ensuring regional peace and 
stability. 

COMMANDER IN CHIEF PACIFIC 

Adm. Charles R. Larsen, Commander 
in Chief of American Forces in the Pa
cific [CINCPACJ gave a briefing on the 
role and mission of the U.S. Pacific 
Fleet, explaining that the fleet is re
sponsible for the area from Hawaii to 
the Persian Gulf. It is composed of 235 
ships, 1,900 Navy and Marine Corps air
craft, 38 shore installations and 280,000 
personnel. While the United States in
tends to reduce troop strength in West
ern Europe by about 100,000, the Asia
Pacific region will be relatively un
scathed. This reflects the perceived 
need for a forward deployed military 
presence in the Western Pacific in the 

face of threats from North Korea and 
other anti-democratic regimes. Admi
ral Larsen, who had appeared on my 
statewide cable TV show when he was 
Superintendent of the United States 
Naval Academy, is originally from 
Sioux Falls, SD and a graduate of 
Washington High School. 

MALAYSIA 

In Kuala Lumpur I met with Prime 
Minister Dato' Seri Dr. Mahathir 
Mohamad, Finance Minister Dato' Seri 
Anwar Ibrahim, Minister of Inter
national Trade and Industry Datuk 
Seri Rafidah Aziz, Defense Minister 
Datuk Seri Najib Tun Razak, Foreign 
Minister YB Datuk Abdullah bin Haji 
Ahmad Badawi, and Bank Negara Gov
ernor Tan Sri Jaafar Hussein. Most of 
our discussions centered on the Asia 
Pacific Economic Cooperation and the 
East Asia Economic Caucus, both de
signed to promote increased trade 
among Pacific rim nations. Mr. Shan
non Garry of my Aberdeen, SD office, 
who accompanied me on this trip, met 
with Chris Langholz, Regional Director 
of the U.S. Feed Grain Council, to dis
cuss increasing sales to the region. 

The Malaysians also are concerned 
about the Chinese military buildup on 
two groups of potentially oil-rich is
lands in the South China Sea called the 
Spratley and Paracel Islands. A num
ber of countries in the region have 
staked territorial claims to the islands 
and there already have been several 
naval clashes between the Chinese and 
the Vietnamese. 

SINGAPORE 

The high point of the visit was a 
meeting with former Prime Minister 
Lee Kuan Yew. A world class states
man and highly respected for his role 
in the creation of modern Singapore, 
the former Prime Minister's talk 
ranged from the past to the distant fu
ture. He was just 19 when the Japanese 
invaded and occupied Singapore in 1942. 
He said, "You cannot describe the total 
darkness which fell over us." He indi
cated that this searing experience 
markedly shaped his political thinking 
and he contrasted the "brutal, ruthless 
actions" of Imperial Japanese forces of 
the times with the restraint of Amer
ican military power today. "You are 
different," he said repeatedly. 

While in Singapore I also met with 
Prime Minister Goh Chok Tong, Min
ister of Information and the Arts 
George Yong-Boon Yeo, Minister of 
Foreign Affairs Wong Kan Seng and 
Minister of Defense Yeo Ning Hong for 
discussions of economic and security 
affairs. 

Singapore has one of the largest con
tingent of resident American business
men in Southeast Asia. I met with the 
US-ASEAN [Association of South East 
Asian Nations] Business Council. I also 
met with Mr. David P. Conner, Country 
Corporate Officer for Citibank to dis
cuss his firm's business in Singapore 
and its credit card operations in South 
Dakota. 
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HONG KONG 

I met twice with Mr. Gordon Wu, 
Managing Director of Hopewell Hold
ings. Mr. Wu, a Princeton-trained ar
chitect and property developer, is now 
the biggest investor in China. His cur
rent project is the construction of a six 
lane toll road from Hong Kong to the 
city of Guangzhou [better known as 
"Canton"] in China 65 miles away. 
Eventually the toll road will link Can
ton with Macao to the southeast and 
Wuhan in Central China. He also is bid
ding for a number of coal-fired power 
plan ts to s'erve the booming Sou th 
China coast. While in Hong Kong I also 
met with Mr. William Warwick, Chair
man of AT&T China and Mr. Arthur 
Kobler, International Public Affairs Di
rector-AsiaJPacific for AT&T Hong 
Kong regarding their firm's China busi
ness. 

July 1, 1997, the day Hong Kong re
verts to Chinese control, was on every
one's mind and I met with Acting Gov
ernor David Ford and Legislative Coun
cillor Martin Lee regarding China's 
commitments to the British Govern
ment and the people of Hong Kong. 

CHENGDU, SICHUAN PROVINCE, CHINA 

Sichuan, at more than 100 million 
persons, is China's most populous prov
ince and is located in Western China. I 
participated in economic discussions 
with Governor Xiao Yang, visited an ir
rigation project in the countryside, and 
attended the swearing in ceremony of 
the first American Peace Corps Volun
teers in China. 

The swearing in ceremony was one of 
the most moving events of my entire 
trip. Not only was the enthusiasm of 
the volunteers evident, it was equally 
clear that their Chinese hosts were 
very pleased to have them. The eight
een volunteers will be teaching English 
at prinvincial-level colleges and tech
nical schools throughout the province. 

TIBET 

The Chinese military occupation of 
Tibet has been the subject of increas
ingly serious international debate 
since at least 1987. However, perhaps 
reflecting its remoteness, there have 
been few Congressional visitors. My 
purpose in visiting Tibet was to get a 
first hand understanding on the daily 
life of the people. Given the impor
tance of religion in the lives of the Ti
betan people, I visited the principal 
temples and monasteries and spoke to 
officials and religious leaders. I went 
to the biggest market in Lhasa, the 
capital, to see what the average person 
would buy or sell. I went into the coun
tryside. Since the Chinese police were 
unwilling or unable to arrange for a 
visit to any farm or village, at one 
point I stopped the car and walked out 
into a field to watch a Tibetan farmer 
do his fall plowing. As yaks are only 
semi-domesticated, the Tibetans use a 
cross between a yak and cow called a 
"dzo" as we would have used oxen in 
times gone by. 

My impressions were mixed. The 
mountainous countryside is beautiful. 
The physical monuments built by the 
Tibetan people over centuries are im
pressive, although many still showed 
the destruction made by rampaging 
Chinese mobs during the Cultural Rev
olution of 1966 to 1976. The country is 
clearly run by the Chinese, for the Chi
nese. The telephone and electric lines 
run for miles alongside the roads skip
ping over Tibetan villages but care
fully servicing the cinder-block hous
ing where the Chinese military and ci
vilian authorities live and work. 

XIAN, SHAANXI PROVINCE, CHINA 

Xian, formerly known as Changan, 
was the old imperial capital of China 
before it was moved to Beijing. It is the 
capital of Shaanxi province and an in
dustrial city in its own right. I met 
with Vice Governor Xu Shan Lin to 
discuss aircraft production and devel
opment. One of China's largest aircraft 
plants is in Xian and American aircraft 
manufacturers are deeply engaged in 
various coproduction deals with the 
Chinese. 

BEIJING, CHINA 

While I was in China, the Clinton Ad
ministration announced sanctions 
against a number of Chinese defense 
trading companies for exporting ballis
tic missile parts to Pakistan. Since 
control of weapons of mass destruction 
and their means of delivery is a par
ticular concern of mine, I stopped in 
Beijing to hold a news conference on 
the subject. It was carried by the AP, 
UPI, Reuters, and the Voice of Amer
ica. TV clips of the interview were 
widely shown in Hong Kong and other 
parts of Asia. 

SHANGHAI, CHINA 

Shanghai is China's largest city and 
its leading commercial center. I visited 
the Pudong development area across 
the river from the main downtown area 
and met with Vice Mayor Sha Lin. Ac
cording to the United States Consulate 
in Shanghai, investment in Shanghai 
has skyrocketed. More projects were 
approved in the first ten months of 1992 
than in the previous twelve years com
bined. The pace is quickening and 1993 
may see a 100% increase in new project 
approvals over 1992. This was confirmed 
by American businessmen I met in 
Shanghai. I also met with officials of 
the American Studies Center at Fudan 
University. In the wake of the 
Tienanmen massacre in 1989 American 
financial support for their new building 
was halted and it stands half com
pleted. 

WARNINGS FROM TIJUANA ON 
NAFTA 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
have just returned from a working visit 
to Tijuana, Mexico, where I spent a full 
day on Monday visiting working class 
neighborhoods surrounding the foreign-

owned assembly plants---the well
known maquiladoras. I was frankly 
shocked by the pervasive, abject pov
erty in the vast colonias I visited. 
These colonias, or slums, are home to 
men, women, and children who labor in 
the nearby plants. The juxtaposition is 
striking: impressive, modern, first
world factories scattered like islands 
amidst a sea of thrown-together, third
world hovels and houses. 

I had the honor of talking to many of 
the workers who live in these colonias. 
They are good people-hard-working 
and proud. I will say it plainly, that I 
felt ashamed as an American to see the 
many American plants in Tijuana and 
to witness the brazen exploitation 
which is at the root of the maquiladora 
system: exploitation of desperate Mexi
can workers and gross exploitation of 
the Mexican environment. 

I have not seen such abject poverty 
since I exposed malnutrition in South 
Carolina a quarter century ago in a se
ries of what came to be known as "hun
ger tours." The difference is that the 
poverty and squalor I saw in Mexico 
were far worse than what I saw in 
South Carolina in the late 1960s. In Ti
juana, scarcely half the living quarters 
have plumbing, only one third have 
fresh water, and one fourth lack elec
tricity. Sewerage is all but non-exist
ent. Human waste flows in gutters in 
the streets. 

For some two decades, foreign com
panies have offered Tijuana and other 
Mexican border cities a false promise. 
They have said, let us build our plants 
in your city, let us pock-mark your 
landscape with toxic waste dumps, let 
us hire your people for disgracefully 
low wages, and in return we will give 
you jobs and, in time, a middle class 
and the basis for democratic govern
ment. 

Mr. President, that promise of rising 
wages and growing middle class has 
proved utterly false. Far from rising, 
wages in the maquiladoras are signifi
cantly lower than they were a decade 
ago. The sprawling slums of Tijuana, 
Cuidad Juarez and Nogales make a 
mockery of this promise of middle
class prosperity. 

Yet, now, the North American Free
Trade Agreement dares to peddle the 
very same false promises, only on a 
broader scale. Again, there is the prom
ise of a growing middle class and demo
cratic reform. But it is a lie. In truth, 
what NAFTA would accomplish-at 
best-is to turn all of Mexico into one 
big duty-free maquiladora zone. It 
would produce the same exploitation of 
Mexican labor, the same environ
mental rape, the same cementing of 
the corrupt political status quo in Mex
ico. 

I spoke with City Counselman 
Gonzales of Tijuana, who sees nothing 
to be hopeful about in NAFTA. Well ac
quainted with the false promises of the 
maquiladoras, he has no truck with the 
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similar promises now used to sell 
NAFTA. And ordinary people I talked 
to are no less skeptical and realistic 
about what NAFTA really means for 
their country. As they see it, NAFTA 
would further enrich the governing oli
garchy while perpetuating and rein
forcing the wage slavery of ordinary 
Mexicans. 

Of course, it is not just the Mexican 
people who are being sold false prom
ises about NAFTA. The American peo
ple, too, are being misled. Supporters 
of NAFTA claim that it will create a 
large middle class in Mexico that will, 
in turn, be a rich consumer market for 
United States products. The bitter re
alities of today's Tijuana put the lie to 
these bloated claims. How is a Mexican 
laborer earning $60 a week in a foreign
owned plant going to purchase an 
American refrigerator, much less an 
American automobile? Under NAFTA, 
the United States will export jobs, not 
consumer goods, to Mexico. 

And, with 2 million teenage Mexicans 
entering the work force each year, 
there will be an inexhaustible supply of 
desperate people seeking low-wage em
ployment in the foreign-owned fac
tories. Initially they are grateful for 
$60-per-week employment in the mod
ern plants. But they quickly see the 
dead-end, exploitative realities of their 
jobs. Not surprisingly, these workers 
soon flee the maquiladoras in search of 
higher paying jobs in the United 
States. 

A Johns Hopkins study determined 
that the average length of employment 
in maquiladoras is a mere 18 months. 
This exposes one more false claim of 
the pro-NAFTA crowd-the idea that 
NAFTA will create jobs south of the 
border which, in turn, will keep Mexi
cans in Mexico. Nonsense. Foreign 
plants in Mexico give workers skills 
and rising expectations which, com
bined with extremely low wages, give 
Mexicans powerful new incentives to 
head northward illegally in search of 
higher wages. 

Visitors to southern California are 
keenly aware of the pressures pushing 
Mexicans northward out of the 
maquiladora zone. Ninety percent of il
legal Mexican immigrants to the Unit
ed States cross the border just south of 
San Diego. The highways south of San 
Diego are marked with yellow signs 
warning motorists to watch out for il
legal immigrants crossing the road. 
Here in the east we have deer crossing 
signs. In the Midwest they have cow 
crossing signs. In southern California 
they have yellow signs with black sil
houettes of immigrant families on the 
run. This, too, is the future of the Unit
ed States if N AFT A becomes law. 

Mr. President, I spoke of the 
maquiladora plants in Tijuana as glis
tening islands amidst a sea of human 
poverty and squalor. There are other 
islands dotting Tijuana's landscape-an 
archipelago of toxic waste dumps that 

blight the city and its surroundings. I 
visited one such site-chock full of 
waste lead and zinc-near a residential 
neighborhood, but I left quickly as my 
eyes watered and my nostrils burned. 
These are Superfund sites without the 
Superfund. They are lethal slag heaps 
and cesspools of toxic chemicals that 
will stand as the maquiladoras' perma
nent legacy in Tijuana. 

Mr. President, this is the shameful 
reality in Tijuana today. And there are 
profound lessons in Tijuana for the 
Senate as we consider the North Amer
ican Free Trade Agreement. NAFTA is, 
in essence, the maquiladora system 
writ large. It will spawn the same ex
ploitation of labor, the same destruc
tion of the Mexican environment. As 
under the maquiladora system, invest
ment spurred by NAFTA will reward 
and enrich the current political and 
economic elites-the ruling oligarchies 
in Mexico City and in the provinces-
while leaving the Mexican masses in a 
state of wage bondage and poverty. 
NAFTA will simply broaden and ex
pand the maquiladora status quo. At 
the same time, it will bolster the anti
democratic political status quo in Mex
ico-the PRI's hammerlock grip on the 
government and electoral process. 

Mr. President, the United States does 
indeed have a profound responsibility 
vis-a-vis Mexico. We have a national 
interest and a humanitarian interest in 
spurring economic growth and oppor
tunity south of our border. However, I 
return from Tijuana more convinced 
than ever that NAFTA is the dead 
wrong approach. I am more convinced 
than ever that genuine change-change 
toward free markets and free elections 
in Mexico-can best be achieved 
through creation of a Common Market 
of the Americas. 

Unlike the narrowly drawn NAFTA
which seeks an immediate shotgun 
marriage of two radically clashing 
economies-the Common Market of the 
Americas would be premised on a broad 
vision for the United States and our 
neighbors that encompasses not just 
economics and trade, but also political 
and social reform. We must seek a 
partnership of equal democratic na
tions sharing a common commitment 
to political freedom and free markets. 

Pointing to the European experience, 
Lester Thurow of MIT argues that free 
trade agreements don't work but com
mon markets do. From the 1960s 
through the 1980s, rich nations of 
northern Europe faced a similar chal
lenge in integrating three undemo
cratic, underdeveloped nations-Spain, 
Portugal and Greece-into the Com
mon Market. As a precondition to 
Common Market membership, the 
Council of Europe required these na
tions to adopt fundamental reforms to 
their political and economic systems. 
All three countries succeeded in shuck
ing off their authoritarian govern
ments and liberalizing their economies. 

This is precisely the course we must 
follow with Mexico prior to consumma
tion of a Common Market for the 
Americas. Let us not create more Ti
juanas. Let us insist on fundamental 
democratic and economic reforms 
aimed at narrowing the gross disparity 
in income levels, labor standards, envi
ronmental safeguards and civil lib
erties north and south of the border. 
This will create the conditions for a 
United States-Mexican marriage that 
all of us can be proud of. 

NAFTA or a common market. The 
choice is ours. And we do have a 
choice. 

NATIONAL BIBLE WEEK 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, November 

21-28, 1993 marks the 53d anniversary of 
the nonsectarian observance of Na
tional Bible Week, sponsored by the 
Laymen's National Bible Association. I 
am proud to serve as Congressional Co
Chairman of National Bible Week this 
year, along with Represen ta ti ve EARL 
HUTTO of Florida. I am pleased to fol
low in a long tradition of Congressional 
support for National Bible Week. 

In 1940, the founders of the Laymen's 
National Bible Association were 
spurred into action by the rise of god
less ideologies of the far right and the 
far left in Europe and Asia. They felt 
that if these notions were accepted in 
the United States of America, they 
would threaten to undermine the very 
fabric of our national life. The founders 
of the Laymen's National Bible Asso
ciation reasoned that an awareness of 
America's heritage and a renewed com
mitment to the religious qualities that 
are at the core of the American way of 
life were needed in the fight to counter 
such ungodly values. They organized a 
committee which later became the 
Laymen's National Bible Association, 
the group responsible for the first Na
tional Bible Week in 1941. That year, 
and each year since, the observance of 
National Bible Week has served to re
mind Americans of the importance of 
Bible reading and study. National Bible 
Week also heightens awareness of the 
Bible's role in the building of our great 
country. 

The year, as every year, it is impor
tant to remind all Americans of the Bi
ble's significance to individuals and to 
the history, life and culture of our na
tion. We too soon forget the influence 
of the Bible on the development of our 
nation's values and institutions. Mil
lions of Americans have sought and 
continue to seek comfort, hope and 
guidance from the Bible. 

The sponsors of National Bible Week 
ask that all Senators alert their con
stituents to observe National Bible 
Week and to encourage the reading of 
the Bible. I ask all my Senate col
leagues and the American people for a 
renewed commitment to helping the 
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nation regain a sense of moral aware
ness and spiritual identity through per
sonal daily reading of the Bible. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to Executive Session to consider the 
following nominations: 

Calendar 376. James T. Laney, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of 
America to the Republic of Korea. 

Calendar 425. James E. Hall, to be a 
member of the National Transpor
tation Safety Board; 

Calendar 429. Diane Blair, to be a 
member of the Board of Directors of 
the Corporation for Public Broadcast
ing; 

Calendar 451. Jean C. Nelson, to be an 
Assistant Administrator of the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency; 

Calendar 452. Robert W. Perciasepe, 
to be an Assistant Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency; 

Calendar 453. Elliott Pearson Laws, 
to be Assistant Administrator, Office 
of Solid Waste, of the Environmental 
Protection Agency; 

Calendar 454. Lynn R. Goldman, to be 
Assistant Administrator for Toxic Sub
stances of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency; 

Calendar 455. Doris Meissner, to be 
Commissioner of Immigration and Nat
uralization; 

Calendar 456. Donald Richard Wurtz, 
to be Chief Financial Officer, Depart
ment of Education; and 

Calendar 457. Eli J. Segal, to be Chief 
Executive Officer of the Corporation 
for National and Community Service. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominees be confirmed, en bloc, 
that any statements appear in the 
RECORD as if read, that upon confirma
tion, the motions to reconsider be l:,:i.id 
upon the table, en bloc, that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the 
Senate's action, and that the Senate 
return to legislative session. 

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

The nominations considered and con
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

James T. Laney, of Georgia, to be Ambas
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Republic 
of Korea. 

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD 

James E. Hall, of Tennessee, to be a mem
ber of the National Transportation Safety 
Board for the term expiring December 31, 
1997. 

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING 

Diane Blair, of Arkansas, to be a member 
of the Board of Directors of the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting for a term expiring 
January 31, 1998. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Jean C. Nelson, of Tennessee , to be an As
sistant Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

Robert W. Perciasepe, of Maryland, to be 
an Assistant Administrator of the Environ
mental Protection Agency. 

Elliott Pearson Laws, of Virginia, to be As
sistant Administrator, Office of Solid Waste, 
of the Environmental Protection Agency. 

Lynn R. Goldman, of California, to be As
sistant Administrator for Toxic Substances 
of the Environmental Protection Agency. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Doris Meissner, of Maryland, to be Com
missioner of Immigration and Naturaliza
tion. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Donald Richard Wurtz, of California, to be 
Chief Financial Officer, Department of Edu
cation. 
CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY 

SERVICE 

Eli J. Segal, of Massachusetts, to be Chief 
Executive Officer of the Corporation for Na
tional and Community Service. (New posi
tion) 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Edwin R. Thomas, 
one of his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
At 12:30 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, announced 
that the House has passed the follow
ing joint resolutions, in which it re
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.J . Res. 218. Joint Resolution designating 
October 16, 1993, and October 16, 1994, each as 
" World Food Day." 

H.J . Res. 265. Joint Resolution to designate 
October 19, 1993, as " National Mammography 
Day." 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following joint 
resolution, without ar.iendment: 

S.J . Res. 92. Joint Resolution to designate 
the month of October 1993 and the month of 
October 1994 as "National Down Syndrome 
Awareness Mon th. '' 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker has signed the following en
rolled bill: 

H.R. 2517. An Act to enable the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development to dem
onstrate innovative strategies for assisting 

homeless individuals, to develop the capac
ity of community development corporations 
and community housing development organi
zations to undertake community develop
ment and affordable housing projects and 
programs, to encourage pension fund invest
ment in affordable housing, and for other 
purposes. 

At 3:59 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2632. An Act to authorize appropria
tions for the Patent and Trademark Office in 
the Department of Commerce for fiscal year 
1994. 

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the following 
joint resolution, with amendments, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

S.J. Res. 21. Joint Resolution to designate 
the week beginning September 19, 1993 as 
" National Historically Black Colleges and 
Universities Week". 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that on October 14, 1993 he had pre
sented to the President of the United 
States, the following enrolled bill: 

S. 1508. An Act to amend the definition of 
a rural community for eligibility for eco
nomic recovery funds , and for other pur
poses. 

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-1631. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 10-115 adopted by the Council on 
September 21, 1993; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1632. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 10-117 adopted by the Council on 
September 21, 1993; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1633. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 10-119 adopted by the Council on 
September 21 , 1993; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1634. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 10-120 adopted by the Council on 
September 21 , 1993; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1635. A communication from the Board 
Members of the Railroad Retirement Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report for 
fiscal year 1993; to the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-1636. A communiciation from the As
sistant Secretary (Legislative Affairs). De
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
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law, a report relative to properties to be 
transferred to the Republic of Panama; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-1637. A communication from the Board 
of Directors of the Export-Import Bank of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to a transaction in
volving U.S. exports to the Republic of the 
Philippines; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1638. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report on direct 
spending or receipts legislation within five 
days of enactment; to the Committee on the 
Budget. 

EC-1639. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report on direct 
spending or receipts legislation within five 
days of enactment; to the Committee on the 
Budget. 

EC-1640. A communication from the Dep
uty Associate Director for Compliance (Roy
alty Management Program), Minerals Man
agement Service, Department of the Inte
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
of the intention to make refunds of offshore 
lease revenues where a refund or recoupment 
is appropriate; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-1641. A communication from the Chief 
Financial Officer of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting, notice relative to 
the mixed waste that has been generated at 
NRC facilities during the period October 6, 
1992 through October 5, 1993; to the Commit
tee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-1642. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report on the Clean Lakes Demonstration 
Program; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC-1643. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law. a report of certifi
cation relative to the Board for Inter
national Broadcasting; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

EC-1644. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report on the Aircraft Deic
ing Study; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science and Transportation. 

EC-1645. A communication from the Dep
uty Associate Director for Compliance (Roy
alty Management Program) , Minerals Man
agement Service , Department of the Inte
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
of the intention to make refunds of offshore 
lease revenues where a refund or recoupment 
is appropriate; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-1646. A communication from the Dep
uty Associate Director for Compliance (Roy
alty Management Program), Minerals Man
agement Service, Department of the Inte
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law. a report 
of the intention to make refunds of offshore 
lease revenues where a refund or recoupment 
is appropriate; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-1647. A communication from the Dep
uty Associate Director for Compliance (Roy
alty Management Program). Minerals Man
agement Service, Department of the Inte
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law. a report 
of the intention to make refunds of offshore 
lease revenues where a refund or recoupment 
is appropriate; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-1648. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary (Legislative Affairs). Depart
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, notice of a Presidential Determination 
relative to the Loan Guarantees to Israel 
Program; to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

EC-1649. A communication from the Assist
ant Legal Adviser (Treaty Affairs), Depart
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report of the texts of international 
agreements and background statements; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations.· 

EC-1650. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 10-121 adopted by the Council on 
September 21, 1993; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN, from the Committee 
on Finance: 

George Munoz, of Illinois, to be an Assist
ant Secretary of the Treasury. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that he be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee's 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con
stituted committee of the Senate.) 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. BIDEN. from the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

Deborah K. Chasanow, of Maryland, to be 
United States District Judge for the District 
of Maryland; 

Pierre N. Leval , of New York, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the Second Circuit; 

Christopher Droney, of Connecticut, to be 
United States Attorney far the District of 
Connecticut for a term of four years; 

Peter J. Messitte, of Maryland, to be Unit
ed States District Judge for the District of 
Maryland; 

Leonie M. Brinkema, of Virginia, to be 
United States District Judge for the Eastern 
District of Virginia; 

Paul Edward Coggins. of Texas, to be Unit
ed States Attorney for the Northern District 
of Texas for the term of four years; 

Henry Lawrence Solano, of Colorado, to be 
United States Attorney for the District of 
Colorado for the term of four years; 

Jon Ernest DeGuilio, of Indiana, to be 
United States Attorney for the Northern Dis
trict of Indiana for the term of four years; 

Peggy A. Lautenschlager, of Wisconsin, to 
be United States Attorney for the Western 
District of Wisconsin for the term of four 
years; 

Thomas Paul Schneider, of Wisconsin, to 
be United States Attorney for the Eastern 
District of Wisconsin for the term of four 
years; 

Emily Margaret Sweeney, of Ohio." to be 
United States Attorney for the Northen1 Dis
trict of Ohio for the term of four years; and 

Michael Rankin Stiles, of Pennsylvania, to 
be United States Attorney for the Eastern 
District of Pennsylvania for the term of four 
years. 

(The above nominations were re
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nees' commitment to respond to re-

quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen
ate.) 

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. BINGAMAN: 
S. 1542. A bill to amend the Federal Water 

Pollution Control Act to authorize the Ad
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to award grants to improve 
wastewater treatment for certain unincor
porated communities, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

By Mr. MACK (for himself, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. D'AMATO, 
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. JEF
FORDS, Mr. COATS, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. SHEL
BY, Mr. SIMON, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. 
SMITH, Mr. HATCH, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Mrs. FEINSTEIN' and Mrs. 
HUTCHISON): 

S . 1543. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to provide a refundable cred
it for qualified cancer screening tests ; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. JEF
FORDS, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. MOYNIHAN, 
Mr. BRADLEY, and Mr. RIEGLE): 

S . 1544. A bill to assist in implementing the 
Plan of Action adopted by the World Summit 
for Children; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
LIEBERMAN): 

S. 1545. A bill to authorize appropriations 
for environmental research, development , 
and demonstration for fiscal years 1994 
through 1996, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, 
Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. GRAHAM , and Mr. 
DASCHLE): 

S. 1546. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to revise certain administrative 
provisions relating to the United States 
Court of Appeals, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Veterans ' Affairs. 

By Mr. BAUCUS: 
S. 1547. A bill to reauthorize and amend 

title XIV of the Public Health Service Act 
(commonly known as the " Safe Drinking 
Water Act" ), and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself. Mr. 
LUGAR, and Mr. FEINGOLD): 

S . 1548. A bill to amend the National Wool 
Act of 1954 to reduce the subsidies that wool 
and mohair producers receive for the 1994 
and 1995 marketing years and to eliminate 
the wool . and mohair programs for the 1996 
and subsequent marketing years. and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. SASSER (for himself, Mr. WAR
NER, and Mr. MOYNIHAN): 

S.J. Res. 143. A joint resolution providing 
for the appointment of Frank Anderson 
Shron tz as a citizen regent of the Board of 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution; to 
the Committee on Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. SASSER (for himself. Mr. WAR
NER, and Mr. MOYNIHAN): 
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S.J. Res. 144. A joint resolution providing 

for the appointment of Manuel Luis Ibanez 
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution; to the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. BINGAMAN: 
S. 1542. A bill to amend the Federal 

Water Pollution Control Act to author
ize the Administrator of the Environ
mental Protection Agency to award 
grants to improve wastewater treat
ment for certain unincorporated com
munities, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITY WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT ACT OF 1993 

•Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing along with Con
gressman STEVEN SCHIFF' a bill which 
would help meet the needs of certain 
small, semirural communities. These 
are communities that are slightly too 
large to qualify for existing Federal 
rural water g·rants for construction of 
wastewater facilities, but are too 
small, too poor, and unable to finance 
these projects through loans or other 
alternative financing mechanisms. 

I am particularly concerned about 
unincorporated communities near 
urban centers which face a unique com
bination of environmental, financial, 
and governmental pro bl ems. House
holds in these areas traditionally have 
relied on septic systems to meet sew
age needs. With urban growth these 
communities have expanded. Septic 
systems which once were adequate can 
no longer accommodate the increasing 
density. Yet these communities lack 
the tax base and governmental struc
ture needed to fund needed infrastruc
ture improvements. They face high sys
tem costs per household due to their 
relatively low density, a high percent
age of residents with lower incomes, 
and lack of access to grant programs 
intended for very small, rural commu
nities. 

The Sou th Valley, an unincorporated 
area in Bernalillo County adjacent to 
Albuquerque, NM, is an example of a 
community I am concerned about. It is 
a semirural community of 4,100 house
holds experiencing recent growth. 
Original homes were constructed with 
onsi te water wells and septic tanks. 
However, increasing density, a com
bination of soil characteristics, and a 
very shallow water table now make the 
area susceptible to ground water con
tamination. 

State and local governments are al
ready contributing to finding solutions 
to problems such as in the South Val
ley. But these funds alone cannot meet 
all needs. Moreover, homeowners in the 
area have already borne the costs of 
constructing and operating the exist
ing septic systems. I believe that the 

Clean Water Act must be amended to 
include a special grant program for 
small, unincorporated communities 
facing extreme hardship in treating 
their sewage. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

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

S. 1542 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. $HORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Unincor
porated Community Wastewater Treatment 
Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that-
(1) as of the date of enactment of this Act, 

there is a severe lack of wastewater treat
ment facilities in small, semi-rural, unincor
porated communities in the United States; 

(2) the lack of facilities is leading to the 
pollution of rivers and ground water in the 
area; and 

(3) the pollution presents a potential 
threat to the public health of the commu
nities referred to in paragraph (1 ). 
SEC. 3. GRANTS TO UNINCORPORATED COMMU

NITIES. 
Title V of the Federal Water Pollution 

Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.) is amend
ed-

(1) by redesignating section 519 as section 
~O;~d . 

(2) by inserting after section 518 following 
new section: 
"SEC. 519. GRANTS TO UNINCORPORATED COM

MUNITIES. 
" (a) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(1) CONSTRUCTION.-The term 'construc

tion ' has the same meaning provided in sec
tion 212(1). 

" (2) NON-METROPOLITAN AREA.-The term 
'non-metropolitan area ' means an area no 
part of which is within an area designated as 
a metropolitan statistical area by the Office 
of Management and Budget. 

" (3) TREATMENT WORKS.-The term ' treat
ment works' has the same meaning provided 
in section 212(2) . 

"(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR GRANT AWARDS.
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the Administrator is authorized to award a 
grant for wastewater treatment to an unin
corporated community (without regard to 
whether the community is located in a met
ropolitan statistical area) for a wastewater 
treatment project that serves a population-

" (!) of 20,000 or fewer residents; and 
" (2) with a median household income that 

is less than or equal to 110 percent of the me
dian household income for non-metropolitan 
areas of the State in which the community is 
located. 

"(c) USE OF GRANT.-A grant awarded 
under this section may be used for 1 or more 
of the following activities: 

" (1) The acquisition or construction (in
cluding planning, design, repair, extension, 
improvement, alteration, or reconstruction) 
of a treatment works or any portion or any 
associated structure of a treatment works 
(including any associated collection line or 
interceptor sewer, notwithstanding any limi
tation otherwise imposed with respect to the 
provi"sion of assistance for the line or sewer). 

"(2) The acquisition of land, or any ease
ment or other right-of-way, with respect to 

which the recipient of the grant is not the 
owner at the time of the acquisition, that is 
necessary to carry out the construction or 
operation of the treatment works referred to 
in paragraph (1). 

"(3) The final disposal of residues resulting 
from the treatment of water or waste. 

"(4) The disposal of wastewater by surface 
or underground methods (or both). 

"(5) The disposal of wastewater through re
cycling or reclamation (or both). 

' '(d) COST-SHARING.-
"(!) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share of 

a grant described in subsection (a) shall not 
exceed 75 percent of the total cost of the 
project that is the subject of the grant. 

"(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.-Payment of the 
non-Federal share of a grant described in 
subsection (a) may be satisfied by any com
bination of public or private funds or in-kind 
services. The non-Federal share may include 
public funds authorized or expended for the 
project that is the subject of the grant dur
ing the period beginning on the date that is 
3 years before the date of enactment of the 
Unincorporated Community Wastewater 
Treatment Act of 1993. 

" (e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Environmental Protection Agency, to 
carry out this section, such sums as may be 
necessary for each of fiscal years 1994 
through 2000." .• 

By Mr. MACK (for himself, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
D'AMATO, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
LOTT' Mr. LIEBERMAN' Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. THUR
MOND, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. SHEL
BY, Mr. SIMON, Mr. DECONCINI, 
Mr. SMITH, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN. and Mrs. 
HUTCHISON): 

S. 1543. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a re
fundable credit for qualified cancer 
screening tests; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

CANCER SCREENING INCENTIVE ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. MACK. Mr. President, for years 
Members of Congress have called for a 
health care strategy based upon pre
ventive medicine. It's time we stop 
talking and do something about it. 

Along with my friend and colleague, 
Senator BREAUX, and 21 bipartisan co
sponsors, I am today introducing legis
lation to assist all Americans in the 
fight to prevent the 526,000 deaths 
which will occur in this year alone 
from complications associated with 
cancer. The American Cancer Society 
estimates that of the 1.1 million Amer
icans diagnosed with cancer this year, 
approximately 100,000 deaths could be 
avoided through early detection and 
prompt treatment. 

Our bill, the Cancer Screening Incen
tive Act of 1993, provides a tax incen
tive for all Americans, and particularly 
low-income, uninsured, and underin
sured Americans, to take advantage of 
early detection procedures available, 
thereby saving lives and reducing the 
long-term private and Federal health 
care costs associated with treating 
cancer. 
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The key element of this legislation is 

to provide a refundable tax credit of up 
to $250-depending upon income level
for each taxpayer, their spouse and de
pendents. For taxpayers whose income 
exceeds the 15-percent marginal tax 
rate, the credit would be up to $200 per 
eligible individual. 

Certain qualifying procedures such as 
mammograms, Pap tests, and colon 
screening examinations have been 
identified. The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, in consultation with 
cancer research and prevention organi
zations, would develop the guidelines 
by which taxpayers may utilize the 
cancer screening tax credit. This will 
include other qualifying procedures, as 
well as any appropriate age and fre
quency restrictions. 

As you know, Mr. President, cancer 
knows no socioeconomic boundary. 
Studies show that low-income Ameri
cans are at a greater risk for develop
ing cancer and dying from cancer than 
middle- and upper-income Americans. 
These individuals are also least likely 
to have health insurance which covers 
early detection tests. Under our bill, 
individuals whose household income is 
no more than 150 percent of the Federal 
poverty threshold would receive early 
detection exams at no cost to the pa
tient. Medical providers would be eligi
ble for tax credits at a reimbursement 
rate to be determined by the Health 
Care Financing Administration. 

The need for Americans to take ad
vantage of the medical technology to 
detect cancer at an early stage is irre
futable. For example, in the time it 
takes me to complete this statement, 
at least one American will die from 
complications associated with cancer. 
One in nine women will develop breast 
cancer. 

This year, approximately 1.1. million 
people will be diagnosed with cancer. 
Of these, 78,000 will come from my 
home State of Florida. As a matter of 
fact, Florida has the highest per capita 
rate of new cancer cases in the United 
States. It is also a grim fact that Flor
ida has the third highest rate of death 
from cancer of all States and U.S. ter
ritories. 

Mr. President, we are making signifi
cant progress. At the beginning of this 
century, few cancer patients had any 
hope of survival. In the 1930's, fewer 
than one in five Americans was alive 5 
years after treatment. Today, 468,000, 
or about 40 percent of all patients who 
get cancer this year will be alive 5 
years after diagnosis. Even more sig
nificantly, the American Cancer Soci
ety estimates that approximately 
100,000 lives could be saved this year 
through early detection and prompt 
treatment. 

Mr. President, this bill recognizes 
that early detection is the key to sav
ing lives. In saving lives, it will also 
save the catastrophic costs to individ
uals and families associated with treat-
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ment of cancer. On an individual basis, 
the few dollars spent on prevention will 
save the thousands required to treat 
cancer in later stages. It is indeed trag
ic when any life is lost, but it is even 
more tragic when the death could have 
been prevented. 

This bill is not a panacea. Research 
education, early detection, and prompt 
treatment are the keys to saving lives. 
But I believe this legislation sends a 
clear signal to all Americans that Con
gress believes in the importance of pre
ventive health care and that we want 
to encourage them to take heal th care 
into their own hands. 

Cancer touches each of our lives in a 
very different, personal way. Most of 
us, I would venture to say, have either 
had a relative die of cancer or have had 
a close family friend die of cancer. 

For me, the motivation to become in
volved in the fight against cancer is a 
very personal one. In my family, my 
mother, my wife, our daughter, my 
brother, and I have all had cancer. It 
was the death of my brother Michael in 
1979 which first motivated me to be
come involved. 

I come from a large family of eight 
children, and we were all very close. 
Michael and I were close in age, and we 
attended grade school, high school, and 
college together. We were fraternity 
brothers at the University of Florida. 
Following undergraduate school, Mi
chael attended the University of Flor
ida School of Law. 

During the last year of law school, 
Michael noticed a mole on his head one 
day as he was combing his hair. He 
went to the doctor, and it was diag
nosed as a malignant melanoma. But 
the cancer did not stop him. He want · 
on to graduate No. 1 in his class with 
high honors. He want on for the next 12 
years making his own special mark in 
Florida. 

My brother Dennis and I spent the 
last 30 days of Michael's life in his hos
pital room in Atlanta. That experience 
had a major impact upon my life in two 
very significant ways. First, it made 
me ask myself what life is all about. 
What's my purpose in life? In what 
areas should I be involved to make my 
life more meaningful? For me, it 
turned out to be my involvement in 
politics, where I could make an impact 
and do something to help my fellow 
man. And I would suggest that each of 
my colleagues is here with that same 
kind of feeling, that same kind of moti
vation. 

The other thing which happened as a 
result of Michael's death was trying to 
find a way to have an impact in Ameri
ca's fight against cancer. Naturally, 
the first thing I did was to try to better 
educate myself about this disease. I've 
had the opportunity to travel through
out my State to meet with cancer ex
perts. 

I've been to Shands Teaching Hos
pital at the University of Florida in 

Gainesville, Jackson Memorial Hos
pital in Miami, the H. Lee Moffitt Can
cer Center in Tampa, the All Childrens' 
Hospital in St. Petersburg, and many 
other outstanding facilities throughout 
the State. I've met with researchers at 
the National Cancer Institute, the 
Lombardi Cancer Center here in Wash
ington, and Harlem Hospital Center in 
New York, where Dr. Harold Freeman 
is making remarkable progress in the 
African-American community. It has 
been a remarkable experience to meet 
these dedicated men and women. 
It was during one of those trips to 

Florida that I receive a telephone call 
from my physician who asked me to 
come back to Washington. They had 
discovered that a mole they had re
cently removed was, in fact, a mela
noma which may be malignant. On my 
flight back to Washington, my 
thoughts were of my younger brother 
and what he had gone through. It 
brought home the recognition of the 
problems that families face in dealing 
with cancer. I knew something had to 
be done. I raise that story to make a 
point-a point that is clear to all of 
us-the importance of early detection 
and prompt treatment. 

Had it not been for my personal expe
rience and the experience of meeting 
with cancer experts, I might not have 
noticed the spot on my side. I might 
not have detected it early. And I, too, 
might have been a victim of this hor
rible disease. But, because of early de
tection and prompt treatment, I don't 
have to worry about it any longer. I am 
living proof that early detection saves 
lives. 

It was just 2 years later when I re
turned from a rafting trip in Colorado 
that my wife, Priscilla, came to me and 
said, "Sit down, Connie, we need to 
talk." When she told me she had dis
covered a lump in her breast through 
self-examination, the first thought 
that went through my mind was, "I am 
going to lose her.'' 

I thought of Michael. I thought of 
what life would be like to live without 
Priscilla by my side. But because she 
knew the importance of early detection 
and the proper way to administer a 
breast self-exam, she is alive today. 
She underwent a mastectomy, chemo
therapy, and reconstruction surgery. 
And, today, she spends a great deal of 
her personal time educating women 
about the importance of breast cancer 
prevention and early detection. 

Mr. President, early detection is the 
heart of this legislation. By providing a 
tax incentive for Americans to take ad
vantage of early detection procedures, 
tens of thousands of lives can be saved 
each year. The American Cancer Soci
ety supports this legislation as "* * * a 
new and promising approach to making 
cancer early detection tests more 
available to all Americans." It also has 
the support of the American Medical 
Association, the Susan G. Komen 
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Breast Cancer Foundation, and a vari
ety of professional, business, and labor 
organizations. 

Congress has long advocated early 
detection and preventive medicine. It's 
time to quit talking and do something 
about it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the following Senators be 
added as original cosponsors of the bill: 
Messrs. BREAUX, INOUYE, D'AMATO, 
STEVENS, LOTT, LIEBERMAN, MCCAIN, 
JEFFORDS, COATS, NICKLES, THURMOND, 
JOHNSTON, SHELBY, SIMON, DECONCINI, 
SMITH, HATCH, KERRY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
Mr. NIGHTHORSE-CAMPBELL, and Mrs. 
HUTCHISON. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
a copy of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

S. 1543 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Cancer 
Screening Incentive Act of 1993" . 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds: 
(1) Studies have shown that early detection 

and screening for cancer can reduce cancer 
morbidity by as much as 50 percent for cer
tain types of cancer. 

(2) Of the 1.17 million Americans diagnosed 
with cancer in 1993, the American Cancer So
ciety estimates that 100,000 deaths could be 
avoided through early detection and prompt 
treatment. 

(3) Physicians report that concern about 
the costs of early detection procedures is one 
of the main reasons for hesitating to order 
such procedures. 

(4) Many low-income Americans lack com
prehensive health insurance coverage and 
the majority of existing health insurance 
policies do not adequately cover the costs of 
cancer early detection and screening proce
dures. 

(5) Socioeconomically disadvantaged 
Americans are disproportionately affected 
by cancer in terms of incidence and mortal
ity. 

(6) Demographic forecasts predict that the 
elderly population will double by the year 
2020. Since cancer mortality and incidence 
rates rise dramatically with age, cancer pre
vention in the elderly population will be
come increasingly important. 
SEC. 3. CANCER SCREENING CREDIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subpart c of part IV of 
subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to refundable 
credits) is amended by redesignating section 
35 as section 36 and by inserting after section 
34 the following new section: 
"SEC. 35. CANCER SCREENING TEST CREDIT. 

"(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.-There shall be 
allowed as a credit against the tax imposed 
by this subtitle for the taxable year expendi
tures paid or incurred during the taxable 
year for any qualified cancer screening test 
which is included in the list under subsection 
(c) and which is not compensated by insur
ance or otherwise, as follows: 

"(l) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.-In the case of an 
eligible individual, the amount of the credit 
allowable under this subsection shall not ex
ceed-

"(A) $250, or 
"(B) $200 in the case of a taxpayer with 

taxable income for the taxable year in excess 
of the maximum rate of taxable income to 
which the 15-percent rate applies under the 
applicable table under section 1. 

" (2) QUALIFIED CANCER SCREENING PRO
VIDER.-In the case of a qualified cancer 
screening provider, the amount of the credit 
allowable under this subsection shall be an 
amount equal to the product of-

" (A) the lower of-
"(i) the usual and customary charges for 

qualified cancer screening tests, or 
" (ii) the rate of payment established by 

the Health Care Financing Administration 
for qualified cancer screening tests, 
multiplied by-

"(B) the number of qualified cancer screen
ing tests provided without charge during the 
taxable year to qualifying low-income indi
viduals. 

" (b) DEFINITIONS.- For purposes of sub
section (a)-

" (l) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.-The term 'eligi-
ble individual' means an individual who is

" (A) the taxpayer, 
" (B) the taxpayer's spouse, or 
"(C) any individual for whom the taxpayer 

is allowed an exemption under section 151. 
" (2) QUALIFIED CANCER SCREENING PRO

VIDER.-The term 'qualified cancer screening 
provider' means a medical practitioner, fa
cility, hospital, laboratory, or similar insti
tution licensed under State law to provide 1 
or more qualified cancer screening tests. 

" (3) QUALIFYING LOW-INCOME INDIVIDUAL.
The term 'qualifying low-income individual ' 
means an individual- · 

" (A) whose income level does not exceed 
150 percent of the official poverty line (as de
fined by the Office of Management and Budg
et and revised annually in accordance with 
section 673(2) of the Omnibus Budget Rec
onciliation Act of 1981) applicable to a fam
ily of the size involved, and 

" (B) with respect to whom identifying in
formation is maintained. 

"(C) QUALIFIED CANCER SCREENING TESTS.
"(l) IN GENERAL.- For purposes of this sec

tion, the Secretary, after consultation with 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
and cancer research and prevention organiza
tions, shall publish, not later than December 
31, 1993, and annually thereafter, a list of 
cancer screening tests which qualify for the 
credit allowable under this section. 

" (2) CANCER SCREENING TESTS.-The list of 
cancer screening tests which qualify under 
this section shall include at least the follow
ing tests: 

"(A) Physical breast examination and 
mammogram for female breast cancer. 

" (B) Digital rectal examination, 
proctosigmoidoscopy, and blood stool test 
for colon and rectum cancer. 

"(C) Rectal examination for prostate can
cer. 

"(D) Pap test for uterine cancer. 
" (E) Pelvic examination for ovarian can

cer. 
" (d) IDENTIFYING INFORMATION.-No credit 

shall be allow&d under this section unless the 
qualified cancer screening provider main
tains, to the satisfaction of the Secretary, 
adequate records regarding the name and ad
dress, date of testing, and type of test pro
vided with respect to each qualifying low-in
come individual with respect to whom a 
credit is claimed." 

"(b) COORDINATION WITH DEDUCTIONS FOR 
MEDICAL EXPENSES.-Section 213([) of such 
Code (relating to coordination with health 
insurance credit under section 32) is amend
ed-

" (l) by inserting " and the amount (if any) 
of the cancer screening test credit allowable 
to the taxpayer for the taxable year under 
section 35(a)(l)" before the end period; and 

"(2) by inserting " AND CANCER SCREENING 
TEST CREDIT UNDER SECTION 35" in the head
ing after " SECTION 32" . 

"(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections for subpart C of part IV of sub
chapter A of chapter 1 of such Code is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 35 and inserting: 
" Sec. 35. Cancer screening test credit. 
" Sec. 36. Overpayments of tax." 

"(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.- The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1993.• 

• Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, 
breast cancer is characterized as an 
epidemic. Indeed, as we observe Breast 
Cancer Awareness Month, we have to 
look at the figures straight on. One 
hundred and eighty thousand women in 
the United States will be diagnosed as 
new breast cancer cases this year 
alone. Forty-six thousand will die. 

In my small State of Vermont, 1,000 
women will be diagnosed as new breast 
cancer patients this year, and of these 
125 will die. I have recently heard from 
10,882 Vermont citizens who have 
signed a petition to President Clinton 
calling on him to take the lead in find
ing a comprehensive cure for the dead
ly affliction. 

The Cancer Screening Incentive Act 
of 1993, which I am pleased to cospon
sor today with Senator MACK, won't 
provide a comprehensive cure. But it 
should greatly enhance access to pre
cautionary screening procedures to de
tect cancers early, breast cancer 
among them. I cosponsored this bill in 
1991, and I understand it now has 26 co
sponsors. This is progress-albeit too 
slow. 

The tax credit provisions of the Can
cer Screening Incentive Act of 1993 
might not be necessary when we get 
our act together and pass comprehen
sive health care reform. Until then, 
however, action on the cancer front is 
imperative.• 

By Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
BRADLEY, and Mr. RIEGLE): 

S. 1544. A bill to assist in implement
ing the plan of action adopted by the 
World Summit for Children; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

WORLD SUMMIT FOR CHILDREN 
IMPLEMENTATION ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I reintro
duce legislation that I first introduced 
in the last Congress-the World Sum
mit for Children Implemention Act of 
1993--legislation that is long overdue. 
This urgent appeal can no longer be ig
nored. It is time for the United States 
to aggressively address the plight of 
children in this country and around the 
world. 

This singularly important act en
ables the United States to join with 
the majority of countries that have al
ready ratified the international con
vention on the rights of the child, and 
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work together to implement a plan of 
action to enhance the lives of children. 

Children on every continent are vic
tims of poverty, disease, war, abuse or 
neglect-and are unable to protect 
themselves. Thirty-five thousand chil
dren die each day from malnutrition 
and easily preventable diseases. If ac
cess to vitamin A is not increased, an 
estimated 2,000,000 children face blind
ness in the 1990's and tens of millions 
more face increased risk of infection 
and death. 

The sad plight of children has caught 
the attention of communities around 
the world. In 1990, heads of state con
vened at an extraordinary world sum
mit on behalf of children. The summit 
adopted a plan that called for inter
national cooperation and commitment 
in a heroic effort to protect the lives of 
children, diminish their suffering, and 
enhance their futures. The World Sum
mit for Children targeted specific goals 
to be met through global commitment 
by the year 2000. These goals include 
cutting child deaths by at least one
third, halving mortality and child mal
nutrition, providing all families access 
to clean water, safe sanitation, and 
family planning services. 

The U.S. Government participated in 
the World Summit for Children and 
signed the declaration and plan of ac
tion adopted at the summit. However, 
as a nation we have not yet fulfilled 
our pledge to the world's children. This 
act, which I now introduce, addresses 
the specific goals of the world summit 
and implements a U.S. plan of action of 
behalf of children both home and 
abroad. This legislation supports our 
commitment and helps to secure for 
children the long overdue level of pro
tection and security which is essential 
to their survival and healthy develop
ment as they grow into the next gen
eration of nations. 

Children must be a high priority on 
our agendas, especially when it comes 
to allocating our Nation's resources. 
The World Summit on Children Imple
mentation Act authorizes additional 
funding for programs essential for de
creasing child illness and mortality 
around the world by the year 2000. The 
goals of this implementation act in
clude the child survival fund, mainly 
for low-cost, high-yield measures such 
as oral rehydration therapy. 

The plan of action adopted at the 
world summit aims to reduce mortality 
rates for children under 5 years of age 
by at least one-third. This goal can be 
attained simply by consolidating gains 
that have already been made, and by 
pursuing new goals and effective pro
grams. New efforts should be focused 
on community based primary health 
care and health education services 
which directly benefit the poorest of 
the poor, rather than large scale infra
structure projects whose direct effects 
are lost on those who would benefit 
from them the most. 

Malnutrition, which is currently the 
underlying cause of death in a large 
majority of childhood diseases, is pre
ventable at low cost. Child survival ac
tivities, such as vitamin A costs only a 
few cents; yet its deficiency has re
sulted in widespread blindness and 
mortality in children around the world. 

As of 1992, nearly 5 million women of 
childbearing age and over 1 million 
children were infected with HIV. This 
tragic number will continue to increase 
dramatically until prevention and con
trol efforts are successfully imple
mented. This legislation permanently 
authorizes the International AIDS Pre
vention and Control Fund, and requires 
the President to promote, encourage, 
and undertake community-based pre
vention, care and control programs re
lated to HIV and AIDS. 

Basic primary education, early child
hood development activities, and pro
grams to achieve Ii teracy are essential 
to increasing children's potential both 
at home and abroad. In this country, 
the Head Start Program have estab
lished an impressive record in provid
ing preschool-age children from low-in
come families access to services that 
address fundamental educational, so
cial, nutritional and health needs. The 
potential of these programs remains 
largely untapped, however. Presently, 
Head Start programs serve only about 
one-third of eligible children between 3 
and 5 years of age. The Federal Govern
ment should continue its commitment 
made in the 1990 Head Start reauthor
ization to the goal of serving all eligi
ble children. 

The bill also recognizes the plight of 
child refugees world wide. Refugee as
sistance programs are desperately 
needed to curb the rampant growth of 
the number of refugees and displaced 
persons that has grown dramatically 
over the last decade. Sadly, more than 
half of all refugees are children. 

The sad plight of children is a trag
edy and it is also a very real and grow
ing problem. Clearly, all of us in this 
chamber face significant challenges if 
we are to secure the protection and 
basic care that are these children's 
rights. But we must rise to this chal
lenge. it is time for us to go beyond the 
easy pro-child rhetoric that has been a 
poor substitute for action to improve 
the lives of our children. In a time of 
fiscal constraint we need to act with 
utmost consideration and comprehen
sion. But help delayed for a developing 
child, is often help too late; the con
sequences of child neglect and abuse 
are unforgiving. Children are the de
fenseless victims. We in this Chamber 
have the responsibility and the means 
to act on their behalf. It is time for ag
gressive action on our part. 

The welfare of our children rep
resents a crucial legacy for the future. 
Yet our legacy is dying before our eyes. 
The United States must not pass up 
this opportunity to join the world com-

munity in saving and improving the 
lives of millions of children across the 
globe. We all need to dedicate ourselves 
to this issue with utmost compassion, 
urgency and determination. 
• Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, it is 
my distinct honor to join Senator 
DODD as an original cosponsor of the 
World Summit for Children Implemen
tation Act of 1993. 

We all know we face daunting chal
lenges today on both the domestic and 
international fronts. Domestically, we 
must come to grips with comprehen
sive health care reform, with renewed 
education and retraining opportunities 
for people of all ages, with the effort to 
provide our people with appropriate 
jobs and to improve standards of living. 
Internationally we find ourselves fac
ing a whole new political order of na
tions, global competition, and growing 
disparities in wealth and health that 
threaten world stability. 

As the world, and the United States, 
try to cope with these challenges we 

·must keep in mind that our children 
will be the primary benefactors if we 
are successful and the principle victims 
if we fail. Children are the only real 
promise of the world and whatever else 
we accomplish or attempt to accom
plish they must be our first priority. 
The well-being, safety, and education 
of the world's children come first. 
What does reforming the world matter 
if we lose our children in the process? 

The World Summit for Children, con
vened in September 1990 with 159 na
tions participating, including our own, 
set the ground rules for nations to fol
low to rally the world to the aid of 
children. The WSCIA-1993 represents a 
blueprint of the United States to use to 
achieve the goals of the Summit. 

Internationally, the WSCIA-1993 
would shift funds within the U.S. for
eign assistance budget to meet the 
needs of children without an overall in
crease in foreign aid spending. Specifi
cally it would increase allocations for 
child survival, basic education, vita
min A and other micronutrients, 
UNICEF, AIDS prevention and care, 
refugee assistance, and family plan
ning. 

Domestically, the bill will once again 
support funding for WIC, a program I 
have always felt critical to our long
term health reform efforts, and for 
Head Start, a program of proven suc
cess in improving the education of our 
very young learners. 

Clearly WSCIA-1993 has the priorities 
straight. I call upon all our colleagues 
to get their priorities straight and vote 
for it. The children need and deserve no 
less. Our children and the world's chil
dren.• 
• Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, each 
effort we make to ensure that children 
enjoy good health and education is an 
investment in the future. The plan of 
action adopted by the World Summit 
for Children in 1990 outlines specific 
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goals that the summit participants 
agreed to try to achieve by the year 
2000. These include reducing child 
deaths by at least one-third, halving 
maternal mortality and child mal
nutrition, providing all children access 
to a basic education, and providing all 
families access to clean water, safe 
sanitation, and family planning serv
ices. 

These goals are most worthy but im
plementing these goals requires inter
national cooperation. It also requires a 
special commitment at home. We need 
to work to ensure the health of chil
dren in this country. We need to reduce 
the U.S. infant mortality rate and the 
incidence of low birthweight.• 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for him
self, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. GRA
HAM, and Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 1546. A bill to amend title 38, Unit
ed States Code, to revise certain ad
ministrative provisions relating to the 
U.S. Court of Appeals, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs. 

COURT OF VETERANS APPEALS IMPROVEMENT 
ACT OF 1993 

•Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
as chairman of the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs, I am introducing today 
S. i546, the proposed Court of Veterans 
Appeals Improvement Act of 1993, a bill 
to revise certain provisions re la ting to 
the U.S. Court of Veterans Appeals. I 
am enormously pleased that three of 
my colleagues on the committee have 
joined me as original cosponsors of this 
important measure-Senators DENNIS 
DECONCINI, BOB GRAHAM, and TOM 
DASCHLE. This bill would make im
provements in the Veterans' Judicial 
Review Act, the legislation that cre
ated the Court of Veterans Appeals in 
1988. 

BACKGROUND 

Mr. President, the Veterans' Judicial 
Review Act of 1988 [VJRA] was the cul
mination of the tireless work of many 
individuals in Congress for over a dec
ade. Since the passage of the V JRA at 
the end of the lOOth Congress, the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs has contin
ued its legislative efforts to ensure 
that the court is able to operate under 
its mandate as efficiently as possible, 
and in a manner that is fair to veterans 
and other appellants. 

Mr. President, legislation enacted to 
improve the operation of the Court of 
Veterans Appeals includes the Court of 
Veterans Appeals Judges Retirement 
Act, Public Law 101-94, which created a 
retirement system for Court of Veter
ans Appeals judges comparable to the 
plans available to other Federal judges; 
Public Law 102-82, which made mis
cellaneous administrative and tech
nical improvements in the operation of 
the court; section 502 of the Federal 
Courts Administration Act of 1992, 
Public Law 102-572, which allowed the 
application of the Equal Access to Jus-

tice Act to cases before the Court of 
Veterans Appeals; and section 801 of 
the Veterans Health Care Act of 1992, 
Public law 102-585, which allows the 
Judicial Conference of the United 
States to review judicial conduct or 
disability actions taken by the court 
with respect to the judges of the court. 

Three of the four provisions in the 
bill being introduced-sections 2 
through 4-were included in S. 2974 in 
the 102d Congress, which was reported 
by the Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
on September 15, 1992, and passed by 
the full Senate on October 1, 1992. 

CONFIRMATION OF CHIEF JUDGE OF THE COURT 

Mr. President, section 2 of the bill 
would clarify the process for filling the 
position of chief judge of the court. 
Currently, under section 7254(d) of title 
38, United States Code, when the posi
tion of chief judge is vacant, the asso
ciate judge senior in service assumes 
the role of acting chief judge, unless 
the President designates another asso
ciate judge to serve in that position. 
This provision was enacted in Public 
Law 101- 94 for the purpose of avoiding 
any unnecessary disruption when the 
chief judge position becomes vacant. 

Section 2 of the bill acknowledges 
the importance of the position of chief 
judge by clarifying that the appoint
ment of any individual by the Presi
dent to serve in the position of chief 
judge, including any sitting associate 
judge, must only be with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. Under cur
rent law, it is clear that if the Presi
dent appoints an individual not on the 
court to be chief judge, that the ap
pointment would be subject to Senate 
confirmation. However, current law 
does not address directly the question 
of whether the President's appoint
ment of an associate judge-who has 
been confirmed by the Senate for that 
position-to be the chief judge requires 
Senate confirmation. I believe that in 
this situatiOn the Senate should have 
the opportunity to consider the nomi
nee's qualifications specifically with 
respect to the position of chief judge. 
The position carries with it respon
sibilities other than judicial respon
sibilities-duties that concern the ad
ministration of the court's budget and 
personnel system, as well as public rep
resentation of the court. I believe these 
special, additional responsibilities ex
pected of the chief judge and the im
portance of the position warrant Sen
ate approval of the President's appoint
ment. Therefore, section 2 would re
quire Senate confirmation of any indi
vidual selected by the President to 
serve as chief judge of the Court of Vet
erans Appeals. 

FILING DATE FOR NOTICE OF APPEAL TO THE 
COURT 

Mr. President, section 3 of the bill 
would provide that an appeal to the 
Court of Veterans Appeals is timely 
filed if it is postmarked-rather than 
actually received by the court-by the 

statutory deadline. Currently, section 
7266(a) of title 38 requires that an ap
peal to the court must be filed within 
120 days after the date on which the 
Board of Veterans' Appeals mails its 
decision. Under rule 4 of the court's 
rules of practice and procedure, the 
court must receive the notice of appeal 
by the 120th day of that filing period. 
The court has issued a series of deci
sions dismissing the appeal in cases in 
which the notice of appeal was post
marked within the 120-day time limit, 
but the court did not receive the notice 
of appeal within that period. 

I believe that the court's interpreta
tion of the statutory requirement is 
unduly restrictive and complicated. In 
effect, rule 4 gives those individuals 
who live closer to Washington, DC, 
where the court is located, more time 
to perfect their appeals than those who 
do not. Not only is the claimant who 
lives at a greater distance likely to re
ceive the BVA decision later, but that 
claimant will also be forced to mail his 
or her notice of appeal earlier than the 
claimant who lives in closer proximity 
to Washington, DC. Problems inevi
tably occur with mail delivery; even 
when the claimant mails the notice of 
appeal well in advance of the 120th day, 
delays in the mail can cause the notice 
to arrive at the court after the 120-day 
deadline has expired. The court's rule 
makes the appellant's preparation of 
the appeal more difficult than is nec
essary; the appellant must take into 
consideration and anticipate possible 
mail delays. Particularly in light of 
the fact that the majority of the appel
lants do not have representation before 
the court, this rule seems unneces
sarily complicated and restrictive. 

Mr. President, the rules of the Tax 
Court, also an article I court located in 
Washington, DC, require that the ap
peal be postmarked by the statutory 
filing deadline set forth in section 7502 
of title 26, United States Code. Also, 
under section 4005(b)(l) of title 38, VA's 
internal appellate procedure requires 
that a notice of disagreement initiat
ing an appeal to the Board of Veterans' 
Appeals be postmarked within the 1-
year filing period. 

Mr. President, the Court of Veterans' 
Appeals acted appropriately and within 
the scope of its authority when it 
adopted rule 4. However, I believe that 
in order to be fair to all appellants, the 
postmark date on the notice of appeal 
must be considered the filing date for 
purposes of determining whether or not 
an appeal was filed in a timely manner. 
Therefore, section 3 of the bill would 
amend section 7266(a) of title 38 to re
quire that a notice of appeal be deemed 
received by the court on the date of re
ceipt by the court if it is delivered, or 
on the date it is postmarked if it is 
mailed. 

MODIFICATION OF COURT OF VETERANS' 
APPEALS JURISDICTION 

Mr. President, section 4 of the bill 
would amend section 402 of the V JRA 
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to modify the basis of the jurisdiction 
of the Court of Veterans' Appeals. 
Under current law, the court's jurisdic
tion is limited to cases in which a no
tice of disagreement [NOD] was filed on 
or after the date of enactment of the 
V JRA, November 18, 1988. A notice of 
disagreement is a written communica
tion filed by a claimant expressing dis
satisfaction or disagreement with a de
cision made by a VA regional office, 
medical center, or clinic, and initiates 
an appeal to the Board of Veterans' Ap
peals. Section 4 would modify the 
court's jurisdiction to cover cases in 
which the NOD was filed prior to No
vember 18, 1988, and the BV A issued a 
final decision on or after that date. 
This change would ensure that all 
cases decided by the BV A on or after 
the date of the VJRA's enactment 
could be reviewed by the court. 

At the time the VJRA was enacted, 
the reason for using the date of the 
NOD for jurisdictional purposes was to 
avoid immediately overburdening the 
court-before the court began function
ing-with cases that already had been 
decided by the BVA. However, the 
court now has been operating for 4 
years and has had a full complement of 
seven judges for nearly 3 years. There
fore, the possibility of overloading the 
court's docket before it was fully func
tioning is no longer a concern. Accord
ingly, I believe that it now makes 
sense to expand the jurisdiction of the 
court to include the authority to re
view all cases in which the BV A issued 
a final decision on or after the date of 
enactment of the VJRA. This slight 
modification of the court's jurisdiction 
would be consistent with the VJRA's 
original intent to prohibit old cases 
from being brought before the court. It 
also is consistent with the logical ex
pectations of many veterans that all 
BV A decisions issued after the enact
ment date of the V JRA could be ap
pealed to the court. Many veterans 
were left disappointed and disillusioned 
when, after the final passage of the 
VJRA, they realized that the provi
sions of the law did not allow them to 
receive court review of their BVA deci
sions. 

Under the amendment, appellants 
who would become eligible to appeal 
under this change would be allowed 6 
months to file an appeal with the court 
following notification by VA of this op
portunity. This provision is necessary 
because the claimants now eligible for 
court review of their cases under this 
amendment would not have been able 
to file a notice of appeal with the court 
within the 120-day filing period. 
ATTORNEYS' FEES PAID DIRECTLY BY VA OUT OF 

PAST-DUE BENEFITS 
Mr. President, section 5 of the bill 

would overrule a Court of Veterans Ap
peals decision in Matter of Fee Agree
ment of Smith, 4 Vet. App. 487 (1993), on 
the issue of attorneys' fees paid di
rectly to the attorney by VA from 

past-due benefits awarded to the appel
lant. Under current law, section 5904(d) 
of title 38, an attorney can receive pay
ment for representation before the 
court directly from VA out of a retro
active benefit award. However, for this 
provision to apply, two requirements 
must be met: First, the total fee may 
not exceed 20 percent of the total 
amount of any past-due benefits award
ed to the appellant; and second, under 
the fee agreement, the fee must be con
tingent upon whether or not the claim 
is ultimately resolved in favor of the 
appellant. Section 5 would clarify that 
the statute allows payment of attor
neys' fees directly by VA only in cases 
where the total amount of the fee is 
contingent upon the appellant prevail
ing. 

Under section 5904(d), an attorney 
has the distinct benefit of receiving the 
fee for representation directly from VA 
out of any retroactive benefit award 
the appellant receives. In a successful 
case, the attorney is assured of actu
ally receiving payment of the fee, and 
relieved of having to confront any col
lection difficulties. However, the bene
fit comes with a price; the statute re
quires that any agreement calling for 
this direct payment must provide that 
the fee is to be paid on a contingency 
basis. In other words, the appellant 
must prevail in order for the attorney 
to receive payment. 

In the Smith case, however, the court 
held that the statutory provision ap
plied even though the fee agreement in 
that case required the appellant to pay 
a fixed fee and also provided that an 
amount would be paid directly by VA 
out of any retroactive award the appel
lant might receive. Thus, the agree
ment did not provide for a true contin
gency fee, but rather a hybrid fee-a 
partially fixed, partially contingent 
fee. A true contingency fee agreement 
does not require payment of any fixed 
fee. 

Mr. President, section 5 would amend 
section 5904(d) to clarify that if a fee 
agreement requires direct payment to 
the attorney from VA, the total 
amount of the fee must be contingent 
upon whether or not the appellant's 
claim is successfully resolved. 

CONCLUSION 
Mr. President, this legislation would 

allow the Court of Veterans Appeals to 
fulfill more effectively its responsibil
ity under the V JRA and ease certain 
unnecessary restrictions on potential 
appellants. I intend to bring this legis
lation before the committee at a mark 
up later this month and look forward 
to working with my colleagues on the 
Senate and House Veterans' Affairs 
Committees on this measure. I pledge 
to do all I can to see it enacted as soon 
as possible. I urge all of my Senate col
leagues to support this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

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

S . 1546 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " Court of 
Veterans Appeals Improvement Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. CONFIRMATION OF CHIEF JUDGE. 

Section 7253(b) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out "The 
judges" and inserting in lieu thereof " The 
chief judge and the associate judges" . 
SEC. 3. MAILING OF NOTICES OF APPEAL TO THE 

COURT OF VETERANS APPEALS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 7266(a) of title 38, 

United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(a)(l) In order to obtain review by the 
Court of Veterans Appeals of a final decision 
of the Board of Veterans' Appeals, a person 
adversely affected by such decision shall file 
a notice of appeal with the Court within 120 
days after the date on which notice of the de
cision is mailed pursuant to section 7104(e) of 
this title. 

"(2) An appellant shall file a notice of ap
peal under this section by delivering or mail
ing the notice to the Court. 

"(3) A notice of appeal shall be deemed to 
be received by the Court as follows: 

"(A) On the date of receipt by the Court, if 
the notice is delivered. 

"(B) On the date of the United States Post 
Service postmark stamped on the cover in 
which the notice is posted, if the notice is 
mailed. 

"( 4) For a notice of appeal mailed to the 
Court to be deemed to be received under 
paragraph (3)(B) on a particular date, the 
United States Postal Service postmark on 
the cover in which the notice is posted must 
be legible. The Court shall determine the 
legibility of any such postmark and the 
Court's determination as to legibility shall 
be final and not subject to review by any 
other Court.". 

(b) APPLICATION.-The amendment made by 
subsection (a) shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act and shall apply to 
notices of appeal that are delivered or 
mailed to the United States Court of Veter
ans Appeals on or after that date . 
SEC. 4. AVAILABILITY OF REVIEW BY COURT OF 

VETERANS APPEALS. 
(a) AVAILABILITY .-Section 402 of the Vet

erans' Judicial Review Act (38 U.S.C. 7251 
note) is amended by striking out "in which a 
notice of disagreement" and all that follows 
through the end of the section and inserting 
in lieu thereof " in which the Board of Veter
ans' Appeals makes a final decision under 
section 7104 of title 38, United States Code, 
on or after November 18, 1988." . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-(1) The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect as of 
November 18, 1988, and apply to cases in 
which the Board of Veterans' Appeals makes 
a final decision under section 7104 of title 38, 
United States Code, on or after that date. 

(2)(A) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), a 
person referred to in subparagraph (B) shall 
be entitled to obtain review by the Court of 
Veterans Appeals of a final decision referred 
to in clause (ii) of that subparagraph if the 
person files a notice of appeal with the Court 
of Veterans Appeals with respect to that de
cision not later than 180 days after the noti
fication date referred to in subparagraph (C). 

(B) Subparagraph (A) applies to a person 
who-
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(i) filed a notice of disagreement with the 

Board of Veterans' Appeals before November 
18, 1988; and 

(ii) received a final decision by the Board 
on the matter subject to the notice of dis
agreement on or after such date. 

(C) The Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall, 
to the maximum extent practicable, notify 
each person referred to in subparagraph (B) 
of the eligibility of the person to file a no
tice of appeal with the Court under subpara
graph (A). The date of such notification shall 
be deemed to be-

(i) the date of such notification, in the case 
of actual notification; or 

(ii) the date of the postmark stamped on 
the cover in which the notification is posted, 
if the notice is mailed. 
SEC. 5. CLARIFICATION OF PAYMENT OF ATl'OR

NEY FEES UNDER CONTINGENT FEE 
AGREEMENTS. 

Section 5904(d)(2)(A) of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows : 

"(A) A fee agreement referred to in para
graph (1) of this subsection is one under 
which the total amount of the fee payable to 
the attorney (i) is to be paid to the attorney 
by the Secretary directly from any past-due 
benefits awarded on the basis of the claim, 
and (ii) is contingent on whether or not the 
matter is resolved in a manner favorable to 
the claimant.".• 

By Mr. BAUCUS: 
S. 1547. A bill to reauthorize and 

amend title XIV of the Public Health 
Service Act, commonly known as the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Envi
ronment and Public Works. 

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT AMENDMENTS OF 
1993 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, today I 
introduce legislation that will revise 
and improve the Safe Drinking Water 
Act. 

Safe drinking water is a fundamental 
right. For nearly two decades, the Safe 
Drinking Water Act has guaranteed 
this right to the people, ·while guiding 
Federal, State, and local officials in 
their efforts to provide clean and pure 
water. 

PROBLEMS WITH SAFE DRIN_KING WATER ACT 

In the past several years, however, 
serious problems with the law have 
surfaced. On one hand, it is not effec
tive enough in guaranteeing water 
safety. People continue to get sick 
from unsanitary water. This occurs in 
both small rural towns and large cities, 
like Milwaukee. 

At the same time, it is imposing a 
regulatory burden on State and local 
officials that many find overwhelms 
their financial and technical resources. 
And compounding this problem, the 
Safe Drinking Water Act does not pro
vide Federal financial aid to commu
nities. 
COMPLIANCE PROBLEMS IN SMALL COMMUNITIES 

The horns of the dilemma are sharp
est for small drinking water systems. 
While systems serving under 3,300 peo
ple serve only a small proportion of our 
people, they make up about 87 percent 
of the 58,000 community water systems 
in our country. 

For example, of the roughly 900 com
munity water systems in Montana, 
some 400 serve fewer than 125 people. 
Small systems usually cannot take ad
vantage of the economies of scale in 
treatment technology. And since there 
is no Federal financial assistance to go 
with the regulations, improvements in 
small systems make household water 
rates rocket skyward like Old Faithful. 

Further, many State and local offi
cials argue that on top of the financial 
burden the Safe Drinking Water Act 
imposes, the drinking water program 
has become a regulatory and adminis
trative quagmire. Monitoring stand
ards are too complicated for many sys
tem operators. States lack the money 
and trained personnel to effectively 
manage the program. 

And unnecessary requirements, such 
as the stipulation that EPA regulate 25 
new contaminants every 3 years, means 
that EPA, the States, and the water 
systems cannot always devote their 
money and people to the problems they 
know are the worst. 

Mr. President, we have ignored these 
problems for so long that the drinking 
water program is threatened with col
lapse. We cannot let that happen. We 
must have a truly effective way to pro
tect our drinking water supply, and the 
bill I am introducing today is an effort 
to give us one. 

REFORMS TO EASE COMPLIANCE AND REDUCE 
REGULATORY BURDEN 

First, we will reduce the regulatory 
burden the law has created, paying spe
cial attention to small communities. 

For example, the bill eliminates the 
requirement that EPA set drinking 
water standards for 25 new contami
nants every 3 years. Instead, it directs 
EPA to review the health effects of a 
limited number of unregulated con
taminants in drinking water, and regu
late them only when they pose a public 
health problem. And it will reduce 
monitoring requirements for many sys
tems that do not detect contaminants. 

Second, the bill makes the States 
true working partners with EPA, and 
gives them the resources and the au
thority to do the job. It also puts more 
emphasis on preventing contamination 
of drinking water in the first place, and 
makes enforcement more effective and 
consistent with other environmental 
laws. 

Third, a financial base for drinking 
water projects is critical. Safe drinking 
water will never be a reality for many 
communities unless there is adequate 
Federal funding. Thus, my bill estab
lishes drinking water loan funds, build
ing on the administration's request and 
our experience with the Clean Water 
Act's revolving loan funds. It author
izes $600 million in fiscal year 1994 and 
$1 billion annually in future years. 

The bill also includes a new element 
to let States forgive repayment of 
loans where that is necessary to assure 
that household costs do not exceed 1.5 
percent of median household income. 

SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR SMALL COMMUNITIES 

The bill also has provisions that will 
help small communities provide safe 
drinking water. It gives States the au
thority and resources to work with 
small water systems on their unique 
problems. States would prepare overall 
plans to manage drinking water sys
tems serving fewer than 3,000 people. 

Each State would then work with the 
small system on specific compliance 
program to help them develop ways to 
consolidate with neighboring systems 
or find better sources of raw water. If 
those actions are not practical, the 
program would let them use treatment 
technology geared to small system 
needs. 

The ultimate objective is to provide 
safe drinking water for all commu
nities, even if financial or management 
limitations mean that it may take a 
little longer for some systems. 

RADON PILOT PROGRAM 

Finally, the bill proposes a new ap
proach to radon in drinking water. 
This can pose a serious health threat. 
But most radon comes into a home 
from soil gas, not drinking water. 
Therefore, it seems well suited to inte
grated risk management. 

The bill sets two standards for radon. 
The first is as close to the no-health-ef
fect level as possible. The second is 
equivalent to exposure from outside 
air. A State drinking water system 
could choose to meet the second stand
ard if it implemented a program to re
duce radon in indoor air. 

This proposal will be the starting 
point for a constructive discussion of 
alternative approaches to public health 
regulation. It is a good faith effort to 
respond to the special public heal th 
challenge posed by radon gas. It will 
test whether flexibility to attain the 
greatest degree of public health protec
tion at the lowest cost will work on the 
ground. 

CONCLUSION 

The current Safe Drinking Water Act 
has problems which demand immediate 
attention. It does not allow for needed 
flexibility and does not provide any fi
nancial assistance to those whose job it 
is to supply safe water. 

The result is that communities are 
falling out of compliance and citizens 
are not guaranteed that their water is 
safe to drink. These problems are too 
important for business as usual. There
fore, I plan to hold hearings on this bill 
later this month. And I will do all I can 
to report it to the full Senate this fall. 

This effort must be based on consen
sus. That is the only way to achieve 
timely changes in the law and the fi
nancial aid many systems need to as
sure safe drinking water. I look for
ward to working with my colleagues, in 
particular Senator CHAFEE as ranking 
Republican on the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, and the ad
ministration, as the bill moves ahead. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a detailed summ~ry of the 
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bill and a copy of the bill be included 
in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1547 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS; 

REFERENCES. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.- This Act may be cited as 
the " Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments 
of 1993" . 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.- The table of con
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title ; table of contents; ref-

erences. 
Sec. 2. Findings. 
Sec. 3. State revolving loan funds . 
Sec. 4. National drinking water regulations. 
Sec. 5. Small public water systems. 
Sec. 6. Enforcement of drinking water regu

lations. 
Sec. 7. Control of lead in drinking water. 
Sec. 8. Radon in drinking water and indoor 

air. 
Sec. 9. Point of use devices . 
Sec. 10. Drinking water supply protection . 
Sec. 11. Emergency powers. 
Sec. 12. Tampering with public water sys

tems. 
Sec. 13. Drinking water research, education, 

and certification. 
Sec. 14. State drinking water program fund-

ing. 
Sec. 15. Records and inspections. 
Sec. 16. Federal agencies. 
Sec. 17. Citizen 's civil action. 
Sec. 18. Other amendments. 

(C) REFERENCES TO TITLE XIV OF THE PUB
LIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT.- Except as other
wise expressly provided, whenever in this 
Act an amendment or repeal is expressed in 
terms of an amendment to, or repeal of, a 
section or other provision, the reference 
shall be considered to be made to a section 
or other provision of title XIV of the Public 
Health Service Act (commonly known as the 
" Safe Drinking Water Act") (42 U.S .C. 300f et 
seq.). 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that-
(1) safe drinking water is essential to the 

protection of public health; 
(2) the Federal Government needs to assist 

communities in the financing of drinking 
water treatment and related projects; 

(3) small drinking water systems need ad
ditional technical assistance and informa
tion from State and Federal agencies in the 
development and implementation of coordi
nated plans for the provision of safe and af
fordable drinking water; 

(4) the existing process for the assessment 
and regulation of additional drinking water 
contaminants needs to be improved and re
vised to provide for more extensive partici
pation from interested parties; 

(5) States play a central role in the imple
mentation of safe drinking water programs 
and States need increased financial re
sources to ensure the prompt and effective 
development and implementation of drink
ing water programs; and 

(6) there is substantial noncompliance with 
requirements of title XIV of the Public 
Health Service Act (commonly known as the 
" Safe Drinking Water Act" ) (42 U.S.C. 300f et 
seq.) and Federal and State agencies need ad
ditional authorities to ensure the implemen
tation of the Act. 

SEC. 3. STATE REVOLVING LOAN FUNDS. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF STATE LOAN 

FUNDS.-The title is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

"PART G-RESERVED 
"PART ff-STATE REVOLVING LOAN 

FUNDS 
"SEC. 1481. GENERAL AurHORITY. 

" (a) CAPITALIZATION GRANT AGREEMENTS.
The Administrator shall offer to enter into 
an agreement with each State to make cap
italization grants to the State pursuant to 
section 1482 (referred to in this part as a 
'capitalization grants ' ) to establish a drink
ing water treatment State revolving loan 
fund (referred to in this part as a 'State loan 
fund '). 

" (b) REQUIREMENTS OF AGREEMENTS.- An 
agreement entered into pursuant to this sec
tion shall establish, to the satisfaction of the 
Administrator, that-

" (1) the State has established a State loan 
fund that complies with the requirements of 
this part; 

"(2) the State loan fund will be adminis
tered by an instrumentality of the State 
that has the powers and authorities that are 
required to operate the State loan fund in 
accordance with this part; 

" (3) the State will deposit the capitaliza
tion grants into the State loan fund; 

" (4) the State will deposit all loan repay
ments received, and interest earned on the 
amounts deposited into the State loan fund 
under this part, into the State loan fund ; 

" (5) the State will deposit into the State 
loan fund an amount equal to at least 20 per
cent of the total amount of each capitaliza
tion grant to be made to the State on or be
fore the date on which the grant is made to 
the State; 

" (6) the State will use funds in the State 
loan fund in accordance with an intended use 
plan prepared pursuant to section 1484(b) ; 

"(7) the State has in effect legal authority 
adequate to prevent the formation of nonvia
ble public water systems beginning not later 
than January 1, 1996; and 

" (8) the State and loan recipients that re
ceive funds that the State makes available 
from the State loan iund will use account
ing, audit, and fiscal procedures that con
form to generally accepted accounting 
standards, as determined by the Adminis
trator. 

" (C ) ADMINISTRATION OF STATE LOAN 
FUNDS.-

" (l ) IN GENERAL.- The authority to estab
lish assistance priorities and carry out over
sight and related activities (other than fi
nancial administration) with respect to fi
nancial assistance provided with amounts 
deposited into the State loan fund shall re
main with the State agency that has pri
mary responsibility for the administration of 
the State program pursuant to section 
1413(a). 

" (2) FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION.-A State 
may combine the financial administration of 
the State loan fund pursuant to this part 
with the financial administration of a State 
water pollution control revolving fund estab
lished by the State pursuant to title VI of 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 
U.S.C. 1381 et ·seq.) if the Administrator de
termines that the grants to be provided to 
the State under this part, together with loan 
repayments and interest deposited into the 
State loan fund pursuant to this part, will be 
segregated and used solely for the purposes 
specified in this part. 
"SEC. 1482. CAPITALIZATION GRANTS. 

"(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.- The Adminis
trator may make grants to capitalize State 

loan funds to a State that has entered into 
an agreement pursuant to section 1481. 

"(b) FORMULA FOR ALLOTMENT OF FUNDS.
" (1) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsection (c), 

funds made available to carry out this part 
shall be allotted to States that have entered 
into an agreement pursuant to section 1481 
in accordance with a formula that is the 
same as the formula used to distribute public 
water system supervision grant funds under 
section 1443 for fiscal year 1994. 

" (2) OTHER JURISDICTIONS.-Each formula 
established pursuant to paragraph (1) shall 
reserve not less than 0.5 percent of the 
amounts made available to carry out this 
part for a fiscal year for providing capital
ization grants to jurisdictions, other than 
Indian Tribes, referred to in subsection (e). 

"(c) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.
"(1) INDIAN TRIBES.-
" (A) IN GENERAL.-For each fiscal year, 

prior to the allotment of funds made avail
able to carry out this part, the Adminis
trator shall reserve 1 percent of the funds for 
providing financial assistance to Indian 
Tribes pursuant to subsection (e) . 

" (B) USE OF FUNDS.-Funds reserved pursu
ant to subparagraph (A) shall be used to ad
dress the most significant threats to public 
health associated with public water systems 
that serve Indian Tribes, as determined by 
the Administrator in consultation with the 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 

" (C) NEEDS ASSESSMENT.-The Adminis
trator, in consultation with the Commis
sioner of Indian Affairs, shall, in accordance 
with a schedule that is consistent with the 
needs survey for assessments conducted pur
suant to section 1485(c), prepare a biennial 
survey and assess the needs of drinking 
water treatment facilities to serve Indian 
Tribes, including an evaluation of the public 
water systems that pose the most significant 
threats to public health. 

" (2) PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCIES.-
" (A) IN GENERAL.-For each fiscal year, 

prior to the allotment of funds made avail
able to carry out this part pursuant to sub
section (b) , the Administrator shall reserve 1 
percent of the funds to provide financial as
sistance to respond to public health emer
gencies under section 1442(b). 

" (B) ALLOTMENT OF UNUSED FUNDS.- On the 
last day of each fiscal year, the Adminis
trator shall allot any funds that were re
served pursuant to subparagraph (A) but not 
expended in the fiscal year to the States on 
the basis of the same ratio as is applicable to 
sums allotted under subsection (b) . 

"(d) ALLOTMENT PERIOD.-
" (l) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY FOR FINANCIAL 

ASSISTANCE.-
" (A) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), the sums allotted to a 
State pursuant to subsection (b) for a fiscal 
year shall -be available to the State for obli
gation during the fiscal year for which the 
sums are authorized and during the following 
fiscal year. 

" (B) FUNDS MADE AVAILABLE FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1994.-The sums allotted to a State pur
suant to subsection (b) from funds that are 
made available by appropriations for fiscal 
year 1994 shall be available to the State for 
obligation during each of fiscal years 1994 
through 1996. 

"(2) REALLOTMENT OF UNOBLIGATED 
FUNDS.-The amount of any allotment that is 
not obligated by a State by the last day of 
the period of availability established by 
paragraph (1) shall be immediately reallot
ted by the Administrator on the basis of the 
same ratio as is applicable to sums allotted 
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under subsection (b). None of the funds real
lotted by the Administrator shall be reallot
ted to any State that has not obligated all 
sums allotted to the State pursuant to this 
section during the period that the sums were 
available for obligation. 

"(e) DIRECT GRANTS.-The Administrator is 
authorized to make grants for the improve
ment of public water systems of Indian 
Tribes, the District of Columbia, the United 
States Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands, American 
Samoa, Guam, and the Republic of Palau, 
pending ratification of the Compact of Free 
Association (formerly part of the Trust Ter-
ritory of the Pacific Islands). · 
"SEC. 1483. ELIGIBLE ASSISTANCE. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-The amounts deposited 
into a State loan fund, including any 
amounts equal to the amounts of loan repay
ments and interest earned on the amounts 
deposited, may be used by the State to carry 
out projects that are consistent with this 
section. 

"(b) PROJECTS ELIGIBLE FOR ASSISTANCE.
The amounts deposited into a State loan 
fund shall be used only for providing finan
cial assistance for-

"(1) capital expenditures for a project that 
will facilitate compliance with national pri
mary drinking water regulations issued pur
suant to section 1412; 

"(2) capital expenditures for a project that 
will facilitate the consolidation of public 
water systems or the use of an alternative 
source of water supply; 

"(3) capital expenditures for a project that 
will upgrade drinking water supply, treat
ment, and distribution systems; 

"(4) capital expenditures for a project that 
will facilitate water conservation; 

"(5) capital expenditures for a project that 
will implement a local or State source water 
protection program under section 1427 or 
1428; 

"(6) providing capital for loans by a drink
ing water system or State to low-income 
customers of a drinking water system for 
mitigation of radon in the air indoors; 

"(7) the purchase of land that is necessary 
for a treatment facility; and 

"(8) capital expenditures for the develop
ment of a drinking water system to replace 
a private drinking water supply if the water 
poses a significant threat to public health. 

"(c) ELIGIBLE PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS.
"(l) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), a State loan fund may provide 
financial assistance only to community 
water systems and public and nonprofit non
community water systems. 

"(2) PRIVATELY OWNED SYSTEMS.-Before 
providing financial assistance to a privately 
owned system pursuant to this paragraph, 
the State shall ensure that the assistance is 
secured with an appropriate amount and 
type of financial collateral. 

"(d) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.-Except as oth
erwise limited by State law, the amounts de
posited into a State loan fund under this sec
tion may be used only-

"(1) to make loans, on the condition that-
"(A) the interest rate for each loan is less 

than or equal to the market interest rate, in
cluding an interest free loan; 

"(B) annual principal and interest pay
ments on each loan will commence not later 
than 1 year after the completion of the 
project for which the loan was made and 
each loan will be fully amortized not later 
than 20 years after the completion of the 
project; 

"(C) the recipient of each loan will estab
lish a dedicated source of revenue for the re
payment of the loan; and 

"(D) the State loan fund will be credited 
with all payments of principal and interest 
on each loan; 

"(2) to buy or refinance the debt obligation 
of a municipality or an intermunicipal or 
interstate agency within the State at an in
terest rate that is less than or equal to the 
market interest rate; 

"(3) to guarantee, or purchase insurance 
for, a local obligation if the guarantee or 
purchase would improve credit market ac
cess or reduce the interest rate applicable to 
the obligation; 

"(4) as a source of revenue or security for 
the payment of principal and interest on rev
enue or general obligation bonds issued by 
the State if the proceeds of the sale of the 
bonds will be deposited into the State loan 
fund; 

"(5) as a source of revenue or security for 
the payment of interest on a local obliga
tion, if the payment from the State loan 
fund does not reduce the effective interest 
rate of the obligation by more than 2.5 per
centage points; and 

"(6) to earn interest on the amounts depos
ited into the State loan fund. 

"(e) CONSISTENCY WITH PLANNING REQUIRE
MENTS.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-Beginning with fiscal 
year 1998, no loan or other financial assist
ance shall be provided from a State loan fund 
for any project that serves a public water 
system serving fewer than 3,300 individuals 
and that is not recommended in a State 
drinking water supply plan for small drink
ing water systems approved pursuant to sec
tion 1415(a). 

"(2) CONSISTENCY WITH COMPLIANCE PRO
GRAM.-N o loan or other financial assistance 
shall be provided from a State loan fund for 
a project that serves a public water system 
that serves fewer than 3,300 individuals if the 
project is not consistent with a small system 
compliance program developed pursuant to 
section 1415(b), if any. 

"(f) ASSISTANCE FOR DISADVANTAGED COM
MUNITIES.-

"(l) DEFINITION OF DISADVANTAGED COMMU
NITY.-As used in this subsection, the term 
'disadvantaged community' means the serv
ice area of a public water system with re
spect to which the average annual residen
tial drinking water charges for a user of the 
system (referred to in this subsection as 'av
erage annual residential user charges') is an 
amount greater than 1.5 percent of the me
dian household income for the service area 
or will be an amount greater than 1.5 percent 
of the median household income for the serv
ice area if no subsidy is provided to the sys
tem pursuant to this subsection. 

"(2) LOAN SUBSIDY.-Notwithstanding sub
section (d)(l), in any case in which the State 
makes a loan pursuant to subsection (d)(l) to 
a disadvantaged community or to a commu
nity that the State expects to become a dis
advantaged community as the result of a 
proposed project, the State may forgive an 
amount of the principal of the loan not to 
exceed the amount of forgiveness required to 
ensure that the average annual residential 
drinking water user charges for the service 
area of the public water system that is the 
subject of the loan do not exceed 1.5 percent 
of the median household income for the serv
ice area. 

"(3) TOTAL AMOUNT OF SUBSIDIES.-For each 
fiscal year, the total amount of loan sub
sidies made by a State pursuant to para
graph (2) may not exceed 20 percent of the 
balance of the fund, calculated on the first 
day of the fiscal year. 

"SEC. 1484. STATE LOAN FUND ADMINISTRATION. 
"(a) ADMINISTRATION, PLANNING, AND TECH

NICAL ASSISTANCE.-Each State that has a 
State loan fund is authorized to expend from 
the State loan fund a reasonable amount--

"(l) not to exceed 4 percent of the capital
ization grant made to the State, for the 
costs of the administration of the State loan 
fund; and 

"(2) not to exceed the greater of $500,000 or 
10 percent of the capitalization grant made 
to the State, for technical and financial 
management assistance to public water sys
tems that serve fewer than 3,300 individuals, 
including assistance for-

"(A) the development of small public water 
system management plans pursuant to sec
tion 1415(a); and 

"(B) the development of small system com
pliance programs under section 1415(b). 

"(b) INTENDED USE PLANS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-After providing for pub

lic review and comment, each State that has 
entered into a capitalization agreement pur
suant to this part shall, prior to receiving a 
capitalization grant under section 1482, pre
pare a plan that identifies the intended uses 
of the amounts deposited into the State loan 
fund of the State. 

"(2) CONTENTS.-An intended use plan shall 
include-

"(A) a list of the projects to be assisted in 
the first fiscal year that begins after the 
date of the plan, including a description of 
the project, the terms of financial assist
ance, and the size of the community served; 

"(B) a description of all projects for which 
a public water system sought financial as
sistance for the fiscal year and the annual 
user charges of the system; 

"(C) the criteria and methods established 
for the distribution of funds; 

"(D) a description of projects expected to 
be assisted in the 2 fiscal years following the 
fiscal year for which a list was prepared 
under subparagraph (A); and 

"(E) a description of the financial status of 
the State loan fund and the short-term and 
long-term goals of the State loan fund. 

"(3) USE OF FUNDS.-An intended use plan 
shall provide, to the extent practicable, that 
first priority for the use of funds be given to 
public water systems that are in violation of 
a national primary drinking water regula
tion and in which residential water system 
rates are the highest percentage of median 
household income. 

"(4) CONSOLIDATION.-An intended use plan 
shall ensure that no assistance under this 
part for a project other than the consolida
tion of public water systems is provided to a 
public water system for which consolidation 
is identified as a goal in a small public water 
system management plan developed pursu
ant to section 1415(a) or otherwise deter
mined by the Administrator to be appro
priate. 
"SEC. 1485. STATE LOAN FUND MANAGEMENT. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this part, and 
annually thereafter, the Administrator shall 
conduct such reviews and audits as the Ad
ministrator considers appropriate, or require 
each State to have the reviews and audits 
independently conducted, in accordance with 
the single audit requirements of chapter 75 
of title 31, United States Code. 

"(b) STATE REPORTS.-Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this part, 
and annually thereafter, each State that ad
ministers a State loan fund shall publish and 
submit to the Administrator a report on the 
activities of the State under this part, in
cluding the findings of the most recent audit 
of the State loan fund. 
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"(c) DRINKING WATER NEEDS SURVEY AND 

ASSESSMENT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this part. and every 
4 years thereafter, the Administrator shall 
submit to Congress a survey and assessment 
of the needs for facilities in each State eligi
ble for assistance under this part. The survey 
and assessment conducted pursuant to this 
subsection shall- · 

" (1) identify the needs for projects or fa
cilities eligible for assistance under this part 
on the date of the assessment (other than re
financing for a project pursuant to section 
1483( d)(2)); 

" (2) identify the needs for eligible facilities 
over the 20-year period following the date of 
the assessment; 

"(3) identify the population served by each 
public water system that has a project eligi
ble for assistance; and 

"(4) include such other information as the 
Administrator determines to be appropriate. 

"(d) EVALUATION.-The Administrator shall 
conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of 
the State loan funds through fiscal year 1996. 
The evaluation shall be submitted to Con
gress at the same time as the President sub
mits to Congress, pursuant to section 1108 of 
title 31, United States Code, an appropria
tions request for fiscal year 1998 relating to 
the budget of the Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
"SEC. 1486. ENFORCEMENT. 

"The failure or inability of any public 
water system to receive funds under this 
part or any other loan or grant program, or 
any delay in obtaining the funds , shall not 
alter the obligation of the system to comply 
in a timely manner with all applicable 
drinking water standards and requirements 
of this Act. 
"SEC. 1487. LABOR STANDARDS. 

" (a) IN GENERAL.- The Administrator shall 
take such action as is necessary to ensure 
that all laborers and mechanics employed by 
contractors or subcontractors of treatment 
works for which financial assistance is pro
vided under this part shall be paid wages at 
rates not less than the prevailing rates for 
the same type of work on similar construc
tion in the immediate locality, as deter
mined by the Secretary of Labor in accord
ance with the Act entitled 'An Act relating 
to the rate of wages for laborers and mechan
ics employed on public buildings of the Unit
ed States and the District of Columbia by 
contractors and subcontractors, and for 
other purposes' , approved March 3, 1931 (com
monly known as the 'Davis-Bacon Act') (40 
U.S.C. 276a et seq.). 

" (b) AUTHORITY AND FUNCTIONS.-With re
spect to the labor standards described in sub
section (a), the Secretary of Labor shall have 
the authority and functions set forth in Re
organization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (15 
Fed. Reg. 3176) and section 2 of the Act of 
June 13, 1934 (48 Stat. 948, chapter 482; 40 
U.S.C. 276c). 
"SEC. 1488. REGULATIONS AND GUIDANCE. 

"The Administrator shall publish such 
guidance and issue such regulations as are 
necessary to carry out this part, including 
guidance and regulations to ensure that-

"(1) each State commits and expends funds 
from State loan funds in accordance with the 
requirements of this part and applicable Fed
eral and State laws; and 

"(2) the States and eligible public water 
systems that receive funds under this part 
use accounting, audit, and fiscal procedures 
that conform to generally accepted account
ing standards. 

"SEC. 1489. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA· 
TIO NS. 

" There are authorized to be appropriated 
to the Environmental Protection Agency to 
carry out this part $600,000,000 for fiscal year 
1994 and $1 ,000,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
1995 through 2000." . 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-Section 1401 (42 u.s.c. 
300[) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (14) , by adding at the end 
the following new sentence: "The term in
cludes any Native village, as defined in sec
tion 3(c) of the Alaska Native Claims Settle
ment Act (43 U.S.C. 1602(c)). ";and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

"(15) The term 'community water system' 
means a public water system that-

"(A) serves at least 15 service connections 
used by year-round residents of the area 
served by the system; or 

"(B) regularly serves at least 25 year-round 
residents. 

" (16) The term 'noncommunity water sys
tem' means a public water system that is not 
a community water system. 

"(17) The term 'nonviable public water sys
tem'-

" (A) means a public water system that the 
Governor of a State determines is unlikely 
to attain compliance with the requirements 
of this Act on a sustained basis; but 

" (B) does not include a public water sys
tem that the Governor determines will sub
stantially improve existing conditions that 
pose a threat to public health. ". 
SEC. 4. NATIONAL DRINKING WATER REGULA· 

TIO NS. 
(a) IDENTIFICATION OF CONTAMINANTS.

Paragraph (3) of section 1412(b) (42 U.S.C. 
300g-l(b)(3)) is amended to read as follows : 

" (3)(A) The Administrator may publish a 
maximum contaminant level goal and pro
mulgate a national primary drinking water 
regulation for any contaminant that the Ad
ministrator determines may have any ad
verse effect on human health and that is 
known or anticipated to occur in public 
water systems in a concentration or fre
quency that indicates a public health con
cern. The Administrator shall not be re
quired to complete action under subpara
graph (B), (C), or (D) prior to promulgating a 
national primary drinking water regulation 
for a contaminant. 

" (B)(i) Not later than 3 years after the date 
of enactment of the Safe Drinking Water Act 
Amendments of 1993, the Administrator shall 
publish in the Federal Register a list and as
sessment of not fewer than 15 unregulated 
contaminants that, on the basis of the ad
verse health effects that may result from the 
contaminants and the occurrence of the con
taminants in public water systems, the Ad
ministrator determines present the greatest 
public health concern. Not later than 3 years 
after the date of publication of an initial list 
pursuant to this clause, and every 3 years 
thereafter, the Administrator shall publish, 
pursuant to this clause, a list and assess
ment of not fewer than 7 contaminants. At 
the time of the identification of any con
taminant pursuant to this subparagraph, the 
Administrator shall identify such additional 
research concerning health effects as is nec
essary to ensure appropriate control of the 
contaminant. 

" (ii) Not later than 1 year prior to publica
tion of a list pursuant to this subparagraph, 
the Administrator shall publish in the Fed
eral Register a proposed list and a summary 
of information concerning the health effects 
and occurrence of contaminants proposed to 
be listed pursuant to this subparagraph and 

any contaminants considered for inclusion 
on the list established under this subpara
graph that the Administrator has not pro
posed to be listed. 

" (iii) Not later than 180 days after publish
ing a proposed list pursuant to clause (ii ), 
the Administrator, in conjunction with the 
National Drinking Water Advisory Council , 
shall hold a public hearing to hear comments 
on the list of contaminants proposed pursu
ant to clause (ii) . The Council shall submit 
to the Administrator a report recommending 
any changes to the proposed list along with 
any dissenting views of members of the 
Council. Each hearing conducted pursuant to 
this clause shall be open to the public and 
each person submitting comments on the list 
proposed pursuant to clause (ii) shall be in
vited to attend the hearing. 

" (C)(i) Not later than 2 years after a con
taminant has been listed pursuant to sub
paragraph (B), the Administrator shall pub
lish a health assessment for the contaminant 
that contains a summary of the research on 
the adverse health effects that are likely as 
a result of the occurrence of the contami
nant in public water systems. 

" (ii) The Administrator may, after provid
ing notice in the Federal Register, delay the 
date of publication of the health assessment 
required under clause (i) for a period not to 
exceed 2 years, if the Administrator deter
mines that additional research is necessary 
to fully determine the adverse heal th effects 
that may result from the contaminant. 

" (iii) Each health assessment required 
under clause (i) shall be reviewed by the 
Science Advisory Board established under 
section 8 of the Environmental Research, De
velopment, and Demonstration Authoriza
tion Act of 1978 (42 U.S .C. 4365) prior to publi
cation. 

"(D)(i) At the time a health assessment for 
a contaminant is published under subpara
graph (C), the Administrator shall-

" (!) propose a maximum contaminant level 
goal and a national primary drinking water 
regulation for the contaminant; or 

" (II) publish a determination that the con
taminant does not meet the criteria estab
lished in subparagraph (A) and a national 
primary drinking water r egulation for the 
contaminant will not be proposed. 

"(ii) A determination published pursuant 
to clause (i)(Il) shall be considered to be a 
final agency action for purposes of section 
1448. 

" (E) Not later than 18 months after the 
date on which the Administrator proposes a 
national primary drinking water regulation 
for a contaminant pursuant to subparagraph 
(D), the Administrator shall publish a maxi
mum contaminant level goal and promulgate 
a national primary drinking water regula
tion for the contaminant. 

" (F) The Administrator shall publish a 
health advisory pursuant to subsection (f) 
for any contaminant listed under subpara
graph (B) for which the Administrator deter
mines, pursuant to subparagraph (D)(i)(Il), 
that a national primary drinking water regu
lation is not necessary not later than 1 year 
after the date of the determination. 

" (G) To ensure adequate occurrence data 
for purposes of this paragraph, the Adminis
trator shall establish a data base on the oc
currence of unregulated contaminants in 
public water systems and shall ensure that 
the data base is available to the public in 
readily accessible form. Information in the 
data base shall include--

" (i) such monitoring information on un
regulated contaminants collected by public 
water systems that serve more than 10,000 in
dividuals as is required by the Adminis
trator; 
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"(ii) monitoring information from rep

resentative sampling among public water 
systems that serve fewer than 10,000 individ
uals collected by the Administrator or by 
the States; and 

"(iii) such other monitoring information 
collected from public water systems as the 
Administrator shall require. 

"(H)(i) Except as provided in clause (ii), if 
in a petition signed by 7 or more Governors 
of States, the Governors request the Admin
istrator to publish a maximum contaminant 
level goal and promulgate a national pri
mary drinking water regulation for a con
taminant, the Administrator shall publish 
the goal and promulgate the regulation not 
later than the date that is 2 years after the 
receipt of the petition. 

"(ii) The Administrator shall not be re
quired to carry out clause (i) with respect to 
a contaminant if, prior to the date specified 
in clause (i), the Administrator publishes a 
determination in the Federal Register that-

"(!) the contaminant does not result in ad
verse effects on human health as the result 
of the presence of the contaminant in public 
water systems; or 

"(II) the concentration or frequency of oc
currence of the contaminant in public water 
systems does not constitute a public health 
concern. 

"(iii) A determination by the Adminis
trator not to promulgate a national primary 
drinking water regulation for a contaminant 
pursuant to clause (ii) shall be considered to 
be a final agency action for purposes of sec
tion 1448.". 

(b) DRINKING WATER STANDARD REVIEW AND 
COMPLIANCE PERIODS.-

(!) REVIEW PERIOD.-The first and second 
sentences of section 1412(b)(9) (42 U.S.C. 300g
l(b)(9)) are each amended by striking "3" 
each place it appears and inserting "6". 

(2) COMPLIANCE PERIOD.-The first sentence 
of section 1412(b)(10) (42 U.S.C. 300g-l(b)(10)) 
is amended by striking all after "effect" and 
inserting "on a date to be determined by the 
Administrator that shall be not later than 3 
years after the date of promulgation of the 
regulations.". 

(3) EXTENSION.- Section 1416(b)(2) (42 u.s.c. 
300g-5(b)(2)) is amended-

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking all 
after "but" and inserting the following: "not 
later than 2 years after the date of granting 
of the exemption if the appropriate official 
of the public water system establishes, to 
the satisfaction of the State, that-

"(i)(l) the system cannot meet the stand
ard without capital improvements and the 
improvements cannot be completed within 
the compliance period specified in section 
1412(b)(10); 

"(II) in the case of a system that needs fi
nancial assistance for the necessary im
provements, the system has obtained the as
sistance, or the needed financial assistance 
is identified in an intended use plan devel
oped pursuant to section 1484(b) and the as
sistance is reasonably likely to be available 
within the period of the exemption; or 

"(III) the appropriate official of the system 
has entered into an enforceable agreement to 
consolidate with another public water sys
tem or the system is scheduled to be consoli
dated with another system pursuant to a 
small system compliance program developed 
pursuant to section 1415(b) within the period 
of the exemptioI).; and 

"(ii) the appropriate officials of the system 
are taking all practicable steps to meet the 
standard."; and 

(B) by striking subparagraphs (B) and (C). 
(4) SMALL SYSTEM COMPLIANCE PROGRAMS.-

(A) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 1416 
(42 U.S.C. 300g-5 (a) and (b)) are amended by 
inserting "or an approved small system com
pliance program requirement" after "treat
ment technique requirement" each place it 
appears. 

(B) Section 1416(a) (42 U.S.C. 300g-5(a)) is 
amended by striking "or from both". 

(C) MONITORING REQUIREMENTS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 1412(b) (42 u.s.c. 

300g-l(b)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

"(12)(A) The Administrator may modify a 
national primary drinking water regulation 
promulgated under this section to remove 
the monitoring requirements for public 
water systems that have not detected the 
contaminant that is the subject of the regu
lation if the systems subject to the require
ments have completed at least 2 rounds of 
moni taring and-

"(i) the contaminant has been detected in 
fewer than 5 percent of all of the public 
water systems and the contaminant level ex
ceeds the maximum contaminant level for 
the contaminant in fewer than 0.5 percent of 
all of the public water systems; or 

"(ii) the contaminant has not been de
tected at a level exceeding 75 percent of the 
maximum contaminant level for the con
taminant in any of the public water systems. 

"(B) The Administrator may modify a na
tional primary drinking water regulation to 
remove the monitoring requirements appli
cable to public water systems with surface 
water supplies or to systems with ground 
water supplies, if the systems meet the con
ditions described in subparagraph (A). 

"(C) Nothing in this paragraph is intended 
to be interpreted, construed, or applied to 
limit the authority of the Administrator or 
a State to maintain drinking water monitor
ing requirements for a specific public water 
system or to take enforcement action with 
respect to the elements of a national pri
mary drinking water regulation other than 
the monitoring requirements.". 

(2) SMALL SYSTEM MONITORING.-Section 
1445(a)(l) (42 U.S.C. 300j-4(a)(l)) is amended

(A) by designating the first and second sen
tences as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respec
tively; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(C) With respect to monitoring require
ments for cancer causing contaminants, the 
Administrator or a State that has primary 
enforcement responsibility pursuant to sec
tion 1413(a) may modify the requirements to 
provide that any public water system that 
serves a population of fewer than 10,000 indi
viduals shall not be required to conduct addi
tional quarterly monitoring for a specific 
contaminant if monitoring for any 1 quarter 
conducted after the date of enactment of this 
subparagraph for the contaminant fails to 
detect the presence of the contaminant in 
the water supplied by the public water sys
tem.". 

(d) HEALTH ADVISORIES.-Section 1412 (42 
U.S.C. 300g-1) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

"(f)(l) The Administrator may publish a 
health advisory consisting of scientific docu
ments describing the probable health effects 
of a contaminant for which no maximum 
contaminant level or treatment technique 
has been established under a primary drink
ing water standard. 

"(2) A health advisory published under this 
subsection shall provide background and re
lated information to drinking water profes
sionals in a form that will assist the profes
sionals in the safe and effective operation of 
public water systems. 

"(3) A health advisory published under this 
subsection shall not be enforceable under 
this Act. 

"(4) Subsection (e) shall not apply to a 
health advisory published under this sub
section. 

"(5) A health advisory published under this 
subsection shall not be subject to review by 
the Office of Management and Budget.". 

(e) SUBSTITUTION OF SULFATE.-Section 
1412(b)(2) (42 U.S.C. 300g-l(b)(2)) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub
paragraph: 

"(E) Notwithstanding any requirement for 
the Administrator to take action by the date 
specified in subparagraph (B), the Adminis
trator may, not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this subparagraph, pub
lish regulations pursuant to this paragraph 
for a contaminant in lieu of sulfate if the Ad
ministrator determines that the regulation 
of the contaminant in lieu of sulfate will re
sult in greater protection of public health.". 
SEC. 5. SMALL PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-
(1) SMALL SYSTEM MANAGEMENT.-Section 

1415 (42 U.S.C. 300g-4) is amended to read as 
follows: 
"SEC.1415. SMALL PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS. 

"(a) SMALL SYSTEM MANAGEMENT PLANS.
"(l) IN GENERAL.-Each State with primary 

enforcement responsibility pursuant to sec
tion 1413 shall, not later than October 1, 1997, 
and every 3 years thereafter, submit to the 
Administrator a State drinking water supply 
plan for the effective and coordinated man
agement of public water systems that serve 
fewer than 3,300 individuals. 

"(2) REQUIREMENTS FOR PLANS.-Each plan 
submitted pursuant to this subsection shall, 
with respect to public water systems that 
serve fewer than 3,300 individuals-

"(A) identify each system and describe the 
characteristics of the system, including the 
treatment provided to drinking water and 
any protection of the drinking water source; 

"(B) identify each system that has an ex
emption granted pursuant to section 1416; 

"(C) describe projected population changes 
in the service area of each system during the 
20-year period beginning on the date of sub
mission of the plan and identify each system 
for which a substantially increased supply of 
water or treatment of water will be needed; 

"(D) establish criteria for identifying a 
nonviable system and identify each system 
that meets the criteria; 

"(E) identify opportunities for physical 
and administrative consolidation of systems 
to improve drinking water quality and re
duce user cost, including a ranking of sys
tems giving the highest priority to the con
solidation of nonviable public water systems; 

"(F) identify opportunities for the develop
ment of alternative supplies of raw water; 

"(G) establish criteria for assessing the fi
nancial capability of systems for the pur
poses of determining management options 
under paragraph (6); 

"(H) identify financing needs of systems 
and assess the extent to which these needs 
will be met by State loan funds established 
under part H; and 

"(I) identify opportunities for more cost
effective monitoring of drinking water, in
cluding compositing of samples and testing 
by a State laboratory. 

"(3) IDENTIFICATION BY STATE.-On the 
basis of the review and assessment of the 
status and condition of small water systems 
pursuant to paragraph (2), the State shall as 
part of the plan identify, for each system 
that is in violation of (or is expected to vio
late) a maximum contaminant level, 1 of the 
following management approaches: 
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"(A) Compliance with the maximum con

taminant level, based on a finding that the 
system has the financial . and management 
capacity to comply with the maximum con
taminant level, taking into account the 
availability of financial assistance through a 
State drinking water loan fund or the Rural 
Development Administration. 

"(B) The development of an individualized 
compliance program that implements con
solidation, alternative water supply, alter
native small system technology, or other 
system restructuring pursuant to subsection 
(b). 

"(4) RANK AND SCHEDULE FOR COMPLIANCE 
PROGRAMS.-With respect to systems for 
which a compliance program is to be devel
oped, each State plan shall-

"(A) rank systems, giving priority to sys
tems with respect to which drinking water 
poses the greatest threat to public health; 

"(B) specify a schedule for the develop
ment of not less than 113 of compliance pro
grams not later than the date that is 5 years 
after the date of submittal of the plan; and 

"(C) specify a schedule for the development 
of all compliance programs not later than 
the date that is 10 years after the date of 
submittal of the plan. 

"(5) COMPLIANCE WITH MAXIMUM CONTAMI
NANT LEVELS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), each system that is re
quired to comply with a maximum contami
nant level shall comply by the date that is 3 
years after the date of approval of the plan 
submitted pursuant to this subsection. 

"(B) REDUCED PERIOD OF COMPLIANCE.-If 
the period of compliance established under a 
drinking water regulation is less than 3 
years, the period of compliance under sub
paragraph (A) shall be the period specified in 
the drinking water regulation. 

"(6) PUBLIC HEARINGS CONCERNING PLANS.
Each State shall provide for public review 
and comment on plans submitted pursuant 
to this subsection and shall, at a minimum, 
provide for a public hearing on the plan not 
later than 90 days prior to the submission of 
the plan to the Administrator. 

"(7) REVIEW OF PLANS.-
" (A) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator shall 

review each plan submitted pursuant to this 
subsection. Not later than 90 days after re
ceipt of the plan, the Administrator shall ap
prove or disapprove the plan. 

"(B) PLAN APPROVAL.- The Administrator 
shall approve a plan if the plan is consistent 
with the requirements of the subsection. If 
the Administrator disapproves a plan, the 
disapproval shall specify necessary modifica
tions or revisions to the plan. The State 
shall make the modifications or revisions 
not later than 30 days after receipt of notice 
of the disapproval. 

" (C) FAILURE TO MODIFY PLAN.- If a State 
fails to make modifications or revisions to a 
plan pursuant to subparagraph (B), the Ad
ministrator may withhold from the State 
from funds made available to the State pur
suant to section 1484(a)(2), such sums as the 
Administrator determines to be appropriate. 

" (D) The approval of a plan pursuant to 
this paragraph shall not constitute a nec
essary condition for consolidation of public 
water systems. 

" (b) SMALL SYSTEM COMPLIANCE PRO
GRAMS.-

" (l) IN GENERAL.-Each State shall, in co
operation with small public water systems 
identified pursuant to subsection (a)(3)(B), 
develop compliance programs for the sys
tems to ensure the effective management 
and operation of the systems. 

" (2) GOALS FOR COMPLIANCE PROGRAMS.
" (A) IN GENERAL.-Each compliance pro

gram referred to in paragraph (1) shall pro
vide for compliance with maximum contami
nant levels to the maximum extent prac
ticable. 

"(B) SMALL SYSTEM TECHNOLOGY.- A com
pliance program may provide for small sys
tem technology identified in guidance issued 
pursuant to section 1412(b)(l3) if the tech
nology provides the greatest degree of public 
health protection consistent with the finan
cial and management capability of the sys
tem. In determining the financial and man
agement capability of a system, the appro
priate official of a State shall take into con
sideration the expected availability of finan
cial assistance through a State drinking 
water loan fund or the Rural Development 
Administration and the cost savings associ
ated with reasonably available opportunities 
for physical or administrative consultation. 

" (C) PROHIBITION.-A compliance program 
may not provide for small system technology 
that would result in an unreasonable risk to 
public heal th. 

" (3) REQUIREMENTS FOR COMPLIANCE PRO
GRAMS.-Each compliance program developed 
by a State for a small public water system 
pursuant to this subsection shall-

" (A) describe the system characteristics, 
source of raw water, service area, compli
ance history, and financial condition; 

"(B) identify options for the effective man
agement and operation of the system includ
ing-

" (i) the consolidation of the system in 
physical or administrative terms; 

" (ii) the development of alternative 
sources of raw water; and 

"(iii) the treatment of an existing or alter
native source of raw water, including a 
treatment identified in small system tech
nology guidance; 

" (C) identify measures needed to ensure 
the long-term quality. of a source of raw 
water; 

" (D) identify administrative and manage
ment requirements necessary to ensure the 
effective operation of the system; 

"(E) select a final option from among op
tions identified in subparagraph (B); 

" (F) include a financial plan that is suffi
cient to ensure the implementation of the 
compliance program; and 

" (G) include such engineering designs and 
specifications as are necessary to commence 
the implementation of the compliance pro
gram. 

" (4) SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTATION.-Each 
compliance program developed pursuant to 
this subsection shall be implemented as ex
peditiously as practicable, but not later than 
3 years after the date of submittal of the 
compliance program to the Administrator. 

"(5) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.-Each State or 
public water system shall provide for public 
participation in the development of a com
pliance program under this subsection and 
shall, at a minimum, provide for a public 
hearing to hear comments on any option se
lected pursuant to paragraph (3)(E). 

"(6) REVIEW BY ADMINISTRATOR.-Each 
State shall provide a copy of each compli
ance program to the Administrator on com
pletion of the program. The Administrator 
may disapprove a compliance program if the 
program is not consistent with the require
ments of this Act or poses an unreasonable 
risk to public health. If the Administrator 
disapproves a compliance program for a pub
lic water system, the system shall comply 
with maximum contaminant levels not later 
than 3 years after the date of the dis
approval." . 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(A) Section 1411 (42 U.S.C. 300g) is amended 

by striking " sections 1415 and 1416" and in-
serting " section 1416". · 

(B) Section 1412(b) (42 U.S.C. 300g-l(b)) is 
amended-

(i) in paragraph (7)(A), by striking " , but 
the Administrator may grant a variance 
from any specified treatment technique in 
accordance with section 1415(a)(3)" ; 

(ii) in paragraph (7)(C)(ii), by striking " In 
lieu of the provisions of section 1415 the" and 
inserting " The"; and 

(iii) in paragraph (8), by striking the sec
ond and third sentences. 

(C) Section 1448(b) (42 U.S.C. 300j-7(b)) is 
amended by striking "a variance or exemp
tion under section 1415 or 1416" and inserting 
"an exemption under section 1416" . 

(b) SMALL SYSTEM TECHNOLOGY GUID
ANCE.-

(1) IN GENERAL.- Section 1412(b) (42 u.s.c. 
300gl(b), as amended by section 4(c), is fur
ther amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

" (13)(A) At the same time as the Adminis
trator publishes a national primary drinking 
water regulation pursuant to this section, 
the Administrator shall publish guidance de
scribing various treatment technologies as
sociated with the contaminant that is the 
subject of regulations and that are appro
priate for systems serving fewer than 3,300 
individuals. 

" (B) The guidance published pursuant to 
this paragraph shall identify the effective
ness of the technology, the cost of the tech
nology, and any other characteristics of the 
technology that the Administrator deter
mines to be relevant. The Administrator 
shall include in the guidance low-cost tech
nologies and may include technologies that 
may not result in attainment of a maximum 
contaminant level. 

" (C) The Administrator may not include in 
the guidance published under this paragraph 
any technology that would pose an unreason
able risk to public health.". 

(2) EXISTING REGULATIONS.- Not later than 
2 years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency shall issue small system 
technology guidance for contaminants regu
lated by drinking water regulations pub
lished at 54 Fed. Reg. 27486 on June 29, 1989, 
56 Fed. Reg. 3526 on January 30, 1991, 56 Fed. 
Reg. 30266 on July 1, 1991, and 57 Fed. Reg. 
31776 on July 17, 1992, under title XIV of the 
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S .C. 300f et 
seq.). 

(3) EXTENSIONS.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, no public water sys
tem serving fewer than 3,300 individuals shall 
be required to comply with any maximum 
contaminant level or treatment technology 
specified in a regulation identified in para
graph (2) until the date that is--

(i) the termination date of the compliance 
period established in State small system 
management plan developed pursuant to sec
tion 1415(a)(5) of title XIV of the Public 
Health Service Act (as amended by section 
5); or 

(ii) the end of the compliance period estab
lished in a small system compliance program 
pursuant to section 1415(b)(4) of such title (as 
amended by section 5). 

(B) EXCEPTION TO EXTENSION.- The exten
sion provided by subparagraph (A) shall not 
apply to any public water system that-

(i) is in compliance with a maximum con
taminant level; 
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(ii) has installed treatment technology to 

comply with a maximum contaminant level; 
or 

(iii) is subject to a court order to comply 
with a maximum contaminant level. 

(C) ADDITIONAL EXCEPTION.-The extension 
provided by subparagraph (A) shall not apply 
to any contaminant addressed in the regula
tions referred to in paragraph (2) (except for 
the regulations referred to in subparagraph 
(D)) if the contaminant was regulated prior 
to 1986. 

(D) APPLICABILITY OF REGULATIONS.-In the 
case of regulations published at 54 Fed. Reg. 
27486 on June 29, 1989, the extension provided 
by subparagraph (A) shall only apply to non
communi ty public water systems. 
SEC. 6. ENFORCEMENT OF DRINKING WATER 

REGULATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Part G of the title (as 

amended by section 3) is further amended to 
read as follows: 

"PART G-ENFORCEMENT 
"SEC. 1471. PROTECTION OF PUBLIC WATER SYS

TEMS AND GENERAL PROHIBITION 
OF CONTAMINATION OF DRINKING 
WATER SOURCES. 

"(a) GENERAL PROHIBITION ON CONTAMINA
TION.-Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this title, the failure to comply with any 
applicable requirement of this title, any reg
ulation promulgated pursuant to part B or E, 
or any requirement imposed pursuant to part 
B or E shall be unlawful. 

"(b) DEFINITION.-As used in this part, the 
term 'applicable requirement of this title' 
mean&-

"(1) a requirement of section 1412, 1414, 
1415, 1416, 1417, 1419, 1428, 1445, 1447, 1463, 1464, 
or 1471; 

"(2) a regulation promulgated pursuant to 
a section referred to in clause (i); 

"(3) a requirement imposed pursuant to a 
section referred to in clause (i); or 

"(4) any requirement of, or permit issued, 
under-

"(A) an applicable State program for which 
the Administrator has made a determination 
that the requirements of section 1413 have 
been satisfied; or 

"(B) an applicable State program approved 
pursuant to any other provision of part B. 
"SEC. 1472. CIVIL ENFORCEMENT. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-
"(l) ACTIONS BY THE ADMINISTRATOR.

Whenever, on the basis of any information 
available to the Administrator, the Adminis
trator finds that any person-

"(A) has violated any applicable require
ment of this title; or 

"(B) has failed to comply with any order 
issued under part B by the Administrator or 
by a State with primary enforcement au
thority pursuant to section 1413 or by a 
State pursuant to a program approved pursu
ant to any other provision of part B, 
the Administrator shall issue an order re
quiring the person to comply with the re
quirement, regulation, schedule, permit or 
State order pursuant to this subsection, 
issue a penalty order assessing an adminis
trative penalty pursuant to subsection (c), 
commence a civil action in accordance with 
subsection (d), or notify the person and the 
State of the finding. 

"(2) ORDERS.-If, during the period begin
ning on the date that is 31 days after the Ad
ministrator provides notice to the State of 
the finding the State has not commenced ap
propriate enforcement action, the Adminis
trator shall-

"(A) issue an order requiring the person to 
comply with the requirement, regulation, 
schedule, or permit pursuant to this sub
section; 

"(B) issue a penalty order proposing an ad
ministrative penalty pursuant to subsection 
(c); or 

"(C) or commence a civil action in accord
ance with subsection (d). 

"(3) COMPLIANCE.- Compliance with a re
quirement of a small system compliance pro
gram carried out pursuant to section 1415(b), 
an exemption issued pursuant to section 
1416, or any schedule or requirement imposed 
pursuant to section 1415(b) or 1416 shall, for 
the purposes of this section, be considered as 
compliance with section 1412. 

"(b) ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE OR
DERS.-

"(1) SERVICE.-If a compliance order or no
tice under subsection (a) is issued to a cor
poration, a copy of the compliance order or 
notice shall be served on any appropriate 
corporate officers. 

"(2) REQUIREMENTS.-A compliance order 
issued under subsection (a) shall-

"(A) be served by personal service; 
"(B) state with reasonable specificity the 

nature of the violation; and 
"(C) specify a reasonable time for compli

ance that takes into account the nature of 
the violation. 

"(c) ADMINISTRATIVE PENALTY 0RDERS.
"(l) VIOLATIONS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-If the Administrator 

makes a finding pursuant to subsection (a) 
that a person (other than a Federal agency) 
has violated a requirement referred to in 
subsection (a)(l)(A) or has failed to comply 
with an order referred to in subsection 
(a)(l)(B), the Administrator may issue a pen
alty order assessing a class I civil penalty or 
a class II civil penalty under this subsection 
against the person. 

"(B) CLASS II CIVIL PENALTY.- If the Ad
ministrator makes a finding pursuant to sub
section (a), that a Federal agency has vio
lated a requirement referred to in subsection 
(a)(l)(A) or has failed to comply with an 
order referred to in subsection (a)(l)(B), the 
Administrator may issue a penalty order as
sessing a class II civil penalty under this 
subsection against the Federal agency. 

"(C) CLASS I ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES.-Be
fore issuing an order assessing a class I civil 
penalty under this subsection, the Adminis
trator shall provide the person to be assessed 
the penalty with written notice of the pro
posal of the Administrator to issue the order 
and the opportunity to, not later than 30 
days after the date of receipt of the notice, 
request a hearing on the proposed order. The 
hearing shall not be subject to sections 555 
and 556 of title 5, United States Code. The 
hearing shall provide a reasonable oppor
tunity for the person to be heard and present 
evidence. 

"(D) CLASS II assessment procedures.-
" (i) IN GENERAL.-Before issuing an order 

assessing a class II civil penalty under this 
subsection, the Administrator shall-

"(!) act in the same manner for , and in ac
cordance with the same provisions of law ap
plicable to, the assessment and collection of 
civil penalties after notice and opportunity 
for a hearing on the record in accordance 
with section 554 of title 5, United States 
Code; 

"(II) provide public notice of, and reason
able opportunity to comment on, the pro
posal to issue the order; and 

"(III) in the case of a request for a hearing 
by the appropriate official of a Federal agen
cy that is the subject of a proposed penalty 
order, give prompt public notice of the re
quest. 

"(ii) PROCEDURES.- The Administrator may 
issue rules for discovery procedures in class 

II hearings under this subsection. Any per
son who comments on a proposed assessment 
of a class II penalty under this subsection 
shall be given notice of any hearing held 
under this section and of the order assessing 
the penalty. In any hearing concerning a 
class II penalty held pursuant to this sub
section, the person shall be provided a rea
sonable opportunity to be heard and present 
evidence. 

"(2) CLASSES OF PENALTIES.-
"(A) CLASS I.-A class I civil penalty as

sessed under paragraph (1) shall be in an 
amount not to exceed $10,000 per day per vio
lation, except that the maximum amount of 
a class I civil penalty referred to in the pre
ceding sentence shall not exceed $25,000. A 
class I penalty order issued pursuant to sub
section (c), other than an order issued upon 
consent, shall become final not later than 30 
days after the order is issued. An order is
sued upon consent pursuant to this sub
section shall become final on the issuance of 
the order. 

"(B) CLASS II.- A class II civil penalty as
sessed under paragraph (1) shall be in an 
amount not to exceed $10,000 per day per vio
lation, except that the maximum amount of 
a class II civil penalty assessed under para
graph (1) shall not exceed $200,000. A class II 
penalty order issued pursuant to subsection 
(c), other than an order issued upon consent, 
shall become final unless, not later than 30 
days after the order is issued along with 
written notice of an opportunity to request a 
hearing, the person who is the subject of the 
order requests a hearing. 

"(3) DETERMINING AMOUNT.-In determining 
the amount of a penalty assessed under this 
subsection, the Administrator shall take 
into account the seriousness of each viola
tion, the economic benefit (if any) resulting 
from the violation, any history of similar 
violations including violations that are not 
part of the then current action, any good
faith efforts to comply with applicable re
quirements before the initiation of the ac
tion, the economic impact of the penalty on 
the violator, and such other matters as jus
tice may require. 

"( 4) EFFECT OF ORDER.-
"(A) LIMITATION ON ACTIONS UNDER OTHER 
SECTIONS.-An action taken by the Adminis
trator under this subsection shall not affect 
or limit the authority of the Administrator 
to carry out the enforcement of this title; 
except that any violation-

"(i) with respect to which the Adminis
trator has commenced and is diligently pros
ecuting a penalty action under this sub
section; or 

"(ii) for which the Administrator has is
sued a final order not subject to further judi
cial review and the violator has paid a pen
alty assessed under this subsection, 
shall not also be the subject of a civil pen
alty action under subsection (d) or, in the 
case of a class II civil penalty, under section 
1449. 

"(B) APPLICABILITY OF LIMITATION WITH RE
SPECT TO CITIZEN SUITS.-The limitations de
scribed in subparagraph (A) concerning civil 
penalty actions carried out pursuant to sec
tion 1449 shall not apply with respect to any 
violation with respect to which-

" (i) a civil action under section 1449 has 
been filed prior to commencement of .a pen
alty action under this subsection, or 

"(ii) notice of an alleged violation of this 
title has been given in accordance with sec
tion 1449 prior to the commencement of an 
action carried out pursuant to this sub
section and an action is filed pursuant to 
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section 1449 with respect to the alleged viola
tion before the date that is 120 days after the 
date that the notice is given. 

" (5) EFFECT OF ACTION ON COMPLIANCE.- No 
action by the Administrator under this sub
section shall affect the obligation of any per
son to comply with-

"(A) any requirement of section 1471 or any 
other provision of this title; 

"(B) any regulation promulgated pursuant 
to this title; 

" (C) any schedule or other requirement im
posed pursuant to this title; and 

" (D) any requirement of or permit issued 
under-

" (i) an applicable State program for which 
the Administrator has made a determination 
that the requirements of section 1413 are sat
isfied; or 

" (ii) an applicable State program approved 
pursuant to any other provision of this title 
or any order issued by the Administrator 
pursuant to this title. 

"(6) JUDICIAL REVIEW.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Any person against 

whom a penalty order is issued under this 
subsection, except upon consent, may obtain 
review of the order-

"(i) in the case of the assessment of a class 
I civil penalty, in the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia Circuit or 
in the district court in the district in which 
the violation is alleged to have occurred; or 

"(ii) in the case of the assessment of a 
class II civil penalty, in the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit or for any other circuit in which the 
person resides or transacts business, 
by filing a notice of appeal with the court 
during the 30-day period beginning on the 
date the penalty order becomes final and si
multaneously sending a copy of the notice by 
certified mail to the Administrator and the 
Attorney General. The Administrator shall 
promptly file in such court a certified copy 
of the record on which the order was issued. 
The court shall not set aside or remand the 
order unless the court finds that there is not 
substantial evidence in the record, taken as 
a whole, to support the finding of a violation 
or that the assessment by the Administrator 
of the penalty constitutes an abuse of discre
tion. The court may not impose an addi
tional civil penalty for the violation that is 
the subject of the assessment by the Admin
istrator unless the court finds that the as
sessment constitutes an abuse of discretion 
by the Administrator. 

''(B) JUDICIAL REVIEW.-Notwithstanding 
section 1448(a)(2), a class I penalty order is
sued under subsection (c) shall be subject to 
judicial review only under subparagraph 
(A)(i). 

"(7) COLLECTION.-If any person fails to pay 
an assessment of a civil penalty-

"(A) after the order making the assess
ment has become final, or 

"(B) after an action brought under para
graph (6) a court has entered a final judg
ment in favor of the Administrator, 
the Administrator shall request the Attor
ney General to bring a civil action in an ap
propriate district court to recover the 
amount assessed (plus interest at currently 
prevailing rates from the date of the final 
order or the date of the final judgment, as 
the case may be). In the action, the validity, 
amount, and appropriateness of the penalty 
shall not be subject to judicial review. 

"(8) SUBPOENAS.-The Administrator may, 
in connection with administrative proceed
ings under this subsection or in connection 
with investigations conducted pursuant to 
this title, issue subpoenas for the attendance 

and testimony of witnesses and the produc
tion of relevant papers, books, or documents. 
In case of contumacy or refusal to obey a 
subpoena issued pursuant to this paragraph 
and served to any person, the district court 
of the United States for any district in which 
the person is found, resides, or transacts 
business, on application by the United States 
and after notice to the person, shall have ju
risdiction to issue an order requiring the per
son to appear and give testimony before an 
administrative law judge or the Adminis
trator or to appear and produce documents 
before an administrative law judge or the 
Administrator (or both). A failure to obey an 
order of the court issued pursuant to the pre
ceding sentence may be punished by the 
court as a contempt of the court. 

"(d) CIVIL ACTIONS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-A civil action com

menced by the Administrator pursuant to 
this section shall be for appropriate relief, 
including a permanent or temporary injunc
tion against any person who-

"(A) has violated any applicable require
ment of this title; or 

"(B) has failed to comply with any order 
issued under this title by the Administrator 
or by a State with primary enforcement au
thority pursuant to section 1413. 

"(2) JURISDICTION .-An action under this 
subsection may be brought in the district 
court of the United States for the district in 
which the defendant is located, resides, or is 
doing business, and the court shall have ju
risdiction to restrain any applicable viola
tion and to require compliance with a re
quirement referred to in subparagraph (A). 
The court may enter such judgment as the 
protection of public health requires. 

"(3) PENALTIES.- Any person who-
"(A) has violated any applicable require

ment of this title; or 
"(B) has failed to comply with any order 

issued under this title by the Administrator 
or by a State with primary enforcement au
thority pursuant to section 1413, 
shall be subject to a civil judicial penalty in 
an amount not to exceed $25,000 per day for 
each violation. 

"(4) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT OF PEN
ALTY.-ln determining the amount of a civil 
penalty assessed pursuant to paragraph (3), 
the court shall consider the seriousness of 
each violation, the economic benefit (if any) 
resulting from the violation, any history of 
similar violations including violations that 
are not part of the then current action, any 
good-faith efforts to comply with applicable 
requirements before the initiation of the 
civil action, the economic impact of the pen
alty on the violator, and such other matters 
as justice may require. 

"(e) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.-Nothing in 
this section is intended to be construed to 
limit the authority of the Administrator to 
take enforcement action against a Federal 
agency under any other provision of this 
title. 
"SEC. 1473. CRIMINAL ENFORCEMENT. 

"(a) NEGLIGENT VIOLATIONS.-Any person 
who negligently violates any applicable re
quirement of this title shall, upon convic
tion, be punished by a fine or imprisonment 
for a period of not more than 1 year (or 
both), as provided in title 18, United States 
Code. 

" (b) KNOWING VIOLATIONS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), any person who knowingly
"(A) violates any applicable requirement 

of this title; or 
"(B) has failed to comply with any order 

issued pursuant to section 1431, 

shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine 
or imprisonment for a period of not more 
than 5 years (or both), as provided in title 18, 
United States Code. 

"(2) MULTIPLE CONVICTIONS.-With respect 
to a violation committed by a person after a 
first conviction of the person for any viola
tion specified in paragraph (1), the maximum 
punishment for the person upon conviction 
shall be doubled with respect the amount of 
a fine and the length of imprisonment. 

"(c) KNOWING ENDANGERMENT.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), a person who knowingly-
" (A) violates any applicable requirement 

of this title; 
"(B) fails to comply with any order issued 

pursuant to section 1431; and 
"(C) in the course or connection with the 

act of the violation places any other person 
in imminent danger of death or serious bod
ily injury, 
shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine 
or imprisonment for a period of not more 
than 15 years (or both), as provided in title 
18, United States Code. 

"(2) ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS.-
"(A) KNOWING CONDUCT.-For the purposes 

of this subsection-
"(i) in determining whether a defendant 

who is an individual knew that the conduct 
of the defendant placed another person in 
imminent danger of death or serious bodily 
injury-

"(!) the defendant is responsible only for 
actual awareness or actual belief that the de
fendant possessed; and 

"(II) knowledge possessed by a person 
other than the defendant but not by the de
fendant may not be attributed to the defend
ant, 
except that in proving the possession by the 
defendant of actual knowledge, circumstan
tial evidence may be used, including evi
dence that the defendant took affirmative 
steps to shield. the defendant from relevant 
information; and 

"(ii) it is an affirmative defense to pros
ecution that the conduct charged was con
sented to by the person endangered and that 
the danger and conduct charged were reason
ably foreseeable hazards of- · 

"(I) an occupation, a business, or a profes
sion; or 

"(II) medical treatment or medical or sci
entific experimentation conducted by profes
sionally approved methods and such other 
person had been made aware of the risks in
volved prior to giving consent. 

"(B) PREPONDERANCE OF EVIDENCE.-A de
fense referred to in subparagraph (A)(ii) may 
be established pursuant to subparagraph (A) 
by a preponderance of the evidence. 

"(C) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this sub
section: 

"(i) IMMINENT DANGER.-The term 'immi
nent danger' means the existence of a condi
tion or combination of conditions that could 
reasonably be expected to cause death or se
rious bodily injury unless the condition (or 
combination of conditions) is remedied. 

"(ii) SERIOUS BODILY INJURY.-The term 'se
rious bodily injury' means bodily injury that 
involves a substantial risk of death, uncon
sciousness, extreme physical pain, pro
tracted and obvious disfigurement, or pro
tracted loss or impairment of the function of 
a bodily member, organ, or mental faculty. 

"(d) FALSE STATEMENTS; MONITORING.
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Any person who know

ingly-
"(A) makes any false material statement, 

representation, or certification in, or omits 
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material information from, or knowingly al
ters, conceals, or fails to file any notice, ap
plication, record, report. plan, or other docu
ment filed or required to be maintained pur
suant to part B or E (regardless of whether 
the Administrator or a State enforces the re
quirements); 

"(B) fails to make a report required under 
part B or E; or 

" (C) falsifies, tampers with, renders inac
curate , fails to install, maintain, or utilize 
any monitoring device or monitoring or 
treatment method required to be maintained 
or carried under part B or E (including any 
regulation or order issued by the Adminis
trator or any State pursuant to this title), 
shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine 
or imprisonment for a period of not more 
than 2 years (or both), as provided in title 18, 
United States Code. 

"(2) MULTIPLE CONVICTIONS.-With respect 
to a violation committed by a person after a 
first conviction of the person for any viola
tion of part B or E, the maximum punish
ment specified in paragraph (1) shall be dou
bled with respect to the amount of a fine and 
the length of imprisonment. With respect to 
a violation committed by a person who car
ries out an illegal activity that is punishable 
under this section with respect to which the 
purpose is to conceal or cover up a violation 
of part B or E, the maximum punishment 
specified in paragraph (1) shall be doubled 
with respect to the amount of a fine and the 
length of imprisonment. 
"SEC. 1474. EFFECT OF ENFORCEMENT ACTION 

ON COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER AP
PLICABLE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. 

"No action by the Administrator or any 
other official of the Federal Government 
pursuant to this title is intended to have any 
effect on the obligation of any person to 
comply with each law (including each regu
lation), permit term, or other requirement 
that applies to the person pursuant to Fed
eral law. 
"SEC. 1475. STATE AUTHORITY TO ADOPT OR EN

FORCE LAWS. 
"Nothing in this title is intended to dimin

ish any authority of a State or political sub
division of a State to adopt or enforce any 
law (including any regulation) concerning 
drinking water regulation or public water 
systems, except that no State or local law 
referred to in this section may relieve any 
person of any requirement that is applicable 
to the person under this title. 
"SEC. 1476. CONSOLIDATION INCENTIVE. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-An owner or operator of 
a public water system may submit to the 
State in which the system is located (if the 
State has primary enforcement responsibil
ity pursuant to section 1413) or to the Ad
ministrator (if the State does not have pri
mary enforcement responsibility) a plan 
for-

"(l) the physical consolidation of the sys
tem with 1 or more other systems; 

"(2) the consolidation of significant man
agement and administrative functions of the 
system with 1 or more other systems; or 

"(3) the transfer of ownership of the sys
tem to a private entity that may reasonably 
be expected to improve drinking water qual
ity. 

"(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR PLANS.-A plan 
submitted pursuant to this subsection 
shall-

"(1) specify a schedule of steps related to 
the consolidation or transfer of ownership 
that shall be completed not later than 2 
years after the date of submission of the 
plan; 

"(2) describe such measures as are nec
essary to ensure that the public water sys-

tern will consistently meet the requirements 
of this Act; and 

" (3) describe any then current violation or 
any anticipated future violation of this Act. 

" (c) REVIEW OF PLAN.-
" (l) IN GENERAL.-The State shall review a 

plan submitted pursuant to this subsection 
and shall approve each plan that is consist
ent with the requirements of this Act. 

" (2) APPROVAL BY ADMINISTRATOR.-The 
State shall provide an approved plan to the 
Administrator. The plan shall be considered 
to be approved by the Administrator unless 
the Administrator disapproves the plan not 
later than 90 days after receiving the plan. 

"(3) WITHDRAWAL OF APPROVAL.-The State 
or the Administrator may withdraw the ap
proval of a plan on the basis of a substantial 
failure by an owner or operator to comply 
with a schedule established under para 
graph (2). 

"(d) CONSEQUENCES OF APPROVAL.-If the 
State and the Administrator have approved a 
plan pursuant to subsection (c)-

"(1) no enforcement action conducted pur
suant to this part shall be commenced prior 
to the completion date specified in the 
schedule established pursuant to subsection 
(b)(l); and 

"(2) any violation identified in the ap
proved plan shall not be the subject of an en
forcement action conducted pursuant to this 
part prior to termination of the schedule.". 

(b) PUBLIC NOTICE AND NOTICE TO STATE.
Section 1414 (42 U.S.C. 300g-3) is amended

(!) by striking subsections (a) and (b); 
(2) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-

section (a); 
(3) in subsection (a) (as so redesignated)-
(A) in the first sentence- · 
(i) in paragraph (1), by redesignating sub

paragraphs (A) and (B) as clauses (i) and (ii), 
respectively; 

(ii) in paragraph (2), by redesignating sub
paragraphs (A) and (B) as clauses (i) and (ii), 
respectively; 

(iii) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 
and 

(iv) by inserting "(l)" after "(c)''; and 
(B) by striking the second sentence and all 

that follows through the end of the sub
section and inserting the following new para
graph: 

"(2)(A) The Administrator shall, by regula
tion, prescribe the form, manner, and fre
quency for giving notice under this sub
section. 

"(B) Regulations issued under this sub
section shall specify notification procedures 
for each violation that has the potential to 
cause serious adverse effects on human 
health. Each notice of a violation provided 
under this subparagraph shall-

"(i) be distributed as soon as practicable 
after the violation, but not later than 24 
hours after the violation; 

"(ii) be provided to appropriate broadcast 
media; 

"(iii) be published in a newspaper of gen
eral circulation serving the area not later 
than 1 day after the distribution of a notice 
pursuant to clause (i), or the date of publica
tion of the next issue of the newspaper; 

" (iv) provide a clear and readily under
standable explanation of-

"(I) the violation; 
"(II) any potential adverse effects on 

human health; 
" (Ill) the steps that the public water sys

tem is taking to correct the violation; and 
"(IV) the necessity of seeking alternative 

water supplies until the violation is cor
rected; and 

"(v) be provided to the State agency that 
has primary enforcement responsibility pur
suant to section 1413 and to the Adminis
trator. 

"(C) Notice of violations other than viola
tions identified under subparagraph (B) shall 
be-

" (i) provided not less frequently than an
nually and published in a newspaper of gen
eral circulation serving the area; and 

" (ii) provided to the State agency that has 
primary enforcement responsibility pursuant 
to section 1413 and to the Administrator. 

"(D) Not later than January 1, 1996, and 
annually thereafter, each State that has pri
mary enforcement responsibility pursuant to 
section 1413 shall publish an annual report 
on public water system compliance in the 
State and submit the report to the Adminis
trator. 

"(E) Not later than July 1, 1996, and annu
ally thereafter, the Administrator shall sub
mit to Congress an annual report summariz
ing and evaluating reports submitted by 
States pursuant to subparagraph (D) and 
making recommendations concerning the re
sources needed to improve compliance with 
this title."; 

(4) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (b); and 

(5) by striking subsections (e) through (g). 
(C) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Section 1416(b)(3) is amended by strik

ing "1414" and inserting " 1472 or 1473". 
(2) Section 1463 (42 U.S.C. 300j-23) is amend

ed by striking subsections (c) and (d). 
(3) Section 1441 (42 U.S.C. 300j) is amend

ed-
(A) by striking subsection (e); and 
(B) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub

section (e). 
(d) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.-Nothing in 

this section is intended to alter any adminis
trative proceedings for enforcement (includ
ing administrative proceedings for the issu
ance and enforcement of orders) initiated be
fore the date of enactment of this section 
(including the procedures applicable to the 
enforcement proceedings in effect on the day 
before the date of enactment of this section). 
SEC. 7. CONTROL OF LEAD IN DRINKING WATER. 

(a) FITTINGS AND FIXTURES.-Section 1417 
(42 U.S.C. 300g- 6) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(e) LEAD PLUMBING FITTINGS AND FIX
TURES.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this sub
section, the Administrator shall issue regu
lations to establish a health-effects based 
performance standard that establishes mini
mal leaching levels of lead from new plumb
ing pipes, fittings, and fixtures that convey 
drinking water. 

"(2) CONSEQUENCES OF FAILURE TO MEET RE
QUIREMENTS.-If the requirements of para
graph (1) are not met-

"(A) by the date that is 4 years after the 
date of enactment of this subsection, no per
son may import, manufacture. process, or 
distribute in commerce a plumbing fitting or 
fixture that contains more than 7 percent 
lead by dry weight; 

"(B) by the date that is 5 years after the 
date of enactment of this subsection, no per
son may import, manufacture, process, or 
distribute in commerce a plumbing fitting or 
fixture that contains more than 6 percent 
lead by dry weight; 

"(C) by the date that is 6 years after the 
date of enactment of this subsection, no per
son may import, manufacture, process, or 
distribute in commerce a plumbing fitting or 
fixture that contains more than 5 percent 
lead by dry weight; or 
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"(D) by the date that is 7 years after the 

date of enactment of this subsection, no per
son may import, manufacture, process, or 
distribute in commerce a plumbing fitting or 
fixture that contains more than 4 percent 
lead by dry weight.". 

(b) ENFORCEMENT.-Section 1417(a) (42 
U.S.C. 300g-6(a)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (1)-
(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A)-
(i) by striking "Any" and inserting "No 

person shall use any"; and 
(ii) by striking "which is used"; and 
(B) in the matter following subparagraph 

(B), by striking "shall be" and inserting 
"which is not"; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A), by inserting after 
"Each" the following: "owner or operator of 
a" . 
SEC. 8. RADON IN DRINKING WATER AND INDOOR 

AIR. 
(a) RADON IN DRINKING WATER.- Part B (42 

U.S.C. 300g et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
"SEC. 1418. RADON IN DRINKING WATER. 

" (a) REGULATIONS FOR RADON IN DRINKING 
WATER.-Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this Act or any other Federal law, on 
the date that is 1 year after the date of en
actment of this section, the Administrator 
shall promulgate national primary drinking 
water regulations for radon. 

" (b) RADON STANDARD.-
"(l) MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL.-The 

regulations promulgated pursuant to sub
section (a) shall specify a maximum con
taminant level goal and a maximum con
taminant level determined pursuant to sec
tion 1412(b). 

" (2) ALTERNATIVE PROGRAM.-Notwith
standing the requirements of section 1412(b), 
the regulations promulgated pursuant to 
subsection (a) shall-

"(A) specify an alternative contaminant 
level that poses a health risk that is equiva
lent to the health risk associated with the 
national average radon level in outdoor air, 
taking into consideration risks from inhala
tion, ingestion of radon in drinking water, 
and episodic uses of drinking water; 

" (B) specify a period of compliance of 3 
years; and 

"(C) specify minimum conditions for alter
native compliance programs carried out pur
suant to subsection (c). 

"(C) ALTERNATIVE COMPLIANCE PRO-
GRAMS.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-A public water system 
may comply with the · alternative contami
nant level specified in subsection (b)(2) if the 
system is-

"(A) implementing an alternative compli
ance program approved pursuant to this sub
section; or 

" (B) located in a State that is implement
ing a program to reduce radon in indoor air 
and is receiving State grant assistance for 
the program pursuant to section 306 of the 
Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 
2666) . 

"(2) PROGRAM SUBMITTAL AND REVIEW.
"(A) SUBMITTAL OF PROGRAM.-The appro

priate official of a public water system re
ferred to in paragraph (1) that proposes to 
carry out an alternative compliance program 
referred to in such paragraph shall submit a 
program to the State agency that has pri
mary enforcement responsibility pursuant to 
section 1413 or another appropriate State 
agency designated by the Governor, not later 
than 18 months after the date of promulga
tion of the regulations under subsection (a). 

"(B) PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT.-The ap
propriate official of the public water system 

shall provide opportunity for public review 
and comment on the program prior to the 
submittal of the program to the State pursu
ant to subparagraph (A) and shall provide to 
the State a summary of public comments 
concerning the program. 

" (C) REVIEW BY STATE.-
" (i) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 180 days 

after the date of submittal of the program, 
the appropriate official of the State shall re
view and approve the program if the program 
is consistent with the requirements of this 
section. 

" (ii) REVIEW BY ADMINISTRATOR.-The Ad
ministrator shall , at the request of a State, 
review and approve a program submitted to 
the State pursuant to this subparagraph. 

"(3) EDUCATIONAL MATERIAL.- Each alter
native compliance program referred to in 
paragraph (l)(A) shall provide for the dis
tribution to each residential customer, not 
later than 1 year after the approval by the 
State of the program and every 5 years 
thereafter, educational material concerning 
radon that describes-

" (A) the health threats posed by radon; 
" (B) the sources of radon (including soil 

gas and drinking water); 
"(C) the level of radon in the drinking 

water provided by the public water system 
that is the subject of the program; 

"(D) measures to reduce the levels of radon 
in the air indoors; and 

" (E) radon testing and mitigation services 
offered by-

" (i) the public water system; and 
" (ii) persons who do business in the service 

area and who are certified by the Adminis
trator as proficient in conducting radon test
ing or mitigation. 

"(4) TESTING FOR RADON IN INDOOR AIR.
"(A) IN GENERAL.- Each alternative com

pliance program referred to in paragraph 
(l)(A) shall provide for testing of radon in in
door air in not less than 50 percent of the 
residences of residential customers served by 
the public water system as expeditiously as 
practicable, but not later than 5 years after 
the date of approval of an alternative com
pliance program pursuant to this subsection. 

"(B) REQUIREMENT FOR TESTING.- Testing 
for radon in indoor air conducted pursuant 
to this paragraph shall be conducted by a 
person certified as proficient in conducting 
testing for radon in air by the Adminis
trator. 

"(5) NOTIFICATION.-Each public water sys
tem with a program approved by a State 
under this subsection shall notify each per
son who is certified by the Administrator as 
proficient in radon mitigation and known to 
provide radon mitigation services in the 
service area of the system of the approval of 
the program, the service area of the system, 
and the obligation to report , pursuant to 
subsection (d), to the public water system 
any radon mitigation projects in the service 
area . 

"(6) RADON NEW CONSTRUCTION STAND
ARDS.-Each program developed pursuant to 
this section shall include the adoption, prior 
to submittal of the program, of enforceable 
mechanisms reqmrmg compliance with 
radon new home construction standards es
tablished by the Administrator pursuant to 
section 304 of the Toxic Substances Control 
Act (15 U.S.C. 2664) for each new home to be 
served by the public water system that is the 
subject of the program beginning on the date 
that is 2 years after the date of adoption of 
the mechanisms. 

" (7) ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION.-
" (A) SUBMITTAL OF ASSESSMENTS.- Each 

public water system with a program ap-

proved by a State pursuant to this sub
section shall provide an assessment and eval
uation of program implementation to the 
State not later than 5 years after the date of 
approval of the program, and every 5 years 
thereafter. 

"(B) PROGRAM DISAPPROVAL.- In any case 
in which a State or the Administrator deter
mines that a public water system has not 
fully complied with the requirements of this 
subsection, the State or the Administrator 
shall-

" (i) notify the public water system of the 
determination; and 

" (ii) disapprove the alternative compliance 
program not later than 1 year after provid
ing notice pursuant to clause (i) , unless the 
system takes sufficient corrective action. 

"(C) COMPLIANCE.-A public water system 
for which an alternative compliance program 
is disapproved shall comply with the maxi
mum contaminant level for radon (as deter
mined by the regulations promulgated under 
subsection (a)) not later than 3 years after 
the date of disapproval by the Adminis
trator. 

" (8) ROLE OF STATE.-
" (A) PROGRAM RESPONSIBILITIES.-A State 

may assume some or all of the responsibil
ities of carrying out an alternative compli
ance program approved pursuant to this sub
section. 

" (B) PROHIBITION.-No Federal grant as
sistance provided to a State pursuant to title 
III of the Toxic Substances Control Act (15 
U.S.C. 2661 et seq.) may be used to carry out 
alternative compliance programs for public 
water systems. 

"(d) NOTICE OF RADON MITIGATION.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.- Each person who is
" (A) certified by the Administrator as pro-

ficient in radon mitigation; and 
"(B) notified by a public water system pur

suant to subsection (c)(7), 
shall provide the public water system with a 
notice of any work conducted at a residence 
within the service area of the public water 
system. 

" (2) SUSPENSION OF CERTIFICATION.- If the 
Administrator finds that a person who is cer
tified by the Administrator as proficient in 
radon mitigation has failed to comply with 
this subsection, the Administrator may sus
pend the certification of the person. 

"(e) REPORT.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 7 years 

after the date of enactment of this sub
section, the Administrator shall submit a re
port to Congress that assesses and evaluates 
the implementation of the regulations pro
mulgated pursuant to subsection (a) . 

" (2) CONTENTS OF REPORT.-The report 
shall-

" (A) identify the number of public water 
systems that are in violation of a maximum 
contaminant level or alternative contami
nant level established pursuant to the regu
lations; 

" (B) identify the number of programs of 
public water systems approved by a State 
pursuant to this subsection and the number 
of States receiving grant assistance under 
section 306 of the Toxic Substances Control 
Act (15 U.S.C. 2666); 

"(C) evaluate the implementation of the 
public water system and State programs; and 

"(D) estimate the overall change in radon 
exposure attained as a result of alternative 
compliance programs and State radon pro
grams. 

"(f) RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER DEFINED.-As 
used in this section, the term 'residential 
customer' means a customer of a public 
water system that occupies a residence other 
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than an apartment located above the first 
story of a building.". 

(b) RADON TESTING AT TIME OF HOME 
SALE.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Title III of the Toxic Sub
stances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2661 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
"SEC. 312. RADON TESTING AT TIME OF HOME 

SALE. 
"(a) PROHIBITION.- Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, beginning on the date 
that is 60 days after the date on which the 
Administrator issues regulations pursuant to 
subsection (b), no Federal agency shall pro
vide a loan, loan guarantee, or other finan
cial assistance relating to the financing of a 
residence located in an area identified by the 
Administrator as a high-risk radon area un
less the sale of the residence is conducted in 
compliance with the regulations issued pur
suant to subsection (b). 

"(b) REGULATIONS.-Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Administrator shall issue regulations re
quiring testing for radon in indoor air at the 
time of sale of a residence located in a high
risk radon area. 

"(c) TESTING.-The regulations issued pur
suant to subsection (b) shall specify mini
mum standards and methods for radon tests 
and shall require that individuals conducting 
testing and test devices be certified by the 
Administrator pursuant to section 305. The 
regulations shall identify procedures to pre
vent tampering with test devices. 

"(d) REPORTING.-The regulations issued 
pursuant to subsection (b) shall require that, 
not later than 10 days prior to the date of 
purchase of a residence, a person who pro
poses to purchase the residence shall be pro
vided with-

"(1) the results of any radon test of the res
idence; and 

"(2) background information on the health 
threat posed by radon. 

"(e) HIGH-RISK RADON AREAS.-The regula
tions promulgated pursuant to subsection (b) 
shall describe high-risk radon areas identi
fied by the Administrator pursuant to this 
title. 

"(f) RESIDENCES.-The regulations issued 
pursuant to subsection (b) shall define the 
types of residential structures for which 
tests for radon are required. 

"(g) EXISTING TEST.-The regulations is
sued pursuant to subsection (b) shall provide 
that, in any case in which a radon test has 
been conducted for a residence pursuant to 
the regulations, no additional retesting is re
quired. 

"(h) PREEXISTING TESTS.- The regulations 
issued pursuant to subsection (b) shall pro
vide that any radon test conducted prior to 
the date of promulgation of the regulations 
shall be considered to meet the requirements 
of a test for radon for the purposes of the 
regulations if the test was conducted in a 
manner that is substantially comparable to 
a test conducted in accordance with the re
quirements of subsection (c). 

"(i) FEDERAL AGENCY DEFINED.-As used in 
this section, the term 'Federal agency' 
means an Executive agency, as defined in 
section 105 of title 5, United States Code, and 
includes the Postal Service and any agency 
of the legislative or judicial branch of the 
Federal Government, and any federally char
tered secondary mortgage institution.". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of 
contents in section 1 of the Toxic Substances 
Control Act (15 U.S .C. prec. 2601) is amended 
by inserting after the item relating to sec
tion 311 the following new item: 

" Sec. 312. Radon testing at time of home 
sale.". 

SEC. 9. POINT OF USE DEVICES. 
Part B (42 U.S .C. 300g et seq.), as amended 

by section 8, is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
"SEC. 1419. POINT OF USE DEVICES. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator shall 
establish a program to determine the effec
tiveness of water treatment devices designed 
to-

"(1) remove contaminants installed in a 
residence at the point of water use; and 

" (2) ensure that consumers are provided 
with appropriate information about the de
vices at the time of sale. 

"(b) SUBMISSION OF INFORMATION BY MANU
FACTURERS.-Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this section, the Ad
ministrator shall issue regulations requiring 
each manufacturer of a water treatment de
vice intended to be installed at the point of 
water use to submit to the Administrator 
such information on the effectiveness and 
functions of the device as the Administrator 
determines is necessary to carry out this 
section. 

"(C) PROVISION OF INFORMATION TO CONSUM
ERS.- Not later than 3 years after the date of 
enactment of this section, the Administrator 
shall issue regulations establishing mini
mum requirements for information to be pro
vided to consumers prior to the purchase of 
water treatment devices installed at the 
point of water use , including-

"(1) the efficiency of removal of contami
nants or classes of contaminants, including 
the efficiency of a device compared to other 
comparable devices; 

"(2) the period of effectiveness of the de
vice and the rate of degradation of treatment 
efficiency, if any; and 

"(3) those contaminants for which the Ad
ministrator has published a national drink
ing water standard under section 1412 that 
are not removed from drinking water by the 
device.". 
SEC. 10. DRINKING WATER SUPPLY PROTECTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1427 (42 U.S.C. 
300h-6) is amenrted-

(1) by striking the section heading and in
serting the following new section heading: 
"SEC. 1427. DRINKING WATER SUPPLY PROTEC

TION AREAS."; 
(2) by striking subsections (a) and (b) and 

inserting the following new subsections: 
"(a) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this section 

is to support and assist the establishment of 
programs for the protection of water supply 
areas. 

"(b) DEFINITION OF SUPPLY PROTECTION 
AREA.-As used in this section, the term 
'water supply protection area' means an area 
that contains ground water or surface water 
that---

"(1) is the principal source of supply to a 
public water system; 

"(2) if contaminated, would create a sig
nificant hazard to public health; and 

"(3) satisfies the criteria established pursu-
ant to subsection (d). "; 

(3) in subsection (c)-
(A) in the first sentence
(i) by striking "State"; 
(ii) by striking "critical aquifer" and in

serting "water supply"; and 
(iii) by striking "selection of such area for 

a demonstration program" and inserting 
"approval of an application for the designa
tion of the area"; and 

(B) by striking the last sentence; 
(4) in subsection (d)-
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 

by striking "1986" and inserting "1993"; 

(B) by striking "critical aquifer" each 
place it appears and inserting "water sup
ply"; 

(C) by striking "aquifer" each place it ap
pears and inserting "water supply"; and 

(D) by striking " ground" each place it ap-
pears; 

(5) in subsection (e)-
(A) by striking " demonstration"; 
(B) in paragraph (1), by striking "critical 

aquifer" and inserting " water supply"; and 
(C) by striking "critical" each place it ap

pears; 
(6) in subsection (f)-
(A) by striking " ground" each place it ap

pears and inserting " drinking"; 
(B) by striking "underground" each place 

it appears; 
(C) by striking "critical" each place it ap

pears; and 
(D) by adding at the end of the subsection 

the following new paragraph: 
"(3) A comprehensive management plan de

veloped pursuant to this subsection may also 
propose modifications of otherwise applica
ble monitoring requirements of national pri
mary drinking water regulations. Any pro
posal made in the plan for alternative mon
itoring requirements shall identify specific 
pollution prevention measures to be imple
mented that allow for an alternative mon
itoring program."; 

(7) by striking subsection (g) and inserting 
the following new subsection: 

"(g) ACTIVITIES INVOLVING FEDERAL AGEN
CIES.-

"(1) FEDERAL AGENCY ACTIVITIES.-In the 
case of a water supply protection area within 
a State for which an application is approved 
pursuant to subsection (i), each activity or 
development project carried out by a Federal 
agency within the area shall be carried out 
in a manner that is, to the maximum extent 
practicable, consistent with the approved ap
plication and plan referred to in subsection 
(e)(2). 

"(2) FEDERAL LICENSEE AND PERMITTEE AC
TIVlTIES.-In the case of a water supply pro
tection area for which an application is ap
proved pursuant to subsection (i), each appli
cant for a required Federal license or permit 
to conduct an activity within the area shall 
provide in the application to the licensing or 
permitting agency a certification from the 
planning entity that the proposed activity is 
consistent with the comprehensive manage
ment plan of the applicant. 

"(3) PRESIDENTIAL EXEMPTION.- The Presi
dent may exempt any Federal project or de
velopment project from the requirements of 
this subsection if the President determines 
that the exemption is in the paramount in
terest of the United States."; 

(8) by striking subsections (i) and (j) and 
inserting the following new subsections: 

"(i) APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 120 days 

after the receipt of an application under this 
section, the Administrator shall approve or 
disapprove the application. 

"(2) DETERMINATION BY THE ADMINIS
TRATOR.-The Administrator shall approve or 
disapprove an application on the basis of a 
determination that---

"(A) the water supply protection area 
meets the criteria established under sub
section (d); 

"(B) the application meets the require
ments described in subsection (e); and 

"(C) there are adequate legal authorities 
and financial resources to ensure effective 
implementation of the comprehensive man
agement plan required under subsection 
(e)(5). 
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"(3) SUBMISSION TO THE GOVERNOR.-If the 

Administrator disapproves an application, 
the Administrator shall submit to the Gov
ernor a written explanation of the reasons 
for the disapproval of the application. 

"(4) RESUBMISSION OF APPLICATIONS.-An 
applicant may modify and resubmit any ap
plication that is disapproved. 

"(j) GRANTS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator may 

make grants to applicants that propose to 
develop an application pursuant to sub
section (c). 

"(2) CONDITIONS FOR GRANTS.-A grant 
made pursuant to this subsection shall be 
made on the conditions that-

"(A) the applicant provides not less than 20 
percent of the costs of developing the appli
cation; and 

"(B) a grant to an applicant is made for 
not more than 3 consecutive years."; and 

(9) in subsection (n)---
(A) in the first sentence-
(i) by striking "carry out this section" and 

inserting "make grants pursuant to sub
section (j)"; and 

(ii) by inserting after "$17,500,000" the fol
lowing: 

"1992-2000 ..................... $20,000,000. "; 

and 
(B) by striking the last sentence. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 1424 

(42 U.S.C. 300h-3) is amended by striking sub
section (e). 

(C) STATE WATER SUPPLY PROTECTION PRO
GRAM.- Section 1428 (42 U.S.C. 300h-7) is 
amended-

(!) by striking the section heading and in
serting the following new section heading: 
"SEC. 1428. STATE PROGRAMS TO PROTECT 

WATER SUPPLY AREAS."; 
(2) in subsection (a)---
(A) by striking "wellhead" each place it 

appears and inserting "water supply"; and 
(B) by striking "well" each place it ap

pears and inserting "source"; 
(3) in subsections (b) and (c), by striking 

"wellhead" each place it appears and insert
ing "water supply"; 

(4) by striking subsection (d) and inserting 
the following new subsection: 

"(d) PROGRAM REVISION.-
"(!) SUBMISSION.-The Governor of a State 

may submit to the Administrator a new or 
revised program to protect water supply 
areas within the jurisdiction of the State 
from contaminants that may have adverse 
effects on human health. 

"(2) APPROVAL BY THE ADMINISTRATOR.
The Administrator shall approve a new or re
vised water supply protection program sub
mitted pursuant to this subsection if-

"(A) the program is consistent with the re
quirements of paragraphs (1) through (6) of 
subsection (a); 

"(B) the program was developed in accord
ance with the public participation require
ments of subsection (b); 

"(C) the State has enacted such legal au
thority as is sufficient to protect drinking 
water within each water supply area in the 
State in accordance with this section; and 

"(D) the legal authorities established 
under subparagraph (C) are reasonably likely 
to be implemented. 

"(3) DEFINITION OF LEGAL AUTHORITY.-As 
used in this subsection, the term 'legal au
thority' means a State statute, county or 
municipal ·ordinance, or other enforceable 
authority that is sufficient to prevent the lo
cation of new sources of contaminants iden
tified pursuant to subsection (a)(3) within 
each water supply area in the State and to 

control the release of contaminants from ex
isting sources within the water supply area, 
including such penalties for violations of the 
authority as the Administrator determines 
to be adequate."; 

(5) subsection (e) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(e) WATER SUPPLY PROTECTION AREA DE
FINED.-As used in this section, the term 
'water supply protection area' means the 
surface and subsurface area surrounding a 
water supply, including a surface water 
source or wellhead area, that supplies a pub
lic water system through which contami
nants are reasonably likely to move toward 
and reach the water supply."; 

(6) subsection (g) is amended by
(A) striking the first sentence; and 
(B) striking "wells" and inserting "sup

plies"; 
(7) in subsection (h)---
(A) by striking "(h) FEDERAL AGENCIES.

Each" and inserting the following: 
"(h) ACTIVITIES INVOLVING FEDERAL AGEN

CIES.-
"(l) FEDERAL AGENCY ACTIVITIES.-Each"; 
(B) by striking "The President may" and 

inserting the following: 
"(3) PRESIDENTIAL EXEMPTION.-The Presi

dent may"; 
(C) by inserting after paragraph (1) (as so 

designated) the following new paragraph: 
"(2) FEDERAL LICENSEE AND PERMITTEE AC

TIVITIES.-In the case of a water supply area 
within a State for which a program is ap
proved pursuant to subsection (d), each ap
plicant for a required Federal license or per
mit to conduct an activity within the area 
shall provide in the application to the licens
ing or permitting agency a certification 
from the State that the proposed activity 
complies with the enforceable policies of the 
program of the State and that the activity 
will be conducted in accordance with the ap
proved program."; and 

(D) in paragraph (1) (as so designated) by 
inserting after "a State program" the fol
lowing: "approved pursuant to subsection 
(d)"; and 

(8) in subsection (k)---
(A) by striking the first sentence and in

serting the following new sentence: "For 
each fiscal year, the Administrator may 
make a grant to a State with a program ap
proved pursuant to subsection (d) to carry 
out the program. The amount of each grant 
may not exceed 50 percent of the costs of car
rying out the program."; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

"1992-2000 ··························· $20,000,000.". 
(d) FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL 

ACT GRANT ELIGIBILITY .-Section 319(h) of 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 
U.S.C. 1329(h)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

"(13) WATER SUPPLY PROTECTION AREAS.
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
section, funds made available to carry out 
this subsection may be used to carry out a 
project consistent with a water supply pro
tection area comprehensive plan approved 
pursuant to section 1427(i) of title XIV of the 
Public Health Service Act (commonly known 
as the 'Safe Drinking Water Act') (42 U.S.C. 
300h-6(i)) or a State water supply protection 
program approved pursuant to section 1428(d) 
of such Act. The funds shall be used in the 
same manner as provided for use of funds 
under this section, and be subject to the con
ditions that apply under this section.". · 
SEC. 11. EMERGENCY POWERS. 

Section 1431 (42 U.S.C. 300i) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"SEC. 1431. ACTIONS AUTIIORIZED AGAINST IMMI
NENT AND SUBSTANTIAL 
ENDANGERMENT TO HEALTH OR AN 
UNDERGROUND SOURCE OF DRINK
ING WATER. 

"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this title, the Administrator, on receipt of 
information that a contaminant that is 
present in or is likely to enter a public water 
system or an underground source of drinking 
water may present an imminent and sub
stantial endangerment to the health of indi
viduals, and after providing notice to appro
priate State and local officials, may take 
such actions as the Administrator may con
sider necessary in order to protect the health 
of the individuals. The actions that the Ad
ministrator may take may include-

"(!) issuing such orders as may be nec
essary to protect the health of individuals 
who are or may be users of the public water 
system (including travelers) or to restore or 
protect the public water system, including 
orders requiring the provision of alternative 
water supplies by persons who caused or con
tributed to the endangerment; and 

"(2) commencing a civil action for appro
priate relief, including a restraining order or 
permanent or temporary injunction.". 
SEC. 12. TAMPERING WITH PUBLIC WATER SYS

TEMS. 
(a) TAMPERING.-Section 1432(a) (42 U.S.C. 

300i-l(a)) is amended to read as follows: 
"(a) TAMPERING.-No person shall tamper 

with, attempt to tamper with, or make a 
threat to tamper with a public water sys
tem.". 

(b) TAMPER DEFINED.-Section 1432(d) (42 
U.S.C. 300i-l(d)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(d) TAMPER DEFINED.-As used in this sec
tion, the term 'tamper' means--

"(!)the introduction or addition of-
"(A) any element, compound, solution, or 

substance designated as a hazardous sub
stance pursuant to section 102 of the Com
prehensive Environmental Response, Com
pensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
u.s.c. 9602); 

"(B) any hazardous waste having the char
acteristics identified under or listed pursu
ant to section 3001 of the Solid Waste Dis
posal Act (42 U.S.C. 6921); 

"(C) any toxic pollutant listed under sec
tion 307(a) of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1317(a)); or 

"(D) any imminently hazardous chemical 
substance or mixture, with respect to which 
the Administrator has taken action pursuant 
to section 7 of the Toxic Substances Control 
Act (15 U.S.C. 2606), 
into a public water system so as to endanger 
public health except if the introduction is by 
an employee or authorized agent of a public 
water system and is carried out in conjunc
tion with the normal duties of the employee 
or agent for the purposes of treatment of 
water or as a requirement for compliance 
with any Federal, State, or local law (includ
ing any regulation), or in response to a pub
lic health emergency; or 

"(2) the interference with the proper oper
ation or function of a public water system if 
the person who causes the interference is 
recklessly indifferent to the harm that the 
interference may cause to any person; or 

"(3) removing water from a public water 
system through a pipe or device outside the 
public water system and returning water to 
the public water system, except in any case 
in which a pipe or device is totally within 
the control of 1 or more public water sys
tems.". 
SEC. 13. DRINKING WATER RESEARCH, EDU

CATION, AND CERTIFICATION. 
Section 1442 (42 U.S.C. 300j- l) is amended-



24726 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE October 14, 1993 
(1) by redesignating paragraph (3) of sub

section (b) as paragraph (3) of subsection (d) 
and moving such paragraph to appear after 
paragraph (2) of subsection (d); 

(2) by striking subsection (b) (as so amend
ed); 

(3) by redesignating subparagraph (B) of 
subsection (a)(2) as subsection (b) and mov
ing such subsection to appear after sub
section (a); 

(4) in subsection (a)-
(A) by striking paragraph (2) (as so amend- · 

ed) and inserting the following new para
graph: 

" (2) In carrying out this title, the Adminis
trator is authorized to-

"(A) collect and make available informa
tion pertaining to research, investigations, 
and demonstrations with respect to provid
ing a dependably safe supply of drinking 
water, together with appropriate rec
ommendations in connection with the infor
mation; and 

"(B) make available research facilities of 
the Agency to appropriate public authori
ties, institutions, and individuals engaged in 
studies and research relating to this title."; 
and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(12) There are authorized to be appro
priated to carry out this subsection 
$20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1994 
through 2000."; 

(5) in the first sentence of subsection (c), 
by striking "eighteen months after the date 
of enactment of this subsection" and insert
ing "2 years after the date of enactment of 
the Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of 
1993, and every 5 years thereafter"; 

(6) in subsection (d) (as amended by para
graph (1))---

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ", and" at 
the end and inserting a semicolon; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting "; and"; 

(C) by adding after paragraph (3) (as redes
ignated by paragraph (1)) the following new 
paragraph: 

"(4) develop and maintain a system for 
forecasting the supply of, and demand for, 
various professional occupational categories 
and other occupational categories needed for 
the protection and treatment of drinking 
water in each region of the United States."; 
and 

(D) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: "There are authorized to be appro
priated to carry out this subsection 
$10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1994' 
through 2000. " ; 

(7) by striking subsection (e) and inserting 
the following new subsection: 

"(e)(l) The Chief Operator of a public water 
system and any laboratory conducting tests 
pursuant to this Act, and such additional 
personnel as may be designated by the Ad
ministrator, shall be required to be certified 
as proficient pursuant to this section by a 
State that has a certification program that 
is approved by the Administrator. 

" (2) The requirement referred to in para
graph (1) shall become effective on the date 
that is 4 years after the date of enactment of 
the Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of 
1993, unless-

"(A) the State extends the effective date 
pursuant to paragraph (3); or 

"(B) the State has proposed to develop a 
small system compliance program for the 
system, in which case the effective date shall 
be the date that is 3 years after the date of 
completion of the compliance program. 

"(3) The State may extend the effective 
date of the requirement referred to in para-

graph (1) for a period of not to exceed 3 years 
on a system-specific basis if the Adminis
trator determines that, with respect to a 
system, adequate opportunity to seek certifi
cation did not exist during the period de
scribed in paragraph (2). 

"( 4) Each certification of proficiency is
sued by the appropriate official of a State 
under this section shall be granted to the in
dividual that receives the certification and 
shall not be granted to the public water sys
tem where the individual is employed. 

"(5) A certification of proficiency issued 
under this section shall be effective during 
the 5-year period beginning on the date of 
certification. An individual may be recer
tified on termination of the 5-year period 
(and on termination of each subsequent 5-
year period) if the individual complies with 
inservice training and related education re
quirements for the certification. 

"(6) Nothing in this section is intended to 
be construed to prevent a State from requir
ing more frequent certification than is speci
fied in paragraph (5). 

" (7) Not later than 1 year after the date of 
the Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of 
1993, the Administrator shall publish guide
lines specifying minimum standards for cer
tification of the proficiency of operators and 
other appropriate personnel by a State pur
suant to this subsection. 

" (8) Not later than 2 years after the date of 
enactment of the Safe Drinking Water Act 
Amendments of 1993, the Administrator shall 
publish a public water systems operator's 
manual that describes essential knowledge 
and skills of-

"(A) a Chief Operator; and 
"(B) such additional personnel as the Ad

ministrator determines appropriate to re
ceive operator proficiency certification. 

"(9)(A) Beginning on the date of publica
tion of the guidelines under paragraph (7), 
the Governor of a State may submit to the 
Administrator, in such form as the Adminis
trator may require, a certification program 
under this section. 

" (B) The Administrator shall review and 
approve or disapprove a program submitted 
pursuant to this paragraph not later than 90 
days after the submittal of the application. 
The Administrator shall approve the applica
tion on the basis of a determination that-

" (i) the State certification program will be 
consistent with the guidelines published pur
suant to subsection (b); 

"(ii) the State has committed to imple
ment the program by not later than 1 year 
after the date of approval of the application; 
and 

"(iii) the State agrees to provide to the Ad
ministrator such information concerning the 
program as the Administrator may request. 

"(C) In any case in which the Adminis
trator disapproves a program, the Adminis
trator shall provide to the State a written 
statement of the reasons for disapproval. 
The State may, not later than 90 days after 
receipt of the statement of the Adminis
trator, submit to the Administrator such 
modifications to the application as may be 
necessary. Not later than 30 days after re
ceipt of the revised application, the Adminis
trator shall approve or disapprove the re
vised application. 

"(D) A State may establish a certification 
requirement in addition to the requirements 
established pursuant to this section."; and 

(8) in subsection (g) by amending the third 
sentence by striking "1987-1991" and insert
ing "1994-2000". 

SEC. 14. STATE DRINKING WATER PROGRAM 
FUNDING. 

(a) PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM SUPERVISION 
PROGRAM.-Section 1443(a) (42 u.s.c. 300j-
2(a)) is amended-

(!) in paragraph (3)---
(A) by striking "A grant" and inserting 

"(A) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), 
a grant"; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(B) For fiscal year 1997, and each fiscal 
year thereafter, a grant made under para
graph (1) shall cover not more than 50 per
cent of the costs of the grant recipient (as 
determined under regulations of the Admin
istrator) in carrying out, during the 1-year 
period beginning on the date the grant is 
made, a public water system supervision pro
gram. A State may use funds collected as a 
result of a fee program established under sec
tion 1444(a) to match Federal assistance only 
to the extent that the funds are in excess of 
amounts provided by the State pursuant to 
subparagraph (A) for fiscal year 1994."; 

(2) in paragraph (7), by adding at the end a 
period and the following new flush sentence: 
"For the purpose of making grants under 
paragraph (1), there are authorized to be ap
propriated such sums as are necessary for 
each of fiscal years 1992 and 1993 and 
$100,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1994 
through 2000. ";and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

" (8) If the Administrator assumes the pri
mary enforcement responsibility of a State 
water system supervision program, the Ad
ministrator may reserve from funds made 
available pursuant to this subsection, an 
amount equal to the amount that would oth
erwise have been provided to the State pur
suant to this subsection. The Administrator 
shall use the funds reserved pursuant to this 
paragraph, in combination with fees col
lected pursuant to section 1444, in such man
ner as to ensure the full and effective admin
istration of a public water system super
vision program in the State.". 

(b) STATE GROUND WATER PROTECTION 
GRANTS.-Section 1443 (42 u.s.c. 300j-2) is 
amended-

(!) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub
section (d); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(c)(l) The Administrator may make a 
grant to a State for the development and im
plementation of a State program to ensure 
the coordinated and comprehensive protec
tion of ground water resources within the 
State. 

"(2) Not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of the Safe Drinking Water Act 
Amendments of 1993, and annually there
after, the Administrator shall publish guid
ance that establishes procedures for applica
tion for State ground water protection pro
gram assistance and that identifies key ele
ments of State ground water protection pro
grams. 

"(3)(A) The Administrator shall award 
grants to States that submit an application 
that is approved by the Administrator. The 
Administrator shall determine the amount 
of a grant awarded pursuant to this para
graph on the basis of an assessment of the 
extent of ground water resources in the 
State and the likelihood that awarding the 
grant will result in sustained and reliable 
protection of ground water quality. 

"(B) The Administrator may also award a 
grant pursuant to this paragraph for innova
tive programs for prevention of ground water 
contamination proposed by a State. 
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"(C) The Administrator shall, at a mini

mum, ensure that, for each fiscal year, not 
less than 1 percent of funds made available 
to the Administrator by appropriations to 
carry out this subsection are allocated to 
each State that submits an application that 
is approved by the Administrator pursuant 
to this subsection. 

"(D) The Administrator may not award a 
grant under this subsection to a person who 
is not a State. 

" (E) No grant awarded by the Adminis
trator may be used for a project to remediate 
ground water contamination. 

" (4) The awarding of grants by the Admin
istrator pursuant to this paragraph shall be 
coordinated with the awarding of grants pur
suant to section 319(i) of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1329(i)) and 
the awarding of other Federal grant assist
ance that provides funding for programs re
lated to ground water protection. 

"(5) The amount of a grant awarded pursu
ant to paragraph (1) shall not exceed 50 per
cent of the eligible costs of carrying out the 
ground water protection program that is the 
subject of the grant (as determined by the 
Administrator) for the 1-year period begin
ning on the date that the grant is awarded. 
The State shall pay a State share to cover 
the costs of the ground water protection pro
gram from State funds in an amount not less 
than 50 percent of the cost of conducting the 
program. 

"(6) Not later than 3 years after the date of 
enactment of the Safe Drinking Water Act 
Amendments of 1993, and every 3 years there
after, t_he Administrator shall evaluate the 
State ground water protection programs 
that are the subject of grants awarded pursu
ant to this subsection and report to Congress 
on the status of ground water quality in the 
United States and the effectiveness of State 
programs for ground water protection. 

"(7) There are authorized to be appro
priated to the Environmental Protection 
Agency $20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
1994 through 2000.". 

(C) STATE DRINKING WATER PROGRAM FUND
ING .-Section 1413(a) (42 U.S.C. 300g-2(a)) is 
amended-

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking "and" at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting " ; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

" (6) is providing funding that, in combina
tion with Federal grant assistance received 
pursuant to section 1443(a), is sufficient to 
ensure the full and effective administration 
of the public water system supervision pro
gram of the State. ". 

(d) FEDERAL FEE PROGRAM.-Section 1444 
(42 U.S.C. 300j- 3) is amended to read as fol
lows: 
"SEC. 1444. FEDERAL DRINKING WATER PRO

GRAM FEE. 
" (a) ESTABLISHMENT.-
"(!) GENERAL AUTHORITY.-The Adminis

trator shall establish a Federal program for 
the collection of fees from public water sys
tems in a State to support the costs of ad
ministration of the public water system su
pervision program in the State. Beginning on 
the first day of fiscal year 1997, the Adminis
trator shall collect fees under this section 
with respect to a State if the State does not 
have primary enforcement responsibility for 
public water systems within the State pursu
ant to section 1413(a). 

"(2) AMOUNT OF FEES.-If the Adminis
trator is authorized to collect fees under 
paragraph (1), the Administrator shall assess 

each public water system of the State that 
serves more than 3,300 individuals. The 
amount of a fee collected pursuant to the 
preceding sentence shall be not greater than 
$0.005 per 100 gallons of water billed by a sys
tem, and shall, in combination with Federal 
grant funds reserved by the Administrator 
that otherwise would have been provided to 
the State, is sufficient to ensure the full and 
effective administration of the public water 
system supervision program of the State. 

"(b) PUBLIC DRINKING WATER SYSTEM SU
PERVISION FUND.-

" (1) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 
in the Treasury of the United States a fund 
to be known as the 'Public Drinking Water 
System Supervision Fund' (referred to in 
this paragraph as the 'Fund'), consisting of-

" (A) such amounts as are appropriated to 
the Fund under paragraph (2); and 

"(B) any interest earned on investment of 
amounts in the Fund under paragraph (4). 

"(2) TRANSFERS TO FUND.-There are appro
priated to the Fund amounts equivalent to 
amounts collected as fees, and interest on 
the fees, and received in the Treasury under 
this section. 

"(3) EXPENDITURES FROM FUND.-On request 
by the Administrator, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall transfer from the Fund to the 
Administrator such amounts as the Adminis
trator determines are necessary to carry out 
the activities for which fees are collected 
under this section. 

" (4) INVESTMENT OF FUNDS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of the 

Treasury shall invest such portion of the 
Fund as is not, in the judgment of the Sec
retary, required to meet then current with
drawals. Investments may be made only in 
interest-bearing obligations of the United 
States. 

"(B) ACQUISITION OF OBLIGATIONS.-For the 
purpose of investments, obligations may be 
acquired-

" (i) on original issue at the issue price; or 
"(ii) by purchase of outstanding obliga

tions at the market price. 
" (C) SALE OF OBLIGATIONS.-Any obligation 

acquired by the Fund may be sold by the 
Secretary of the Treasury at the market 
price. 

" (D) CREDITS TO FUND.- The interest on , 
and the proceeds from the sale or redemption 
of, any obligations held in the Fund shall be 
credited to and form a part of the Fund. 

" (5) TRANSFERS OF AMOUNTS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The amounts required 

to be transferred to the Fund under this 
paragraph shall be transferred at least 
monthly from the general fund of the Treas
ury to the Fund on the basis of estimates 
made by the Secretary of the Treasury. 

" (B) ADJUSTMENTS.-Proper adjustment 
shall be made in amounts subsequently 
transferred to the extent prior estimates 
were in excess of or less than the amounts 
required to be transferred. 

"(c) STATE LOAN FUNDS.-
" (l) IN GENERAL.-For any fiscal year for 

which the amounts made available to the 
Administrator from the Fund established 
under subsection (b) are less than the total 
amount deposited in the Fund during the 
preceding fiscal year, the Administrator may 
reserve from funds made available pursuant 
to section 1489 the difference between the 
amounts. 

"(2) USE OF FUNDS.-The Administrator 
may use the amount reserved pursuant to 
paragraph (1) for the administration of the 
public water system supervision program of 
States for which fees were collected pursuant 
to subsection (a) during the preceding fiscal 
year.". 

SEC. 15. RECORDS AND INSPECTIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-
(1) RECORDS.-Subparagraphs (A) and (B) of 

section 1445(a)(l) (42 U.S.C . 300j-4(a)(l)) are 
amended to read as follows: 

"(A) Each person who (as determined by 
the Administrator}-

"(i) is a supplier of water; 
"(ii) is or may be otherwise subject to a 

primary drinking water regulation pre
scribed pursuant to section 1412 or an order 
issued pursuant to section 1441; 

"(iii) is or may be subject to any other pro
vision of part B or this part; or 

"(iv) is a grantee, 
shall establish and maintain such records, 
make such reports, conduct such monitoring, 
and provide such information as the Admin
istrator may reasonably require to assist the 
Administrator in carrying out the activities 
described in subparagraph (B). 

"(B) The activities described in this sub
paragraph are as follows: 

"(i) Issuing regulations pursuant to this 
title. 

"(ii) Determining whether a person has 
acted or is acting in compliance with part B 
or this part. 

"(iii) Determining the injunctive or pen
alty relief appropriate for any violation of 
part B or this part. 

"(iv) Administering a program of financial 
assistance under this title. 

" (v) Evaluating the health risks of unregu
lated contaminants and advising the public 
of the risks. 

"(vi) Carrying out any other responsibility 
of the Administrator under this title." 

(2) FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION.-Section 
1445(a)(l) (42 U.S.C. 300j-4(a)(l)), as amended 
by section 4(c)(2), is further amended by add
ing at the end the following new subpara
graph: 

"(D) In requiring the owner or operator of 
a public water system to conduct monitoring 
pursuant to this subsection, the Adminis
trator may take into consideration the size 
of the population served by the public water 
system and the contaminants likely to be 
found in the drinking water of the public 
water system.". 

(b) AUTHORIZATION.- Section 1445(a)(8) (42 
U.S .C. 300j-4(a)(8)) is amended by striking 
"$30,000,000 in the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1987" and inserting "$35,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 1994 through 2000". 

(c) INSPECTIONS.-Subsections (b) and (C) of 
section 1445 (42 U.S.C. 300j-4 (b) and (c)) are 
amended to read as follows: 

" (b)(l) The Administrator, or the author
ized representative of the Administrator (in
cluding an authorized contractor acting as a 
representative of the Administrator), on 
presentation of appropriate credentials to 
any person who is or may be subject to---

" (i) a national primary drinking water reg
ulation prescribed pursuant to section 1412; 

"(ii) any requirement to monitor an un
regulated contaminant pursuant to sub
section (a); or 

"(iii) any other requirement of part B or E, 
or to a person in charge of any of the prop
erty of a person referred to in clause (i), (ii), 
or (iii) (or the senior employee present at the 
site), is authorized to enter any establish
ment, facility, or other property of a person 
referred to in clause (i), (ii), or (iii). 

"(2) The Administrator or an authorized 
representative of the Administrator may 
enter an establishment, facility, or other 
property pursuant to paragraph (1}-

" (A) in order to determine whether a p -
son has acted or is acting in compliance w th 
part B or this part, including for this 
pose, inspecting, at reasonable tim 
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records, files. papers. processes, controls, and 
facilities; or 

"(B) in order to test any feature of a public 
water system. including the raw water 
source of the system. 

"(3) The Administrator or the Comptroller 
General of the United States (or any author
ized representative designated by the Admin
istrator or the Comptroller General of the 
United States) shall have access for the pur
pose of audit and examination of any record, 
report, or information of a person or grantee 
that-

"(A) is required to be maintained under 
subsection (a); or 

"(B) is pertinent to any financial assist
ance provided pursuant to this title. 

"(c) Any person, who is subject to any pro
vision of part B or this part (including a per
son that the Administrator determines may 
be subject to a requirement of part B or this 
part). shall-

"(1) comply with the requirements of sub
section (a); 

"(2) allow the Administrator or the author
ized representative of the Administrator to 
enter and make determinations and test and 
take samples pursuant to paragraphs (1) and 
(2) of subsection (b); and 

"(3) allow the Administrator, the Comp
troller General of the United States or au
thorized representative of the Administrator 
or the Comptroller General of the United 
States to have access to, audit, and examine 
records, reports. and information pursuant 
to subsection (b)(3). ". 

(d) DRINKING WATER COOLERS.-Section 
1445 (42 U.S .C. 300j-4) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

"(f) INFORMATION REGARDING DRINKING 
WATER COOLERS.-The Administrator may 
use the authorities of this section in carry
ing out part F. With respect to the applica
tion of this section to persons subject to part 
F, a person who manufactures, imports, 
sells, or distributes drinking water coolers or 
component parts of drinking water in inter
state commerce shall be considered a sup
~1 ier of water.". 
SEC. 16. FEDERAL AGENCIES. 

Subsections (a) and (b) of section 1447 (42 
U.S.C. 300j-6 (a) and (b)) are amended to read 
as follows: 

"(a)(l) Each Federal agency shall be sub
ject to, and comply with, all Federal, State, 
interstate and local substantive and proce
dural requirements, administrative authori
ties, and process and sanctions respecting 
the provision of safe drinking water in the 
same manner, and to the same extent, as any 
nongovernmental entity is subject to, and 
shall comply with, the requirements. au
thorities. and process and sanctions. 

"(2) The Federal, State, interstate, and 
local substantive and procedural require
ments. administrative authority, and process 
and sanctions referred to in paragraph (1) in
clude all administrative orders and all civil 
and administrative penalties or fines, re
gardless of whether the penalties or fines are 
punitive or coercive in nature or are imposed 
for isolated, intermittent, or continuing vio
lations. 

"(3) The United States hereby expressly 
waives any immunity otherwise applicable 
to the United States with respect to any re
quirement, administrative authority, or 
process or sanction referred to in paragraph 
(2) (including any injunctive relief, adminis
trative order or civil or administrative pen
alty or fine referred to in paragraph (2), or 
reasonable service charge). The reasonable 
service charges referred to in this paragraph 
include fees or charges assessed in connec-

tion with the processing, issuance , renewal 
or amendment of permits, variances, or ex
emptions, review of plans, studies, and other 
documents, and inspection and monitoring of 
facilities, as well as any other nondiscrim
inatory charges that are assessed in connec
tion with a Federal, State, interstate, or 
local safe drinking water regulatory pro
gram. 

"(4) No agent, employee, or officer of the 
United States shall be personally liable for 
any civil penalty under this subsection with 
respect to any act or omission within the 
scope of the official duties of the agent, em
ployee, or officer. 

"(5) An agent, employee, or officer of the 
United States shall be subject to a criminal 
sanction (including a fine or imprisonment 
under this subsection). No department, agen
cy, or instrumentality of the executive, leg
islative, or judicial branch of the Federal 
Government shall be subject to a sanction 
referred to in the preceding sentence. 

"(b)(l) The President may waive compli
ance with subsection (a) by any department, 
agency, or instrumentality in the executive 
branch if the President determines waiving 
compliance with succ subsection to be in the 
paramount interest of the United States. 

"(2) No waiver described in paragraph (1) 
shall be granted due to the lack of an appro
priation unless the President has specifically 
requested the appropriation as part of the 
budgetary process and Congress has failed to 
make available the requested appropriation. 

"(3) A waiver under this subsection shall 
be for a period of not to exceed 1 year, but an 
additional waiver may be granted for a pe
riod of not to exceed 1 year on the termi
nation of a waiver if the President reviews 
the waiver and makes a determination that 
it is in the paramount interest of the United 
States to grant an additional waiver. 

"(4) Not later than January 31 of each 
year, the President shall report to Congress 
on each waiver granted pursuant to this sub
section during the preceding calendar year, 
together with the reason for granting the 
waiver.''. 
SEC. 17. CITIZEN'S CIVIL ACTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subsections (a) through 
(c) of section 1449 (42 U.S.C. 300j-8 (a) 
through (c)) are amended to read as follows: 

"(a)(l) Except as provided in subsection 
(b), any person may commence a civil action 
on behalf of the person-

" (A) against any person (including a Fed
eral agency, to the extent permitted by sec
tions 1447 and 1472) who is alleged to have 
violated (if there is evidence that the alleged 
violation has been repeated by the person) or 
to be in violation of any requirement of part 
B or this part (including any regulation is
sued pursuant to this title); 

"(B) against any Federal agency that is al
leged to have violated (if there is evidence 
that the alleged violation has been repeated 
by the person) or to be in violation of any 
order issued under this title by the Adminis
trator; 

"(C) against any Federal agency that fails 
to pay a penalty assessed by the Adminis
trator pursuant to section 1472(c)(l)(B) with
in 1 year after the effective date of the final 
order; and 

"(D) against the Administrator, if a failure 
of the Administrator to perform any act or 
duty under this title that is not discre
tionary with the Administrator is alleged. 

"(2) Each United States district court shall 
have jurisdiction, without regard to the 
amount in controversy or the citizenship of 
the parties, to enforce in an action brought 
under this subsection any requirement under 

this title (including any requirement under a 
regulation issued under this title) or any 
order issued under this title by the Adminis
trator to a Federal agency. The enforcement 
by the court may include ordering-

"(A) the Federal agency to pay the penalty 
assessed pursuant to section 1472(c)(l)(B), or 
order relief pursuant to section 1428; and 

"(B) the Administrator to perform an act 
or duty described in paragraph (l)(D), and to 
impose any appropriate civil penalties pursu
ant to section 1472. 

"(b)(l) No civil action may be com
menced-

"(A) under subsection (a)(l) concerning a 
violation of a requirement prescribed under 
this title (including any requirement under a 
regulation issued under this title)-

"(i) prior to the termination of the 60-day 
period beginning on the date the plaintiff 
gives notice of the violation to-

"(I) the Administrator; 
"(II) any alleged violator of the require

ment; and 
"(III) the State in which the violation oc

curs, or has occurred; 
"(ii) if the Administrator, or the Attorney 

General, has commenced and is diligently 
prosecuting, a civil action in a court of the 
United States to require compliance with the 
requirement, except that in any such action 
in a court of the United States any person 
may intervene as a matter of right; 

"(iii) if a State has commenced prior to 
the notification required by this subsection, 
and is diligently prosecuting, a civil action 
in a court of the United States to require 
compliance with the requirement, except 
that in any such action in a court of the 
United States any person may intervene as a 
matter of right; or 

"(iv) if the Administrator has commenced, 
and is diligently prosecuting, an action pur
suant to section 1472(a) against a Federal 
agency, or with respect to which the Admin
istrator has issued a final order and the vio
lator has paid a penalty pursuant to section 
1472(c); or 

"(B) under subsection (a)(l)(D), before the 
termination of the 60-day period beginning 
on the date the plaintiff gives notice of the 
action to the Administrator. 

"(2) The notice required by this subsection 
shall be given in such manner as the Admin
istrator shall prescribe by regulation. 

"(c) In any action under this section, the 
Administrator or the Attorney General, if 
not a party, may intervene as a matter of 
right at any time in the proceedings. A judg
ment in an action brought pursuant to this 
section to which the United States is not a 
party shall not have any binding effect upon 
the United States.". 

(b) SERVICE OF COMPLAINT.-Section 1449 
(42 U.S.C. 300H3) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

"(f) Whenever any action is brought under 
this section in a court of the United States, 
the plaintiff shall serve a copy of the com
plaint on the Attorney General and the Ad
ministrator. No consent judgment shall be 
entered in an action in which the United 
States is not a party during the 45-day period 
beginning on the date of receipt of a copy of 
a proposed consent judgment by the Attor
ney General and the Administrator. A judg
ment in an action under this section to 
which the United States is not a party shall 
not have a binding effect on the United 
States.". 
SEC. 18. OTHER AMENDMENTS. 

(a) DEFINITION OF PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM.
Section 1401(4) (42 U.S.C. 300f(4)) is amended 
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by adding at the end the following new sen
tence: "The term does not include any non
community water system that does not pro
vide water for human consumption if bottled 
water is provided for human consumption, 
and there are posted such signs prohibiting 
the drinking of water from the system as the 
Administrator determines are appropriate.". 

(b) ANNUAL REPORT.-Section 1450 (42 
U.S.C. 300j- 9) is amended by striking sub
section (h). 

(c) STATE PRIMARY ENFORCEMENT RESPON
SIBILITY.-Section 1413(a) (42 u.s.c. 300g-
2(a)), as amended by section 14(c), is further 
amended by striking paragraph (1) and in
serting the following new paragraph: 

"(1) has adopted drinking water regula
tions that are no less stringent than the na
tional primary drinking water regulations 
promulgated by the Administrator under 
subsections (a) and (b) of section 1412 not 
later than 2 years after the promulgation of 
the national regulations by the Adminis
trator;". 

(d) JUDICIAL REVIEW.- Section 1448(a) (42 
U.S.C. 300j-7(a)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (2), by inserting " final" 
after "any other"; and 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking " or 
issuance of the order" and inserting "or any 
other final Agency action". 

(e) REPORT TO CONGRESS ON PRIVATE DRINK
ING WATER.-Section 1450 (42 U.S.C. 300j-9) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(j) The Administrator shall conduct a 
study to determine the extent and serious
ness of contamination of private sources of 
drinking water that are not regulated under 
this Act. Not later than 3 years after the 
date of enactment of this subsection, the Ad
ministrator shall submit to Congress a re
port that includes the findings of the study 
and recommendations by the Administrator 
concerning responses to any problems identi
fied under the study.". 

SUMMARY-SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1993 

TITLE 
This Act may be cited as the "Safe Drink

ing Water Act Amendments of 1993". 
FINDINGS 

The Congress finds that State and local 
governments need financial and technical as
sistance in complying with the requirements 
of the Safe Drinking Water Act and that the 
Act needs to be reviewed and revised to re
duce the regulatory burden on drinking 
water systems, especially small systems, 
while assuring safe drinking water. 

STATE LOAN FUNDS 
(a) General Authority.-The Administrator 

may enter into a capitalization grant agree
ment with a State where a State establishes 
a loan fund and agrees to conditions includ
ing providing a 20% State match, use of 
loans in compliance with an intended use 
plan, enactment of authority to prevent the 
establishment of new nonviable systems, and 
proper financial management. 

The authority to establish priorities for 
loans is to remain with the State agency im
plementing the drinking water program. A 
State may consolidate management of 
drinking water and clean water loan funds 
provided that funding remains separate. 

(b) Capitalization Grants.-The Adminis
trator may make capitalization grants to 
States with capitalization grant agreements 
starting in FY 1994. Funds are to be allocated 
pursuant to the PWSS grant formula. In ad
dition, 1 % is reserved for indian tribes and 

1 % is reserved for public health emergencies. 
Indian tribes, territories, and the District of 
Columbia may receive direct grants. 

(c) Eligible Assistance.-Projects eligible 
to receive loan assistance are capital expend
itures for: 

Compliance with national primary drink
ing water regulations; 

Consolidation of systems and use of an al
ternative source of water supply; 

Water conservation; 
Construction and restoration of drinking 

water supply, treatment, and distribution 
systems; 

Projects to implement a plan for protec
tion of water supplies; 

Assistance to drinking water systems for 
providing loans to low income customers to 
mitigate radon in indoor air; 

Purchase of land needed for a treatment fa
cility but not land for source proection; and 

Replacement of private wells where they 
present a significant health threat. 

Drinking water systems eligible for assist
ance are community water systems (whether 
publicly or privately owned) and public and 
nonprofit noncommunity water systems. 
Types of assistance are: 

Loans (provided that interest rates do not 
exceed market rates, that repayments start 1 
year after project completion, that there will 
be a dedicated source of revenue, and that re
payment is made in 20 years); 

Refinancing of an obligation incurred be
fore the date of enactment; 

Guarantee of a market loan or purchase in
surance for such a loan; 

A source of revenue or security for a State 
obligation related to the loan fund; and 

A source of revenue or security for the 
payment of interest on a local obligation 
provided that the payment from the fund 
does not reduce the effective interest rate of 
the obligation by more than 2.5%. 

No loan or other assistance is to be made 
to a small system (i.e. under 3,300 persons) 
after 1998 unless it is consistent with a State 
plan for small drinking water systems and a 
small system compliance program if such a 
program has been developed. 

The State may assist disadvantaged com
munities through forgiveness of loan prin
cipal. A disadvantaged community is any 
community where an average residential 
user is paying or is expected to pay rates 
greater than 1.5% of median household in
come. The amount of loan forgiveness is lim
ited to the amount needed to keep drinking 
water rates below 1.5% of median household 
income. The total amount of the loan sub
sidy in a fiscal year may not exceed 20% of 
the balance of the fund. 

(d) Administration.-Each State may re
serve up to 4% of the capitalization grant for 
administration of the fund. A State may also 
reserve the greater of $500,000 or 10% of the 
State capitalization grant for technical and 
financial management assistance, including 
development of compliance programs, for 
systems serving fewer than 3,300 persons. 

Each State is to develop an intended use 
plan for the fund on an annual basis. The 
plan is to establish a priority list for 
projects and assess the financial condition of 
the fund. The plan is to provide that first 
priority be given to systems needing to com
ply with national primary drinking water 
regulations and for which the residential 
user rates are the highest percentage of me
dian household income. Also, no assistance is 
to be given to a system for which consolida
tion is expected except to facilitate the con
solidation. 

(e) Loan Fund Management.-The Admin
istrator is to provide for annual audits of 

funds. States are to report activities of the 
fund on an annual basis. The Administrator 
is to conduct a drinking water needs assess
ment for all eligible projects within one year 
and every four years thereafter. The Admin
istrator is to submit to Congress an evalua
tion of the loan funds in early 1998. 

(f) Labor Standards.-The requirements of 
the Davis Bacon Act shall apply to any 
project funded by State loan funds. 

(g) Authorization.-There is authorized to 
be appropriated $600 million in FY 94 and $1 
billion in each fiscal year 1995-2000. 

NATIONAL DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS 
(a) Identification of Contaminants.-Gen

eral authority is established to promulgate 
drinking water standards for contaminants 
that may have any adverse effect on human 
health and that are known or anticipated to 
occur in public water systems in a con
centration or frequency that indicates a pub
lic health concern. 

Within three years of the date of enact
ment, the Administrator is to identify not 
fewer than 15 unregulated contaminants 
which pose the greatest threat to public 
health and for which a drinking water stand
ard may be developed. Within three years of 
the initial identification, and every three 
years thereafter, the Administrator is to 
identify an additional seven contaminants. 

The Administrator is to propose contami
nants for identification one year prior to 
identification. Six months after proposal of 
contaminants, the Administrator and the 
National Drinking Water Advisory Council 
are to hold a public hearing on the proposed 
contaminants. The Council is to submit rec
ommended changes to the Administrator. 

Two years after the identification of a con
taminant the Administrator is to publish a 
health assessment of the contaminant. A 
health assessment may be delayed 2 years if 
additional health effects research is needed 
and shall be reviewed by the Science Advi
sory Board. 

At the time the health assessment is pub
lished, the Administrator shall either pro
pose a drinking water standard or determine 
not to propose a standard. If a standard is 
proposed, a final standard is to be promul
gated within 18 months of the health assess
ment/proposed standard. A nonenforceable 
health advisory is to be published for any 
contaminant for which no standard is pro
mulgated. 

The Administrator is to develop a data 
base of information on the occurrence of un
regulated contaminants in drinking water. 
To reduce monitoring burdens, the Adminis
trator is to collect monitoring information 
from only a representative sample of such 
systems. 

In response to a petition from 7 Governors 
for the development of a standard for a con~ 
taminant, the Administrator shall publish a 
drinking water standard for a contaminant 
not considered in the listing process unless 
the Administrator determines that the 
standard does not meet the criteria for es
tablishment of a standard. 

(b) Drinking Water Standard Compliance 
and Review.-The Administrator is to set 
compliance deadlines in each drinking water 
regulation at a period of not more than 36 
months, rather than 18 months as in current 
law. 

In addition, authority for exemptions/ex
tensions of compliance schedules is clarified 
and the period of an exemption is changed 
from 3 to 2 years. 

The Administrator is to review existing 
drinking water standards not less than every 
6 years, rather than 3 years as in current 
law. 
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(c) Monitoring Requirements.-The Admin

istrator may modify a drinking water regu
lation to remove monitoring requirements 
for systems not detecting a contaminant if 
the contaminant is detected in less than 5% 
of systems and exceeds the standard in less 
than 0.5% of systems or the contaminant has 
not been found at a level exceeding 75% of 
the standard. 

For systems serving less than 10,000 per
sons, the Administrator or the State may 
waive the requirement to conduct quarterly 
monitoring if a contaminant is not detected 
in an initial test. 

(d) Health Advisories.-The Administrator 
is authorized to publish health advisories on 
contaminants not subject to a drinking 
water standard in order to provide timely in
formation to assure the safe and effective op
eration of a public water system. 

(e) Sulfate.- The Administrator is author
ized not to regulate sulfate if another con
taminant is regulated in place of sulfate . 

SMALL PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS 

(a) State Small System Management 
Plans.-Each State is to develop a plan by 
October 1997 and every three years thereafter 
for the coordinated management of public 
water systems serving less than 3,300 per
sons. 

States may use up to $500,000 or 10% of 
drinking water loan funds each year to de
velop State small system plans and individ
ual compliance programs called for in the 
plans. 

Key elements of plans include: 
Establish criteria for determining when 

systems are not viable and identify nonvia
ble systems; 

Identify opportunities for physical and 
management consolidation of systems; 

Identify alternative sources of water sup
ply; and 

Identify financing needs of small systems. 
Based on review and assessment of the sta

tus and condition of small water systems, 
the State is to include in the plan the assign
ment of each system not expected to comply 
with drinking water regulations to one of 
two groups: 

Systems with which the State will work to 
develop an individualized compliance pro
gram implementing consolidation, alter
native water supply, alternative small sys
tem technology, or other system restructur
ing; 

Systems which are to comply with the 
maximum contaminant level for a specific 
regulation (e.g. do not need a compliance 
program because they have the financial and 
management capacity to meet the maximum 
contaminant level, taking into account fund
ing from State loan funds and the Rural De
velopment Administration). 

The plan is to list systems in priority 
order based on the public health risk caused 
by drinking water contaminants found in 
each system. The plan is also to include a 
schedule for the development of the first 
one-third of all compliance programs over 
the following five year period and develop
ment of all compliance programs within 10 
years. 

In the case of systems which are to meet a 
maximum contaminant level, the system is 
to be in compliance within the compliance 
period established in the regulation begin
ning from the date of final approval of the 
plan. 

States are to provide for public review and 
comment on the plans and the Administrator 
shall review and approve the plans. 

(b) Small System Compliance Program.
States are to work with individual systems 

to develop small system compliance pro
grams. 

A compliance program is to determine and 
design a specific program for system consoli
dation or development of raw water supply 
(including a financial plan and engineering 
designs and plans) and may also identify 
measures needed to assure the long-term ef
fective management of the system. 

Programs are to provide for compliance 
with maximum contaminant levels to the ex
tent practicable and may provide for the im
plementation of small system technology 
identified in guidance published by the Ad
ministrator. A compliance program is to pro
vide for small system technology which pro
vides the greatest protection of public health 
consistent with the financial and manage
ment capability of the system, taking into 
account funding from the State loan funds 
and the Rural Development Administration. 
A compliance program shall not provide for 
small systems technology which would re
sult in an unreasonable risk to public health. 

Compliance programs are to be imple
mented not less than three years after the 
date of approval of the program. States may 
grant a 2 year extension to finish implemen
tation of a program. 

Compliance programs are to be considered 
at a public hearing and the Administrator 
may disapprove a program which is not con
sistent with the Act or which poses a threat 
to public health. 

(c) Small System Technology Guidance.
The Administrator is to publish small sys
tem technology guidance in conjunction 
with any drinking water regulation. Guid
ance is to identify various small system 
technologies and the effectiveness and cost 
of each technology. 

In addition, within two years of the date of 
enactment, the Administrator is to publish 
guidance on small system technology for 
compliance with Phase II, Phase V, or Sur
face Water Treatment regulations. In the 
case of a small system not in compliance 
with such regulations, compliance is stayed 
until the date which is: 

No more than three years after the date of 
submittal of a State small system plan; or 

The compliance date established in a com
pliance program. 

The extended compliance period applies 
only to noncommunity systems in the case 
of the Surface Water Treatment Rule. 

ENFORCEMENT 

A new Part is added to the Act consolidat
ing and streamlining enforcement functions 
and creating the following enforcement pow
ers consistent with other environmental 
statutes. 

(a) General Prohibition of Contamina
tion.-A failure to comply with any provi
sion of this title is unlawful. This authority 
is consistent with authority of the Clean 
Water Act. 

(b) Civil Enforcement.-The amendment 
would provide consistent administrative en
forcement authority for violations of the 
Act. Administrative enforcement authority 
is similar to that provided in the Clean 
Water Act and includes compliance only or
ders and administrative penalty authority of 
up to $10,000 per day with a cap of $200,000. In 
addition, consistent civil judicial enforce
ment authority for key provisions of the Act 
is provided at $25,000 per day per violation. 

(c) Criminal Enforcement.-The amend
ment would provide consistent penalties for 
criminal violations of key provisions of the 
Act and make the provisions consistent with 
the criminal enforcement provisions of the 
Clean Water Act. · 

(d) Consolidation Initiative.-In order to 
encourage the physical and administrative 
consolidation of systems, a system may seek 
protection from penalties for an existing 
compliance problems or expected problems 
for a period of 2 years after consolidation or 
sale. The consolidation or sale must be out
lined in a plan approved by the State and the 
Administrator. 

(e) Public Notice and Notice to State.-The 
requirements for public notice of violations 
of drinking water regulations with the po
tential to have an adverse effect on health 
are strengthened. Reporting of violations 
which are less significant is reduced from 
quarterly to annually. States are to provide 
annual reports on compliance to the Admin
istrator and the Administrator is to provide 
a summary of the State reports to the Con
gress. 

CONTROL OF LEAD IN DRINKING WATER 

Within two years of the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Administrator is to issue 
regulations to establish performance stand
ards for maximum leaching levels of lead 
from new pipes and fixtures that convey 
drinking water. Lead leaching levels are to 
be reduced from 7% four years after the date 
of enactment to 4% seven years after the 
date of enactment. In addition, a violation of 
the ban on use of lead solder is made an en
forceable violation of the Act. 

RADON IN DRINKING WATER 

The Administrator is to promulgate a 
drinking water regulation for radon not later 
than 12 months after the date of enactment. 
The regulation is to specify a maximum con
taminant level goal and maximum contami
nant level based on existing authorities of 
the Act. 

In addition, the regulation is to specify an 
alternative contaminant level for radon in 
drinking water at a level at which the risks 
equal to the risk associated with radon in 
outdoor air, after consideration of the risks 
of ingestion and episodic uses of drinking 
water. A drinking water system may comply 
with the alternative contaminant level if; 

The system implements an alternative 
compliance program to reduce radon in the 
air indoors; or 

The system is located in a State with is 
implementing an indoor air radon program 
and is receiving grant assistance under the 
Indoor Radon Abatement Act. 

Minimum radon reduction measures to be 
implemented under an alternative compli
ance program are; 

Distribution of radon educational material 
to all customers; 

Testing of radon in indoor air for not less 
than 50% of residential dwellings within five 
years of program approval; 

A commitment to require that new homes 
connected to the water system comply with 
new construction radon prevention standards 
beginning two years after program approval. 

Alternative compliance programs are to be 
approved by the State. Systems are to pro
vide assessments to program implementa
tion to the State every five years and the 
State may withdraw approval of a program 
not being implemented. The Administrator 
is to submit a report to Congress evaluating 
radon programs not later than 7 years after 
the date of enactment. 

Beginning two years after the date of en
actment, no Federal agency or other entity 
is to assist in the financing of a residence lo
cated in a high risk radon area, as deter
mined by the Administrator, unless a radon 
test has been completed for the residence 
and the prospective buyer has been notified 
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of the results of the test. Retesting of resi
dences is not required. 

POINT OF USE DEVICES 

The Administrator is to establish a pro
gram to determine the effectiveness of point 
of use drinking water treatment devices. The 
Administrator is provided with authority to 
request data on treatment of devices and to 
require provision of information to consum
ers on device effectiveness. 

DRINKING WATER SUPPLY PROTECTION 

The existing sole source aquifer and well
head protection programs are expanded to 
provide protection of sources of drinking 
water, including surface water sources. 

Drinking water systems are authorized to 
develop applications for the designation of a 
water supply protection area. The applica
tion is to describe the area, designate a plan
ning entity, include a hydrological assess
ment, and provide a comprehensive plan for 
the management of the area, including a 
schedule for implementation of protection 
measures. 

A State may develop a statewide program 
of measures to complement local efforts to 
protect water supplies. The existing author
ity for development of State wellhead pro
tection plans (which expired in 1989) is re
newed and expanded to cover surface water 
sources. State programs are to include spe
cific, new legal authority for protection of 
water supplies in State. 

Public water systems and States are given 
several incentives to develop water supply 
protection programs. 

A public water system or State source pro
tection plan may propose modifications to 
drinking water monitoring requirements. 
Proposed monitoring modifications are to be 
justified by pollution prevention measures 
called for in source protection programs. 

Once a public water system or State source 
protection program is approved, all Federal 
agency activities and other activities requir
ing a license or permit are to be carried out 
in a manner consistent with the program. A 
Presidential exemption is provided. 

In addition, State drinking water loan 
funds and funds made available for imple
mentation of State nonpoint pollution con
trol plans under section 319 of the Clean 
Water Act may be used to support implemen
tation of source protection programs. 

An authorization of $20 million is provided 
for grants to drinking water systems for de
velopment of source protection programs; a 
20% match is required. An authorization of 
$20 million is provided for grants to States 
for development of State source protection 
programs; a 50% match is required. 

EMERGENCY POWERS 

The requirement that the Administrator 
find that a State or local authority has not 
acted to protect the health of persons and 
the requirement to consult with State and 
local authorities prior to emergency action 
are eliminated. The Administrator is re
quired to notify State and local authorities 
prior to emergency action are eliminated. 
The Administrator is required to notify 
State and local official before taking emer
gency action. 

TAMPERING WITH PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS 

Existing prohibitions on tampering with 
public water systems are revised to reflect 
consolidated enforcement authority. In addi
tion, the definition of tampering is expanded 
to clarify contaminants and the cir
cumstances under which addition of pollut
ants to drinking water constitutes tamper
ing and to provide that use of drinking water 

in other devices (i.e., "cross-connections" ) is 
tampering. 

DRINKING WATER RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND 
CERTIFICATION 

The general research authorities are clari
fied and an authorization of $20 million is 
provided. 

Existing authority for making grants to 
assist in emergency situations relating to 
water systems is retained but the funding 
authorization is deleted and replaced by au
thority for the Administration to reserve 1 % 
of loan funds for emergencies. Funds are to 
be reallotted to State loan funds if not used. 

A report to Congress on the long term 
availability of drinking water supply, sub
mitted in 1988, is to be revised two years 
after enactment of these amendments and 
every five years thereafter. 

Various authorities relating to education 
and training are consolidated and a new au
thorization of $10 million per year is added 
for this purpose. 

New authority is established for the ap
proval by the Administrator of State pro
grams for certification of operators of public 
water systems. Each year is to have a cer
tified operator 4 years after the date of en
actment or 3 years after the date of comple
tion of a small system compliance program, 
whichever is later. EPA is to publish guide
lines setting minimum standards for certifi
cation within one year of enactment. 

The existing authority for assistance to 
small public water systems is retained and 
the authorization is extended to the year 
2000 at the existing level of $10 million. 

STATE DRINKING WATER PROGRAM F UNDING 

The authorization for State grants for 
management of drinking water programs is 
increased from $40 million to $100 million for 
each year to the year 2000 and the State 
match for Federal grant funds is increased in 
FY 97 and thereafter from 25% to 50%. 

In addition, new authority is established 
for grants to States for development of 
ground water protection programs. The Ad
ministrator is to establish application proce
dures and key elements of State programs in 
annual guidance. States are to provide a 50% 
match for grant funds. An authorization of 
$20 million per year is provided. 

Each State implementing a drinking water 
program is to ensure sufficient funding for 
the effective administration of the program. 
Where grant funds are not sufficient to ad
minister the program effectively , the State 
is to provide additional funds from State fees 
or other sources. 

Beginning in fiscal year 1997, the Adminis
trator is to assume implementation of a 
drinking water program in any State where 
the program is not effectively implemented 
or adequately funded. The Administrator 
may use State grant funds to implement the 
program in a State and may collect fees from 
drinking water system in the State to pro
vide additional funds as are needed. A Fed
eral fee shall apply to each drinking water 
systems in the State serving more than 3,300 
persons and shall not exceed one-half cent 
per hundred gallons of water provided. 

Federal fees are to be deposited into a spe
cial fund in the Treasury. In any year in 
which sufficient funds for Federal program 
implementation are not appropriated from 
the fund , the Administrator may use up to 
5% of the funds appropriated for the State 
drinking water loan funds for program im
plementation. 

RECORDS AND INSPECTIONS 

Existing authority for monitoring and in
spections is clarified. Existing authorization 

of $30 million to carry out monitoring is ex
tended to the year 2000. Authorities related 
to inspections are revised to eliminate the 
requirement to provide written notice to a 
system and to a primacy State of an inspec
tion, to indicate that contractors may be au
thorized representatives of the Adminis
trator, and to clarify the requirement that a 
person in charge of a water system be 
present at an inspection. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

The Federal facilities provision of the Act 
is amended to clearly waive the United 
States' sovereign immunity and to allow 
citizens and States to seek penalties for all 
violations of the Act by Federal facilities. 

Existing authority for a Presidential ex
emption to compliance is expanded to cover 
any Federal agency, rather than just the De
partment of Defense. A waiver is limited to 
one year with a one year extension. Lack of 
appropriation is not a basis for a waiver un
less the President requested the funding. The 
Administrator is to provide annual reports 
to the Congress. 

CITIZEN'S CIVIL ACTION 

The existing authority for citizen suits for 
violations of the Act is expanded to include 
penalties and strengthened. The prohibition 
against suits in the case of past violations is 
revised to allow suits where there is evidence 
that the violation has been repeated. 

Citizens are authorized to bring suit in 
cases where a Federal agency is not comply
ing with the Act or fails to pay a penalty 
under the Act and where the Administrator· 
fails to perform a nondiscretionary duty. 
Conditions for commencement of citizen's 
actions are specified. 

OTHER AMENDMENTS 

The definition of public water systems is 
amended to clarify that the term does not 
include noncommunity water systems which 
do not provide water for human consumption 
if bottled water is provided for human con
sumption and signs are posted prohibiting 
the drinking of water from the system. 

A requirement in section 1450 for an annual 
report on the activities of the Administrator 
to implement the Act is deleted. 

States are allowed 2 years, rather than 18 
months as under current law, to adopt drink
ing water regulations no less stringent than 
those established by the Administrator. 

Judicial review authorities are clarified to 
eliminate pre-enforcement review of admin
istrative orders. 

The Administrator is to conduct a study of 
the extent and seriousness of contamination 
of private sources of drinking water not reg
ulated under this Act and, within 3 years of 
the date of enactment, provide a report to 
the Congress describing the findings of the 
study and recommendations for needed ac
tions. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 289 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
COATS] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
289, a bill to amend section 118 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro
vide for certain exceptions from rules 
for determining contributions in aid of 
construction, and for other purposes. 

s. 297 

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
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BENNETT] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 297, a bill to authorize the Air Force 
Memorial Foundation to establish a 
memorial in the District of Columbia 
or its environs. 

s. 368 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. BREAUX] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 368, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a cap
ital gains tax differential for individual 
and corporate taxpayers who make 
high-risk, long-term, growth-oriented 
venture and seed capital investments 
in startup and other small enterprises. 

s . 455 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
names of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. CAMPBELL] and the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. GORTON] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 455, a bill to amend 
title 31, United States Code, to increase 
Federal payments to uni ts of general 
local government for entitlement 
lands, and for other purposes. 

s. 482 

At the request of Mr. BOREN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. WELLSTONE] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 482, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to require the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to fur
nish outpatient medical services for 
any disability of a former prisoner of 
war. 

s. 732 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. LIEBERMAN] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 732, a bill to provide for 
the immunization of all children in the 
United States against vaccine-prevent
able diseases, and for other purposes. 

s. 1111 

At the request of Mr. KERREY, the 
names of the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. CONRAD] and the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. HELMS] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1111, a bill to 
authorize the minting of coins to com
memorate the Vietnam Veterans' Me
morial in Washington, D.C. 

s. 1191 

At the request of Mr. MACK, the name 
of the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. HELMS] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1191, a bill to provide a fair, non
political process that will achieve 
$65,000,000,000 in budget outlay reduc
tions each fiscal year until a balanced 
budget is reached. 

s. 1287 

At the request of Mr. BENNETT, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. BROWN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1287, a bill to reform the oper
ations of Congress. 

s. 1350 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1350, a bill to amend the 

Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 
1977 to provide for an expanded Federal 
program of hazard mitigation and in
surance against the risk of cata
strophic natural disasters, such as hur
ricanes, earthquakes, and volcanic 
eruptions, and for other purposes. 

S. 1408 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1408, a bill to repeal the increase in tax 
on Social Security benefits. 

s. 1415 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1415, a bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to clarify provisions 
relating to church pension benefit 
plans, to modify certain provisions re
lating to participants in such plans, to 
reduce the complexity of and to bring 
workable consistency to the applicable 
rules, to promote retirement savings 
and benefits, and for other purposes. 

s. 1439 

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. CAMPBELL] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1439, a bill to provide for the 
application of certain employment pro
tection laws to the Congress, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 91 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
names of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. COATS], the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. REID], and the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mrs. BOXER] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 91, 
a joint resolution designating October 
1993 and October 1994 as "National Do
mestic Violence Awareness Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 132 

At the request of Mr. BURNS, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAIG] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 132, a joint 
resolution designating the week of Oc
tober 17, 1993, through October 23, 1993, 
as "National School Bus Drivers Safety 
Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 134 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. WARNER]. the Senator from Texas 
[Mrs. HUTCHISON]. the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. LEAHY], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. DOLE]. the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL], and the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 134, a joint resolution 
to designate October 19, 1993, as "Na
tional Mammography Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 137 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
names of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAIG], the Senator from California 
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN], the Senator from Ha
waii [Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from 
Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. MATHEWS], the 

Senator from Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE], 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SHEL
BY], the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. THURMOND]. the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. HATCH], the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. BURNS], and the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN] were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 137, a joint resolution designating 
October 16, 1993, and October 16, 1994, 
each as "World Food Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 140 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the names of the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. JEFFORDS], the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. COCHRAN], the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. BAUCUS], and the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 140, a joint resolution 
to designate December 7, 1993, as "Na
tional Pearl Harbor Remembrance 
Day.'' 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 141 

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN], the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], and the Sen
ator from Washington [Mrs. MURRAY] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 141, a joint resolution 
designating October 29, 1993, as "Na
tional Firefighters Day." 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 

BUMPERS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1027 

Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, Mr. SAS
SER, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. WOFFORD, and 
Mr. FEINGOLD) proposed an amendment 
to the bill (H.R. 3116) making appro
priations for the Department of De
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes; 
as follows: 

On page 27, strike lines 13-14 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: " $2,972,906,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep
tember 30, 1996: Provided , That of the funds 
appropriated in this paragraph, $1 ,028,596,000 
shall not be obligated or expended for pro
curement or advance procurement of Trident 
II missiles unless the President has certified 
to Congress that the other signatories to the 
START treaty have rejected a United States 
proposal to the Joint Compliance and Inspec
tion Commission that " detubing" be accept
ed as an option for eliminating SLBM 
launchers under START II. 

INOUYE AMENDMENT NO. 1028 
Mr. INOUYE proposed an amendment 

to amendment No. 1027 proposed by Mr. 
BUMPERS to the bill H.R. 3116, supra; as 
follows: 

Before the period add the following: " or 
until the President had certified to Congress 
that such course of action would not be in 
the national interest" . 
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INOUYE AMENDMENT NO. 1029 

Mr. INOUYE proposed an amendment 
to the bill H.R. 3116, supra; as follows: 

On page 91, beginning on line 11, delete the 
text of section 8051 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: "Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, a qualified Indian tribal or 
Alaska Native Corporation which enters into 
a joint venture with a qualified small busi
ness concern shall not be denied the oppor
tunity to compete for and be awarded a pro
curement contract to supply a product under 
the program provided for by section 2323 of 
title 10, United States Code, solely because 
the Indian tribal or Alaska Native Corpora
tion is not the actual manufacturer or proc
essor of the product to be supplied. " . 

MCCAIN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1030 

Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
D'AMATO, Mr. SMITH, and Mr. LAUTEN
BERG) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 3116, supra; as follows: 

On page 157, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 8142. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this or any other Act, the total 
amount obligated or expended for procure
ment under the SSN- 21 attack submarine 
program may not exceed $4,673,371,000. 

McCAIN (AND ROTH) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1031 

Mr. McCAIN (for himself and Mr. 
ROTH) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 3116, supra; as follows: 

On page 157, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 8142. (a) None of the funds appro
priated by this or any other Act may be obli
gated for procurement of a third submarine 
under the SSN-21 attack submarine program 
or for advance procurement for such sub
marine. 

(b) None of the $540,200,000 available to the 
Department of Defense for preservation of 
the industrial base for submarine construc
tion in accordance with Public Law 102- 298 
may be obligated or expended for any pur
pose until-

(1) the Secretary of Defense submits to 
Congress a report containing-

(A) the funding requirements for each of 
fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000 
for the proposed third submarine under the 
SSN- 21 attack submarine program and the 
proposed New Attack Submarine and a state
ment regarding whether the necessary fund
ing is provided for in the future-years de
fense program required by section 221(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, to be submitted 
to Congress in 1994; 

(B) the acquisition objective , mission re
quirements, projected total program cost, 
projected total development cost, projected 
total procurement cost, and estimated total 
per-unit cost for the New Attack Submarine 
(all such costs to be computed and expressed 
on the basis of the actual dollar amount to 
be expended at the time expended); 

(C) a comparison (with each other) of-
(i) the costs associated with procuring an 

additional SSN-688 submarine as the produc
tion bridge at Electric Boat Division of Gen
eral Dynamics Corporation; 

(ii) the costs associated with procuring an 
additional SSN-688 submarine as the produc
tion bridge at Newport News Shipbuilding 
and Drydock, Incorporated; 

(iii) the costs associated with procuring a 
third submarine under the SSN- 21 attack 
submarine program as the production bridge 
at Electric Boat Division of General Dynam
ics Corporation; and 

(iv) the costs associated with procuring a 
third submarine under the SSN- 21 attack 
submarine program as the production bridge 
at Newport News Shipbuilding and Drydock, 
Incorporated; 

(D) an assessment of the costs associated 
with delaying procurement of an additional 
submarine until 1998 without providing a 
production bridge at either Electric Boat Di
vision of General Dynamics Corporation or 
Newport News Shipbuilding and Drydock, In
corporated; and 

(E) an assessment of the costs and feasibil
ity of meeting operational requirements and 
sustaining the industrial base for submarine 
construction by carrying out either a pro
gram that combines overhaul and upgrade of 
existing SSN-688 submarines or a program 
for development and production of the New 
Attack Submarine instead of procuring a 
third submarine under the SSN-21 attack 
submarine program; and 

(2) the Congress, in an Act, other than an 
appropriations Act, enacted after the date of 
receipt of the report referred to in paragraph 
(1), has specifically authorized the expendi
ture of the $540,200,000 made available to the 
Department of Defense for preservation of 
the industrial base for submarine construc
tion in accordance with Public Law 102- 298. 

LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 1032 
Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. LEAHY) pro

posed an amendment to the bill H .R. 
3116, supra; as follows: 

On page 32, line 21, before the period at the 
end insert the following: " : Provided, That of 
the funds appropriated under this paragraph, 
$4,500,000 shall be available for replacement 
of the TER- 9A ejection rack for F-16 fighter 
aircraft" . 

WOFFORD (AND SPECTER) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1033 

Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. WOFFORD for 
himself and Mr. SPECTER) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 3116, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 157, below line 9, insert the follow
ing: 

SEC. 8142. (a) No funds appropriated under 
this Act may be obligated or expended for 
the purpose of establishing the Antler Mili
tary Operations Area, Pennsylvania, for the 
purpose of conducting aerial combat training 
operations until the date of the submittal to 
congressional defense committees of the re
port referred to in subsection (b). 

(b)(l)(A) The Secretary of Defense, in con
sultation with the Administrator of the En
vironmental Protection Agency and the Ad
ministrator of the Federal Aviation Admin
istration, shall submit to the congressional 
defense committees a report on the effect of 
low-level aircraft training operations of the 
Department of Defense on the proposed Ant
ler Military Operations Area, Pennsylvania. 

(B) The Secretary shall submit the report 
not later than 6 months after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(2) The report under this subsection shall 
include the following: 

(A) An assessment of the effect of the 
training operations referred to in paragraph 
(1) on-

(i) the environment of the areas of, and in 
the vicinity of, the proposed Antler Military 

Operations Area, including a detailed assess
ment of the effects of the noise generated by 
such operations on the environment of such 
areas; 

(ii) the economy of such areas; and 
(iii) the health and safety of persons living 

in and around such areas. 
(B) A description of the number of aircraft 

flights per month that the Secretary antici
pates will occur in the proposed Antler Mili
tary Operations Area. 

(C) A description of the number and dura
tion of such flights per month that the Sec
retary anticipates will occur at or below a 
level that is 500 feet above the highest 
ground level of the proposed Antler Military 
Operations Area. 

(c) In this section, the term "congressional 
defense committees" means the Committees 
on Armed Services and the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

INOUYE AMENDMENT NO. 1034 
Mr. INOUYE proposed an amendment 

to the bill H.R. 3116, supra; as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert: 
SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, within 30 days from the enact
ment of this Act, the Department of the 
Navy shall select and take possession of ei
ther LCU- 1540 or LCU-1549 from the General 
Services Administration: Provided, That the 
Navy shall modify or have modified the se
lected vessel utilizing commercial standards 
that meet United States Coast Guard certifi
cation requirements as safe to operate in 
open ocean as a cargo vessel: Provided fur
ther, That upon completion of all modifica
tions and certification by the United States 
Coast Guard, the Navy shall immediately 
transfer title of the vessel, at no cost, to the 
government of American Samoa: Provided 
further , That of the funds appropriated in 
this Act in title II, Operation and Mainte
nance, Navy, $1,500,000 shall be available for 
this purpose: Provided further, That notwith
standing any other provision of law, funds 
available to the Department of Defense shall 
be made available to provide transportation 
of medical supplies and equipment, on a non
reimbursable basis, to American Samoa. 

DOMENIC! AMENDMENT NO. 1035 
Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. DOMENIC!) pro

posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
3116, supra; as follows: 

On page 48, line 22, after Kentucky, add the 
following: " : and that one multistate region 
shall include the State of New Mexico:". 

SASSER (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1036 

Mr. SASSER (for himself, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mr. SIMON, Mr. WOFFORD, Mr. CONRAD, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mrs. BOXER) pro
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
3116, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the title of general provi
sions, insert the following: 

SEC. . Not later than January 1, 1994, the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit to Con
gress a report on steps that can be taken by 
the United States to achieve greater co
operation from allies of the United States 
and international organizations for the sup
port of the costs involved in development 
and production of Theater Missile Defense 
systems. 

(b) The Congress shall establish by law for 
each fiscal year (beginning with fiscal year 
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1995) the level of new obligational authority 
(stated as a single dollar amount) for re
search, development, test, and evaluation 
and for procurement for Theater Missile De
fense programs of the Department of Defense 
for that fiscal year. 

(c)(l) Not more than 80 percent of the 
amount established pursuant to subsection 
(b) for any fiscal year may be provided from 
amounts appropriated to the Department of 
Defense from the general fund of the Treas
ury, and no appropriation may be made to 
the Department of Defense for any fiscal 
year which would cause the total amount ap
propriated for that fiscal year for research. 
development, test, and evaluation and for 
procurement for Theater Missile Defense 
programs of the Department of Defense to 
exceed 80 percent of such amount. 

(2) Any additional funds for research, de
velopment, test, and evaluation and for pro
curement for Theater Missile Defense pro
grams for any fiscal year for which an 
amount has been established pursuant to 
subsection (b) shall be derived from the The
ater Missile Defense Cooperation Account 
under section 2609 of title 10, United States 
Code, as added by subsection (e). 

(3) The President may waive the limitation 
in paragraph (1) and the requirement in para
graph (2) to the extent that the President de
termines appropriate in the national secu
rity interest of the United States. 

(d) It is the intent of Congress that, except 
as provided in subsection (e), the percentage 
of the cost of development and production of 
Theater Missile Defense systems that is 
borne by the United States, and the percent
age that is borne by allied nations and inter
national organizations, should incrementally 
shift over the fiscal years after fiscal year 
1995 so that the percentage actually borne by 
the United States in later fiscal years is sig
nificantly less than the maximum of 80 per
cent provided for under subsection (c). 

(e) The financial contribution require
ments established for allied nations in the 
administration of this section shall not 
apply to any foreign nation that, as of the 
date of the enactment of this Act, is paying 
at least 20 percent of the total cost of the 
contracts in existence under a theater mis
sile defense interceptor system program 
being carried out on such date in cooperation 
between that foreign nation and the United 
States. 

(f)(l) Chapter 155 of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 
"§ 2609. Theater Missile Defense: acceptance 

of contributions from allies; Theater Mis
sile Defense Cooperation Account 
"(a) ACCEPTANCE AUTHORITY.-The Sec

retary of Defense may accept from any allied 
foreign government or any international or
ganization any contribution of money made 
by such foreign government or international 
organization for use by the Department of 
Defense for Theater Missile Defense pro
grams. 

"(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF THEATER MISSILE 
DEFENSE COOPERATION ACCOUNT.-(!) There is 
established in the Treasury a special account 
to be known as the 'Theater Missile Defense 
Cooperation Account' . 

"(2) Contributions accepted by the Sec
retary of Defense under subsection (a) shall 
be credited to the Account. 

"(c) USE OF THE ACCOUNT.-(1) Funds in the 
Account are hereby made available for obli
gation for research, development, test, and 
evaluation, and for procurement, for Theater 
Missile Defense programs of the Department 
of Defense, subject to annual limitations 

provided by law in total obligations for such 
purpose. 

"(d) INVESTMENT OF MONEY.-(1) Upon re
quest by the Secretary of Defense , the Sec
retary of the Treasury may invest money in 
the Account in securities of the United 
States or in securities guaranteed as to prin
cipal and interest by the United States. 

"(2) Any interest or other income that ac
crues from investment in securities referred 
to in paragraph (1) shall be deposited to the 
credit of the Account. 

" (e) NOTIFICATION OF CONDITIONS.- The 
Secretary of Defense shall notify Congress of 
any condition imposed by the donor on the 
use of any contribution accepted by the Sec
retary under the authority of this section. 

"(f) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.-Not later 
than 30 days after the end of each quarter of 
each fiscal year, the Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to Congress a report on the con
tributions accepted by the Secretary under 
this section during the preceding quarter. 

"(g) ANNUAL AUDIT BY GAO.-The Comp
troller General of the United States shall 
conduct an annual audit of money accepted 
by the Secretary of Defense under this sec
tion and shall submit a copy of the results of 
each such audit to Congress. 

"(h) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of De
fense shall prescribe regulations to carry out 
this section.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
"2609. Theater Missile Defense: acceptance of 

contributions from allies; Thea
ter Missile Defense Cooperation 
Account.''. 

(g) Section 2609 of title 10, United States 
Code, as added by subsection (f), shall take 
effect as of October 1, 1993. 

SPECTER (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1037 

Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mr. 
WOFFORD, and Mr. LAUTENBERG) pro
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
3116, supra; as follows: 

On page 157, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 8142. (a)(l) The Comptroller General 
shall carry out a study of the cost-effective
ness to the Navy of the utilization of nu
clear-powered aircraft carriers and nuclear
powered submarines. 

(2) The study shall include-
(A) a comparison of the life-cycle cost of 

nuclear-powered aircraft carriers and nu
clear-powered submarines with the life-cycle 
cost of conventionally powered aircraft car
riers and conventionally powered sub
marines, as the case may be; 

(B) a comparison of the cost of procuring 
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers with the 
cost of carrying out the service-life exten
sion or complex overhaul of existing conven
tionally powered aircraft carriers; 

(C) a comparison of the projected cost to 
the Navy of operating a fleet of aircraft car
riers utilizing no homeports located at for
eign overseas installations with the pro
jected cost of operating such a fleet utilizing 
both foreign overseas homeports and 
homeports located in the United States; 

(D) an assessment of the effect on the pro
jected costs referred to in subparagraph (C) 
of-

(i) the plan, if any, of the Navy for the lo
cation of a homeport for a nuclear-powered 
aircraft carrier in the Western Pacific region 
in the event of the retirement of all conven-

tionally powered aircraft carriers in the 
fleet; and 

(ii) restrictions impu:~ed by foreign nations 
on utilizing installations located in such na
tions as homeports for nuclear-powered air
craft carriers, and on the operation of such 
carriers in the waters of such nations; 

(E) an assessment of the number of aircraft 
carriers required by the Navy in order to 
meet operational requirements for a contin
uous presence of aircraft carriers in three 
overseas regions simultaneously in the event 
that foreign nations prohibit the utilization 
of locations in such nations as homeports for 
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers; 

(F) an assessment of the refueling includ
ing any complex overhaul of the fueling sys
tem and nuclear propulsion system required 
for the nuclear-powered aircraft carriers of 

· the fleet through 2010, including
(i) a schedule for such refueling; 
(ii) the cost of such refueling; and 
(iii) the cost of disposing of the waste gen

erated by such refueling; 
(G) a detailed description of all programs 

of the Department of Defense and of the De
partment of Energy relating to nuclear pro
pulsion systems for naval ships (including 
surface ships and submarines) that utilize 
such systems; and 

(H) a detailed estimate of the costs associ
ated with processing or otherwise disposing 
of nuclear fuel and other nuclear material 
(including nuclear waste) from the existing 
nuclear-powered fleet of ships (including sur
face ships and submarines) of the Navy. 

(3) In determining the life-cycle costs asso
ciated with nuclear-powered aircraft carriers 
and nuclear-powered submarines for the pur
poses of the study under this subsection, the 
Comptroller General shall take into account 
the cost of processing or otherwise disposing 
of nuclear fuel and other nuclear material 
(including nuclear waste) removed from such 
aircraft carriers and submarines. 

(b) The Comptroller General shall submit 
to the Committees on Armed Services and 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and House of Representatives a re
port on a study carried out under subsection 
(a) not later than 6 months after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

SPECTER (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 1038-1039 

Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mr. 
WOFFORD, and Mr. LAUTENBERG) pro
posed two amendments to the bill H.R. 
3116, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 1038 
At the end of the title of general provi

sions, insert the following: 
SEC. . (a) It is the sense of Congress that
(1) the Secretary of Defense should not pro

hibit any military installation described in 
subsection (b) from bidding on or performing 
Department of Defense contracts for over
haul services or for depot-level maintenance 
of material for the Armed Forces that are 
awarded using competitive procedures; 

(2) performance of such a contract by such 
a military installation should not affect the 
schedule for closure of the installation; 

(3) such a contract should not be entered 
into for the performance of work at such an 
installation if the time necessary for per
formance of the contract extends beyond the 
date established for closure of the installa
tion or if the performance of the contract at 
the installation would otherwise affect the 
schedule for closure of the installation; and 

(4) such a contract awarded to a military 
installation should be terminated for default 
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if the contract is not completed on or before 
the completion date provided in the con
tract. 

(b) A military installation referred to in 
subsection (a) is a military installation that 
(1) has been approved for closure subject to 
the provisions of the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990 (part A of title 
XXIX of Public Law 101-510), (2) is in the 
process of implementing a conversion or 
reuse strategy for the installation to take ef
fect upon closure, and (3) has received some 
funds from the Department of Defense for 
the purpose of implementing the conversion 
or reuse strategy. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1039 
At the end of the title of general provi

sions, insert the following: 
SEC. . It is the sense of the Congress that 

operators of industrial facilities at military 
installations closed after the date of the en
actment of this Act should be permitted to 
qualify as offerors for (1) proposed Depart
ment of Defense contracts for overhaul serv
ices for the Armed Forces, and (2) proposed 
Department of Defense contracts for depot
level maintenance of material for the Armed 
Forces. 

SPECTER (AND WOFFORD) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1040 

Mr. SPECTER (for himself and Mr. 
WOFFORD) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 3116, supra; as follows: 

On page 157, below line 9, insert the follow
ing: 

SEC. 8142. (a) No funds appropriated under 
this Act may be obligated or expended for 
the purpose of carrying out low-level aircraft 
training operations with respect to the Ant
ler Military Operations Area, Pennsylvania, 
until the date of the submittal to congres
sional defense committees of the report re
ferred to in subsection (b). 

(b)(l)(A) The Secretary of Defense, acting 
through the Deputy Under Secretary of De
fense for Environmental Security and in con
sultation with the Administrator of the En
vironmental Protection Agency and the Ad
ministrator of the Federal Aviation Admin
istration, shall submit to the congressional 
defense committees a report on the effect of 
low-level aircraft training operations of the 
Department of Defense on the proposed Ant
ler Military Operations Area, Pennsylvania. 

(B) The Secretary shall submit the report 
not later than 6 months after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(2) The report under this subsection shall 
include the following: 

(A) An assessment of the effect of the 
training operations referred to in paragraph 
(1) on-

(i) the environment of the areas of, and in 
the vicinity of, the proposed Antler Military 
Operations Area, including a detailed assess
ment of the effects of the noise generated by 
such operations on the environment of such 
areas; 

(ii) the economy of such areas; and 
(iii) the health and safety of persons living 

in and around such areas. 
(B) A description of the number of aircraft 

flights per month that the Secretary antici
pates will occur in the proposed Antler Mili
tary Operations Area. 

(C) A description of the number and dura
tion of such flights per month that the Sec
retary anticipates will occur at or below a 
level that is 500 feet above the highest 
ground level of the proposed Antler Military 
Operations Area. 

(c) In this section, the term "congressional 
defense committees" means the Committees 
on Armed Services and the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

BUMPERS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1041 

Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, Mr. SAS
SER, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. WOFFORD, 
and Mr. FEINGOLD) proposed an amend
ment to the bill H.R. 3116, supra; as fol
lows: 

At the end of line 9 on page 157, insert the 
following new section: 

"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this bill, the amounts appropriated for the 
program in support of the intelligence com
munity of the Federal Government for the 
National Foreign Intelligence Program shall 
be reduced by $300,000,000; and the amounts 
appropriated for the programs in support of 
the intelligence community of the Federal 
Government for the Tactical Intelligence 
and Related Activities Program shall be re
duced by $100,000,000." 

BYRD (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1042 

Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. MITCH
ELL, Mr. DOLE, Mr. PELL, Mr. LUGAR, 
Mr. NUNN, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. WARNER, 
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. BROWN, Mr. LEAHY, 
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, and Mr. EXON) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 3116, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the Committee amendment 
which appears on page 8, lines 12 through 17, 
strike "environment" and insert the follow
ing: "environment: Provided further, That the 
Senate finds that-

"(1) the United States entered into Oper
ation Restore Hope in December of 1992 for 
the purpose of relieving mass starvation in 
Somalia; 

"(2) the original humanitarian relief mis
sion in Somalia had the unanimous support 
of the Senate, expressed in Senate Joint Res
olution 45, passed on February 4, 1993; 

"(3) the original humanitarian mission was 
being successfully accomplished by United 
States forces, working with forces of other 
nations, and an expanded mission was as
sumed by the United Nations on May 4, 1993 
pursuant to United Nations Resolution 814, 
of March 26, 1993; 

"(4) neither the expanded United Nations 
mission of national reconciliation, nor the 
broad mission of disarming the clans, nor 
any other mission not essential to the per
formance of the humanitarian mission has 
been endorsed or approved by the Senate; 

"(5) the expanded mission of the United 
Nations was, subsequent to an attack upon 
United Nations forces, diverted into a mis
sion aimed primarily at capturing certain 
persons, pursuant to United Nations Secu
rity Council Resolution 837, of June 6, 1993; 

"(6) the actions of hostile elements in 
Mogadishu, and the United Nations mission 
to subdue those elements, have resulted in 
open conflict in the city of Mogadishu and 
the deaths · of 29 Americans, at least 159 
wounded, and the capture of American per
sonnel; and 

"(7) during fiscal years 1992 and 1993, the 
United States incurred expenses in excess of 
$1.1 billion to support operations in Somalia: 
Provided further, That the Senate approves 
the use of United States Armed Forces in So
malia for the following purposes-

"(i) The protection of United States per
sonnel and bases; and 

"(ii) The provision of assistance in secur
ing open lines of communication for the free 
flow of supplies and relief operations through 
the provision of-

"(!) United States military logistical sup
port services to United Nations forces; and 

"(II) United States combat forces in a se
curity role and as an interim force protec
tion supplement to United Nations units; 
Provided further, That funds appropriated, or 
otherwise made available, in this or any 
other Act to the Department of Defense may 
be obligated for expenses incurred only 
through March 31, 1994, for the operations of 
United States Armed Forces in Somalia: Pro
vided further, That such date may be ex
tended if so requested by the President and 
authorized by the Congress: Provided further, 
That funds may be obligated beyond March 
31, 1994 to support a limited number of Unit
ed States military personnel sufficient only 
to protect American diplomatic facilities 
and American citizens, and noncombat per
sonnel to advise the United Nations com
mander in Somalia: Provided further, That 
United States combat forces in Somalia 
shall be under the command and control of 
United States commanders under the ulti
mate direction of the President of the United 
States: Provided further, That the President 
should intensify efforts to have United Na
tions member countries immediately deploy 
additional troops to Somalia to fulfill pre
vious force commitments made to the United 
Nations and to deploy additional forces to 
assume the security missions of United 
States Armed Forces: Provided further, 
That-

"(A) captured United States personnel in 
Somalia should be treated humanely and 
fairly; and 

"(B) the United States and the United Na
tions should make all appropriate efforts to 
ensure the immediate and safe return of any 
future captured United States personnel: 
Provided further, That the President should 
ensure that, at all times, United States mili
tary personnel in Somalia have the capacity 
to defend themselves, and American citizens: 
Provided further, That the United States 
Armed Forces should remain deployed in or 
around Somalia until such time as all Amer
ican service personnel missing in action in 
Somalia are accounted for, and all American 
service personnel held prisoner in Somalia 
are released". 

McCAIN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1043 

Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
GRAMM, Mr. GORTON, Mr. SMITH, Mr. 
D'AMATO, Mr. ROTH, Mrs. HUTCHISON, 
Mr. WALLOP, Mr. COATS, Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. CRAIG, 
Mr. MACK, Mr. BROWN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. BURNS, 
and Mr. MURKOWSKI) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 3116, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. • PROHIBITION ON THE USE OF FUNDS FOR 

UNITED STATES MILITARY OPER
ATIONS IN SOMALIA 

(a) PROHIBITION.-No funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available in this or any 
other Act to the Department of Defense may 
be obligated for support of operations of 
United States Armed Forces in Somalia ex
cept as provided for in subsection (b). 
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(b) EXCEPTIONS.-
(!) funds may be appropriated or otherwise 

made available for continued operations of 
United States Armed Forces in Somalia to 
support the prompt and orderly withdrawal 
of all United States Armed Forces from So
malia in a manner most consistent with the 
safety of United States personnel. 

(2) funds may be appropriated or otherwise 
made available for continued operations of 
United States Armed Forces in Somalia in 
the event that American prisoners of war 
have not been returned to United States au
thorities and Americans missing in action 
have not been accounted for. 

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 Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

The hearing will take place Tuesday, 
October 19, 1993, at 9:30 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 Carlis Moody, 
nominee to be Director of the Depart
ment of Energy's Office of Economic 
Impact and Diversity, and Richard 
Stallings, nominee to be the Nuclear 
Waste Negotiator, Office of Nuclear 
Waste Negotiator. 

For further information, please con
tact Rebecca Murphy at (202) 224-7562. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that a hearing 
has been scheduled before the Sub
committee on Public Lands, National 
Parks and Forests. 

The hearing will take place on 
Wednesday, October 27, 1993, beginning 
at 2 p.m. in room SD-366 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building in Washington, 
DC. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re
ceive testimony on the following bills 
currently pending before the Sub
committee: 

S. 589 and H.R. 1348, to establish the 
Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers Valley Na
tional Heritage Corridor, and for other pur
poses; 

S . 1332, to designate a portion of the Farm
ington River in Connecticut as a component 
of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Sys
tem, and for other purposes; and 

S. 1380 and H.R. 2650, to designate portions 
of the Maurice River and its tributaries in 
the State of New Jersey as components of 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, anyone 
wishing to submit a written statement 
is welcome to do so by sending two cop
ies to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources, 304 Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20510. 

:B'or further information regarding 
the hearing, please contact Dionne 

Thompson of the subcommittee staff at 
(202) 224-5925. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that a hearing 
has been scheduled before the Sub
committee on Public Lands, National 
Parks and Forests. 

The hearing will take place on 
Wednesday, November 3, 1993, begin
ning at 2 p.m. in room SD-366 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building in 
Washington, DC. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re
ceive testimony on the following bills 
currently pending before the Sub
committee: 

S. 297, to authorize the Air Force Memorial 
Foundation to establish a memorial in the 
District of Columbia or its environs; 

S. 455, to amend title 31, United States 
Code , to increase Federal payments to units 
of general local government for entitlement 
lands, and for other purposes; 

S. 761 , to amend the " unit of general local 
government" definition for Federal Pay
ments in lieu of taxes to include unorganized 
boroughs in Alaska; 

S . 1047, to convey certain real property lo
cated in Tongass National Forest to Daniel 
J . Gross , Sr., and Douglas K. Gross, and for 
other purposes; and 

H.R. 1134, to provide for the transfer of cer
tain public lands located in Clear Creek 
County, Colorado, to the United States For
est Service, the State of Colorado , and cer
tain local governments in the State of Colo
rado, and for other purposes. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, anyone 
wishing to submit a written statement 
is welcome to do so by sending two cop
ies to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources, 304 Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20510. 

For further information regarding 
the hearing, please contact Kira 
Finkler of the subcommittee staff at 
(202) 224-7933. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER AND POWER 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the public 
that a field hearing has been scheduled 
before the Subcommittee on Water and 
Power of the Senate Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources to receive 
testimony on the contemporary needs 
and management of the Newlands 
project in Nevada, a Bureau of Rec
lamation project. 

The hearing will take place Monday, 
November 8, 1993, beginning at 8 a.m., 
in the Reno-Sparks Convention Center, 
4590 S. Virginia Street, Reno, NV. 

Due to the limited time available at 
the hearing, witnesses may testify by 
invitation only. However, anyone wish
ing to submit written testimony to be 
included in the printed hearing record 
is welcome to do so. Those persons 
wishing to submit written testimony 
should mail five copies of the state
ment to the Subcommittee on Water 
and Power, U.S. Senate, 304 Dirksen 
Senate Office Building, Washington, 
DC, 20510-6150. 

For further information, please con
tact Dana Sebren Cooper, counsel for 
the subcommittee at (202) 224-4531 or 
Ann Goshorn at (202) 224-6836. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Re
sources' hearing on nuclear safety as
sistance to Russia and Eastern Europe 
has been rescheduled. 

The hearing, originally scheduled for 
Tuesday, November 2, 1993, at 9:30, will 
now take place on Thursday, October 
28, 1993, at 2. It will be held in room 
SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, First and C Streets, NE., 
Washington, DC. 

For further information, please con
tact Sam Fowler of the committee 
staff at 202-224-7569. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, October 14, 1993, at 5 p.m. 
to receive a closed briefing on the situ
ation in Hai ti. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Finance be permitted to meet today at 
10 a.m. in executive session to consider 
agenda i terns. 

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
the Judiciary be authorized to hold a 
business meeting during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, October 14, 
1993. 

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
the Judiciary be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, October 14, 1993, to hold a 
hearing on the nominations of Jo Ann 
Harris to be Assistant Attorney Gen
eral and Eduardo Gonzalez to be Direc
tor of the U.S. Marshal Service. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, October 14, 1993, at 3:30 
p.m. to receive a closed briefing on the 
situation in Russia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, October 14, 1993, at 3 p.m. 
to hold ambassadorial nomination 
hearings on: Mr. Leslie M. Alexander, 
of Florida, to be Ambassador to Mauri
tius, and to serve concurrently as am
bassador to the Federal and Islamic 
Republic of the Comoros; Mr. Robert 
Gordon Houdek, of Illinois, to be Am
bassador to Eritrea; and Mr. David P. 
Rawson, of Michigan, to be Ambas
sador to the Republic of Rwanda. 

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources' Sub
committee on Employment and Pro
ductivity be authorized to meet for a 
hearing on S. 1361, School-to-work Op
portunities Act, during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, October 14, 
1993, at 10 a.m. 

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

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources be author
ized to meet for a hearing on bio
medical ethics in U.S. public policy, 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, October 14, 1993, at 2:30 
p.m. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON MINERAL RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the subcommittee 
on Mineral Resources Development and 
Production of the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate, 9:30 a.m., October 14, 1993, to 
receive testimony on S. 1170, a bill to 
amend the Mineral Leasing Act to pro
vide for leasing of certain lands for oil 
and gas purposes. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

DAVID CLARKE INAUGURAL 
COMMENTS 

• Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I re
cently had the opportunity to attend 
the inauguration of the new chairman 
of the District of Columbia Council, 
Dave Clarke. As my colleagues know, 
Dave Clarke was elected to fill the 
term left vacant by the tragic death of 
the previous chairman, John Wilson. 
The election of Dave Clarke will, I 
think, help this city heal from the loss 
of John Wilson, and bring a new burst 
of leadership for the District of Colum
bia, a city that has suffered too long 

from crime, poverty, and the inter
ference of Congress in its internal af
fairs. 

In his inaugural statement, Dave 
Clarke challenged us all to do better. 
His inaugural statement was very pow
erful, and I would commend it to my 
colleagues. I would therefore ask that 
his statement appear in the RECORD. 

The statement follows: 
INAUGURAL COMMENTS OF CHAillMAN DAVID A. 

CLARKE, SEPTEMBER 27 , 1993 
To my colleagues, Mayor Kelly and former 

Mayor Washington, Delegate Norton, my 
friend whom I met when I was Chairman be
fore , Senator Tom Harkin , Senator Pendle
ton, former chairs Arrington Dixon and Ster
ling Tucker, and my friends and fellow citi
zens, I thank you for being here. 

I want to especially thank Chairman John 
Ray for the leadership he gave as Chair dur
ing this difficult period. 

Today is not an occasion for celebration; it 
is unfortunately an occasion of regret. None 
of us wanted to be here today , but life goes 
on and so do our problems. 

In fact, we are facing many serious prob
lems. Our expenditures are exceeding our 
revenues. Our debt is so large that we are 
spending over $300 million a year to pay it 
off. Our unfunded pension liability is now 
over $4 billion and will, at current rates, 
grow to over $9 billion in 11 years. 

To those who are dodging bullets in their 
neighborhoods like we read about in the 
paper this morning, the budget means little . 
Their very lives are at stake. While the rate 
of many crimes has gone down, homicides 
have gone up. 

I am reminded of Isaiah's vision of his be
loved Jerusalem. He wrote early : 

" How the faithful city has become a har
lot, she that was full of justice. 

"Righteousness lodged in her, but now 
murderers. 

" Your silver has become dross, your wine 
mixed with water. 

" Your princes are revels and companions 
of thieves. 

"Everyone loves a bribe and runs after 
gifts. 

"They do not defend the fatherless, and the 
widow's cause does not come to them ." 

But Isaiah later wrote of a vision of hope : 
" If you take away the midst of you the 

yoke , the pointing of the finger, and speak
ing wickedness. 

" If you pour yourself out for the hungry 
and satisfy the desire of the afflicted. 

"Then shall your light rise in the darkness 
and your gloom be as the noonday. 

" And the Lord will guide you continually , 
and satisfy your desire with good things and 
make your bones strong. 

" And you shall be liked a watered garden, 
like a spring of waters whose waters fail not. 

" And your ancient ruins shall be rebuilt. 
" You shall raise up the foundations of 

many generations and shall be called the re
pairer of the breach, the restorer of streets 
to live in." 

How do we like Isaiah get from the gloom 
of the problems which beset us to the hope of 
which he spoke. 

In my campaign, I laid out some proposals. 
I spoke of the need for fair downsizing 

through a process to identify that which is 
essential and that which is not essential and 
moving personnel from nonessential posi
tions into essential positions. 

I spoke of the need to involve the public 
more in the decisions to engage new debt. 

I spoke of a formula to share the respon
sibility for resolving the unfunded pension 

liability although its creation was chiefly 
the responsibility of the Congress when it 
ran the city. 

I spoke of the need to enforce the Assault 
Weapons Manufacturing Strict Liability Act 
to hold the merchants of death responsible 
for the death and destruction which their 
products are causing in our city. 

I spoke of encouraging economic develop
ment programs to be coordinated with the 
development of educational curricula so that 
we can produce graduates for jobs and jobs 
for graduates . 

I am ready to get started. I could offer you 
a lot of detail, but I did that during the cam
paign. Some said an excruciating amount of 
detail. This is not the occasion for a rerun of 
a stump speech. 

I can say this. All that I have promised and 
can do and all that any of these people on 
the Council or the Mayor can do alone will 
not be enough. We must cooperate if any
thing substantial is to be done . 

Further, it cannot be done without the 
soul of our people. 

Crises can be the occasion of falling apart. 
They can result in divisiveness, in scape
goatism, in NIMBYism-all efforts to blame 
somebody else for our problems. 

However, our crises can be the occasion of 
people coming together. Our city has done it 
before; we can do it again. We survived the 
colonial days of the last part of the 18th cen
tury and the first part of the 19th century 
when human beings were chattels to be 
bought and sold. We survived the reconstruc
tion period when Boss Shepherd drove the 
city into bankruptcy. We survived the Jim 
Crowism which used Boss Shepherd's ex
cesses to put us under a three-commissioner 
form of government which we endured for a 
century. 

We have it within ourselves to conquer our 
current problems as well. Take a moment , 
stop looking at me , and look around the 
room at each other. We are black . We are 
white . We are yellow. We are brown. We are 
old. We are young. We are rich and not so 
rich. We are male. We are female. We are 
straight. We are gay. We are African, Euro
pean, Latin, and Asian. We are from every 
corner of the world. 

Yet in this most political of cities, our 
goals are similar, and, if we are all given and 
take a part, we can realize those goals to
gether. In our own city, we have the capacity 
to realize the American dream. 

To do that, we must look beyond this 
chamber and the halls of government which 
they represent. We must look to the very 
soul of our city and of our people. 

We cannot just pay our taxes and vote. 
That is not enough. We must do more. 

As businesses, we cannot just buy our li
censes and pay our fees. We must seek to 
hire the unemployed, and particularly those 
from the District of Columbia where our 
businesses are operating. 

In the face of crime, we cannot just board 
up our houses, and we definitely cannot re
sort to arming ourselves as has happened in 
other jurisdictions. We must put on the or
ange and red hats, be courageous, go outside 
and join our neighbors and the police and re
claim our streets. 

We must be parents to our own children, 
but we must be willing to reach out and 
touch someone else's child who may be with
out the benefit of the parents that we are. 

We must be a good neighbor, but we must 
welcome to our neighborhoods new people 
who may be different than what we have 
been used to . 

Throughout history , it has been shown 
that people have within their souls the re
sources to respond to crises far more than 
their governments. 
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Moses stood up to Pharoh. Daniel stood up 

to Darius and was put into the den of lions. 
Meshach, Shadrach, and Abednego stood up 
to Nebuchadnezzar and were put into a fur
nace of fire. And Jesus stood up to Pilate and 
was nailed to a cross. In our own time, Ma
hatma Ghandi stood up to the British crown, 
Martin Luther King stood up to the United 
States, and just this week Nelson Mandela 
proved victorious over the apartheid govern
ment of South Africa. 

Each of these persons drew on resources 
beyond government and their victories were 
far greater than those which could be 
achieved by any government. Many of them 
were in conflict or contrast with government 
and we live in a democracy where coopera
tion with government may be more possible. 
But the important thing is that they brought 
forth resources from their very souls which 
were needed to resolve the problems they 
faced. 

I accept the challenge to do that myself. I 
challenge each of my colleagues, I challenge 
the Mayor, and yes, Senator HARKIN, I even 
challenge the United States to do so too. 

Thank you.• 

ffiRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOX SCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as of the 
close of business Wednesday, October 6, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$4,404,063,184,112.24, meaning that on a 
per capita basis, every man, woman, 
and child in America owes $17 ,145.84 as 
his or her share of that debt. 

CANCER SCREENING INCENTIVE 
ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. D' AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleagues, Senators 
MACK and BREAUX, in introducing the 
Cancer Screening Incentive Act of 1993. 
This life-giving legislation will make 
early cancer detection tests available 
to every American. 

Despite recent advances in our war 
against cancer, this horrible disease re
mains the second leading cause of 
death in the United States. The Amer
ican Cancer Society estimates that, in 
1993, 46,300 women will die of breast 
cancer and 183,000 new cases will be di
agnosed. Of the 248 million Americans 
now living, approximately 85 million
or 1 in 3---will eventually have some 
form of cancer. 

These figures underscore the vital 
importance of early cancer detection 
and . treatment. Procedures such as 
mammography, the Pap test, and fecal 
occult blood tests make it possible to 
identify and treat cancers before they 
spread. The American Cancer Society 
estimates that, through expanded early 
detection and treatment, 84,000 cancer 
deaths could be avoided in 1993 alone. 

Unfortunately, far too few Americans 
receive appropriate early cancer detec
tion tests. In 1987, only 25 percent of 
women over 50 reported having a mam
mogram within the preceding 2 years. 
The Healthy People 2000 Report, issued 
in 1990 by the Public Health Service, 
urges increased use of mammogram 

screening so that at least 60 percent of 
women over 50 receive such tests every 
2 years by the year 2000. In addition, 
the report calls for a 13-percent in
crease in the use of Pap tests, and an 
85-percent increase in fecal occult 
blood testing by the year 2000. 

The Cancer Screening Incentive Act 
of 1993 will help us reach these goals by 
offering a refundable tax credit of up to 
$250 against the costs of certain cancer 
screening procedures. For those who 
fall outside the 15-percent marginal tax 
rate, our bill provides a credit of up to 
$200. Our bill will also increase access 
to cancer screening among low-income 
Americans by ensuring that individuals 
whose family income is below 150 per
cent of the poverty level receive cancer 
screening procedures at no cost. Medi
cal providers who offer tests to these 
individuals would be eligible for a mod
est tax credit at a rate to be deter
mined by the Heal th Care Financing 
Administration. 

No American should be denied access 
to early cancer screening procedures 
simply due to their cost, or because of 
lack of adequate health insurance. The 
enactment of the Cancer Screening In
centive Act of 1993 will remove, for all 
Americans, the barriers to these life
saving procedures. I encourage my col
leagues to join in the support of this 
important legislation, and I urge its 
immediate passage.• 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re
sume legislative session. 

BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH DAY 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Judiciary Com
mittee be discharged from and the Sen
ate proceed to the immediate consider
ation of House Joint Resolution 111, a 
joint resolution relating to Biomedical 
Research Day; that the joint resolution 
be read a third time, passed; that the 
preamble be agreed to; that the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table and 
any statements relative to the passage 
of this item appear at the appropriate 
place in the RECORD. 

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

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 111) 
was ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

MIDDLE EAST PEACE 
FACILITATION ACT OF 1993 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask that 
the Chair lay before the Senate a mes
sage from the House of Representatives 
on (S. 1487) a bill entitled "Middle East 
Peace Facilitation Act of 1993." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Amendment: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

insert: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Middle East 
Peace Facilitation Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) the Palestine Liberation Organization 

has recognized the State of Israel's right to 
exist in peace and security; accepted United 
Nations Security Council resolutions 242 and 
338; committed itself to the peace process 
and peaceful coexistence with Israel, free 
from violence and all other acts which en
danger peace and stability; and assumed re
sponsibility over all Palestine Liberation Or
ganization elements and personnel in order 
to assure their compliance, prevent viola
tions, and discipline violators; 

(2) Israel has recognized the Palestine Lib
eration Organization as the representative of 
the Palestinian people; 

(3) Israel and the Palestine Liberation Or
ganization signed a Declaration of Principles 
on Interim Self-Government Arrangements 
on September 13, 1993, at the White House; 

(4) the United States has resumed a bilat
eral dialogue with the Palestine Liberation 
Organization; and 

(5) in order to implement the Declaration 
of Principles on Interim Self-Government 
Arrangements and facilitate the Middle East 
peace process, the President has requested 
flexibility to suspend certain provisions of 
law pertaining to the Palestine Liberation 
Organization. 
SEC. 3. AUTHORITY TQ SUSPEND CERTAIN PROVI

SIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsection (b), 
the President may suspend any provision of 
law specified in subsection (d). Any such sus
pension shall cease to be effective on Janu
ary 1, 1994, or such earlier date as the Presi
dent may specify. 

(b) CONDITIONS.-
(1) CONSULTATION.-The President may ex

ercise the authority provided in subsection 
(a) only if the President certifies to the rel
evant congressional committees. 

(2) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION.- The 
President may exercise the authority pro
vided in subsection (a) only if the President 
certifies to the relevant congressional com
mittees that-

(A) it is in the national interest of the 
United States to exercise such authority ; 
and 

(B) the Palestine Liberation Organization 
continues to abide by all the commitments 
described in paragraph (4). 

(3) REQUIREMENT FOR CONTINUING PLO COM
PLIANCE.-Any suspension under subsection 
(a) of a provision of law specified in sub
section (d) shall cease to be effective if the 
President certifies to the relevant congres
sional committees that the Palestine Libera
tion Organization has not continued to abide 
by all the commitments described in para
graph (4). 

(4) PLO COMMITMENTS DESCRIBED.-The 
commitments referred to in paragraphs (2) 
and (3) are the commitments made by the 
Palestine Liberation Organization-

(A) in its letter of September 9, 1993, to the 
Prime Minister of Israel; 

(B) in its letter of September 9, 1993, to the 
Foreign Minister of Norway; and · 

(C) in , and resulting from the implementa
tion of, ·the Declaration of Principles on In
terim Self-Government Arrangements signed 
on September 13, 1993. 
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(C) EXPECTATION OF CONGRESS REGARDING 

ANY EXTENSION OF PRESIDENTIAL AUTHOR
ITY.-The Congress expects that any exten
sion of the authority provided to the Presi
dent in subsection (a) will be conditional on 
the Palestine Liberation Organization-

(!) renouncing the Arab League boycott of 
Israel; 

(2) urging the nations of the Arab League 
to end the Arab League boycott of Israel; 
and 

(3) cooperating with efforts undertaken by 
the President of the United States to end the 
Arab League boycott of Israel. 

(d) PROVISIONS THAT MAY BE SUSPENDED.
The provisions that may be suspended under 
the authority of subsection (a) are the fol
lowing: 

(1) Section 307 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2227) as it applies with 
respect to the Palestine Liberation Organiza
tion or entities associated with it. 

(2) Section 114 of the Department of State 
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1984 and 1985 
(22 U.S .C. 287e note) as it applies with re
spect to the Palestine Liberation Organiza
tion or entities associated with it. 

(3) Section 1003 of the Foreign Relations 
Authorization Act. Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989 
(22 U.S .C. 5202). 

(4) Section 37 of the Bretton Woods Agree
ment Act (22 U.S.C. 286w) as it applies to the 
granting to the Palestine Liberation Organi
zation of observer status or other official 
status at any meeting sponsored by or asso
ciated with the International Monetary 
Fund. As used in this paragraph, the term 
" other official status" does not include 
membership in the International Monetary 
Fund. 

(e) RELATION TO OTHER AUTHORITIES.-This 
section supersedes section 578 of the Foreign 
Operations. Export Financing, and Related 
Programs Appropriations Act, 1994 (Public 
Law 103-87). 

(f) RELEVANT CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES 
DEFINED.-As used in this section. the term 
" relevant congressional committees" 
means-

(1) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs, and the Committee on Appropria
tions of the House of Representatives; and 

(2) the Committee on Foreign Relations 
and the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move the 
Senate concur in the House amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 

AMENDING THE NATIONAL WOOL 
ACT OF 1954 . 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Agriculture 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of S. 1548, a bill relating 
to a 2-year phaseout of the wool and 
mohair program, and that the Senate 
then proceed to its immediate consid
eration, that the bill be deemed read 
three times, passed and the motion to 
reconsider laid upon the table. 

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

So the bill (S. 1548) was deemed read 
the third time and passed, as follows: 

s. 1548 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SUPPORT PRICE FOR WOOL AND MO

HAIR. 
Section 703 of the National Wool Act of 

1954 (7 U.S.C. 1782) is amended-
(!) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 

the following new subsection: 
" (a) Subject to subsection (b)(3) , the Sec

retary of Agriculture shall, through the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, make loans 
and payments to producers of wool and mo
hair through December 31, 1995. "; 

(2) in subsection (b)-
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking " 1997" and 

inserting " 1995"; and 
(B) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 

the following new paragraph: 
" (3) No loans, purchases, or payments shall 

be made for the 1996 and subsequent market
ing years, except that loans and payments 
for the 1995 marketing year shall be paid in 
1996.''; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

" (4)(A) Through December 31, 1995, the Sec
retary shall offer to wool and mohair produc
ers r ecourse loans under terms and condi
tions that are prescribed by the Secretary, 
except that the loans shall be administered 
at no net cost to the Federal Government. 

"(B) A producer who fails to repay a loan 
made under subparagraph (A) by the end of 
the following marketing year shall be ineli
gible for a loan under this Act for that mar
keting year and subsequent marketing 
years.". 
SEC. 2. REDUCTION IN PAYMENTS. 

Section 704(a) of the National Wool Act of 
1954 (7 U.S.C. 1783(a)) is amended by inserting 
after the first sentence the following new 
sentence: " In the case of each of the 1994 and 
1995 marketing years, the payments shall be 
75 and 50 percent, respectively, of the 
amount otherwise determined under the pre
ceding sentence.'' . 
SEC. 3. ELIMINATION OF WOOL AND MOHAIR 

PROGRAMS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Effective December 31, 

1995, the National Wool Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1781 et seq.) is repealed. 

(b) APPLICATION.- The repeal made by sub
section (a) shall apply to both the wool and 
mohair programs. 

(C) PROHIBITION.-Effective beginning De
cember 31, 1995, the Secretary of Agriculture 
may not provide loans or payments for wool 
or mohair by using the funds of the Commod
ity Credit Corporation or under the author
ity of any law. 
SEC. 4. REMOVAL OF PRICE SUPPORT REF

ERENCES. 
(a) Section 702 of the National Wool Act of 

1954 (7 U.S .C. 1781) is repealed. 
(b) Section 703 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1782) is 

amended-
(!) by striking the section heading and in

serting the following new section heading: 
" SUPPORT PRICE FOR WOOL OR MOHAIR"; 

(2) in subsection (b)(l)(i), by striking " such 
price support" and inserting " the support 
price" ; and 

(3) in subsection (d), by striking "price 
support" and inserting "support under this 
section". 

(c) section 704 of such Act (7 U.S .C. 1783) is 
amended-

(1) by striking the section heading and in
serting the following new section heading: 
SEC. "SEC. 704. PAYMENTS."; 

and 
(2) in subsection (a), by striking "If pay

ments are utilized as a means of price sup
port, the" and inserting " The". 

(d) The first sentence of section 706 of such 
Act (7 U.S .C. 1785) is amended by striking 
" price support operations" and inserting 
" operations under this Act". 
SEC. 5. LIABILITIES OF PRODUCERS. 

A provision of this Act may not affect the 
liability of any person under any provisions 
of law as in effect before the effective date of 
the provision. 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN
ISTRATION AND RELATED AGEN
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1994 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask that 

the Chair lay before the Senate a mes
sage from the House of Representatives 
on (H.R. 2493) a bill making appropria
tions for Agriculture, Rural Develop
ment, Food and Drug Administration, 
and Related Agencies programs for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Resolved, That the House agree to the 
amendment of the Senate to the amendment 
of the House to the amendment of the Senate 
numbered 164 to the bill (H.R. 2493) entitled 
" An Act making appropriations for Agri
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug 
Administration, and Related Agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, and 
for the other purposes. " . 

Resolved, That the House agree to the 
amendment of the Senate to the amendment 
of the House to the amendment of the Senate 
numbered 29 to the aforesaid bill, with an 
amendment as follows: 

In the matter proposed by the Senate 
amendment, insert after "operations" the 
following: ". except for marketing year 
1993". 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Senate concur 
in the amendment of the House to the 
Senate amendment to the House 
amendment to the Senate amendment 
No. 29, to the bill, H.R. 2493, with the 
above occurring without intervening 
action or debate. 

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

ELIMINATING THE WOOL AND MOHAIR SUBSIDY 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am here 

today both to declare satisfaction that 
we have prevailed over at least one spe
cial interest and to express my frus tra
tion that our victory could not be se
cured immediately. 

Just over 2 months ago Congress and 
the President enacted an historic bill 
that will cut $500 billion from the defi
cit-the largest deficit reduction in the 
history of our Nation-through a pro
gram of shared sacrifice. Senators who 
voted for that package-which con
tained some features that all of us dis
like-risked their political futures in 
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order to do right by future generations. 
And we were roundly attacked by those 
who refused to join us in his historic 
effort bu t--from the sidelines-accused 
us of not doing enough. These critics 
hide behind the rhetoric of tough 
choices in order to avoid actually doing 
anything that might offend their paro
chial interests. 

For me, the wool and mohair subsidy 
has come to symbolize this allegiance 
to vested interests. Many of the most 
vociferous critics of President Clin
ton's plan-who claim he has not cut 
enough-are the ones who have worked 
behind the scenes to ensure that sheep, 
goats, and a few of their owners do not 
have to sacrifice as much as the re
mainder of the Nation to bring down 
our mammoth deficit. 

And although we-not they-have 
won, they have succeeded in delaying 
the will of the American people and the 
majority of the Senate. Senator BRYAN 
and I offered an amendment to the 
budget reconciliation bill in August. 
Our amendment was supported by the 
majority of Senators but failed on a 
technicality. Then, an amendment we 
offered to the Agriculture appropria
tions bill won-in two separate votes. 
When the Senate-House conference 
committee stripped the amendment 
and reinstated the subsidy, we followed 
with an amendment to an amendment 
that the conference had reported in dis
agreement--an unusual move-which 
won again. But in the House, in re
sponse to pleas from the wool and mo
hair industries, the subsidy was rein
stated yet again! Finally tonight, Mr. 
President, we believe the Senate once 
again will terminate the program. But 
in order to assure that we will do so, 
we have had to agree to a phase-out of 
the program over the next 3 years. 

I am extremely proud of the fact 
that, as a result of our efforts, the tax
payers will be saved $500 million over 
the next 5 years. But I am extremely 
frustrated that they are not saved the 
full $900 million that would have been 
saved if our initial amendment had be
come law. 

The wool and mohair subsidy, despite 
being ridiculed in the New York Times, 
the Washington Post, and other edi
torial pages across the Nation; despite 
being cited by Vice President GORE'S 
Reinventing Government Task Force 
as a wasteful program; despite four 
votes in the Senate to eliminate it; de
spite the fact that its stated purpose is 
to maintain a supply of wool and mo
hair for strategic purposes which no 
longer exist; despite the fact that mo
hair is now used only for the decorative 
braids on military uniforms-the wool 
and mohair subsidy almost survived. 
And, despite all our efforts, the best 
that can be accomplished will find 
ranchers continuing to receive some 
taxpayer dollars through fiscal year 
1996 to raise goats. 

Mr. President, I guess you might say 
that the American taxpayer has been 

fleeced yet again by the special inter
ests. 

Mr. President, most Americans know 
that there is much, much more that 
must be done to eliminate the colossal 
deficit which places a huge tax, with
out representation, on our children and 
their children. They are tremendously 
frustrated with what they see as our 
inability to eliminate even the small
est and least defensible programs. 

Even if they are aware of the $250 bil
lion in specific cuts which were in
cluded in the President's budget, they 
know that his budget necessarily in
cluded only those cuts the administra
tion was able to identify in its early 
days in office, when the budget was de
veloped, and-more important--which 
survived the Byzantine wheeling and 
dealing that takes place during the 
congressional budget process. 

They know-and they are absolutely 
right--that there are many programs 
beyond those cut in the President's 
budget that have outlived their origi
nal purposes but which are staunchly 
defended by the entrenched interests 
that benefit from the programs. There 
are many others that never served a le
gitimate national interest but were ini
tiated only to satisfy powerful political 
constituencies. 

That is the reality, Mr. President, 
and when we deny it we succeed only in 
making people cynical about their 
elected officials. Our constituents see 
these programs ridiculed on "Sixty 
Minutes" and on the evening news. And 
they feel ridiculed themselves-because 
it is their hard-earned money that pays 
for these programs. The amounts may 
not matter as much as the idea that 
the Government is careless with tax 
dollars. 

We owe it to the American people to 
rout out these programs as a logical 
follow-on to the President's budget. 

Mr. President we thought we had 
taken a modest step forward when we 
first won a majority vote in the Senate 
to kill this program. But we underesti
mated the ability of the special inter
ests to work the system-even in the 
case of a subsidy which is indefensible 
except from a narrow parochial per
spective. 

I am stumped. If it is so difficult to 
kill this program, Mr. President, how 
do we take on the really tough ones? 
How do we control entitlement pro
grams? How do we reorient defense pri
orities? How do we discontinue failed 
research projects? 

And what am I to make of my col
leagues who say that the President 
hasn't done enough but who fight to 
protect the rights of goats? 

Our political system is structured to 
make change difficult. The Founding 
Fathers wanted to avoid swings in pol
icy. As long as the economy was grow
ing, perhaps it was not too destructive 
to ignore failed programs and simply 
add programs that we hoped would 

work better. However, in these times of 
climbing deficits and strangling inter
est rates, we cannot afford to continue 
to fund wasteful programs when we 
have so many current priorities and 
our resources are so inadequate to fund 
them. 

This subsidy illustrates this problem 
plainly. Children in our inner cities go 
without health care and decent edu
cation while the Federal Government 
pays ranchers liberally to grow goats. 

Obviously, we cannot ask others to 
make sacrifices and refuse to make 
them ourselves. I introduced a bill that 
would make cuts in a variety of pro
grams including several important to 
Massachusetts. Senator BRYAN intro
duced the amendment to terminate the 
Wool and Mohair Program although 
there are wool producers in his State. 
The madness must end. And to end it, 
we each must be willir~g to vote to 
eliminate programs that we know are 
not in the national interest. 

Mr. President, I have accepted the 
proposal contained in the bills on 
which the Senate is about to act to
night. But I want my colleagues to be 
on notice: If for some reason this com
promise does not succeed in terminat
ing this wasteful program-if the 
House does not accept our compromise 
or if it somehow is liberalized at a later 
date-then I will do everything in my 
power to eliminate the subsidy imme
diately and finally. Every bill before 
the Senate will be a potential target. 

I also want to urge my colleagues to 
reflect on the long, slow death of the 
wool and mohair subsidy and take this 
opportunity to resolve that together 
we will change the system that makes 
responsible budgeting so difficult. Mr. 
President, for the sake of the taxpayers 
of this Na ti on, we can overcome the 
special interests to cleanse our Federal 
budget of programs and expenditures 
that can no longer be justified. It will 
not be easy, but it is necessary-and, 
each time I see another of my col
leagues take a stand to cut yet another 
wasteful program, I know that it is 
possible. 

WOOL AND MOHAIR PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAM 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 
strongly oppose efforts to abolish the 
Wool Act. I urge my colleagues not to 
be misled. The Wool and Mohair Price 
Support Program is not costing the 
taxpayers money. I find it difficult to 
understand the purpose of pursuing leg
islation that would deprive thousands 
of Americans of their means of living. 
That would be the result should this 
bill pass. 

The Wool and Mohair Price Support 
Program is vital to the survival of 4,000 
South Dakota sheep growers. Without 
the Wool Act, South Dakota could lose 
up to one-third of its sheep producers. 
Nationally, loss of the Wool Act would 
force up to 30 percent of sheep produc
ers out of business in just 12 months. 
That is 25,000 farm families. 
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And, that is just the immediate im

pact. Such a loss of family farmers, 
would result in the unprecedented sale 
of sheep and lambs. Producers still in 
business would see prices plummet. 
Their collateral base would shrink and 
possibly jeopardize their financial 
standing. Few producers can afford 
such a loss with the currently de
pressed sheep and lamb prices. 

Mr. President, just look at what has 
happened to the market prices since 
the Bryan amendment passed the Sen
ate on September 23, 1993. Market lamb 
prices have dropped as much as $3 and 
bids are unavailable on cull ewes in 
most of the country. Breeding ewe 
prices have dropped $10. Flock dispersal 
in the next few months will further 
drive down the price of stock ewes. An
ticipated losses could exceed $150 mil
lion. 

The effects in South Dakota, should 
the Wool Act be abolished, would be 
devastating. Butte County would lose 
$1.9 million. Harding County would lose 
nearly $1 million. Meade County would 
lose nearly $500 thousand. The liveli
hoods of the 1,500 sheep and lamb pro
ducers in these counties could be ru
ined. 

The livelihoods of more than 4,000 
South Dakota sheep and lamb produc
ers would be ruined. Nearly $9 million 
would disappear from the agricultural 
economy. Small businesses would be 
put in jeopardy. In some cases the safe
ty and soundness of rural banks would 
be put at risk. This lost income likely 
could lead to higher taxes to pay for 
education and community services. 
The $9 million could easily reach $50 
million as lost farm dollars ripple 
through my State's economy. One can 
just imagine the effects nationwide. 
The U.S. sheep industry contributes 
$6.7 billion to the national economy. 
This would be put at risk should we 
abolish the Wool Act. 

The hardest hit would be our young 
farmers and ranchers . There are many 
producers who have just started ranch
ing on their own. They lack the collat
eral base and credit history of those 
who have ranched for 20 or more years. 
These young ranchers are more depend
ent on the incentive payments under 
the Wool Act. For many of them, the 
incentive payments account for 30 per
cent of some of their income. Take the 
payments away and these young farm
ers do not cash-flow. Without the abil
ity to cash flow, these ranchers would 
be denied the credit necessary to con
tinue ranching. They are agriculture's 
future . Yet they are the ones this body 
is forcing off the land. And for what? 
Absolutely nothing. 

Mr. President, this is just another ex
ample of the antirural bias that is be
coming more obvious in Congress. This 
bias is beginning to gain attention 
throughout the country. It is getting 
very obvious and disturbing in South 
Dakota. I ask unanimous consent for 

69-059 0-97 Vol. 139 (Pt. 17) 28 

an article from the Yankton Press and 
Dakotan be inserted in the RECORD at 
this point. 

ANTI-RURAL BIASES ARE GROWING MORE 
OBVIOUS IN CONGRESS 

Some of the anti-rural sentiment in Wash
ington is finally being called what it is. And 
it should concern everybody in South Da
kota and Nebraska as urban-oriented law
makers squeeze our agricultural sector. 

After a recent Senate vote to kill wool and 
price supports, Sen. Larry Pressler said that 
the vote is " anti-west, " and, " will hurt the 
livelihood of 4,000 sheep and lamb producers 
in our state alone. " 

Many " town" people and a few farmers 
might say that it's just too bad if subsidized 
farmers are in trouble without price sup
ports. But the problem is deeper . 

Worldwide-and we are in a worldwide 
market-ag products are subject to varying 
government supports. It's not a free market. 
Examples could easily fill this page. 

There may be reasons for dumping this 
particular program, although it 's doubtful 
that our urban cousins looked into the eco
nomics. After all , it only affects a few farm
ers. 

Pressler noted that this one vote could 
take nearly $9 million from South Dakota 
alone, and have as much as $50 million in 
total economic impact on the state. 

But anti-rural and anti-west sentiments in 
Congress are only a part of what South Da
kotans should be noticing. 

Cable television 's " Discovery Channel," 
trusted by viewers for its documentaries has 
" Green" ads to promote itself. In a current 
one, it notes that cattle grazing on otherwise 
unused public lands is evil since ranchers are 
damaging the grass while paying tiny graz
ing fees . 

Says who? Well, somebody. It's never men
tioned, of course, The evil of cattle grazing is 
shown as a fact-a fact like the sun will rise 
tomorrow. 

Again, most South Dakotans don't think 
much about grazing fees in the boondocks of 
our state. Relatively few ranches are af
fected . And who cares if a few more farmers 
and ranchers sell out this yerr because the 
Clinton White House and Washington urban 
bureaucrats add fees against a specific Sen
ate vote on the issue? 

If a Republican administration had im
posed higher fees contrary to the declared 
will of Congress, newspapers nationwide 
would be raising cain. Yet even in South Da
kota, Nebraska, Wyoming and other states 
where the economy is affected, there has 
scarcely been a peep. 

Pressler's comments on wool probably are 
seen by urban-oriented media people as poli
tics for home folks . 

But catch Democrats Senator Tom Daschle 
or Representative Tim Johnson and others 
on an off day . You just may hear the same 
comments, with perhaps a different political 
spin, but the same foundation. 

Eastern and " town" South Dakotans may 
think they're immune, or they don't even see 
an economic threat. 

But folks on the coasts think we're all rap
ing the beauty of "Dances with Wolves Da
kota," their potential summer vacation 
playground of land diseased by farming. 

As eastern South Dakota has helped to kill 
jogging, mid-summer vacation spots, so 
urban America is working to " save" the rest 
of the state and region, one step at a time. 

Think not? Ask affected farmers about 
" wetlands" laws Missouri and Niobrara 
River federal projects. 

And watch the big squeeze as the state's 
tax revenues shrink along with our ag sec
tor. 

$6. 7 BILLION 

From ranch to retail, that's the amount 
the U.S. sheep industry contributes annually 
to the national economy. $6.7 billion- that's 
about $53 for every man, woman and child in 
the civilian work force today . Here's how the 
sheep industry makes its contributions: 

Jobs: 350,000 people work in sheep and 
sheep-related industries. 

Lamb production: $619.6 million is gen
erated by the purchase of lamb in grocery 
stores and other retail outlets; $1.12 billion is 
generated by the purchase of lamb in hotels, 
restaurants and institutions; $78.8 million is 
generated by the processing and sale of pelts 
and other lamb products such as sausage cas
ings. 

People who truck , feed and process lambs 
earn money along the way. 

Wool production: $2.86 billion comes from 
the production and sale of wool clothing and 
other types of apparel such as mittens and 
socks. 

Wool processing generates income for 
truckers, people who work in textile and ap
parel plants and others who handle the wool 
as it moves from the sheep to the final fabric 
or clothing product. 

Lamb and wool exports: $25.2 million is 
generated by the export of live sheep from 
the U.S . to other countries; $22.4 million is 
generated by the export of wool and wool 
products; $137.2 million comes from the ex
port of wool fabric ; $437.6 million is gen
erated by the export of wool clothing and 
other types of apparel. 

Exports generate income for people who 
work for U.S. manufacturers, people who 
load ships in U.S. ports and other people in
volved in the shipping business. In addition, 
economists say exports have a multiplier ef
fect on the economy which generates an ad
ditional $1.43 billion for the U.S. economy 
from the above exports. 

Lanolin production: Lanolin is an impor
tant product taken from the wool when it is 
processed. Lanolin is used in everything 
from hand lotion to shampoo and hair condi
tioner to shaving cream and makeup. 

$12.8 million is generated annually by the 
processing and sale of lanolin at the whole
sale level. 

You can find evidence of the sheep indus
try everywhere. Baseballs are stuffed with 
wool. Medicines are made from sheep byprod
ucts. Stearic acid from sheep can be found in 
antifreeze , and other sheep products are used 
in asphalt. And that 's just a few of the items 
that come from sheep. 

The sheep industry and $6.7 billion. Where 
would we be without it? 

Mr. President, the Wool Act enables 
American farmers to compete in the 
international marketplace on a level 
playing field. The European Commu
nity pays major subsidies to its sheep 
producers. Consider the following: 
United Kingdom subsidies total $30 per 
sheep and French subsidies total $25 
per sheep. Australia subsidizes its 
sheep industry with a program that 
costs more than $1 billion. Canada also 
subsidizes its sheep producers. Abolish
ing the Wool Act would leave the U.S. 
sheep industry unable to compete in 
the heavily subsidized world market. 
This should not be permitted to hap
pen. 

Mr. President, the benefits of the 
Wool and Mohair Price Support Pro
gram are many. In the West, sheep are 
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raised on land that would not other
wise be economically productive. Sheep 
and goat grazing helps control noxious 
weed problems without the use of ex
pensive and damaging chemicals. The 
program also supports surrounding 
communities and is vitally important 
for rural development. 

Mr. President, those of us who live in 
the West are being attacked on all 
fronts. Burdensome restrictions and 
higher costs are being placed on users 
of Federal lands. Private property 
rights are under attack. Higher grazing 
fees are being proposed. Thousands of 
jobs are at risk due to timber cutting 
reductions. Ranchers are unable to pro
tect their income source----livestock
from predators. And now we are consid
ering abolishing the Wool Act. 

We should not pull the rug out from 
under our sheep producers. For what 
purpose? No money would be saved. 
The deficit would not be reduced. Farm 
families would be destroyed. Young 
ranchers would be denied an income. 
Jobs would be lost. Not one beneficial 
result would be achieved. 

Mr. President, if reforms are to be 
made in this program, let us hold hear
ings and receive the input of those who 
would be most affected. Listen to pro
ducers on how to improve the current 
program-don't abruptly throw them 
out. 

I urge my colleagues not to abolish 
the Wool Act. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, today the 
Senate is taking important action on a 
significant agricultural program, the 
Wool and Mohair Program. As we all 
know, there has been much discussion 
over the years regarding this and other 
agricultural programs and the Wool 
and Mohair Program has been singled 
out for discussion during these past few 
weeks. 

It is very easy for some of us to take 
the sharp knife and cut individual pro
grams in the name of fiscal responsibil
ity. I have worked continually since I 
have come to the Congress supporting 
cutting a broad spectrum of programs. 
This is the right thing to do. It is es
sential if we are to address the exces
sive budget deficit. 

However, when discussing the total 
elimination of a program there are sev
eral aspects that must be considered. 
What will the impact be on the lives of 
those involved directly in the program 
and can we find a way to lessen that 
impact? If money is saved, where will 
the savings go? 

Those of us representing wool and 
mohair producing States have at
tempted, over the past few weeks, to 
address the human and animal con
cerns of the participants in the Wool 
and Mohair Program while also speak
ing to the budget responsibility we all 
share. I believe, Mr. President, we have 
achieved such a compromise. 

Having said that, I believe it is im
portant all Senators understand what 

will be the impact of our action here 
today. 

The money that was going to wool 
and mohair producers will not be 
saved. The budget deficit will not be re
duced as a result of our action today on 
the Wool and Mohair Program. The 
money, and I might add it is not di
rectly appropriated money but excise 
tax money, will go to another Federal 
program. For example the Congress is 
in the process of increasing spending in 
fiscal year 1994 by $81 billion over the 
fiscal year 1993 expenditures. 

I must remind my colleagues that 
when we view the agricultural pro
grams of the United States we must 
also consider what American agri
culture is providing our people in rela
tion to the rest of the world. No other 
country in the world spends as little on 
food as does the United States, 9.8 per
cent of disposable income. All other 
countries spend more than 10 percent: 
In France, for example, it is 15.9 per
cent; Germany 20.2 percent; Italy 18.8 
percent; and Greece 31.3 percent. 

The wool and mohair amendment to 
the Department of Agriculture appro
priations bill that passed the Senate on 
July 26, 1993, would not only have 
eliminated the program this year but 
would have made that action retro
active to eliminate the 1993 payment. 
This action did not consider the poten
tial impact either on animals or on hu
mans. By retroactive elimination of 
this program, it left many wool grow
ers with the potential of being unable 
to feed animals or recover them from 
the range before winter. This was un
reasonably harsh in its impact. Even 
the most severe critic of the program 
would not promote such a vindictive 
approach to dealing with the budget 
deficit. Ev.en the base closing process 
allows for orderly phaseout. The com
promise we have accepted today allows 
that for our wool and mohair produc
ers. 

This does not mean that there will 
not be a negative impact on agri
culture by our action here today. There 
will be a serious disruption in this seg
ment of American agriculture. And 
make no mistake about it, lives will be 
irretrievably disrupted. This is unfor
tunate, but apparently unavoidable. 

Mr. President, much has been said 
and much more could be said regarding 
this issue. I believe it is important to 
caution the Senate regarding such ac
tions. It is imperative that we care
fully examine all the impacts on the 
lives of our citizens before taking such 
drastic actions. 

NATIONAL WOOL ACT OF 1954 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, those 
of us from States whose economies de
pend heavily on a strong domestic wool 
industry know about the cost-effi
ciency of this program. We know that 
unlike other agriculture subsidy pro
grams, this program pays for itself. We 
also know that this is not some dino-

saur from the cold war era. Yes, it is an 
agriculture subsidy program no dif
ferent from the rest of the many other 
programs which subsidize American ag
riculture. The only great difference is 
that the payments here are generated 
from a tariff on imported goods. 

Therefore, it is naive to argue that 
funds from this program could be used 
to reduce the deficit when that same 
argument is not used against other ag
riculture programs which do not even 
have an independent funding source 
from import tariffs. This Senator is 
ready to take a good cold hard look at 
all of these programs, and not just the 
ones that are targeted by opponents 
whose arguments sound pretty good on 
the surface, and generate good press 
about fiscal responsibility, but cannot 
withstand closer scrutiny. 

However, the arguments that I would 
make on the merits of the program 
have already been heard in this Cham
ber. They have also been heard in the 
House. If there is one thing that we in 
this arena know, it is political reality. 
Unfortunately, the political reality 
here is that this particular program 
has been targeted, and the program as 
it now exists does not have the support 
of a majority in either Chamber of Con
gress. Therefore, as a matter of basic 
fairness to those people whose liveli
hoods depend on this program, we have 
to try to achieve some manner of eq
uity and fairness in view of that politi
cal reality. Equity and fairness does 
not mean eliminating this program 
retroactively. Equity and fairness does 
not mean killing this program by a 
harsh amendment to an appropriations · 
bill. We know that the Senator from 
Nevada has notified all of us of his in
tention to offer an amendment to the 
Agriculture appropriations conference 
report which would eliminate this pro
gram in its entirety. So those of us 
who support the program have limited 
options. 

When the House considered this con
ference report, they looked at what the 
Senate had done----a retroactive termi
nation of the program. As a matter of 
fairness, the House unanimously rein
stated the payments for this fiscal 
year. They did it on the basis of my 
friend, Chairman DE LA GARZA'S prom
ise to immediately introduce legisla
tion which would drastically reform 
this program. 

On the floor, Chairman DE LA GARZA 
said that Members could look at his 
legislation, and if they were not satis
fied with the changes, they could seek 
to reject them or eliminate the pro
gram in its entirety. He is a special 
warrior in this cause. He is great to 
work with, and I have always admired 
him. He is also an excellent vote 
counter and more than anyone else, un
derstands the political realities facing 
this program. He knows that unless it 
is radically altered, there are not suffi
cient votes to ensure its survival. 
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It is only fair that the authorizing 

committees of both Houses have the 
opportunity to examine this program 
first. In very rapid time, the Senate 
Agriculture Cammi ttee has come up 
with a bill which would provide for a 
phaseout of the program. It also pro
vides for recourse loans. I have had the 
opportunity to work on and examine 
this legislation and to learn how Wyo
ming producers feel about it. I cer
tainly know for a fact that they are 
not thrilled or excited about this par
ticular legislative language. It is a dag
ger to the heart. However, I do believe 
that they understand that this may be 
the last chance at a legislative product 
this year. 

Chairman DE LA GARZA will have a 
great deal to say about future legisla
tion in this industry. I think the best 
thing that can be said about this par
ticular resulting legislation is that it 
reflects a concept which accurately re
flects the total realities of the current 
political climate. Furthermore, it en
sures that those producers who de
pended on this fiscal year's payments 
and borrowed money in anticipation of 
those payments will not be harmed. 
Most importantly, it eliminates the 
hanging threat of an amendment by 
the Nevada Senator to simply kill off 
this program in its entirety. 

I want to assure Chairman DE LA 
GARZA that I will work with him and 
other interested Members of both par
ties to enact wool program legislation 
that is fair, equitable, and affordable 
and I greatly look forward to that op
portunity. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sup
port S. 1548, to reinstate incentive pay
ments to wool and mohair producers 
for the 1993 marketing year, and to 
continue a limited wool incentive pro
gram through the 1995 marketing year. 
While I disagree with many .of my col
leagues who think the Wool Act is an 
antiquated program that should be 
eliminated, I do commend them for 
agreeing to allow a gradual phaseout of 
the program, which should give produc
ers some time to adjust for the 
changes. 

As you know, last month during con
sideration of the fiscal year 1994 Agri
culture appropriations bill , the Senate 
passed an amendment authored by Sen
ators DICK BRYAN and JOHN KERRY that 
would have repealed the National Wool 
Act, and retroactively eliminated pay
ments already owed to producers for 
this year's production. The amendment 
would have unfairly eliminated incen
tive payments for wool already grown, 
shorn, and sold in 1993, and totally 
eliminated the wool program in future 
years. 

I feel strongly that, at a minimum, 
Congress has a responsibility to follow 
through the price support commitment 
we have already made to producers for 
their 1993 production of wool. This bill 
adequately addresses that problem. It 

also allows producers to continue to re
ceive payments for the 1994 and 1995 
marketing years, albeit at a reduced 
level. In 1994 producers will be eligible 
to receive 75 percent of their normal 
incentive payments, and in 1995 the 
payments will be reduced to 50 percent. 

Unfortunately, beginning in 1996 the 
wool incentive payments will be pro
hibited. I oppose this part of the legis
lation because I think the decision to 
eliminate the Wool Act is based upon 
misconceptions about the cost and op
eration of the program, and not its 
merits. However, I will support this bill 
because it is the best alternative avail
able, and it gives those of us who rep
resent wool and mohair producers time 
to fashion a workable program that is 
acceptable to a majority of Congress. 

NATIONAL HISTORICALLY BLACK 
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 
WEEK 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, on behalf 

of the majority leader, I ask that the 
Chair lay before the Senate a message 
from the House on Senate Joint Reso
lution 21, a joint resolution relating to 
the National Historically Black Col
leges Week. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Amendments: 
Page 1, line 3, strike out " September 19, 

1993" and insert: " September 18, 1994." . 
Amend the title so as to read: " Joint reso

lution designating the week beginning Sep
tember 18, 1994, as 'National Hist orically 
Black Colleges and Universities Week' ." . 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur en bloc in the 
amendments of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the mo
tion was agreed to. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

WORLD FOOD DAY 

NATIONAL MAMMOGRAPHY DAY 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, on behalf 

of the majority leader, I ask unani
mous consent that the Senate proceed 
en bloc to the immediate consideration 
of House Joint Resolution 218 and 
House Joint Resolution 265, just re
ceived from the House; that the resolu
tions be read a third time, passed; that 
the preambles be agreed to en bloc; 
that the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table en bloc; and that any 
statements relative to the passage of 
these items appear at the appropriate 
place in the RECORD. 

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

So the joint resolutions (H.J. Res. 218 
and H.J. Res. 265) were deemed read the 
third time and passed. 

INTERNATIONAL RESCUE 
COMMITTEE 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the majority leader, I ask unani
mous consent that the Foreign Rela
tions Committee be discharged from 
further consideration of Senate Con
current Resolution 47, a concurrent 
resolution to recognize the Inter
national Rescue Committee for its hu
manitarian work; that the resolution 
be agreed to; that the motion to recon
sider be laid upon the table; and that 
any statements thereon appear in the 
RECORD at the appropriate place. 

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

So the concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 47) was agreed to, as follows: 

S. CON. RES. 47 
Whereas the International Rescue Commit

tee, which this year is marking the sixtieth 
anniversary of its founding, is a beacon of 
hope for the world's refugees, displaced by 
war, civil insurrection, ethnic conflict, polit
ical and religious persecution and famine; 

Whereas in crisis after crisis-in Europe, 
Central America, Africa, and Asia- the field 
staff of the International Rescue Committee 
is often the first relief support on site to 
ease the suffering of refugees by stablizing 
health conditions with critically needed 
sanitation, health care, and medical assist
ance; 

Whereas the programs of the International 
Rescue Committee are also concerned with 
improving the quality of life for refugees by 
preparing them for a productive future 
through educating children and building new 
skills among adults; 

Whereas often and whenever possible , pro
grams implemented by the International 
Rescue Committee are ultimately turned 
over to the refugees themselves after they 
have been well trained by International Res
cue Committee staff and volunteers; 

Whereas the International Rescue Commit
tee was founded in 1933 as a nonsectarian re
sponse to the increasing horrors of Nazi Ger
many; 

Wher eas as the need for humanitarian as
sistance expanded, so has the International 
Rescue Committee's commitment to refu
gees; 

Whereas throughout the wor ld, from 
Bosnia to Somalia, from Cambodia to El Sal
vador, the International Rescue Committee 
continues to aid refugees with medical as
sistance , shelter, food, skills-training; 

Whereas the International Rescue Commit
tee also helps in repatriation or resettlement 
to assist refugees in starting their life anew; 

Whereas in its sixty years of service, the 
International Rescue Committee has not 
only provided for victims of brutality and for 
those suffering from natural disasters with 
services essential for survival and the means 
to rebuild their lives, but also has given 
them reason to have renewed optimism in 
the compassion and goodwill of their fellow 
human beings; and 

Whereas October 15, 1993, the sixtieth anni
versary of the founding ·of the International 
Rescue Committee, is an appropriate day on 
which to give recognition to the Inter
national Rescue Committee for its great hu
manitarian endeavors: Now, therefore, be it 
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R esolved by the Senate (the H ouse of R ep- 

resentatives concurring), T h at o n  th e o ccasio n  

o f th e six tieth  an n iv ersary  o f th e fo u n d in g o f 

th e  In te rn a tio n a l R e sc u e  C o m m itte e , th e

C o n g ress h ereb y  reco g n izes th e In tern atio n al

R e sc u e  C o m m itte e  fo r its g re a t h u m a n i- 

tarian  en d eav o rs. 

T h e P R E S ID IN G  O F F IC E R . If th ere

is n o  o b jectio n , th e p ream b le is ag reed

to.

C O M M E N D IN G  T H E  M A JO R IT Y  

L E A D E R  A N D  R E P U B L IC A N  

L E A D E R  

M r. S IM P S O N . M r. P resid en t, as w e

w ait ju st a m o m en t h ere, let m e th an k

th e m ajo rity  lead er an d  o u r lead er fo r

th e w o rk  o n  th e issu e o f th e S o m alian

situ atio n . I b eliev e th ey  ex h ib ited  re-

m a rk a b le  p a tie n c e . A n d  I c o m m e n d  

also  S en ato r B Y R D  fo r h is w o rk , S en - 

ato r T H U R M O N D , S en ato r W A R N E R , an d

S e n a to r M C C A IN  fo r h is e n e rg y . I

th o u g h t it w a s a  v e ry  th o u g h tfu l a n d

serio u s d eb ate . I co m m en d  th o se  w h o

h a v e w o rk e d  so  lo n g  a n d  h a rd  to  g e t

th eir p o sitio n s stated , an d  I am  p leased

w e w ere ab le to  reso lv e it in  th at fash -

ion.

I th an k  m y  frien d  fro m  K en tu ck y .

M r. F O R D . I th an k  m y  frien d  fro m

W y o m in g . L e t m e  a sso c ia te  m y se lf

w ith  h is rem ark s. T h is h as b een  o n e o f

th o se  d a y s, h o p e fu lly , w e  w ill lo o k

b ack  o n  w ith  d istin ctio n  w h ere w e d e-

b a te d  a n d  d e b a te d  fo rth rig h tly , I b e -

liev e. T h e S en ate w o rk ed  its w ill. T h e 

tw o  lead ers cam e to g eth er, as th e S en - 

ato r say s, w ith  p atien ce an d  h ard  w o rk  

an d  n o w  w e g o  fo rw ard  to  b e su re th at 

A m erica stay s stro n g  an d  w e d o  th o se

th in g s th a t a re  n e c e ssa ry  in  th e  b e st 

in terests o f th e fu tu re o f th is g reat N a-

tio n . 

S C H E D U L E  

M r. M IT C H E L L . M r. P resid en t, an d  

M e m b e rs o f th e  S e n a te , I h a v e  d is- 

cu ssed  th e sch ed u le fo r th e n ex t sev eral 

d ay s w ith  th e d istin g u ish ed  R ep u b lican

lead er an d  th e m an ag ers o f th e b ill, th e 

S en ato rs fro m  H aw aii an d  A lask a, an d  

I b e lie v e  th a t w e  c a n  m a k e  th e  m o st 

p ro g ress o n  th e b ill an d  acco m m o d ate 

th e larg est n u m b er o f S en ato rs b y  th e 

fo llo w in g  sch ed u le. 

T h e S en ate w ill b e in  sessio n  an d  o n  

th is b ill to m o rro w , F rid ay , b eg in n in g  

at 1 0 :3 0  a.m . W e ex p ect sev eral am en d - 

m e n ts to  b e o ffe re d  a n d  d e b a te d , b u t 

th ere  w ill b e n o  ro llcall v o tes to m o r- 

ro w . T h e v o tes o n  th o se  am en d m en ts 

w h ich  are o ffered  an d  d eb ated  to m o r- 

ro w  w ill b e  sch ed u led  to  o ccu r b eg in - 

n in g  at 6  p .m . o n  M o n d ay . 

T h e n , o n  M o n d a y  th e  S e n a te  w ill 

co m e in  an d  retu rn  to  th is b ill at 1 0 :3 0  

a .m ., a n d  w e  e x p e c t se v e ra l a m e n d - 

m en ts to  b e  o ffered  th at d ay . S ev eral 

S e n a to rs h a v e in d ic a te d  th e y  w ill b e  

h ere to  o ffer th eir am en d m en ts. T h o se 

v o te s w ill b e  sc h e d u le d  to  o c c u r o n  

M o n d a y  im m e d ia te ly  fo llo w in g  th e   

v o tes o n  th o se am en d m en ts to  b e d e- 

b ated  to m o rro w . 

S o , S e n a to rs sh o u ld  b e  a w a re  th a t 

th e S en ate w ill b e in  sessio n  co n sid er- 

in g  am en d m en ts to  th e p en d in g  b ill to - 

m o rro w , b e g in n in g  a t 1 0 :3 0 , a n d  

th ro u g h 
th e d a y ,
 a n d  M o n d a y , fro m

10:30 a.
m .until 6.

A t 6 , th e  S e n a te  w ill v o te  o n  a ll

am en d m en ts fo r w h ich  v o tes h av e th en  

b een  o rd ered . T h at is lik ely  to  b e sev - 

eral v o tes b eg in n in g  at 6  p .m . o n  M o n - 

d ay . T h en , after th o se v o tes o ccu r, th e 

S en ate w ill rem ain  in  sessio n  o n  M o n - 

d ay  ev en in g  to  m ak e fu rth er p ro g ress

o n  th is b ill. It is m y  h o p e, an d  th at o f

th e m an ag ers, th at w e w ill b e ab le to

c o m p le te  a c tio n  o n  th is b ill o n  T u e s-

day . 

M r. P resid en t, I also  w an t to  say  th at 

th ere m ay  b e so m e co n feren ce rep o rts

o n  o th er ap p ro p riatio n s b ills th at w ill

b e av ailab le. If w e h av e a series o f ro ll- 

call v o tes o n  M o n d ay  w e m ay  attem p t 

to  h av e th o se v o tes in clu d ed  in  th e list 

o f v o tes th at w ill o ccu r o n  M o n d ay . 

W e h av e sev eral co n feren ce rep o rts 

w h ic h  I a m  a d v ise d  w ill n o t ta k e  a  

len g th y  tim e fo r co n sid eratio n , b u t o n  

w h ich  o n e o r m o re M em b ers h av e re- 

q u e ste d  ro llc a ll v o te s. S o  S e n a to rs 

sh o u ld  b e  a w a re  th a t v o te s o n  th o se  

co n feren ce rep o rts are also  p o ssib le o n  

M o n d ay  ev en in g , b eg in n in g  at 6 . 

S o , w h ile  th ere  w ill b e n o  v o tes to - 

m o rro w  o r d u rin g  th e d ay  o n  M o n d ay ,

it is lik e ly  th a t th e re  w ill b e  se v e ra l

v o tes b eg in n in g  at 6  p .m . o n  M o n d ay

a n d  th e  S e n a te  w ill sta y  in  se ssio n

a fte r th o s e  v o te s  to  try  to  m a k e

p ro g ress to  p u t u s in  p o sitio n  to  fin ish

th is b ill o n  T u esd ay .

I th a n k  a ll m y  c o lle a g u e s fo r th e ir

p a tie n c e. It h a s b e e n  a  v e ry  lo n g  d a y

an d  w e h ad  w h at I th in k  w as a v ery  in - 

fo rm ativ e d eb ate o n  an  im p o rtan t m at- 

ter. W e h av e d isp o sed o f a larg e n u m b er 

o f am en d m en ts to d ay . I h o p e th at sets 

th e  stag e fo r co m p letio n  o f actio n  o n

th is b ill b y  T u esd ay . 

M r. P resid en t, I y ield  th e flo o r.

O R D E R S  F O R  F R ID A Y , O C T O B E R  15, 

1993

M r. F O R D . M r. P resid en t, o n  b eh alf 

o f th e  m a jo rity  le a d e r, I a sk  u n a n i- 

m o u s c o n se n t th a t w h e n  th e  S e n a te  

co m p letes its b u sin ess, it stan d  in  re- 

cess u n til 1 0 :3 0  F rid ay , O cto b er 1 5 ; th at 

fo llo w in g  th e  p ra y e r th e  Jo u rn a l o f 

p ro c e e d in g s b e  d e e m e d  a p p ro v e d  to  

d a te ; th e  tim e  fo r th e  tw o  le a d e rs re - 

se rv e d  fo r th e ir u se  la te r in  th e  d a y ; 

th at th e S en ate th en  resu m e co n sid er- 

atio n  o f H .R . 3 1 1 6 , th e D ep artm en t o f 

D efen se ap p ro p riatio n s b ill.

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 . 

R E C E S S  U N T IL  10:30 A .M .

T O M O R R O W

M r. F O R D . M r. P resid en t, if th ere is

n o  fu rth er b u sin ess to  co m e b efo re th e 

S en ate to d ay , I ask  u n an im o u s co n sen t

th at th e S en ate stan d  in  recess as p re-

v io u sly  o rd ered.

T h ere b ein g  n o  o b jectio n , th e S en ate,

at 1 :2 1  a.m ., recessed  u n til F rid ay , O c-

tober 15, 1993, at 10:30 a.m .

N O M IN A T IO N S

E x ecu tiv e  n o m in atio n s receiv ed  b y

the S enate O ctober 14, 1993:

U .S. A R M S  C O N T R O L  A N D  D IS A R M A M E N T  A G E N C Y

JO H N  D A V ID  H O L U M , O F  S O U T H  D A K O T A , T O  B E  D IR E C -

T O R  O F  T H E  U .S . A R M S  C O N T R O L  A N D  D IS A R M A M E N T

A G E N C Y , V IC E  R O N A L D  F R A N K  L E H M A N  II, R E S IG N E D .

G O V E R N M E N T  P R IN T IN G  O F F IC E

M IC H A E L 
 F . D IM A R IO ,
 O F M A R Y L A N D ,
 T O  B E P U B L IC

P R IN T E R .V IC E R O B E R T W IL L IA M H O U K , R E S IG N E D .

D E P A R T M E N T 
 O F L A B O R

B E R N A R D  E .A N D E R S O N . O F P E N N S Y L V A N IA ,
T O  B E A N 


A S S IS T A N T  S E C R E T A R Y  O F L A B O R , V IC E C A R I M .


D O M IN Q U E Z , R E S IG N E D . 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  S T A T E  

K . T E R R Y  D O R N B U S H , O F 
G E O R G IA , T O  B E  A M B A S -

S A D O R E X T R A O R D IN A R Y 
A N D P L E N IP O T E N T IA R Y 
O F 


T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S  O F  A M E R IC A  T O  T H E K IN G D O M 
O F 


T H E N E T H E R L A N D S .


E D W A R D E L L IO T T 
 E L S O N ,
 O F G E O R G IA , T O  B E  A M B A S -

S A D O R E X T R A O R D IN A R Y A N D P L E N IP O T E N T IA R Y  O F

T H E U N IT E D 
 S T A T E S 
 O F  A M E R IC A 
 T O  D E N M A R K 
.

M A R C 
C H A R L E S G IN S B E R G , O F M A R Y L A N D ,T O  B E A M -

B A S S A D O R  E X T R A O R D IN A R Y  A N D P L E N IP O T E N T IA R Y O F

T H E 
 U N IT E D S T A T E S  O F  A M E R IC A  T O  T H E  K IN G D O M  O F

T H E M O R O C C O .

T H O M A S  L . S IE B E R T , O F  M A R Y L A N D , T O  B E  A M B A S -

S A D O R 
E X T R A O R D IN A R Y 
 A N D P L E N IP O T E N T IA R Y 
 O F

T H E U N IT E D S T A T E S  O F A M E R IC A  T O S W E D E N .

S ID N E Y  W IL L IA M S , O F  C A L IF O R N IA , T O  B E  A M B A S -

S A D O R 
E X T R A O R D IN A R Y 
 A N D P L E N IP O T E N T IA R Y 
 O F 


T H E U N IT E D S T A T E S  O F A M E R IC A  T O T H E C O M M O N -

W E A L T H  O F  T H E  B A H A M A S . 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  L A B O R

J. D A V IT T 
 M C A T E E R ,
O F  W E S T 
V IR G IN IA ,
 T O  B E 
 A S -

S IS T A N T S E C R E T A R Y O F L A B O R F O R M IN E S A F E T Y A N D

H E A L T H , V IC E  W IL L IA M  JA M E S  T A T T E R S A L L , R E S IG N E D . 

N A T IO N A L  O C E A N IC  A N D  A T M O SPH E R IC  

A D M IN IST R A T IO N

R E A R  A D M IR A L  W IL L IA M  L . S T U B B L E F IE L D  F O R  A P -

P O IN T M E N T 
 IN 
 T H E G R A D E 
O F  R E A R A D M IR A L  (L O W E R 


H A L F ), W H IL E S E R V IN G 
 IN 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  A S  D E P U T Y  D IR E C T O R , O F F IC E  O F  

N O A A  C O R P S 
 O P E R A T IO N S ,N A T IO N A L  O C E A N IC  A N D  A T -

M O S P H E R IC A D M IN IS T R A T IO N .

R E A R  A D M IR A L  JO H N  C . A L B R IG H T  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T  

T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  R E A R  A D M IR A L  (L O W E R  H A L F ), W H IL E

S E R V IN G  IN  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 
 A S D IR E C T O R ,
 P A C IF IC M A R IN E  C E N T E R , N A -

T IO N A L O C E A N IC A N D A T M O S P H E R IC A D M IN IS T R A T IO N ,

U N D E R  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  T IT L E  3 3 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S

C O D E , SE C T IO N  85313. 

IN  T H E  A IR  F O R C E

T H E F O L L O W IN G 
N A M E D 
O F F IC E R F O R 
A P P O IN T M E N T 


IN T H E R E S E R V E O F T H E A IR F O R C E ,T O T H E G R A D E  IN -

D IC A T E D , U N D E R  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  S E C T IO N  593, 8218,

8351, A N D  8379, T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E :

To be m ajor general

B R IG . G E N . JO H N  R . H A A C K , , A IR  N A T IO N A L

G U A R D  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S .

IN  T H E  A R M Y

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  T O  B E  P L A C E D  O N

T H E 
R E T IR E D  L IS T 
 IN 
 T H E G R A D E 
IN D IC A T E D U N D E R 


T H E 
P R O V IS IO N S O F T IT L E 1 0 , U N IT E D S T A T E S C O D E ,


SE C T IO N  1370:

To be lieutenant general

L T . G E N . W IL L IA M  G . P A G O N IS , , U .S . A R M Y .

IN  T H E  C O A ST  G U A R D

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  O F F IC E R S  O F  T H E  U .S . C O A S T  G U A R D

F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T  T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  R E A R  A D M IR A L :

R U D Y  K . P E S C H E L  

JO H N  W . L O C K W O O D

G E R A L D F 
.W O O L E V E R 
 N O R M A N 
T .S A U N D E R S  

R IC H A R D 
D .H E R R

JA M E S C .
C A R D

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  O F F IC E R S  O F  T H E  U .S . C O A S T  G U A R D

F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T  T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  R E A R  A D M IR A L

(L O W E R  H A L F ):

JO H N  D . S P A D E  

R O B ER T C . N O R T H

D O U G L A S  H . T E E S O N  II 

T IM O T H Y  W . JO S IA H

E D W A R D  J. B A R R E T T

IN  T H E  A R M Y

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R S  F O R  P R O M O T IO N  IN

T H E  R E G U L A R  A R M Y  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S  T O  T H E

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-x...
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G R A D E  IN D IC A T E D . U N D E R  T H E  PR O V ISIO N S O F T IT L E  10,

U N IT E D  ST A T E S C O D E , SE C T IO N  611(A ) A N D  624:

T o be perm anent brigadier general

C O L . E D W IN  P. SM IT H , .

C O L . N E IL  N . SN Y D E R  III, .

C O L . M A R K  R . H A M IL T O N , .

C O L . E M M IT T  E . G IB SO N , .

C O L . R O B E R T  D . SH A D L E Y , .

C O L . C H A R L E S R . V IA L E , .

C O L . G E O R G E  F. C L O SE , JR „ .

C O L . D A L E R . N E L SO N , .

C O L . JO SE PH  E . O D E R , .

C O L. M IC H A EL  W . A C K ER M A N , .

C O L . B O Y D  E . K IN G . JR ., .

C O L . JO H N  M . L E M O Y N E , .

C O L . M IC H A EL  L . D O D SO N , .

C O L . JO H N  J. R Y N E SK A , .

C O L . R O Y  E. B E A U C H A M P, .

C O L. R IC H A R D  A . B LA C K , .

C O L . JO H N  B . SY L V E ST E R , .

C O L . JA M E S P. O 'N E A L , .

C O L . T H O M A S W . G A R R E T T , .

C O L . JO H N  D . T H O M A S, JR ., .

C O L . JA M E S E . SH A N E , JR ., .

C O L . JO H N  G . M E Y E R . JR „ .

C O L . JO SE PH  M . C O SU M A N O , JR ., .

C O L . R O B E R T  B . FL O W E R S, .

C O L . R O B E R T  R . IV A N Y , .

C O L . M IC H A E L  T . B Y R N E S, .

C O L . D A V ID  S. W E ISM A N , .

C O L . R A L PH  G . W O O T E N , .

C O L . JU L IA N  H . B U R N S, JR .. .

C O L . R O B E R T  T . C L A R K , .

C O L . C H R IST O PH E R  C . SH O E M A K E R , .

C O L . K E V IN  P. B Y R N E S, .

C O L  JO H N  M . M C D U FFIE , .

C O L . G R E G O R Y  A . R O U N T R E E , .

C O L . L A R R Y  J. L U ST , .

C O L . PE T E R  C . FR A N K L IN , .

C O L . D A V ID  L . G R A N G E , .

C O L . K E N N E T H  R . B O W R A , .

C O N F IR M A T IO N S  

E x ecu tiv e n o m in atio n s co n firm ed  b y  

the S enate O ctober 15, 1993: 

N A T IO N A L  T R A N S P O R T A T IO N  S A F E T Y  B O A R D  

JA M E S  E . H A L L , O F  T E N N E S S E E , T O  B E  A  M E M B E R  O F

T H E  N A T IO N A L  T R A N S P O R T A T IO N  S A F E T Y  B O A R D  F O R

T H E  T E R M  E X PIR IN G  D E C E M B E R  31, 1997. 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  S T A T E  

JA M E S  T . L A N E Y ,
 O F 
G E O R G IA , T O  B E A M B A S S A D O R 
 

E X T R A O R D IN A R Y 
A N D 
PL E N IPO T E N T IA R Y  O F T H E  U N IT -

E D  ST A T E S O F A M E R IC A  T O  T H E  R E PU B L IC  O F K O R E A .

C O R P O R A T IO N  F O R  P U B L IC  B R O A D C A S T IN G

D IA N E  B L A IR , O F A R K A N SA S, T O  B E  A  M E M B E R  O F T H E

B O A R D  O F  D IR E C T O R S  O F  T H E  C O R PO R A T IO N  FO R  PU B -

L IC  B R O A D C A ST IN G  FO R  A  T E R M  E X PIR IN G  JA N U A R Y  31,

1998.

D E P A R T M E N T 
 O F  E D U C A T IO N

D O N A L D  R IC H A R D  W U R T Z , O F  C A L IF O R N IA , T O  B E

C H IE F  F IN A N C IA L  O F F IC E R . D E P A R T M E N T  O F  E D U -

C A TIO N .

E N V IR O N M E N T A L  P R O T E C T IO N  A G E N C Y

JE A N  C . N E L SO N , O F T E N N E SSE E , T O  B E  A N  A SSIST A N T

A D M IN IST R A T O R  O F  T H E  E N V IR O N M E N T A L  PR O T E C T IO N

A G EN C Y .

R O B E R T  W . PE R C IA SE PE , O F M A R Y L A N D , T O  B E  A N  A S-

S IS T A N T  A D M IN IS T R A T O R  O F  T H E  E N V IR O N M E N T A L

PR O T E C T IO N  A G E N C Y .

E L L IO T T  PE A R SO N  L A W S, O F V IR G IN IA , T O  B E  A SSIST -

A N T  A D M IN IST R A T O R . O FFIC E  O F SO L ID  W A ST E , O F T H E

E N V IR O N M E N T A L  PR O T E C T IO N  A G E N C Y .

L Y N N  R . G O L D M A N , O F C A L IFO R N IA , T O  B E  A SSIST A N T

A D M IN IST R A T O R  FO R  T O X IC  SU B ST A N C E S O F T H E  E N V I-

R O N M E N T A L  PR O T E C T IO N  A G E N C Y .

C O R P O R A T IO N  F O R  N A T IO N A L  A N D  C O M M U N IT Y

S E R V IC E

E L I J. SE G A L , O F M A SSA C H U SE T T S, T O  B E  C H IE F E X E C -

U T IV E  O F F IC E R  O F  T H E  C O R P O R A T IO N  F O R  N A T IO N A L

A N D  C O M M U N IT Y SE R V IC E .

T H E  A B O V E  N O M IN A T IO N S W E R E  A PPR O V E D  SU B JE C T

T O  T H E  N O M IN E E S ' C O M M IT M E N T  T O  R E S P O N D  T O  R E -

Q U E S T S  T O  A P P E A R  A N D  T E S T IF Y  B E F O R E  A N Y  D U L Y

C O N ST IT U T E D  C O M M IT T E E  O F T H E  SE N A T E .

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  JU S T IC E

D O R IS  M E IS S N E R , O F  M A R Y L A N D , T O  B E  C O M M IS -

SIO N E R  O F IM M IG R A T IO N  A N D  N A T U R A L IZ A T IO N .
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