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Messrs. NEAL of Massachusetts, JEF-
FERSON, and TOwWNS changed their vote
from “‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Ms. ESHOO, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. WATT of
North Carolina, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. BRowN of Florida,
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,
Mr. STUDDS, Mr. RuUsH, and Mr. YATES
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’” to
“‘yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

UNITED STATES TROOP
DEPLOYMENTS IN BOSNIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the first section of House Reso-
lution 304, it is now in order to debate
the subject of the deployment of Armed
Forces in Bosnia.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
GiLMAN] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HamiLToN] will be recognized for
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN].

O 1730

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we have come to this
point in our debate over United States
policy on Bosnia because the Clinton
administration has resolutely declined
to provide the necessary leadership.

In this campaign for President, Mr.
Clinton stated that he favored using
military force, if necessary, to ensure
that food and other relief supplies
could reach the desperate people of
Bosnia. After his election in November
1992, President Clinton followed the
lead of the United Nations and our Eu-
ropean allies.

During that period, a number of us in
the Congress sought to ease the suffer-
ing of the Bosnian Moslems by repeal-
ing the arms embargo that put them at
such a terrible disadvantage.

Our legislation would have permitted
the equipping and training of the
Bosnians so that they could defend
themselves.

The Government of Bosnia pleaded
with our Government to do just that,
to lift the immoral arms embargo the
United Nations imposed with our Gov-
ernment’s support.

In meetings with the President,
again and again we strongly urged lift-
ing the arms embargo, but the Presi-
dent did not act because our NATO al-
lies opposed it.

The best we could obtain was enact-
ment of legislation late last year that
required our Nation to stop enforcing
the embargo against other countries.
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Had the arms embargo been lifted, we
would not now be confronted with
sending our troops to enforce a peace
plan that raises more questions than it
has answered.

Hundreds of our troops are now in
Bosnia even as we speak. Thousands
more will soon follow. Short of passing
a law to cut off funds—which the Sen-
ate has declined to do—and which the
President would veto anyway—we can-
not prevent this deployment.

The administration has yet to con-
vince the American people that we
have a vital national interest in Bosnia
that warrants the possible sacrifice of
American lives there.

The American people have registered
their overwhelming opposition to send-
ing our forces on a mission whose pur-
poses remain murky, and whose out-
come is uncertain.

As the House debates the measures
before it today, we must consider how
to balance our opposition to the policy
of deploying our forces to Bosnia with
our support for the men and women
who are being ordered into a real-life
Mission Impossible.

In his speech to the Nation, the
President stated that providing more
than 20,000 American ground troops for
the NATO implementation force is
vital for the Bosnian peace plan to suc-
ceed.

The President stated that our mis-
sion would have realistic goals achiev-
able in a definite period of time—1
year.

While the President has specified a
time frame, he has not spelled out the
criteria for success, or our options if
those criteria are not met. There is an
exit date, but no exit strategy.

The peace plan is complex and com-
plicated. It states that our main mili-
tary task will be to separate the war-
ring factions from the lines of con-
frontation, and keep them behind
boundaries that will partition Bosnia
into two entities. If the factions do not
comply, our troops are authorized to
forcibly remove them. How does this
differ from fighting a war, which the
President has assured us is not our ob-
jective?

Justice Richard Goldstone, the Chief
Prosecutor of the War Crimes Tribunal,
has told us that there can be no peace
in Bosnia without justice for the vic-
tims of war crimes.

The peace plan describes an elaborate
framework for investigating and as-
signing responsibility for human rights
abuses, but is silent on how its findings
will be enforced. Will our troops be
called upon to bring the guilty to jus-
tice? If not, who will?

The President has argued that failure
to keep his commitment to send troops
to Bosnia will undermine future United
States leadership and NATO’s credibil-
ity.

But what will happen if, when the
year is up and the President prepares
to withdraw our troops, our NATO al-
lies object, saying that the mission is
incomplete? Do we stay, or go anyway?
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Mr. Speaker, the votes we cast today
will long be remembered in the history
books of our Nation. Our votes must
reflect our best judgments of the risks
that this mission entails, of the sound-
ness of the policy behind it, the poten-
tial for success and the price of failure.

How many Members of Congress who
voted for the Tonkin Gulf resolution in
1964 have since said that was the one
vote they wished they could take back?

Mr. Speaker, let us hope that, in the
months ahead, our colleagues do not
say that they wish they could have
back any of the votes they cast on this
issue today.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 7 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important de-
bate for the House today. Putting
American troops in harm’s way is as
serious a decision as government
makes. It is a decision that should be
made not only by the President, but
also by the Congress, so it is good that
we are having the debate.

I should say at the outset that my
preference is that the House vote today
to support the U.S. troops and the mis-
sion in Bosnia. | think that kind of a
decision should be a collective judg-
ment of the Congress and the Presi-
dent; and when the Congress shares re-
sponsibility, the decision is stronger,
sounder, and better able to withstand
the shifting political winds and cir-
cumstance.

Let me state, as briefly as | can, why
I think the deployment of troops to
Bosnia is worthwhile. First, | think it
is quite clear that the United States
participation is essential to peace. All
of the parties here, the Muslims, the
Croats, the Serbs, and so far as | know
all the countries in the world, none in
opposition, agree that without Amer-
ican leadership, there would be no
peace agreement; that without Amer-
ican troop participation, the peace
agreement would simply fall apart; and
that without U.S. involvement, the
killing would resume and the war risks
spread.

| also think that U.S. interests are
very much at stake here. The question
of Bosnia is now bigger than Bosnia. It
has become a key test of American
leadership, and having brokered the
peace agreement, we cannot walk
away. Bosnia is a test of U.S. leader-
ship in the world. If we do not go in,
our credibility sinks and our reliability
collapses.

This Dayton agreement is not per-
fect. Some say it is not just. But the
president of Bosnia has it right: This
peace agreement is more just than a
continuation of the war, peace is better
than more war.

Mr. Speaker, this agreement supports
U.S. interests in many ways. it stops
the Kkilling, it maintains a single uni-
tary Bosnia state, it protects human
rights, it reunifies Sarajevo, it allows
refugees to return, it obligates the par-
ties to participate and cooperate fully
with the War Crimes Tribunal, it cer-
tainly avoids more war, it strengthens
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and preserves NATO and maintains
U.S. leadership in NATO.

I believe the mission is doable. The
mission for IFOR will be limited with a
clearly states military task. The mis-
sion will be NATO-led, operating under
clear, unified command and control
with robust rules of engagement. heav-
ily armed, well-trained U.S. troops will
take their orders from an American
general who commands NATO. Its mis-
sion is limited and targeted.

The purpose of this limited military
mission is to establish a stable and se-
cure environment so that others, not
IFOR, can do the important tasks of
reconstruction and reconciliation.

It is important to recognize what the
mission is not, and there must be no
mission creep. Our troops must not de-
liver humanitarian assistance, they
must not serve as a nation-building
force, they must not be a police force,
they must not be responsible for elec-
tion security. Those are all important
and even critical tasks, but they will
be performed by the civilian compo-
nent of the peace process, and the Eu-
ropeans will play the leading role there
and pick up most of the costs.

I believe, Mr. Speaker, that the risks
here are shared and acceptable. There
is not any doubt that the U.S. troops
will face risks, but those risks are ac-
ceptable and the mission can be
achieved.

The costs and risks of failing to act
are far greater: war instead of peace,
not only in Bosnia but possibly in Eu-
rope, a crippled NATO alliance, and the
United States not leading but staying
on the sidelines.

We do not bear these risks alone. We
share these risks with our closest
NATO allies. We supply one-third of
the troops. NATO and other countries
provide the other two-thirds. | believe
that there is no real alternative that
has been enunciated by the opponents
of the President’s policy.

0O 1745

Mr. HAMILTON. So far as | can de-
termine, those who oppose the present
policy simply do not have an alter-
native. What would they have us do?
how would they maintain U.S. leader-
ship, U.S. credibility, and U.S. reliabil-
ity? How would they stop the fighting?
How would they aid the injured? How
would they create stability? How old
they provide hope?

I believe, in this situation, that the
United States can make a difference.
Americans are understandably con-
flicted about this mission, and they
have every right to be skeptical and to
demand answers to their concerns.
They do not want the United States to
become the world’s policeman, and
there are many conflict in the world
where we are not involved. But where
we can make a difference for peace,
where our action can stop a war, where
our action can stop the killing, where
the costs and the risks are manageable,
we should act.

Finally, the United States, and this
may be the most important point of
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all, must remain, in the conduct of its
American foreign policy, reliable and
credible. When we come right down to
it, foreign policy is all about reliabil-
ity. The United States will only be
taken seriously in the world if we are
seen as reliable; if we are viewed as
standing up to our commitments in
Bosnia or elsewhere. If the United
States does not participate in IFOR,
the United States will not taken seri-
ously, its standing in the world is
weakened. The consequence then of not
voting to support the policy in Bosnia
is, in my view, to undermine U.S. secu-
rity because we undermine the reliabil-
ity and the credibility of U.S. foreign
policy.

No one knows whether this effort will
succeed. no one is satisfied with all as-
pects of the Dayton agreement. There
are no guarantees. But | urge the Mem-
bers to support the policy and, of
course, to support the troops.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. ROHRABCHER] a member of the
Committee on International Relations.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. | respectfully
disagree with the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. HAMILTON]. We have advo-
cated an alternative to this policy for
years. We have had a policy in the
United States of an arms embargo
against the victims of aggression for
all of these years. The years go on and
on, and yet the architects of that failed
policy, which brought genocide, which
brought mass killings, which brought
aggression, now those architects of
that failed policy tell us we have to
send our young people into the Bal-
kans, and we have not had an alter-
native.

We have been advocating an alter-
native all along. The fact is the archi-
tects of that failed policy now want to
deploy tens of thousands of young
Americans into the bloody Balkans
when they helped make the bloody Bal-
kans, and they want to put then right
in the heart of the conflict.

I will be supporting the Dornan bill,
which is the only binding legislation
that we have to choose from of the
three bills that we will choose from
today. The other bills, just for the pub-
lic knowledge, are show bills. They will
give Members a chance for cover. The
bill offered by the gentleman from
California [Mr. DORNAN] is the only
that will stop a deployment, if indeed,
it was enacted into law.

I will have to let my fellow Members
know what that means. The House of
Representatives should understand
that the vote that we will take that is
going to take place will be character-
ized by the President, if the Dornan
bill goes down, as support of his de-
ployment of Americans into the Bal-
kans. That is what he has done with
the vote in the Senate.

When the Senate voted down the
Hefley bill today, the White House
said, “That was probably the strongest
statement of support they could pos-
sibly make. Having voted overwhelm-
ingly not to shut off funding, is in a
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sense supporting the President’s judge-
ment.”

If my colleagues want it on their
record that they voted for the Gulf of
Tonkin resolution of the Balkans, go
right ahead and vote against the bill
offered by the gentleman from Califor-
nia. We do not want to send our young
people into that meat grinder that has
absolutely no goals in mind, just to
have an American presence. That is in-
sane.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. CLEMENT].

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, in a very uplifting and inspiring
address, Prime Minister Peres of Israel
characterized the 20th century as the
American Century. As the end of the
20th century approaches, Americans
can look back and feel proud of what
we have accomplished in the past 96
years. The United States has compiled
a list of foreign policy successes which
is unrivaled in the modern world, in-
cluding squelching the threats of na-
zism and communism, and the recent
strides made toward lasting peace in
the Middle East, South Africa, and
Northern Ireland. All of these successes
share the same values—American val-
ues—on which this great country was
built: freedom and democracy. Yes,
this truly is the American Century.

Now, the United States has been
called on again, not to make war, but
to make peace. Peace in a place where
many felt it would never be achieved.
We have all seen the atrocities on tele-
vision, the rapes and murders of inno-
cent civilians. After 3% years, the
fighting in Bosnia has left 250,000 peo-
ple dead and 2 million more homeless.
Yet here we are, on the verge of a uni-
lateral peace agreement in war-torn
Bosnia which will be formally signed
tomorrow in Paris. We should be proud
as Americans that our country’s lead-
ership has made this settlement pos-
sible. Now that the leaders of Bosnia,
Croatia, and Serbia have reached
agreement on the principles of freedom
and democracy, it is up to the United
States to take the next step, and fol-
lowing through with our commitment
to help enforce these peace provisions.
Let us all pray that this peace agree-
ment will be kept by all parties.

The political upheaval of the former
Soviet Union has left the United
States, and its democratic foundation,
in a position of world leadership. We
are the last superpower. With this lead-
ership comes responsibilities, and help-
ing to ensure the stability of Europe.

I find it reprehensible that when the
drawn of peace in Central Europe is
upon us and our troops are already
risking their lives to forge out this
peace in Bosnia’s hilly and dangerous
terrain, some of my colleagues wish to
cut off funding to the American troops.

Congress has the opportunity to do
the right thing. Support the President,
support the troops, support American
values, and support peace in Bosnia.
My colleagues, it is time to give peace
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a chance. The American Century is far
from over.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Kan-
sas [Mrs. MEYERS].

(Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Speak-
er, | rise to express strong concern
about sending U.S. troops to Bosnia
and in support of the Dornan amend-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, | have said that | would
not object to sending troops to Bosnia
if we had a really rock-solid peace
agreement, but we do not have a rock-
solid peace agreement.

President Tudjman has signed for
Croatia, but he had an agenda. They
got Slavonia back. President Milosevic
has signed for Serbia, but he also had
an agenda. He wanted to end the em-
bargo. The only one who has signed for
Bosnia is President Izetbegovic. No one
has spoken for the Bosnian Serbs; no
one for the Bosnian Croats. | think
that, in fact, Mladic has spoken
against this agreement on behalf of the
Bosnian Serbs.

The argument about not abandoning
the troops in the field | think is just
not valid. The troops are not there yet.
We have maybe 100 troops in Tuzla. By
this time 6 months from now, we will
have thousands there. Now is the time
to speak.

Mr. Speaker, this war and the Viet-
nam war were very different, but in
some ways, in one way at least, they
are very similar. Do we never learn
anything? We found out in Vietnam
that we cannot and we should not fight
a war that the American people do not
support. | do not think that that sup-
port is here.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, | think we
should look at what will we accom-
plish? | firmly believe that if we leave
in a year, and | say if we leave in a
year, the fighting will not only resume,
but will be much more violent, because
all the parties will have had a year to
rearm and to develop supplies.

Mr. Speaker, | support the Dornan
amendment.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FARR].

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, the debate
here today is not about sending troops
to Bosnia. Our troops are in Bosnia,
and tomorrow more will go, and Friday
even more will go. In fact, yesterday
afternoon | was with many of my col-
leagues having lunch with those troops
in Frankfurt, Germany, and what they
asked is for us to support what they
are doing.

Mr. Speaker, those troops are
trained. They are prepared to go. They
are eager to go. In fact, the ones | had
lunch with said, “‘lI want to do the job
that | am trained for.”

This debate here tonight is not about
war in Bosnia. It is a debate about
whether Americans will stand up to
implement a peace plan—a peace plan
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that we led. The agreement was writ-
ten in Dayton. This agreement is one
of the most interesting contracts ever
done in the modern world. It sets out a
whole process for how the military as-
pects will be involved in the peace set-
tlement; how to stabilize the region;
how to enter into boundary disputes;
how to prepare for elections; a new
constitution is written.

It sets up a system of arbitration of
differences and sets up a commission
for human rights and petitioning that
commission. It is how to deal with ref-
ugees and displaced persons, including
just compensation for taken property.
It sets up a commission to preserve the
national monuments and sets up public
corporations for Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

It sets up a civilian implementation
plan to transfer from war to civil gov-
ernments; it sets up an international
policy for police task forces.

Mr. Speaker, this is an agreement
that is signed by all the leaders. This is
a contract on how we get from here to
there. And when it is over, we stabilize
the Balkans. Sure, there is some risk.
But we are in a world where leadership
is about getting something done, and
the United States has gotten some-
thing done. We have ended the war;
peace has broken out.

Mr. Speaker, to walk away from this
would be a travesty. All the generals
that we talked to, and the admirals
that are going to be involved in this,
urged our delegation to support the
troops. As Admiral Snuffy Smith, who
is going to be in command, told us,
“1I’ll tell you why | want you to support
us. Because we’re big, we’re good, and
we deliver. We’ll get in, we’ll get the
job done, and we’ll get out.”

Twenty-eight nations are already in-
volved in the IFOR process. It would be
a travesty for our military to walk
away from all of those other troops
whose mothers and fathers are just as
concerned as our mothers and fathers
about their sons and daughters serving
there.

Mr. Speaker, it would be a travesty
for diplomacy. Every ambassador that
we talked to said this is the right
thing. This peace accord is amazing. It
is a great document. We ought to be
supporting.

Last, the Presidents whose countries
are involved, whose citizens suffered
the war, all stated, ‘“We signed this
document. We are going to implement
it. We want it to work. We are sick and
tired of war. We do not want it to con-
tinue. We want to be back in the na-
tion of economic prosperity. We have
the talent to do that. Give us the
chance.”

Let peace prevail. Support our
troops. Reject the Dornan amendment.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2%-
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, | have
one North Star that my eyes are going
to be fixed on during the next 3 hours,
and that is what | will say to a young
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widow or Gold Star Mother or some
young child who has lost their dad or
their mom for the rest of their life.

There has been a lot of confusion
around here in the last couple of hours.
It appears that Clinton is on his way to
Europe again. The plane takes off in
about a minute from Andrews. He is
going to be calling the Democratic
cloakroom, or somewhere, regularly to
see if this House is going to give him
the power that he took unconstitution-
ally, without coming to the Senate or
the U.S. House of Representatives for
permission to do this.

I remember when the Vietnam war
went down the tubes and the fight
transferred from the jungles and the
fields and the central highlands of
Vietnam to the Halls of this Congress.
I remember when liberal Democrats
were on this floor saying that Johnson,
and then Nixon, did not have the con-
stitutional power to absorb 300 and 400
killed in action every week.

O 1800

Every time | though they are half
right, |1 was suppressed by loyal Ameri-
cans saying you must support the men
in the field. The last speaker talked
about the enthusiasm of our young
men and now women who want to do
the job they were trained to do.

How many people are left in this
House who talked to the 18,000 Viet-
namese-speaking Green Berets who
John F. Kennedy sent to Vietnam in
1963, 1964 and 1965? They were over
there because of his orders in 1961 and
1962. How many thought that they
should be allowed to do the job then?
Talk to some of the fighter pilots here
like the gentleman from California,
DuUKE CUNNINGHAM, the gentleman from
Texas SAM JOHNSON, and the gentleman
from Florida, PETE PETERSON, on this
side. Ask how they were not allowed to
hit serious targets in Vietnam and paid
for it with years out of their life and
their friends dead.

This is going to be, as the man in the
Speaker’s chair said today, at the Re-
publican conference the most impor-
tant vote of 1995, maybe 1995-1996. Clin-
ton does not have the constitutional
authority to do this. We have not even
properly debated the constitutionality
of it, let alone the weather report that
I am looking at at Tuzla, which is sick-
ening to put our men in there. Ninety-
seven people are on the ground only
right now.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS],
distinguished dean of the Florida dele-
gation.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | have
learned a few things in life. ONe of the
things that sticks out | guess in all of
our minds is that anything that is
worth doing is not without risk, and
certainly this mission is not without
risk. but after long consideration, |
rise to support the Hamilton resolu-
tion, support the mission and support
the troops that are involved.
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I was here on the House floor and
voted for the Gulf of Tonkin resolu-
tion. This is not a Gulf of Tonkin reso-
lution. The Gulf of Tonkin resolution
was a thinly disguished declaration of
war against the Vietnamese forces. We
go this time to keep peace, not to
make war. There is a plan. There is a
large support from the nations of the
world to support this plan. There is ac-
quiescence by the leaders of the com-
batants involved. Nothing that we do is
without risk. We are going to have
some casualties, for which we will all
feel very sorry. But we cannot sit here
or stand here idly and not do anything.
Too much is at stake.

| often think that World War 11 could
have been avoided had there just been
any resolve on the organized world
community to resist the aggression
that took place in the guise of Hitler
and Mussolini and Tojo. In the begin-
ning, we could have said no, if we had
had the physical ability or the will to
do it, but we did not and the world did
not. That conflagration, that combat
grew and grew and grew.

I do not know that what we are doing
here today is similar, but if we fail to
act, the fault will be on our part. There
is a time in which civilized people must
act and must act together and must
act in accordance with a plan. This is
the best plan that we have come up
with. | think it is time that we go
ahead with it, facing the risk of facing
the challenges that are there and be re-
solved to support our troops and to
take whatever action is necessary in
bringing about peace in that area of
the world. If we do not, the fault will
be on us. If we do, there will be plenty
of other people to help claim whatever
victory there is in all of this. But we
must move. We must move together
and we must move resolutely. Let us
support our armed forces.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. BATEMAN].

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

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, like the gentleman
from Tennessee, | was terribly moved
yesterday as Prime Minister Peres
extolled the United States of America
for what it means to the entire world
community. We all stood and ap-
plauded the eloquence, even though
maybe that was self-serving, because
he was talking about us.

This country, after having deferred
to our European allies for 1991 until
into this year, finally became fully en-
gaged. Because it became engaged, our
NATO Forces commenced their strikes
against the Bosnian Serbs.

Following that, there was a cease-fire
and, following that, an agreement that
the leaders of the warring factions
would come to this country to try and
work out a negotiated peace. None of
that would have happened but for
American leadership. There is no sub-
stitute for American leadership.
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Having brought about a cease-fire,
now having brought about an agree-
ment under our sponsorship, based
upon a commitment that our forces
would be committed, we make a ter-
rible error if we now renege on that
commitment. There are things about
the commitment, the degree of the
commitment and blemishes in the com-
mitment that | think are unfortunate.
But the bedrock of the matter is that
we stand committed. If we renege upon
it, our vital national security interests
will be very materially and signifi-
cantly adversely affected.

We are the sole remaining world
power, and we cannot be engaged mili-
tarily certainly anywhere and every-
where where there is strife in this
world. But certainly if, having given
this commitment, we renege upon it,
say goodbye to the NATO alliance.
Others may tell you otherwise, but |
have no doubt that what it will, cripple
it. Say goodbye to America playing a
role and being credible in all of the far-
flung corners of the globe, where the
United States can make a difference in
terms of promoting stability and peace,
which are in our national security in-
terests.

I must oppose the Dornan resolution.

There is not and has not been a substantial
guestion as to whether America has a role to
play in seeking a peaceful conclusion to the
war in Bosnia. It is an immutable fact of his-
tory that our country is the world’'s premier su-
perpower. We did not seek that role; it has de-
volved upon us as a by-product of history in
this century.

The international activism of President
Theodore Roosevelt, followed by our being
compelled to enter World War | to facilitate the
triumph over the forces of aggression and to-
talitarianism, had consequences. We were
right recognized as a major would power.

Unfortunately, after World War |, we with-
drew from the world stage. We refused to par-
ticipate in the League of Nations despite the
fact that it was our creation. We stood by and
watched Fascism come to power in Italy and
Germany. We offered no meaningful opposi-
tion to Hitler as he marched into the Rhineland
or to Mussolini as he attacked Ethiopia and
marched into Croatia. We offered no resist-
ance to Hitler's dismemberment of Czecho-
slovakia or to the invasion of Poland, which ul-
timately lead England and France to belatedly
challenge Nazi Germany after it had rearmed.

Only after the treacherous attack on Pearl
Harbor did we enter World War Il and again
make possible the defeat of aggressive and
repressive totalitarianism. Based on the disas-
trous agreement struck with Stalin at Yalta, we
saw all the Balkan, Eastern Europe and Baltic
states come under the yoke of communism
and an iron curtain descend across Europe.
We committed ourselves to helping Greece
and Turkey from falling prey to communism.
We initiated the Marshall Plan to save West-
ern Europe from sinking into economic col-
lapse and communist influence. We negotiated
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO]
as a bulwark against the expansion of the So-
viet Union. In 1950, we led a United Nations’
effort to defeat the conquest of South Korea
by the North Korean communists.

It could be argued that we could—or
should—have remained disengaged from
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these situations because they were not our
problems. Fortunately, we did not. Soviet influ-
ence was contained after a struggle of more
than 40 years. We led the free world in defeat-
ing Soviet imperial designs and the nations of
Eastern Europe were freed of Communist re-
gimes accountable to Moscow. This is an in-
credible record; one every American should
reflect on with pride.

There is no disputing that the historic events
of this century have conferred upon the United
States a status that is significant and unavoid-
able. We are the superpower. what our coun-
try thinks, the position it takes, and how it acts
are vitally important factors in every area of
the globe. Only a fully engaged United States
could have put together the grand coalition
that defeated Iraq in the Gulf War, when
Sadaam Hussein’'s aggression threatened our
security interests. No one can conclude that
this aggression would have been resolved
without American leadership.

The break-up of powerful empires has
throughout history been attended by political
and economic instability, which is anathema to
democratic governments and inimical to the
maintenance of peace. Surely, few would
argue that we have no interest in encouraging
democracy and peace. The absence of either
runs counter to our moral view and, as history
has shown in certain areas—as in Europe—
contrary to our national security interest.

None of this argues that we are the world’'s
policeman, or should conduct ourself as an
international busybody. We should, however,
be engaged where our influence serves a con-
structive purpose in spreading or supporting
democracy, even if no American military or
economic commitment is contemplated or ap-
propriate. Against this background, | approach
the question of what is the role of this country
in the Balkans and in seeking to end the war
in Bosnia and Herzegovenia. Due to the trou-
bled history of this region through the cen-
turies, and the nature of the ethnic, religious,
and nationalistic forces at play there, the
peace of Europe has not only been threatened
but conflict has occurred.

When the former Yugoslavia broke up in
1991, the United States remained largely de-
tached and chose to defer to its European al-
lies to deal with the problem. This was an un-
derstandable view, but events have proven it
unrealistic. Without the United States taking
an active part, there exists a deficiency in
leadership adequate to bring about an end to
the war in Bosnia and to discourage its
spread. NATO allies deployed thousands of
troops on the ground and sustained a number
of casualties, but the troops and their diplo-
macy failed to produce a comprehensive
peace agreement.

With Americans successfully insisting upon
NATO air strikes against the Bosnia Serbs,
and Croatian-Bosnian Moslem successes, the
warring parties were induced by U.S. diplo-
macy to come to the bargaining table. But for
the stature of the United States, this would not
have happened, and vital to it happening was
a commitment that the United States would
play a part in the peacekeeping forces that
would be put in place following the signing of
a peace agreement. That such an agreement
has been concluded is a triumph of American
diplomacy and a tribute to this country’s stand-
ing as a force for good, for peace and for de-
mocracy. How can we bring the parties to the
bargaining table based on a commitment of
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our involvement, induce them to agree to
peace, and then walk away from that commit-
ment?

If we refuse to honor the commitment, it will
have consequences. These consequences
would be significant and would affect our vital
national security interest. If we falter, it would
have deleterious implications for our most im-
portant national security relationship: the
NATO alliance. It would be a low blow from
which the alliance could likely never recover.
That presents a clear and vital national secu-
rity concern for this country.

Should we shrink from our proper role in im-
plementing the peace agreement negotiated
under and as a result of our sponsorship, this
country will have lost not face, but credibility
throughout the world. It would have an impact
in this hemisphere, throughout Europe, Asia
and the Middle East—in short, everywhere. A
superpower sought as a force for stability and
peace that chooses to disengage, especially
when it made a commitment to be involved,
defaults as a leader. Such a default creates a
vacuum of power no other nation is capable of
filling. Such a circumstance is the basis from
which instability and conflict are born and this
defeats our vital national interests.

We have supported expansion of NATO
over the reluctance of some of our NATO al-
lies. If we refuse to lead in implementing the
peace agreement we procured our policy of
expanding NATO will be nullified. NATO could
well contract, not expand. Resumption of the
conflict between Bosnian Serbs, Bosnian Mus-
lims and Croats will not necessarily lead to ex-
pansion of conflicts throughout the Balkans,
but if it resumes because the United States re-
fuses to play it proper role, the risk of new and
wider conflict in the Balkans increases. A sig-
nal that we are not concerned and are unwill-
ing to take some risk for peace is a signal that
we would not regard conflict between Alba-
nian, Macedonian, Bulgarian, Greek, or Turk-
ish ethnic, religious, or nationalistic elements
as adversely affecting our national interest. To
send such a signal would be a tragic mistake,
for there are those who would certainly re-
ceive that signal and become more inclined to
act upon it.

| repeat, the issue should not be whether
there is an important role we need and should
play in bringing peace to Bosnia and
Herzogovenia. We do, we should, we must
play our proper role. President Clinton de-
serves recognition for ultimately becoming en-
gaged and for using our unique standing to
bring the warring parties to the negotiating
table. He was right to do so. In fact, it should
have been done earlier. President Clinton was
correct to signal that, if a peace agreement
was reached, we would play a role in seeing
it implemented.

To have specified a commitment of 20,000
to 25,000 American ground forces, even be-
fore the military mission and the size of the
total force could be determined, however, was
a ridiculous mistake. We will undoubtedly have
a very heavy responsibility for the air and sea-
lift for the peace implementation force. We will
provide the medical care, command and con-
trol, most of the intelligence function and the
combat air support. This being the case, there
should have been no need for us to comprise
a third or more of the ground forces. This is
a disproportionate burden for us, measured by
what our NATO and other allies can and
should be expected to do. The President
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should be seeking to reduce the burden we
accepted to a more equitable level.

American and the other forces deployed to
implement the peace agreement must be per-
ceived and in fact be neutral, not protagonists
of one or the other of the warring parties. To
be viewed as favoring one side risks the per-
manence of the peace and enhances the risk
of casualties for the American forces.

There are provisions of the Dayton peace
agreement that wisely impose a moratorium
for a period of months on the acquisition of
arms by the formerly warring parties. It prop-
erly calls for negotiation of a disarmament re-
gime to bring the conflicting parties to a state
of parity in aggregate military capability, which
should serve to deter renewal of the conflict.
This is eminently sound, and we must exert in-
tense diplomatic influences to promote military
parity through disarmament. If the effort suc-
ceeds, there would be no need for us to arm
and train the Muslims unless it was done with-
in the framework of such an agreement. If the
disarmament effort does not succeed, the
Dayton agreement, by its items, provides that
after 180 days there should be an agreed self-
executing military parity between the parties
using as a baseline the military resources of
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. Based on
the terms of the agreement, the Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia would be permitted 75
percent of the baseline, with the Republic of
Croatia and the Republic of Bosnia and
Herzogovenia each allocated 30 percent of the
baseline.

If we make it clear that we will not provide
arms to any faction except under the specific
condition that it is done to provide and protect
the military parity to which the parties have
agreed, we can preserve the mutual, even-
handed posture our role as a peacekeeper re-
quires. The earlier the President spells it out,
the less likely any role we ultimately undertake
to arm and train Muslim forces will be per-
ceived as constituting a hostile presence by
the other parties.

Our NATO allies have opposed arming the
Bosnian Muslims. Should the United States
proceed to do so while there is an ongoing
NATO deployment, and without the concur-
rence of the North Atlantic Council, it would
threaten alliance solidarity. This would place
us on a slippery slope we would do well to
avoid. If we do as | suggest it should be ac-
ceptable to our NATO allies because our ac-
tions would be consistent with the Dayton
agreement that they have endorsed.

| oppose any American forces being de-
ployed to implement the peace agreement ne-
gotiated in Dayton until or unless it has been
formally accepted by all the parties. Our role
is not to make peace when the parties wish to
continue the conflict. Our mission is to imple-
ment and help build mutual confidence among
former warring factions who purport to want
and have agreed to peace. If those parties by
their conduct cast doubt upon whether they in-
deed desire the peace they ask us to imple-
ment, we should not put our forces in harm’s
way.

The agreement initialed in Dayton spells out
a number of specific measures the warring
parties pledged to implement within a speci-
fied period of time. Those measures include
the departure of foreign forces such as the Is-
lamic fundamentalists, whose presence is a
threat to NATO troops. The warring parties
also agreed to comply with the October 5,
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1995, ceasefire and to refrain from all offen-
sive operations of any kind, to disarm and dis-
band all armed civilian groups and to avoid
committing reprisals or counterattacks in re-
sponse to violations of the agreement. The
parties committed to begin promptly and pro-
ceed steadily to withdraw all forces behind a
zone of separation. The parties are to account
for all prisoners and to release them no later
than 30 days after the date of the “transfer of
authority,” which is the date on which the U.N.
commander transfers authority to the Imple-
mentation Force [I-FOR] commander.

The I-FOR implementation of the military
aspects of the agreement should be delayed
until the warring parties have demonstrated
their willingness to discharge the obligations
spelled out in Dayton by their leaders. If this
is not done it will signify that they do not ac-
cept and will not comply with the reasonable
measures required of them. In that event there
will be no peace to implement and I-FOR,
from the outset, would be injected into a com-
bat mission.

The Clinton administration is insisting that
our deployment of forces in Bosnia will last
approximately 1 year. That is not an exit strat-
egy, only a more or less arbitrary date. | am
sympathetic to the declaration of a date for the
withdrawal of American military forces from
Bosnia, and it should be understood that if the
need exists for a continued deployment be-
yond 1 year that the forces that remain will be
comprised from contingents supplied from
other nations. While establishment of fixed
dates to conclude operations is generally ill-
advised, a 1-year deadline for participation of
American forces should be sufficient to ensure
that the conditions in Bosnia are stabilized to
the extent that any continued deployment
could be sustained by non-United States
forces.

As | have said, we do have a role to play
in bringing peace to Bosnia. In 1 year we will
have fairly and fully played that role and will
have created conditions where non-U.S.
forces should be fully adequate. The President
should immediately communicate this position
to our allies.

Our commitment of ground forces is based
upon more than the initialing of words on a
piece of paper. It is predicated upon the
premise that the warring parties truly desire
peace and will comply with the actions they
have pledged to take. If they do not, the con-
ditions for our commitment of forces will not
have been met and U.S. personnel should not
be deployed. In this context, the recent repudi-
ation of the Dayton agreement by Bosnian
Serb military leaders and the statements of
French Gen. Jean-Rene Bachelet are particu-
larly worrisome. Before we proceed with the
deployment of our personnel, we should insist
on assurances through confidence-building
measures that the Bosnian Serbs want peace
and under the terms of the Dayton agreement.

The securing of peace in Bosnia and stabil-
ity in the Balkans is a noble objective that
serves American interests and justifies our ac-
cepting some measured risk of casualties.
Every drop of blood of American military per-
sonnel is precious, yet to shrink from our
forces being engaged because there might be
some casualties argues for doing away with
our military. An American policy that shrinks
from honoring commitments because there
might be casualties is an invitation to future
disaster. Our national interests throughout the
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globe would be imperiled if we prove unwilling
to honor a major commitment.

If we are steadfast, we reenforce freedom,
decency and stability throughout the world. To
be otherwise would lead to instability and up-
heaval in many areas that are important to our
Nation’s peace and security.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Con-
necticut, [Ms. DELAURO] with whom |
visited Bosnia this past weekend.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, | stand
in support of American troops and in
support of the United States mission in
Bosnia.

The debate we have here today is as
much about America’s future as it is
about Bosnia. Our vote today will send
a message about our country’s future
role in NATO. If we walk away today,
we will have relinquished our leader-
ship role in the international commu-
nity.

The human tragedy in Bosnia is be-
yond description. A quarter of a mil-
lion people have been killed in 3 years
of senseless slaughter. If we fail to en-
force the Dayton peace agreement, we
turn our backs on those who have suf-
fered from mass rape, ethnic cleansing,
and other unspeakable horrors.

In the face of this moral crisis, we
must be willing to step forward and
lead. It is what great nations such as
ours have always done. Moral leader-
ship in the world is part of the price of
being the world’s sole superpower.

Over the weekend, | joined a factfind-
ing trip to Bosnia. | admit that | went
with strong reservations about our
military mission there, but | have re-
turned with the knowledge that our
troops are ready and our mission is
clear. | have also returned with a belief
that we have a moral obligation to do
what only a U.S.-led force can do: keep
the peace.

One of the highlights of our trip was
a stopover in Germany to visit with
American troops who will be deployed
in the coming weeks. While there, | had
a chance to speak with a young soldier
from New London, CT, Private Jarion
Clarke. Private Clark told me that he
is well-trained, has faith in his leaders,
and believes in the United States mis-
sion in Bosnia.

I asked Private Clarke what | could
do for him: “Tell the American people
that we are ready and we need their
support,” he said. So, that is the mes-
sage | bring. Our soldiers need our sup-
port. They deserve our support.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the Dornan, and Buyer resolution. VVote
for the Hamilton resolution. The only
measure that clearly says to American
men and women in uniform is that we
stand behind them.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from lowa
[Mr. GANSKE].

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, |
just returned from Bosnia. Let
summarize what | learned.

First, no one in the Balkans wants to
be part of a minority. Minorities get

too,
me
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raped and Killed. This fact caused the
refugee problem. My impression is that
there is a difference in commitment by
the signers of the treaty on how to
handle these refugees. One party wants
them to return to their homes and vil-
lages. The other argues that this will
recreate the conditions that led to the
conflict in the first place. They argue
for humanitarian aid to resettle these
refugees in safer places. This is a cru-
cial difference that bears on the long-
term chances for success and peace.

Second, there is clearly unhappiness
with the territorial provisions of the
accord by both the Bosnians and the
Serbs. The Bosnian Serbs feel they
were betrayed, and the Bosnian Mos-
lems do not like the territorial provi-
sions either. They only signed on with
the condition that the United States
arm and train them.

This brings us to the third major
area of disagreement, the level of re-
arming of the Bosnian Serbs. There
were reports in the press indicating
that the Bosnian Moslems want train-
ing for 18 brigades and want to be sup-
plied with 200 tanks and 200 armed ve-
hicles. Mr. Milosevic on the other hand
thinks that all parties should propor-
tionally downsize. This difference of in-
terpretation of the treaty does not
bode well for long-term peace.

Mr. Speaker, the technical require-
ments of the plan are contradictory.
Will our troops be policemen or not?
Nation builders or not? | asked a senior
military official what would happen if
in his sector the Bosnians or the Serbs
started to harass a civilian population,
would he respond or not. He said, why
yes. Well, if he does, then he has now
taken sides. We now have the U.S. mili-
tary in a civil war.

Mr. Speaker, there is an alternative.
Lift the arms embargo, provide relief
aid, provide the same air support, the
same logistical support. It is not too
late. The best answer is Dornan.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.
Speaker, | yield myself 4%2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this past weekend | was
fortunate to lead, with Congressman
DENNIS HASTERT of Illinois, a CODEL
which visited Italy, Croatia, Bosnia,
Serbia, and Germany. We met with the
President of Croatia, the Prime Min-
ister of Bosnia, the President of Serbia,
IFOR commanders, and U.S. troops
who were preparing for deployment.
The CODEL sought to answer six ques-
tions: What is the United States stake
in Bosnia? Can the IFOR mission be ac-
complished? Are there risks to our
troops? How do you separate military
from civilian responsibilities? How do
you measure the success of the mis-
sions, and what happens if they are not
working? What should be done to maxi-
mize IFOR’s success?

Adm. Leighton Smith, commander of
the American forces south, and the
other American generals and officers
who briefed the CODEL were confident
that the IFOR mission is achievable be-
cause IFOR has a clear mandate, sub-
stantial firepower, and the desire of the

Mr.
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parties involved to settle this conflict.
Each head of government with whom
we met also expressed confidence that
the Dayton signatories would meet
their obligations because, as President
Tudjman said, “Without the direct in-
volvement of the United States, peace
in Bosnia is not possible.

Implementation of the Dayton agree-
ment is necessary and only the United
States and NATO can do it.

There are risks. The roads are poor
and the danger of accidents is high.
Snipers, car bombs, land mines, and
mortar fire are all potential threats.
The presence of an unknown number of
Mujahedeen fighters may be a problem,
especially if they decide they do not
want to leave Bosnia.

Clearly, there are many unknowns.
Neither the U.S. Congress, our military
leaders, our NATO allies, or the sig-
natories to the Dayton agreement can
promise that our involvement is with-
out risk. But we do know that the Day-
ton signatories. both the politicians
and the people they represent said they
want peace. And they believe that
peace and stability can be reached only
with our assistance. As Prime Minister
Silajdzic of Bosnia said, ‘““This move by
your President is a courageous move, a
farreaching move. It is extremely im-
portant to grasp this change for peace.
Because if Dayton doesn’t work noth-
ing will work. We cannot have peace
without a stable buffer, a bridge. That
is why we need NATO troops. No other
organization can do it. We need your
help to make pace, not war.”’

Mr. Speaker, this debate is as much
about our role in the world as it is
about our role in this conflict. Today
we are deciding how involved we want
to be in shaping the world around us.
In the past 72 hours two persons have
put our role into perspective for me.
The first was Admiral Smith. When
asked about the United States national
interest in Bosnia, he replied that the
wrong questions was being posed. He
stated: ‘““The question is about U.S.
leadership in the world. If we don’t go
in our credibility goes to rock bottom.
The next time when vital U.S. interests
are engaged, are our allies and friends
going to be with us? Probably not.”’

The second person was Israeli Prime
Minister Shimon Peres, during his ad-
dress to the joint session of Congress,
when he said that the United States
has ‘*. . . save[d] the globe from three
of its greatest menaces: nazi tyranny,
Japanese militarism and the com-
munist challenge.”” When he spoke of
Palestinian democracy and peace with
Israel’s enemies, he said ‘‘three years
ago such a prospect would have been a
fantasy. All of this would not be at-
tainable were it not for the American
involvement and support for our ef-
forts.”

Mr. Speaker, every person voting in
this Chamber today must decide right
now what kind of world he or she wants
to live in. We are clearly the most pow-
erful country in the world. We have a
strong military, a stable government,
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robust civil rights, and a reputation for
constantly recreating ourselves to
make America a better, more equitable
country. And it is because of our vi-
brant, democratic traditions that the
rest of the world looks to us for leader-
ship. We talk a good game in this body,
passing resolutions to say this and
sense of Congress’ to say that, but if we
do not support our good intentions
with actions, then our words will lose
meaning and our good intentions and
strong words will be a joke worldwide.

I, for one, believe in American lead-
ership and | believe, as one of the
American generals said to me, that the
people of Bosnia, Serbia, and Croatia,
need a period of decency. | want to give
them that period of decency by helping
to secure their peace.

0O 1815

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON], chairman of our Committee on
Appropriations.

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, |
also was in Bosnia last weekend, and I
met some of the troops that are going
to carry out this plan. | had my picture
taken with them, and | got a medal
from them, from the First Armored Di-
vision. They are good people, and they
deserve our support.

They were sent by the President to
work with NATO to separate warring
parties and hopefully keep those people
from Killing one another.

Now those parties have gone to Day-
ton, and they have signed a peace ac-
cord, and that accord says that our
troops are there to assure the peace,
not to make war, not to rebuild Bosnia,
not to aid refugees, not to remove
mines, not to disarm the parties, not to
arm or train the Muslims. They are
there to keep the peace, and they are
well-trained, and well-equipped. They
are prepared for the mission, and they
will shoot to defend themselves, if nec-

essary.
But hopefully they will not have to.
Now, | have opposed the cir-

cumstances which have brought us to
this point. | cannot change history
however. The Commander in Chief of
our armed forces has deployed our
troops in what he says is in our na-
tional interest, and at this point | can
only repeat what the local commander
of our forces told me as recently as this
Monday. He said, ‘““Don’t let the Con-
gress do anything which sends a mes-
sage to these kids that you in Congress
aren’t in full support of their efforts.”
Mr. Speaker, | intend to follow his ad-
vice, and | intend to support our troops
in and out of Bosnia.

Mr. Speaker, | will vote for the buyer
resolution, | will vote for the Hamilton
resolution, and | will give our troops
the resources that they need to do
their job and come home.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to another
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Floridian, Mr. PETERSON, a distin-
guished veteran who, I might add, had
a very significant hand in allowing
that the fighter pilots from France
were released.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, we have a peace treaty. We
did not sign it, we did not initial it, but
the combatants in the war in Bosnia,
all three, did.

This is an unusual opportunity for
America. We have always had the op-
portunity to risk war, and we have
done so every time that there was any
national interest at stake. We have
done that willingly, we have done that
as a governmental body, we have done
that as a nation.

What a wonderful opportunity to
have today. We can risk peace. Yes, we
can risk peace.

What happens if we fail? What hap-
pens if we fail in our effort to seek
peace? We have war.

This is a no-brainer to me. Never
have | in my career had the oppor-
tunity to go for peace. Our troops are
going to Bosnia to implement a peace-
ful settlement that all three of the
combatants have agreed to.

No one, | do not think can say that
anything that happens in Europe is not
of interest to us. The cost of being a
superpower is that virtually anything
that happens on this planet affects this
Nation, and what is happening in
Bosnia and in the Balkans right now is
in fact affecting this Nation, and it will
affect it even more if we do nothing.
We have a very shallow window of op-
portunity to grab peace, and we should
grab it with both hands, wrap out arms
around it, and take it to the Balkans.

If we fail to do so, my colleagues,
there is no doubt in my mind, having
just visited that area, that we will
have an expansion of this war to
Kosovo, which will then trigger the Al-
banian input, which will then probably
bring Macedonia in, which will then
bring in Turkey, which will then bring
in Greece, and then what do we have?
We have the potential for World War
1.

Mr. Speaker, we have history behind
us that takes us back to World War |
and World War 11, both of which began
in the Balkans. Do not let us help that
start World War 11l. Support our troops
and support the policy.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute, 30 seconds to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. MANZULLO], a mem-
ber of our Committee on International
Relations.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, |
would encourage the Members of Con-
gress to examine the exact document
which is called the peace agreement,
especially the military annex which is
attached to it, and to compare the
rules of engagement there with the
statement put out by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff of the United States, and those
rules of engagement contradict each
other. In the one put out by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff it says we are not to be
involved in moving any people or
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equipment out of the demilitarized
zone, we are not to be involved in any
type of disarmament, and yet the
NATO troops, in the military annex at-
tached the peace agreement, gives our
troops that type of power.

Mr. Speaker, this is a matter of de-
fining the mission to send our beloved
troops to a country that has experi-
enced war for 1,500 years. | support the
troops. | do not believe it is wise to
send them, but | support the troops.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | reserve the balance of our
time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. BUNN].

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
having just returned from Bosnia, |
was appalled at the devastation in Sa-
rajevo. | did not see a single building
that had not been damaged by the
shelling of the sniper fire, and it is
very, very clear that something has to
be done, but | came back convinced
that the President had made a horrible
mistake in the decision to send our
troops there.

We had an opportunity to listen to
our military commanders tell us about
how the troops are going to get in and
how we are going to deal with the plan-
ning for casualties, how we have
planned for communications, but when
we asked about the exit strategy, there
was no plan. We do not have a plan,
how we are going to get our troops out
of there. There was an alternative, and
the plan was to lift the arms embargo
and allow the Bosnians to defend them-
selves, and in meetings with the lead-
ers in Bosnia the vice-president of
Bosnia said point blank, ‘“We didn’t
ask for your troops, we didn’t need
your troops. What we needed was the
ability to defend ourselves, and you de-
nied us that.”

Nevertheless we need to understand
today that there are troops there and
troops on the way. Nothing we do to-
night is going to stop the deployment.
We are beyond that now. Congress is
often faced with bad options, and Presi-
dent Clinton has given us bad options,
but tonight we can choose to support
the troops.

I am going to vote no on Dornan and
support the alternative so we can do
everything possible to allow our troops
who are well trained and well equipped
to do a job that they should not have
been asked to do.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. INGLIS].
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Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman from
yielding time to me.

There has been a fair amount of con-
fusion on the floor here today about
the thought process. One idea is we
should support the troops by sending
them there. The best way to support
the troops is to keep them from going
there.
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Then there was a statement about
how we are there to wage peace. | have
never seen it waged with tanks and
guns and bullets. | think if you are
going to wage peace, you do not send in
the U.S. Army. The U.S. Army goes
into places to crush, kill, and destroy.
That is what they are real good at. | do
not understand this idea of waging
peace with tanks and weapons. If there
is a peace, there is no need for peace-
keepers. They have peace. If there is
not a peace, then our people are peace-
makers and that makes them, | think,
combatants in a centuries-old civil
war.

Then there is the thought we have to
contain the conflict. It is like world
War 11, we are told. Think again. World
War |11, two key differences: No. 1, a
pernicious, expansionistic ideology
that wanted to control the world.
There is no pernicious, expansionistic
ideology here. This is the normal inhu-
manity of man against man, normal
hatred. It is around the globe. It is in
Rwanda, it is in China, it is all over.
No pernicious expansionistic ideology.

The second key difference between
World War Il and now, in World War 11
we were not prepared. Now we are pre-
pared. We learned after World War Il
you prepare for peace by preparing for
war, and you stand ready with that
strength under control. We can contain
the conflict no matter where it goes in
that region.

The sober judgment we need to bring
right now is very simple: Is there an
American security interest at risk? |
would submit, that is the threshold
question before you send troops any-
where: Is there an American security
interest at risk? Clearly there is not in
the Balkans. The only way to send that
message is to support the gentleman’s
alternative.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN].

(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for vyielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, for me the most impor-
tant priority is to support our service-
men and women. The President has
made his decision. While 1 am angry
that he has made it without consulta-
tion to Congress and with the Amer-
ican people, we need to back up our
troops 100 percent. Our actions tonight
should send this message loudly and
clearly to them as they prepare to go,
because 25 years ago | was one of them
in Vietnam. | was sent on a mission
that bitterly divided this country and
this House, but | learned then, as I
know now, that our troops deserve
nothing less than the undivided sup-
port of this House and all the resources
necessary to support their mission.
Please support the Buyer resolution.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. TAYLOR].
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Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, in 1954 one of my heroes, Sen-
ator John Stennis, spoke against send-
ing American mechanics to a little
country called South Vietnam. He said
that we would get drawn into a land
war that we could not win, in a part of
the world that people did not care
about. John C. Stennis was right. We
did get sucked into it. Then when that
happened, he did his constitutional
duty to support those troops.

What | am asking this body to do to-
night is to prevent us from getting
sucked into another war where other
brave young Americans will die, be
maimed, in a part of the world that
Americans just do not care about. It is
not a right or wrong decision, it is
what is best for the American young
men and women who have sworn to de-
fend this country.

The best thing for those fine young
people is not to