Goodling Longley Sanford
Gordon Lucas Sawyer
Goss Luther Saxton
Graham Manzullo Scarborough
Greenwood Markey Schaefer
Gunderson Martini Schiff
Gutknecht McCarthy Schumer
Hall (TX) McCollum Scott
Hancock McCrery Seastrand
Hansen McDade Sensenbrenner
Harman McHale Shadegg
Hastert McHugh Shaw
Hastings (WA) Mclnnis Shays
Hayes Mclintosh Shuster
Hayworth McKeon Sisisky
Hefley Menendez Skeen
Heineman Metcalf Smith (MI)
Herger Meyers Smith (NJ)
Hilleary Mica Smith (TX)
Hobson Miller (FL) Smith (WA)
Hoekstra Minge Solomon
Hoke Molinari Souder
Horn Montgomery Spence
Hostettler Moorhead Stearns
Houghton Morella Stenholm
Hunter Murtha Stockman
Hutchinson Myers Stump
Hyde Myrick Talent
Inglis Nethercutt Tanner
Istook Neumann Tate
Jacobs Ney Tauzin
Johnson (CT) Norwood Taylor (MS)
Johnson, Sam Nussle Taylor (NC)
Johnston Ortiz Tejeda
Jones Oxley Thomas
Kasich Packard Thornberry
Kelly Parker Thornton
Kildee Paxon Tiahrt
Kim Petri Torkildsen
King Pickett Torricelli
Kingston Pombo Traficant
Kleczka Porter Upton
Klug Portman Vucanovich
Knollenberg Poshard Waldholtz
Kolbe Pryce Walker
LaFalce Quillen Walsh
LaHood Quinn Wamp
Largent Radanovich Watts (OK)
Latham Rahall Weldon (FL)
LaTourette Ramstad Weldon (PA)
Laughlin Regula Weller
Lazio Riggs White
Leach Roberts Whitfield
Lewis (CA) Roemer Wicker
Lewis (KY) Rohrabacher Wilson
Lightfoot Ros-Lehtinen Wolf
Lincoln Rose Woolsey
Linder Roth Young (AK)
Lipinski Roukema Young (FL)
Livingston Royce Zeliff
LoBiondo Salmon Zimmer
NOT VOTING—9
Becerra Lantos Rangel
Camp Lewis (GA) Rogers
Kaptur Meek Williams
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So the motion was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

REFERRAL OF H.R. 10, COMMON-
SENSE LEGAL REFORM ACT, TO
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that title I, section
103 of H.R. 10, the Commonsense Legal
Reform Act, be referred to the Commit-
tee on Commerce as an additional com-
mittee on jurisdiction.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Is there objection to the
gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL SECURITY
REVITALIZATION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 83 and rule
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XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 7.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 7) to re-
vitalize the national security of the
United States, with Mr. LINDER in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Under the rule, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GiLMAN] will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes, the gentleman
from New Jersey, [Mr. TORRICELLI] will
be recognized for 30 minutes, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPENCE] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DELLUMS] will be recognized
for 30 minutes.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that we
are beginning general debate of a very
important segment of the Contract
With America, H.R. 7, the National Se-
curity Revitalization Act.

H.R. 7 confronts issues of real con-
cern to the American people.

Take for example the issue of foreign
command of U.S. Armed Forces in U.N.
peacekeeping operations.

The Clinton administration broke
new ground in this area. Indeed, few as-
pects of their foreign policy have been
pursued with as much vigor as their ef-
forts to promote U.N. peacekeeping op-
erations in which U.S. forces have been
placed under foreign command.

They did it in Somalia, they did it in
the former Yugoslavia, and they were
prepared to do it in Haiti.

H.R. 7 restores a proper balance with
regard to foreign command of U.S.
forces in U.N. peacekeeping operations.

H.R. 7 doesn’t forbid foreign com-
mand in all cases; only in those cases
where the President is unable to cer-
tify that the foreign command arrange-
ment is necessary to protect U.S. na-
tional security interests and that the
U.S. forces will not be required to com-
ply with illegal or militarily impru-
dent orders.

The American people would be
shocked to learn that the administra-
tion and its allies in Congress think
the President should have a free hand
to put U.S. forces under foreign com-
mand, even when it’s not in our na-
tional interest and even when our
forces could be compelled to obey ille-
gal or militarily imprudent orders.

But that is the administration posi-
tion, and today they will have time to
defend it.

The exploding cost of U.N. peace-
keeping operations is another matter
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of concern to the American people that
we address in H.R. 7. Last year, our
total peacekeeping payment to the
U.N. was almost $1.1 billion. In addi-
tion, the Department of Defense in-
curred incremental costs of more than
$1.7 billion for U.S. support to or par-
ticipation in U.N. peacekeeping oper-
ations.

That’'s a total of
peacekeeping.

H.R. 7 tries to get a handle on these
spiraling costs. It insists that at least
some of our unreimbursed Defense De-
partment expenditures in support of
peacekeeping be deducted from our
U.N. assessment.

Critics of H.R. 7 say this is unreason-
able. They accuse us of wanting to de-
stroy U.N. peacekeeping.

Nothing could be further from the
truth. Peacekeeping is an important
tool that can serve our national inter-
ests. But because the U.S. taxpayer
foots the largest share of the bill, we
must ensure that it is only undertaken
when it serves our interests and that it
is carried out in a cost-effective way.

A final issue address by H.R. 7 is the
expansion of NATO.

My efforts and those of my col-
leagues to facilitate the expansion of
NATO—both in H.R. 7 and in the NATO
Participation Act passed on the last
day of the last Congress—are the final
answer to those who claim that the Re-
publican Party stands for a return to
isolationism.

To the contrary, we favor continued
American engagement in the world,
and flexible policies in response to the
changes brought about by the end of
the cold war.

For these and other reasons, H.R. 7 is
a good bill that deserves to be ap-
proved.

Mr. Chairman, | am pleased that we are be-
ginning today to debate a very important ele-
ment of the Contract With America, H.R. 7,
the National Security Revitalization Act.

In all probability our consideration of H.R. 7
will occasion a lively debate.

For too long the Congress has avoided de-
bating some of the toughest foreign policy is-
sues confronting our country. Last year, for
example, those of us who wanted to debate
President Clinton’s plan to invade Haiti were
muzzled until it was too late.

We're not going to avoid the tough issues
any longer.

That's what H.R. 7 is all about. We're going
to confront issues of real concern to the Amer-
ican people.

And it's our intention to turn around adminis-
tration policy where it has been misguided,
inept, or simply out of step with the wishes of
the American people.

Take for example the issue of foreign
command of U.S. Armed Forces in U.N.
peacekeeping operations.

Before President Clinton took office,
no President had ever put significant
numbers of U.S. forces in a U.N. peace-
keeping operation commanded by a for-
eign national.

The Clinton administration broke
new ground in this area. Indeed, few as-
pects of their foreign policy have been

$2.8 billion for
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pursued with as much vigor as their ef-
forts to promote U.N. peacekeeping op-
erations in which U.S. forces have been
placed under foreign command.

They did so in Somalia, they did it in
the former Yugoslavia, and they were
ready to do it in Haiti, until last No-
vember’s election focused the attention
of the U.N. bureaucracy and forced
them to agree to put a U.S. commander
in charge of the Haiti Operation.

H.R. 7 restores a proper balance with
regard to foreign command of U.S.
forces in U.N. peacekeeping operations.
Notwithstanding the rhetoric of admin-
istration spokesmen, H.R. 7’s approach
could hardly be more moderate.

It doesn’t forbid foreign command in
all cases; only in those cases where the
President is unable to certify that the
foreign command arrangement is nec-
essary to protect U.S. national secu-
rity interests and that the U.S. forces
will not be required to comply with il-
legal or militarily imprudent orders.

The American people would be
shocked to learn that the Clinton ad-
ministration and its allies in Congress
think the President should have a free
hand to put U.S. forces under foreign
command, even when it’s not in our na-
tional interest and even when our
forces could be compelled to obey ille-
gal or militarily imprudent orders.

But that is their position, and today
they will have the opportunity to de-
fend it.

The exploding cost of U.N. peace-
keeping operations is another matter
of concern to the American people that
we address in H.R. 7. Last year, our
total peacekeeping payment to the
U.N. was almost $1.1 billion. In addi-
tion, the Department of Defense in-
curred incremental costs of more than
$1.7 billion for U.S. support to or par-
ticipation in U.N. peacekeeping oper-
ations.

That is an overall total of $2.8 billion
for peacekeeping.

And we all know that much of these
funds are simply wasted. The billions
of dollars we and the U.N. spent in So-
malia accomplished precious little.
And this month DoD expects to spend
another $15 million so that U.S. forces
can cover the withdrawal of the last
U.N. peacekeepers from the failed mis-
sion in Somalia.

H.R. 7 tries to enable the Congress to
get a handle on these spiraling costs. It
insists that at least some of our unre-
imbursed Defense Department expendi-
tures in support of peacekeeping be de-
ducted from our U.N. assessment.

Critics of H.R. 7 contend that this is
unreasonable. They say, for instance,
that we have no right to expect the
U.N. to reimburse us for the $15 million
we’re spending this month to evacuate
the U.N. peacekeepers from Somalia.
They accuse us of wanting to destroy
U.N. peacekeeping.

Nothing could be further from the
truth. Peacekeeping is an important
tool that can and does serve our na-
tional interests. But because the U.S.
taxpayer foots the largest share of the
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bill, we must ensure that it is only un-
dertaken when it serves our interests
and that it is carried out in a cost-ef-
fective way.

The critics of H.R. 7 favor the status
quo, where the U.S. taxpayer gets dou-
ble billed for U.N. peacekeeping. We de-
mand a better deal from the U.N.

We look forward to debating this
issue here on the floor.

A final issue addressed by H.R. 7 is
the expansion of NATO.

My efforts and those of my col-
leagues to facilitate the expansion of
NATO—both in H.R. 7 and in the NATO
Participation Act passed on the last
day of the Congress—are the final an-
swer to those who claim that the Re-
publican Party stands for a return to
isolationism.

To the contrary, we favor continued
American engagement in the world,
and flexible policies in response to the
changes brought about by the end of
the cold war. We seek to adopt NATO
to the new security requirements in
central and eastern Europe, and we are
pleased that our efforts have received
considerable support from the other
side of the aisle.

Even the administration seems to be
slowly coming around to our point of
view.

We welcome that change, and we
look forward to further debate on that
issue here on the floor.

For these and other reasons, H.R. 7 is
a good bill that deserves to be approved
by our colleagues.

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

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL-
TON], the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on International
Relations.

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

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise, of course, in op-
position to H.R. 7. | think the key
point is that H.R. 7 really strikes right
at the heart of the President’s author-
ity to protect our national security
and to conduct American foreign pol-
icy. It does that in several different
ways, first of all with respect to peace-
keeping.

This bill would end peacekeeping
overnight. That may not be the intent,
but it is the result of the language.
That is the judgment of the Congres-
sional Budget Office, it is the judgment
of the Secretary of State, the Sec-
retary of Defense, and it is the judg-
ment of the Deputy Secretary of State
in the Reagan administration, Mr.
Whitehead. It unilaterally abrogates
our obligation to the United Nations to
pay our share of peacekeeping ex-
penses.
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Mr. Chairman, these peacekeeping
operations that are in effect across the
country are important across the
world, not just to other nations, but to
the United States. If we come along
and unilaterally deduct these expenses,
it just cancels our assessment. If we
cancel our assessment, other nations
are going to cancel their assessments,
and peacekeeping is going to be de-
stroyed.

What does that mean? That means in
Cyprus, in Jerusalem, in Angola and
Kuwait and Rwanda peacekeeping
comes to an end. It means the end of
sanctions enforcement against Iraq,
and it means the end of humanitarian
relief in Bosnia.

If we pass H.R. 7, Mr. Chairman, we
give the President of the United States
a choice: Act alone or do nothing.
Often we are going to choose to act
alone, and we should, but every single
President has wanted the option to act
in this collective security system, and
we ought not to cut that option off. It
is a valuable tool in American foreign
policy. All of us agree that the United
Nations is not a perfect institution,
that it needs all kinds of reform. How-
ever, our goal should be to strengthen
the United Nations, not to weaken it.

My second concern, Mr. Chairman,
with H.R. 7 is that it will lead to a
major expansion of United States secu-
rity and assistance commitments in
Europe. Here again, Mr. Chairman, we
all agree that NATO should expand.
The question, however, is whether this
Congress should try to dictate the de-
tails of that expansion. That is the
question. We ought not to try to write
that in the statute.

Mr. Chairman, we see going on in
Central Europe today a very complex
historical process to develop a security
regime for Central Europe. It is com-
plex, it is diplomatic. This bill would
jeopardize U.S. national security by
unilaterally, arbitrarily, prematurely
designating certain countries for NATO
membership.

This bill begins a vast new foreign
aid program, but it does not provide
any funding for it. It is an open-ended
program of military and economic aid
to four countries. It puts them at the
top of the list. It makes winners and
losers. We risk, then, discouraging the
reformers in countries not named, and
we risk fostering complacency in the
countries that are named. We are try-
ing to pick through legislation the win-
ners and losers for NATO membership,
and that will divide Europe into oppos-
ing camps.

Mr. Chairman, the bill creates a dan-
gerous gulf between our commitments
and our resources. One of the things we
ought never to do in foreign policy is
to make commitments when we do not
have the resources to pick them up.

That is precisely what we do in H.R.
7. We expand our security commit-
ments, or seek to. We provide no re-
sources for it. We do it at a time when
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we are cutting troop levels from 300,000
down to 100,000 in Europe. We are doing
it at a time when every single country
in Europe is reducing their NATO and
their defense establishments.

How can we meet these new security
commitments? Mr. Chairman, | urge
Members here to think carefully before
voting to set us on a course leading to
a vast expansion of U.S. security com-
mitments.

Mr. Chairman, the House today takes up
H.R. 7, the National Security Revitalization
Act. This is the most far reaching foreign pol-
icy legislation to come before the House in
several years.

But titles are deceptive. This bill does not
revitalize our national security—it weakens it.

It strikes at the heart of the President’'s au-
thority to protect national security and conduct
foreign policy.

It would end U.N. peacekeeping, a tool the
President must have available to him in the
conduct of foreign policy.

It would force the President to act alone, or
do nothing.

It prematurely and unilaterally designates
certain countries for NATO membership, pick-
ing winners and losers in a way that could ac-
tually slow down the process of NATO expan-
sion.

It micromanages foreign policy and under-
cuts Presidential authority, limiting his ability to
respond to crises and protect national security.

DESTROYING PEACEKEEPING

My first concern in peacekeeping. This bill
would end peacekeeping overnight. It unilater-
ally abrogates our treaty obligation to the Unit-
ed Nations to pay our share of peacekeeping
expenses.

It would require the United States to deduct
from its peacekeeping assessment all costs in-
curred by the Department of Defense in sup-
port of U.N. operations, even when those op-
erations are conducted unilaterally by the Unit-
ed States, with U.S. forces under U.S. com-
mand and control.

These expenses more than offset the an-
nual U.S. peacekeeping assessment. if the
United States unilaterally deducts these ex-
penses, it cancels our assessment. Other
countries would follow suit. U.N. peacekeeping
would be destroyed.

That would mean the end of all U.N. peace-
keeping missions: in Cyprus, Jerusalem, An-
gola, Kuwait, and Rwanda. It would mean the
end of sanctions enforcement against lIraq,
and the end of humanitarian relief in Bosnia.

If we pass H.R. 7, we leave the President
with a choice: act alone or do nothing.

Collective security is a tool that has been
available to every President since Harry Tru-
man. We must have that option for this Presi-
dent.

The United Nations is not a perfect institu-
tion. It needs reform—plenty of it. Our goal
should be to strengthen the United Nations to
better serve U.S. interests—not weaken it.

PREMATURE NATO EXPANSION

My second concern is that H.R. 7 will lead
to a major expansion of U.S. security and as-
sistance commitments in Europe.

Title VI of the bill does two things: it states
that it will be U.S. policy to extend NATO
membership to Poland, Hungary, the Czech
Republic and Slovakia, and it mandates an as-
sistance program to help these countries be-
come NATO members.
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We all agree that NATO should expand.
The question is whether Congress should
seek to dictate the details of that expansion.

NATO expansion is a complex diplomatic
process involving 16 NATO members. H.R. 7
interferes with this process in ways that could
be harmful both to the very goal the bill
seeks—NATO expansion—and to other U.S.
national interests:

First, this bill could jeopardize U.S. national
security by unilaterally, arbitrarily, prematurely
designating countries for NATO membership.

It short circuits the Partnership for Peace
initiative, which aims to prepare countries for
NATO membership.

Second, this bill mandates an open-ended
program of military and economic aid for four
countries—Poland, Hungary, the Czech Re-
public, and Slovakia—without authorizing any
funding. Let's be clear about this: if we pass
this bill, we will be creating a new, costly, for-
eign aid program.

Third, if we arbitrarily lock in advantages for
some countries, we risk discouraging reform-
ers in countries not named and fostering com-
placency in countries that are.

By picking winners and losers for NATO
membership, we are signaling to potential ad-
versaries which countries we care about most.

We will once again divide Europe into two
opposing camps.

Fourth, this bill will create a dangerous gulf
between our commitments in Europe and the
resources required to meet them. We have cut
our military forces in Europe by two-thirds
since 1990. Unless we are prepared to rede-
ploy hundreds of thousands of troops, how
can we meet new NATO security commit-
ments by any means other than a nuclear
commitment?

Finally, there is no threat to European secu-
rity that warrants speeding up the pace of
NATO expansion.

NATO membership involves a solemn treaty
obligation. It means we will regard an attack
on any member as an attack on the United
States, and come to that nation’s defense.

| would urge Members to think carefully be-
fore voting to set us on a course leading to a
vast expansion of U.S. security commitments.

UNDERMINING THE PRESIDENT'S FOREIGN POLICY
AUTHORITY

Finally, 1 am concerned that this bill under-
cuts the President’s authority to conduct for-
eign policy and undermines his power as
Commander in Chief.

As former Secretary of State James Baker
told our committee, “Attempts at
micromanagement were a bad idea when the
Democrats were in control, and they remain a
bad idea today.”

Let me point
micromanagement:

This bill requires an act of Congress before
the President could send a single U.S. military
observer to join a U.N. force.

Yet we know that Congress has never voted
to authorize a U.N. peacekeeping mission.

This bill dictates the terms and conditions
for U.S. military command and control, telling
our military how to do its job.

The bill prematurely picks winners and los-
ers for future NATO membership. That's not
our job. It's the job for the President, and
other members of NATO. Passing this bill will
only make it more difficult.

This bill also undermines the ability of the
President to act as Commander in Chief.

out three examples of
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It would prohibit the President from deploy-
ing a single U.S. soldier to a U.N.-authorized
operation without an act of Congress.

It would prohibit the President from placing
U.S. troops under foreign command without
specific congressional authorization unless he
first reports to Congress that such action is
not unconstitutional, is necessary to protect
U.S. national security—and then meets a se-
ries of other requirements, detailed in five
pages in the bill.

This is an unprecedented assault on the
President’s authority as Commander in Chief.

Had this been law, it would have prohibited
President Bush’'s deployment of U.S. troops
and ships in Operation Desert Shield and
Desert Storm.

It could have blocked President Clinton from
deploying 30,000 United States troops to Ku-
wait in 1994 to counter Saddam Hussein’s
new threats of aggression against that coun-
try.

It would effectively prohibit the President
from sending a single soldier to participate in
a U.N. peacekeeping activity—even as part of
a medical team to help in Cyprus—without
specific congressional authorization.

CONCLUSION

| urge the House not to pass this bill today.
We cannot solve all the problems of U.S. na-
tional security today. The wisest course we
can follow is to defeat this bill.

| understand why Members are critical of
some aspects of American foreign policy. |
cannot remember a time when Members were
not. And, of course, it is entirely appropriate
that they voice those criticisms.

But it is one thing to criticize. It is quite an-
other to restrict, to constrain, and to hamstring
the chief architect of American foreign policy—
the President of the United States.

This bill, if enacted, will not expire on the
last day of Bill Clinton’s Presidency, whenever
that comes. It will restrict and constrain and
undermine the authority of all future Presi-
dents to protect the national security and con-
duct U.S. foreign policy.

| urge my colleagues to defeat H.R. 7.

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

[Mr. SPENCE addressed the Commit-
tee. His remarks will appear hereafter
in the Extensions of Remarks.]

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

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr.
yield myself 6%2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, | am shocked at this
last comment. The beauty and the bril-
liance of this system is that we have
different perspectives and different
points of view. Is that not what we are
saying to the entire world? Embrace
the principles of democracy. Is that not
why our colleagues challenge totali-
tarian governments because they said
there should be competing ideas and
competing principles? What is this?
Liberal mind. We are all coequals here.
We came here by the same process. We
were elected by human beings who
comprise America, ostensibly the
greatest democracy in the world. This
debate should not go forward with that
kind of rancor.

Mr. Chairman, it is not my preroga-
tive to challenge you, sir. It is my re-
sponsibility to challenge ideas. This is

Chairman, |
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about democracy. And what does this
mean? If this is how the debate is to
begin, my friends, it brings tears to my
eyes to think about how it will end, be-
cause if this is the top of the mountain,
where is the valley on this debate?

We should be about largeness, big-
ness, dignity, and respect for each
other. | would have no problem chal-
lenging your ideas, challenging your
politics. But let us not be condescend-
ing to each other. Let us not engage in
this kind of folly with each other. | am
prepared to deal with you intellectu-
ally. Let us see whether there is bank-
ruptcy or currency in these ideas. But
let us not characterize each other. The
world is watching us. We should be
large enough to be able to handle dif-
ference.

I came here in January 1971 from
Berkeley, CA, opposing the Vietnam
war as a simple human being who tried
to raise my voice in the name of peace.
I cannot tell the new Members of Con-
gress the scars that | faced from that,
the beatings that | took on the floor of
Congress for simply being a human
being who had the audacity to try in
good faith to represent my constitu-
ency on these issues. We all have a
right to be heard here. Whether one
perceives oneself as a liberal or con-
servative or a moderate or a progres-
sive or whatever, that is the beauty of
this process.

Mr. Chairman, | wanted to spend
these moments talking about this bill,
laying out the points, to engage. | beg
of you, deal with each other with some
kind of human dignity. I do not want
to go back through 24 years ago, where
we kept casting aspersions upon each
other because you had the audacity to
say peace, or challenge nuclear arma-
ments, challenge war, challenge big
military budgets, that in some way you
are unAmerican or unpatriotic. How
incredible.

How incredible, Mr. Chairman, when
we can look out at the world and say
we oppose totalitarianism and we can-
not stand difference and handle and
tolerate difference in this Chamber,
considered the most deliberative body
in the United States, in the world.

We have to respect each other’s dif-
ference. But let us engage. | have su-
preme confidence in ideas, and so
should you. So let us engage on ideas,
not on who has got what mind and how
that gets conjured up. That should be
beyond us.

Mr. Chairman, it should be beyond
all of us. 1 come to challenge your
ideas. | did not come to challenge you.
I did not come to challenge your label.
But | will say this: In the context of a
post-cold war world, let us take off old
labels. They do not work anymore. Let
us move beyond old paradigms. They
do not work anymore. Let us get be-
yond old ideas. The human mind
changes slowly, but the post-cold war
world challenges us to a higher order of
being, to an imaginative way of look-
ing at the world.
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Let us stop trotting out cold war
ideas in the context of a post-cold-war
world. Let us stop trotting out these
ideas of liberal and conservative and
moderate. At this point, | do not know
what those things mean anymore when
we start talking about national secu-
rity. We have got sides talking about
isolationism. A few years ago in my
earlier tenure, they would have once
wanted to engage in ventures all over
the world. Interventionists, now isola-
tionists. Peace advocates sound like
hawks when we start talking about
peacekeeping and peacemaking. We are
standing the world on its head. What
should that communicate to us? That
the world has substantively and sub-
stantially changed and it dictates to us
that we change, Mr. Chairman. That
we think afresh and we think anew.

Let us stop engaging in the charac-
terization. If you think we ought to
have star wars, stand and defend that.
If you think we ought to dictate to
NATO, stand and defend that. If you
think we should not be in the Somalias
and the Haitis and the Rwandas and
the Bosnias of the world as peace-
keepers and peacemakers, stand and
defend it. Then the debate can go for-
ward rationally.

Why this mean-spiritedness? It is not
necessary, Mr. Chairman. The issues
that confront us dwarf us as human
beings. Do we have to then add in the
folly of characterization, the folly of
challenge ideologically? This is no
longer an ideological world. It requires
imagination and brilliance and the
highest and the best in us. Lay down
that yesterday madness and let us
stand up and face each other on an in-
tellectually honest basis and try to
shape this legislation so that it speaks
to the reality of a changing world.

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ComBEesT], the chairman of the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence.

Mr. COMBEST. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, the Intelligence Com-
mittee held one hearing on title V of
the National Security Revitalization
Act, partly in open session. The subse-
quent markup was conducted entirely
in open session. During the markup,
the committee unanimously approved
amendments to sections 502, 504 and
512.

Section 512 was the focus of the com-
mittee’s interest. As introduced, the
section required that the United States
may provide intelligence to the United
Nations only pursuant to a written
agreement between the President and
the Secretary General of the United
Nations. The agreement must specify:

The types of intelligence to be pro-
vided to the U.N;

The circumstances under which intel-
ligence may be provided; and

The procedures to be observed by the
U.N. concerning persons who shall have
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access and the procedures to be ob-
served by the U.N. to protect the intel-
ligence against disclosure not author-
ized by the agreement.

As introduced, section 512 required
that no agreement would have been ef-
fective for a period exceeding 1 year.

Mr. Chairman, U.S. policymakers
working with the U.N. use intelligence
information as part of their broader
diplomatic efforts to advance U.S. for-
eign policy interests with other gov-
ernments and U.N. agencies. A signifi-
cant portion of intelligence sharing
with the U.N. includes support to
peacekeeping activities. However, in-
telligence sharing also involves hu-
manitarian missions, sanctions en-
forcement, nonproliferation, opposition
to ethnic cleansing, and other issues
clearly of importance to U.S. foreign
policy objectives.

Procedures have been developed by
the intelligence community to provide
intelligence information to the United
Nations. Specific guidelines have been
established for consideration on a case-
by-case basis of what can be provided
without compromising intelligence
sources and methods.

The committee recognizes that there
are valid concerns about the U.N.’s
ability to protect sensitive informa-
tion, and when intelligence informa-
tion is provided, these considerations
are taken into account. Each request is
carefully reviewed to assess the agency
or operation involved, and when the
United States does provide intelligence
information, the least sensitive infor-
mation is used to satisfy each require-
ment, and it is provided to a limited
number of individuals. Moreover, much
of the Intelligence provided has been
redacted to include only information
that is unclassified.

The practical effect of section 512, as
introduced, would have been to shut
down intelligence sharing with the
United Nations.

A formal agreement would probably
not be achieved as the U.N. leadership
could find such an agreement with the
United States politically unacceptable
for a variety of reasons. Flexibility and
discretion are afforded the United
States under the current intelligence
sharing process. A formal agreement
would hamper our ability to share in-
telligence with the U.N. when we want
to and how we want to, and might in-
deed create an obligation on the part of
the United States to provide intel-
ligence to the U.N. upon request. More-
over, every year we would face the pos-
sibility that a Secretary General un-
willing to sign an agreement accept-
able to the United States could, by his
refusal, prevent our Government from
sharing intelligence when it is in our
interests to do so. Finally, the United
States would be reluctant to accept the
possible public disclosure of the details
that such an agreement would require.

Given these concerns and others, the
committee adopted a substitute to sec-
tion 512. The amendment sets out two
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required responsibilities for the Presi-
dent.

First, before intelligence is provided
by the United States to the United Na-
tions, the President must ensure that
the Director of Central Intelligence, in
consultation with the Secretaries of
State and Defense, has established
guidelines governing the provision of
intelligence to the United Nations that
protect sources and methods from un-
authorized disclosure.

Second, the committee has strength-
ened its oversight of intelligence shar-
ing arrangements with the U.N. The
amendment requires periodic and spe-
cial reports by the President regarding
intelligence provided to the United Na-
tions. These reports must be made not
less frequently than semiannually to
the Intelligence and International Re-
lations Committees of the House and to
the Intelligence and Foreign Relations
Committees of the Senate. The reports
must specify the types of intelligence
provided to the United Nations and the
purposes for which the intelligence was
provided. The President must also re-
port to the two Intelligence Commit-
tees any unauthorized disclosure of in-
telligence provided to the U.N. within
15 days after the disclosure becomes
known to the President.

The amendment further requires the
Secretary of State, or the Secretary’s
designee, in consultation with the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence and the
Secretary of Defense, to work with the
United Nations to improve its han-
dling, processing, dissemination, and
management of all intelligence infor-
mation provided to it by its members.

Mr.  Chairman, the committee
amendment to section 512 will accom-
modate the valid need for intelligence
sharing with the U.N. where important
U.S. national interests are served,
while at the same time establishing
stronger oversight over these activi-
ties.

As amended, H.R. 7 is a good, work-
able approach to the need for intel-
ligence sharing with the United Na-
tions.

0O 1450

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Dicks].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. Dicks], as well.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Washington [Mr. Dicks] is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.

(Mr. DICKS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | want to
indicate my support for section 512 of
the bill which will permit the continu-
ation of intelligence-sharing with the
United Nations. | think our history
shows on certain occasions, the Cuban
missile crisis for one, recently a situa-
tion in Irag where sharing intelligence
information, satellite imagery, has
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been vitally important to United
States security interests.

I want to compliment the gentleman
from Texas. We were able to work out
our bipartisan concerns and differences
on this legislation. We are working to
develop a compromise which | felt was
in the best interest of the country. |
only regret that this was not achiev-
able in other aspects of the bill.

I think we have worked out most of
the concerns that the intelligence com-
munity has. We have worked out a
sharing relationship which will be on a
case-by-case basis with the United Na-
tions, which gives us the option of say-
ing we do not want to share in certain
instances, which | think is important.

There is one last concern that | have
that | hope we can address in con-
ference, and that is that part of the re-
sponsibility here is given only to the
President, and it said he cannot dele-
gate this. | understand the concerns of
the majority, but | hope that we can
work this out so that it will be more
acceptable to the President and to the
administration. And | hope we can look
at that again in the conference com-
mittee. But, on section 512, | think we
showed that we can have bipartisan
support and cooperation.

There are many other reasons | will
not be able to support the bill, but one
of them clearly is not section 512.

I will include the remainder of my
statement in the RECORD.

The statement referred to follows:

The imagery shared with the United Nations
revealed to the world the threatening activities
of the Soviet Union and forced the Kremlin to
acknowledge its placement of offensive mis-
siles in Cuba despite its previous denials.

More recently, it was the United States’ con-
tribution of intelligence to the United Nations
which proved crucial in assessing Baghdad’s
post war disarmament activities and to the
U.N.’s decision to maintain sanctions against
Irag.

The National Security Revitalization Act as
introduced contained a provision which would
have required the President and the United
Nations Secretary General to enter into a writ-
ten agreement prior to any U.S. intelligence
being provided. The Intelligence Committee
received testimony from witnesses represent-
ing the State Department, the CIA, and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff who were adamant in
their opposition to that provision, noting that it
would remove the flexibility which currently
permits U.S. intelligence to be provided on a
case-by-case basis. Additionally, the Acting
Director of Central Intelligence informed the
committee by letter that the requirement for a
written agreement meant that “the proposed
legislation will make it difficult, if not impos-
sible, to provide meaningful intelligence sup-
port to those U.N. activities which are support-
ive of U.S. foreign policy goals.”

Based on the information it received, the In-
telligence Committee rewrote the provision. In
its current form, section 512 requires the
President to ensure that the Director of
Central Intelligence, in consultation with the
Secretaries of State and Defense establishes
guidelines governing the provision of intel-
ligence to the United Nations which shall pro-
tect intelligence sources and methods from
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unauthorized disclosure. The Director of
Central Intelligence has already established
such guidelines and is under a statutory duty
to protect all intelligence sources and methods
from compromise.

The Intelligence Committee is aware of no
instance in which the current procedures gov-
erning the provision of intelligence to the U.N.
has resulted in a compromise of any intel-
ligence source or method. Nevertheless, the
committee believes it is important that it be
advised if a compromise of intelligence
sources or methods should occur. To this end,
section 512 requires the President to report to
the congressional intelligence committees any
unauthorized disclosure of intelligence infor-
mation provided to the United Nations within
15 days after the disclosure becomes known
to the President. Additionally, periodic reports
describing the types of intelligence provided to
the United Nations and the purposes for which
such intelligence was provided are required.
These periodic reports must be submitted to
the designated committees at least on a semi-
annual basis.

While | support section 512, which is the
product of a bipartisan effort of the Intelligence
Committee, | want to note a separation of
powers issue which the section raises, and
which is of concern to the administration and
several members of the committee. Section
512 establishes certain duties for the Presi-
dent which are made non-delegable. While |
believe it is essential that the committee be
assured that these duties are discharged in a
manner which reflects their importance, | hope
that we can agree on compromise language in
conference which addresses the administra-
tion’s constitutional concerns.

Mr. Chairman, section 512 represents a
substantial improvement over the manner in
which this issue was treated in the original
version of the National Security Revitalization
Act. Although the bill as a whole is still objec-
tionable to me, at least in the narrow area of
intelligence support to the United Nations, this
legislation, if it passes, will do no harm to a
system which is currently working well in sup-
port of the national interests of the United
States.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MCKEON].

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and | rise in support of H.R. 7 as
reported by the Committee on National
Security.

Mr. Chairman, protecting the indus-
trial base of strategic military pro-
grams is an issue that our Government
must address in identifying a long-
term strategy for defense procurement.
There are three critical technology
programs with an application that is
dedicated exclusively to military pro-
curement: conventional munitions, nu-
clear attack submarines, and long-
range strategic bombers. Because these
programs have no commercial benefit,
it is of paramount importance that the
Department of Defense act now to pre-
serve these unique technologies.

As many of us know, the administra-
tion requested funding for a third
Seawolf submarine, largely because of
the need to preserve the submarine in-
dustrial base in the future. In the area
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of bombers, however, the administra-
tion appears content to cap production
of long-range bombers at 20 aircraft,
even though there is no successor pro-
gram in either the research or develop-
ment stage. Because there is no sub-
stitute for the strategic elements of
the bomber industrial base, it would
cost billions to reestablish existing
production lines if these capabilities
are allowed to dissipate.

Mr. Chairman, | believe this issue is
of extreme national importance and
am pleased that H.R. 7 acknowledges
the fact that the current bomber force
falls woefully short of meeting the
baseline established in the bottom-up
review.

| urge a favorable vote on H.R. 7.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, later in the day | will
support two amendments printed in the
RECORD on this bill. One is by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. EDWARDS] that
supports ground missile development
but strikes out the star wars in the
bill.

H.R. 7 on missiles will cost a lot of
money that we really do not have, Mr.
Chairman, | worry about if you have to
look at other programs; if you look at
the National Guard and Reserve and
you have this big missile cost, it could
come from the National Guard and Re-
serve, and also it could come from
readiness of our forces.

The other amendment that | will sup-
port and hope to get and make some re-
marks on is offered by the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. HARMAN].
Her amendment will eliminate title 111
of H.R. 7. Title Ill sets up a commis-
sion which would cost the taxpayers
about $1,500,000. It is not necessary, Mr.
Chairman, to have a commission. We
have the roles and mission commission
which will have a report in May. Basi-
cally that does the same thing that is
in the commission title 11l of the bill.
So | will be supporting both of these
amendments, one by the gentleman
from Texas and one by the gentle
woman from California.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3% minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. Kim], a member of the
Committee on International Relations.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, | think the
American people would be shocked to
find out how much money we were con-
tributing last year to the U.N. peace-
keeping mission. The last year, fiscal
year 1995, our administration submit-
ted to us $533 million to support this
U.N. peacekeeping effort. Halfway
through, they asked for an additional
$627 million. Added together, we spent
$1.2 billion. That is our assessment,
just for the U.N. peacekeeping mission
alone.

This year they are asking for $445
million. Come on, | know well that
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they are going to come back midyear
asking for another half billion later.

Why do they do this? They are trying
to keep overall budget numbers low.

In addition to the $1.2 billion, the
U.S. Government contributed a vol-
untary gift last year alone of $75 mil-
lion. This year they are asking an addi-
tional $100 million gift.

Our Government gets no credit for
this voluntary gift contribution.

Let us talk about how much money
other countries are contributing for
U.N. peacekeeping. Ninety countries
paid less than 0.01 percent, one-hun-
dredth of 1 percent. Only 10 nations in
the world pay more than 1 percent; 10
countries pay more than 1 percent.
Guess how much we pay. Thirty-two
percent. Is that fair? Almost one-third
of U.N. peacekeeping we pay.

What are we getting back? | do not
know.

It used to be 25 percent. Why it has
gone up to 32 percent is because we
have got to pick up the tab from Rus-
sia. Russia was dissolved. They have
not been able to pay their share. We
pick up the tab. That is why we end up
paying 32 percent.

That is 22 times more than the next
highest contributor, which is Japan.
They are paying 12¥> percent.

The American people did not know
this. I know this is shocking to you,
not to mention a gift, not to mention
an in-kind contribution.

Let me tell you about the in-kind
contribution, by the way. We pay $1.7
billion in in-kind contributions in addi-
tion to U.S. assessment. Do you know
what they are? Transport of foreign
military to Somalia, airlift of supplies
to Bosnia, Rwandan airlift of supplies,
on and on and on. Right now we have
got 13 such missions around the world.
We spend $1.7 billion in in-kind con-
tributions, which is absolutely no cred-
it to us.

H.R. 7 will send a strong message to
the United Nations to shape up. There
is no more bottomless pit.

Second, we are asking to reduce to 25
percent from 32 percent. That is fair.
Twenty-five percent, in my opinion, is
still high. we will accept it.

Finally, we are asking the United Na-
tions to reimburse us those in-kind
contributions we made.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
ACKERMAN].

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

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong opposition to this legisla-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to H.R. 7.
The authors of the bill claim it will revitalize
national security. In fact, the bill does the op-
posite. This bill undermines the national secu-
rity of the United States, by mandating ex-
travagant spending on the star wars pipe-
dream; by playing fast and loose with the
NATO alliance and our role in the United Na-
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tions; and by short-circuiting the bipartisan for-
eign policy review process.

The bill narrows, weakens, and confuses
our national security by mandating huge ex-
penditures for a national missile defense pro-
gram. There is little justification for these ex-
penditures in terms of our overall security
strategy.

Republicans talked the star wars talk in the
1980's, throwing huge amounts of money
away with little to show for it. As a famous Re-
publican once said, “There you go again.”
Star wars |l, the sequel, will not only waste
money. It will take away from efforts to en-
hance military readiness.

H.R. 7 also trifles with the pursuit of our na-
tional interest through NATO. It trivializes the
precious and trusted relations we share with
our NATO partners by playing politics with the
process of NATO expansion. It names four
specific countries, rather than supporting
membership for countries only if and when
they adhere to the values and goals of the
NATO alliance.

The bill also jeopardizes our leadership in
the United Nations. The administration and
Congress are working to reform the United
Nations to improve its administration and
peacekeeping operations. However, the bill
cuts deeply into our U.N. contributions. It
makes U.S. participation in U.N. peacekeeping
activities practically impossible, even for small
numbers of technical experts.

The way in which H.R. 7 has been pushed
through committees also erodes the process
of careful debate and bipartisan discussion
which has long typified the review of foreign
policy in the Congress.

The bill makes fundamental changes which
will have potentially serious and dangerous
consequences for national security and inter-
national peace and stability, but without ade-
quate time for consideration.

| urge my colleagues to vote against H.R. 7.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. ENGEL].

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, this is a
terrible bill, my colleagues. We are
moving here toward a dangerous isola-
tionism.

Some of my friends think, with the
collapse of the Soviet Union, America
need not remain engaged in the world.
I believe America needs to remain
more engaged now than ever before.

If we have quarrels with the United
Nations, we ought to fix them. Cer-
tainly now, as Ambassador Albright
said, we ought to use the United Na-
tions for U.S. purposes. Is that not
what President Bush did in the Persian
Gulf war?

With this bill, the President has two
choices: move alone, or do not move at
all. 1 do not think that is the kind of
era we ought to be in.

If we deduct the cost of our vol-
untary actions against U.N. dues, the
United Nations would wind up owing us
money, and other nations would surely
do the same, leading to the collapse of
the U.N.
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| want to address the issue of Amer-
ican command of U.S. troops. My col-
leagues, the President never relin-
quishes command. The issue is oper-
ational control. This bill would not
even allow someone from our NATO al-
lies to command U.S. troops.

With that twisted thinking, D-day
could not have been possible. Field
Marshal Montgomery could not have
commanded our troops.

Let us take down all the statutes of
General Lafayette, because he could
not have helped us fight the Revolu-
tionary War. World War 1 and World
War Il could not have been possible,
and Desert Storm, which | supported,
remember when President Bush mobi-
lized the U.N. and nations for Desert
Storm; Desert Storm could not have
been fought under the constraints of
this bill.

Right now in Korea the Second Infan-
try Division is currently under oper-
ational control of a Korean com-
mander. Should that not be allowed?
No NATO commander of our troops at
a time when we say we want to expand
NATO? What is the sense of expanding
the alliance if we are not going to trust
the alliance?

Star wars, Mr. Chairman, we need de-
fense dollars in the area of theater mis-
sile defense, not in the area of star
wars.

We cannot retreat to a dangerous iso-
lationism. The United States must re-
main engaged.

Mr. Chairman, if this bill passes,
President Clinton ought to veto it the
way Secretary Christopher and Sec-
retary Perry said they recommend him
to veto it.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2> minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. FOWLER].

(Mrs. FOWLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in strong support of the National Secu-
rity Revitalization Act.

For too long we have been walking
down the primrose path of compla-
cency—allowing our military capabili-
ties to deteriorate and our defense pri-
orities to be misplaced. The legislation
before us today moves to correct these
deficiencies.

Figures from the General Accounting
Office and the Congressional Budget
Office show that between now and the
end of the century, our defense estab-
lishment is underfunded by between $65
and $150 billion. H.R. 7 puts Congress
on record that these shortfalls are un-
acceptable, and calls for U.S. forces to
be provided with the means to success-
fully address two simultaneous re-
gional conflicts.

H.R. 7 also calls on the President to
move ahead with theater and national
ballistic missile defenses. We saw in
the Persian Gulf war how devastating
even primitive theater ballistic mis-
siles can be if they reach their target.
With adversaries around the world in-
creasingly able to obtain sophisticated
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missiles, we must have viable defenses
against these systems.

Although this administration has
moved forward somewhat on theater
systems, it has not sufficiently focused
on the threat to our own homeland
from ballistic missiles launched by ac-
cident or by a rogue commander.
Today we have no effective defense
whatsoever against such an attack.
H.R. 7 establishes a clear policy on a
national missile defense, directing that
robust efforts be undertaken now.

H.R. 7 also establishes a clear policy
on the involvement of U.S. forces in
U.N. peacekeeping operations and the
placement of U.S. forces under foreign
command. While still giving the Presi-
dent authority to act unilaterally
where a direct threat to U.S. national
security exists, the bill establishes
much needed Congressional oversight
in these areas. It also sets prudent new
limits on amounts that U.S. taxpayers
provide for U.N. peacekeeping oper-
ations.

Moreover, the bill calls for the rees-
tablishment of defense budget fire-
walls, ensuring that the vital funds
budgeted for national defense needs are
not redirected to non-defense func-
tions.

Last, H.R. 7 reiterates the U.S. com-
mitment to NATO, setting forth appro-
priate mechanisms for admitting new
members.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 7 puts the de-
fense policies of our Nation back on
track. | urge my colleagues to support
it

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 4 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. SisisKY].

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

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I am
one of the dozen or so Democrats on
the National Security Committee who
voted in favor of this bill. That is one
indication that | have a somewhat dif-
ferent perspective on this bill than
some of my colleagues.

I do not want to get any of my Re-
publican friends in trouble, but | have
to confess that the committee leaders
worked in the best bipartisan spirit to
make this bill better than it was when
it was first sent to the committee.

I must also confess that | continue to
debate in my own mind whether this
bill is good or bad—and at the moment,
I lean toward thinking that it is not
the best way to achieve what its spon-
sors want to achieve. Let me tell you
why.

For years, one of my greatest con-
cerns has been that legitimate debate
about national security would become
partisan and political. National secu-
rity is one issue where | simply do not
care about Republican or Democrat, |
care about what is best for the country.

I was proud the Armed Services Com-
mittee was truly bipartisan. | hope
that will be true of the new committee.
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But bills like H.R. 872 threaten to de-
stroy that bipartisan spirit.

Some say this bill is a partisan, po-
litical statement, cultivated like a
mushroom in the basement of Repub-
lican campaign headquarters. It has
been fertilized by sessions with poll-
sters and focus groups. We saw the re-
sults in campaign ads during the 1994
elections.

Focus groups should not determine
what we do about national security,
and we do not need a new commission
to do our job. That is the responsibility
of Congress and the National Security
Committee.

Secretary of Defense Perry told the
committee that if we lacked confidence
in him, we should ask him to resign.
But | do not see my friends on either
side of the aisle calling for him to do
so.

That is because most of us know our
military is ready, willing, and able to
do whatever mission they are given—
because Democrats have always
worked with Republicans to build a
strong defense.

All of us can take pride in having
built the strongest, most effective,
most ready military in the world. Let
us not tear down all we have been able
to achieve in a frenzy of partisan poli-
tics.

We should not play games by arguing
about which side is tougher on U.S.
command and control—when there are
no U.S. troops under foreign command
anywhere in the world.

We should debate ballistic and thea-
ter missile defense where we have time
to determine the real cost of what we
want to achieve. We should not wreck
our foreign policy by unilaterally
changing U.N. assessment formulas or
by forcing the admission of certain
countries to NATO.

I was in Munich two weekends ago
with Secretary Perry, and | can tell
you from firsthand experience: Our at-
tempt to unilaterally redefine the
boundaries of NATO has our allies on
edge—and maybe even questioning our
foreign policy sanity.

When all is said and done, we will all
have to go back to work together in
the authorization and appropriations
process. That is the appropriate forum
for deciding these issues.

