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does have the authority to accomplish this
within the bounds of the Constitution. What
it cannot do is to agree with the president to
ignore the Constitution’s requirements—and
the accountability they ensure—by allowing
him simply to assign American troops to for-
eign command.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from New York.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BEREU-
TER) having assumed the chair, Mr.
LINDER, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 7) to revitalize the national secu-
rity of the United States, had come to
no resolution thereon.

ADDITIONAL TIME FOR DEBATE
DURING FURTHER CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 7, NATIONAL SE-
CURITY REVITALIZATION ACT

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the 10-hour
time limit for consideration of amend-
ments to H.R. 7 be extended for 26 min-
utes, and that the debate time for
amendment No. 13, 21, 24, 30, or 33, or a
germane modification of one of those
amendments be extended from 36 min-
utes to 44 minutes equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and a
Member opposed, and that the debate
time for the Torricelli amendment No.
48, or amendment Nos. 28 or 43 be ex-
tended from 36 to 44 minutes equally
divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and a Member opposed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object,
and | will not object, I wish to take
this time to pay tribute to the chair-
man, both chairmen, who have gone
out of their way to make sure we ac-
commodate the minority on time that
was lost in a previous vote. This effort,
I think, shows a commitment on our
part to make sure that we do not take
time away. There was a vote that was
not anticipated in the past, and with
the cooperation of the gentleman from
California, who | know wants to speak,
and the chairman, it has been worked
out. | think that speaks to our wanting
to work together and allow for a full
and open debate of these remaining is-
sues.

Mr. Speaker, further reserving the
right to object, | yield to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN].

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | appre-
ciate the gentleman’s yielding.

I was not planning to speak. | will
simply say | accept the offer as appro-
priate given the inadvertence of what
happened. It does not deal with the
fundamental problem of a 10-hour time
limit.
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Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, | withdraw my reservation of
objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL SECURITY
REVITALIZATION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 83 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 7.
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Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R. 7)
to revitalize the national security of
the United States, with Mr. LINDER in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole House rose earlier
today, pending was the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from lowa [Mr.
LEACH].

The gentleman from Ilowa [Mr.
LEACH] has 3 minutes remaining, and
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN] has 7%> minutes remaining.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2% minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. ROTH].

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

This amendment would cut a key
provision of this bill. The reason we
have a Contract With America is be-
cause we want to put Congress back
into the loop in the decisionmaking
process when it comes to peacekeeping.
But this amendment would say that
Congress is meaningless whenever the
President claims that he is acting as
Commander in Chief.

The consequence is that the Presi-
dent can keep sending troops into So-
malia, Haiti, Rwanda, the Balkans
without congressional approval. What
we are saying in the Contract With
America is that Congress must be in-
volved. We cannot abdicate our power.

Now, this is a key provision of this
bill. The American people on November
8, when they voted for the Contract
With America, one of the key provi-
sions was that Congress was going to
get more involved in our peacekeeping
decisions. How the tax dollars are
spent is important, also when young
Americans are put into harm’s way.
This Congress has an obligation, speak-
ing for the American people, to give ei-
ther our approval or nonapproval, but
under this amendment, Congress would
be totally irrelevant.

Do you remember the Somalia deba-
cle where we lost some 44 young Ameri-
cans? When the bodies were dragged
through the streets of Mogadishu? Do
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you remember that? This House went
wild, and the Senate went wild. Does
the gentleman from California remem-
ber we all went over to HC-5, had a big
confab, and Congress said, “Why were
we not involved?” That is what the
American people were asking. That is
why we have a Contract With America.
That is why we are putting the Con-
gress back in.

I remember the meeting at HC-5 that
day. You know, we cannot just abdi-
cate our power to the President and
then, when things go bad, we all meet
at HC-5 and we scream at the Sec-
retary of Defense and we holler at the
Secretary of State, and one of them
has to lose his job. Then it is too late.

If we are going to be there for the
crash landing, we have got to be there
for the takeoff, too, and that is all we
are saying in the Contract With Amer-
ica.

I want Congress to no longer abdicate
its power. We made a commitment. We
made a commitment on November 8.
We said that Congress would be in-
volved, but with this amendment, we
would renege. We are stepping back.
We cannot renege on our promises.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON].

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding.

| rise in support of the Leach amend-
ment. The Leach amendment, | think,
simply restates the President’s con-
stitutional power as Commander in
Chief.

The language that he seeks to strike
from this bill can certainly be con-
strued as a limitation on the Presi-
dent’s Commander in Chief powers. It
says specifically, ‘“Nothing in this sec-
tion may be construed as authority for
the President to use any element of the
armed forces in any operation.”” That is
a limitation on the President’s power.

It also says nothing in the section
may be construed as authority for the
President to place any element of the
Armed Forces under the command or
operational control of a foreign na-
tional. A President has done that over
and over and over again in our history.
The implication of this language that
the gentleman from lowa seeks to
strike is to limit the President’s Com-
mander in Chief powers. It microman-
ages and restricts the President’s pow-
ers.

The Pentagon says if this language
had been in effect you would not have
been able to have D-Day, because you
would not have been able to put to-
gether a collective effort that was so
successful there.

The point here, my friends, is we
have our job to do. The gentleman from
Wisconsin stated that quite accurately.
We have our constitutional responsibil-
ities. But in exercising our responsibil-
ities, we must not cut into the Com-
mander in Chief powers. We need to
allow the President to do his job as
Commander in Chief.
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I support the gentleman’s amend-
ment, and | commend him for offering
it.

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

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, 1 am
the last Member of the House or Senate
to have been in Haiti. | am the last
Member of the House or Senate to have
been in Somalia.

| did not bring out the flag in either
case. | wish | had in Somalia.

I went to Somalia within a few days
following my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA], to find out why 18 of Ameri-
ca’s best-trained soldiers had died in
what they called the firefight from
hell.

Three days later, Sergeant Matthew
Rierson was Kkilled with an unlucky
mortar shot at the headquarters of the
Rangers, and a dud landed at the feet
of a U.S. two-star general, or we would
have lost one of our best Special Forces
major generals.

Now, | am standing here to tell you
and to tell about 12 to 18 to 20 Repub-
licans, including 2 or 3 freshmen, that
we are starting to lose some of you on
the Contract With America.
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Please pay attention to why this is
one of the core items of our Contract
With America. The gentleman from
New York [Mr. GILMAN] had this chart
made up. This is as of about May 1994.
| do not want to distract you from my
remarks, but please come down and
take a look at this utter madness,
what happens when our troops are
under foreign command. Here is what |
discovered within an hour of landing in
Somalia, that we had a two-track

chain of command. Major General
Montgomery, with whom | just had
lunch in Bastogne just a couple of

weeks back at the 50th anniversary of
the Battle of the Bulge, an excellent
general, now one of the 3-star deputy
commanders of our forces in Europe.

But | asked him about where was the
rescue column? | told him | had just
come back with him from an overflight
in a Black Hawk, taking pictures with
my camera, of Russian-license, built-
in-India T-72 main battle tanks, 14 of
them, and | said where were these In-
dian tanks to blow through the road
blocks? He said, “You will have to talk
to the other commander.”’

The whole thing is so complicated we
simply must vote against the Leach
amendment.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1¥> minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. | thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, Ar-
ticle 1, section 8 of the Constitution in-
cludes this language: “The Congress
has the power to make rules for the
government and regulation of the land
and naval forces.” That is to say that
what we are doing in the Contract is
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completely consistent with the Con-
stitution and with our right to say as
Representatives of those families who
are visited by Navy and Marine Corps
and Army teams when they have sons
who are Killed in combat, that that is
to say to those families, “We will have
a direct chain of accountability, you
can always count on that up to an
American commander and down from
that American commander right down
through the platoon and squad level to
your son when he is in combat.”

Let me just say there has been a lot
of confusion about this. The gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] talked
about not being able to have D-day. D-
day was not a United Nations oper-
ation. There has been confusion about
Korea. The commander in Korea, Gen-
eral Luck, has a straight American
chain of command. If we go into some
type of a preemptive operation, should
there be an invasion from the north
then you move to a joint American-Ko-
rean command, but that is not under
United Nations sanctions. So that sec-
tion, that operation, is not applicable
to this section with the Contract With
America.

This is constitutional, it is appro-
priate, in response to our people.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 45 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MCHALE].

Mr. McHALE. | thank the chairman
for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Leach amendment.

As stated by Mr. BEREUTER a few
minutes ago, the defect of this amend-
ment is not contained in its actual text
but rather in the deletion it makes to
the underlying bill.

I have no objection, Mr. Chairman, if
American forces are integrated at the
strategic level into an overall com-
mand structure. We have heard ref-
erences made to D-Day. | participated
in Operation Desert Storm, which was
indeed an operation involving the inte-
gration of international cooperation.

Mr. Chairman, at the battlefield
level, where American forces are under
fire, it requires a shared patriotism and
peacetime training. That bond between
American forces requires American
leadership.

I rise in opposition to the Leach
amendment.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, | conclude with two
points: First, | think everybody in this
room must understand there is an emo-
tive aspect of this issue that we all
share a common sympathy.

But also at stake is the Constitution
of the United States, which is very pre-
cise on who the commander in chief is
and what the command function is.

This is a constitutional issue.

The second point | make is it is also
a policy issue. Let there be no mis-
understanding, this bill, as currently
crafted, drives a stake into the United
States leadership in multilateral diplo-
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macy. If this kind of approach hap-
pened in all other countries in the
world, peacekeeping comes to an end,
burden sharing comes to an end. We do
not have a prospect of expanding the
rule of law in a reasoned way.

So | would urge the Members of this
body to understand that there is a sym-
bolism as well as a constitutionalism
with regard to this particular amend-
ment.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, let us be clear about
just what is at issue with regard to this
amendment. The Leach amendment
waters down the restrictions on foreign
command of U.S. forces in this bill.
While couched as an effort to protect
the President’s constitutional author-
ity, it deletes other language in the bill
and effectively creates loopholes in the
foreign command restrictions.

This bill includes language in section
401 protecting the President’s constitu-
tional authority. Accordingly, the new
language added by the Leach amend-
ment is unnecessary.

The fact is that the foreign command
restrictions in the bill have been care-
fully crafted so as not to unduly con-
strain the President’s authority. Let us
not upset this carefully crafted bal-
ance.

I urge a vote against the Leach
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. All
pired.

The question is on the amendment

time has ex-

offered by the gentleman from lowa
[Mr. LEACH].
The question was taken; and the

Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 158, noes 267,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 142]
AYES—158

Abercrombie Dicks Hilliard
Ackerman Dingell Hinchey
Baesler Dixon Houghton
Baldacci Doggett Hoyer
Barrett (WI) Dooley Jackson-Lee
Beilenson Doyle Jefferson
Bentsen Durbin Johnson, E. B.
Berman Engel Johnston
Bishop Eshoo Kanjorski
Bonior Evans Kennedy (MA)
Borski Farr Kennedy (RI)
Boucher Fattah Kennelly
Brown (CA) Fazio Kildee
Brown (FL) Fields (LA) Kleczka
Brown (OH) Filner Klink
Bryant (TX) Flake LaFalce
Cardin Foglietta Lantos
Chapman Ford Leach
Clayton Frank (MA) Levin
Clement Frelinghuysen Lofgren
Clyburn Frost Lowey
Coleman Furse Luther
Collins (IL) Gejdenson Manton
Conyers Gephardt Markey
Costello Gibbons Martinez
Danner Gonzalez Mascara
DeFazio Gutierrez Matsui
DelLauro Hall (OH) McCarthy
Dellums Hamilton McDermott
Deutsch Hefner McKinney
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Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English

Petri
Porter
Poshard
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Rose
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Stark

NOES—267

Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot

Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Thompson
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (MI)
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Smith (NJ) Tauzin Walsh
Smith (TX) Taylor (MS) Wamp
Smith (WA) Taylor (NC) Watts (OK)
Solomon Tejeda Weldon (FL)
Souder Thomas Weldon (PA)
Spence Thornberry Weller
Spratt Thurman White
Stearns Tiahrt Whitfield
Stenholm Torkildsen Wicker
Stockman Traficant Wolf
Stump Upton Young (AK)
Talent Vucanovich Young (FL)
Tanner Waldholtz Zeliff
Tate Walker Zimmer

NOT VOTING—9
Becerra Green Maloney
Clay Hastings (FL) Thornton
Collins (MI) Lewis (GA) Wilson
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Mr. METCALF, Mrs. THURMAN, and
Messrs. JOHNSON of South Dakota,
BROWDER, DE LA GARZA, and
LAUGHLIN changed their vote from
“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Mrs. ROUKEMA changed her
from ““no”’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Under a previous
order of the House, it is now in order to
consider the amendments of the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN]:
amendments Nos. 13, 21, 24, 30, 33, and
a germane modified amendment No. 13.

The Clerk will designate amend-
ments Nos. 13, 21, 24, 30, and 33.

MODIFIED AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.
BERMAN

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, pursu-
ant to the previous order of the House,
| offer amendment No. 13, as modified,
which is at the desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the modified amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Modified Amendment No. 13 offered by Mr.
BERMAN: Beginning on page 37, strike line 7
and all that follows through page 39, line 24,
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

SEC. 501. CREDIT AGAINST ASSESSMENT FOR EX-
PENDITURES IN SUPPORT OF UNIT-
ED NATIONS PEACEKEEPING OPER-
ATIONS.

(a) PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS.—The Unit-
ed Nations Participation Act of 1945 (22
U.S.C. 287 et seq) is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:

“SEC. 10. (a) CREDIT AGAINST ASSESSMENT
FOR EXPENDITURES IN SUPPORT OF PEACE-
KEEPING OPERATIONS.—

““(1) ANNUAL REPORT.—The President shall,
at the time of submission of the budget to
Congress for any fiscal year, submit to the
designated congressional committees a re-
port on the total amount of incremental
costs incurred by the Department of Defense
during the preceding fiscal year to support
or participate in United Nations peacekeep-
ing operations. Such report shall include a
separate listing by United Nations peace-
keeping operation of the amount of incre-
mental costs incurred to support or partici-
pate in each such operation.

““(2) QUARTERLY REPORTS.—(A) In addition
to the annual report required under para-
graph (1), the President shall submit quar-
terly reports to the designated congressional
committees on—

““(i) all assistance provided by the United
States during the preceding quarter to the
United Nations to support peacekeeping op-
erations; and

““(ii) all assistance provided by the United
States for any operation conducted by the
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Department of Defense in support of activi-
ties authorized by United Nations Security
Council resolutions, including the identifica-
tion of the element within the Department
of Defense that provided such assistance.

“(B) Each report submitted pursuant to
subparagraph (A) shall describe—

‘(i) the assistance provided for each such
operation, listed by category of assistance;
and

““(ii) copies of all billings requesting pay-
ment by the United States of any contribu-
tion for United Nations peacekeeping activi-
ties.

“(C) The report for the fourth calendar
quarter of each year shall be submitted as
part of the annual report required by section
4(d) and shall include cumulative informa-
tion for the preceding calendar year.

“(3) LIMITATION.—Funds may be obligated
for payment to the United Nations of the
United States assessed share of United Na-
tions peacekeeping operations for a fiscal
year only to the extent that the amount of
such assessed share exceeds the amount
equal to—

“(A) the total amount identified in the re-
port submitted pursuant to paragraph (1) for
the preceding fiscal year, reduced by

““(B) the amount of any reimbursement or
credit to the United States of any contribu-
tion for United Nations peacekeeping activi-
ties.

“(C) The report for the fourth calendar
quarter of each year shall be submitted as
part of the annual report required by section
4(d) and shall include cumulative informa-
tion for the preceding calendar year.

“(3) LIMITATION.—Funds may be obligated
for payment to the United Nations of the
United States assessed share of United Na-
tions peacekeeping operations for a fiscal
year only to the extent that the amount of
such assessed share exceeds the amount
equal to—

“(A) the total amount identified in the re-
port submitted pursuant to paragraph (1) for
the preceding fiscal year, reduced by

““(B) the amount of any reimbursement or
credit to the United States by the United
Nations for the costs of United States sup-
port for, or participation in, United Nations
peacekeeping operations for the preceding
fiscal year.

““(4) EXemPTIONS.—Paragraph (3) shall not
apply to—

‘(i) costs for which the Department of De-
fense has been otherwise reimbursed;

“(ii) the costs of deployments under the
auspices of the United Nations Security
Council which the United States has under-
taken to support its national security inter-
ests, in which United States Armed Forces
served under United States command, and
for which the United States has sought the
approval of the Security Council under the
United Nations Charter;

“(iii) the enforcement of United Nations
sanctions and enforcement of no-fly zones
which are in the national security interest of
the United States;

““(iv) the provision of humanitarian assist-
ance; or

“(v) the costs of deployments related to
the provision of emergency medical care ren-
dered by United States Armed Forces when
United States Armed medical personnel or
medical care facilities are in the theater of
operations in which a United Nations peace-
keeping mission is being conducted.

““(5) WAIVER.—(A) The President may waive
the application of paragraph (3) for a United
Nations peacekeeping operation if the Sec-
retary of Defense reports to the President
that support for such peacekeeping operation
will not endanger the readiness of the United
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States Armed Forces and if the President
consults with the Consultative Group 15 days
in advance of such waiver.

“(B) If the President determines that an
emergency exists which prevents compliance
with the requirement of subparagraph (A)
and such waiver is in the national security
interests of the United States, such con-
sultation shall occur as soon as practicable
but no later than 48 hours after such obliga-
tion.

““(6) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘designated congressional
committees’ shall include the Committee on
National Security of the House of Represent-
atives and the Committee on Armed Services
of the Senate.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of
section 10(a) of the United Nations Participa-
tion Act of 1945, as added by subsection (a)
shall apply only with respect to United Na-
tions assessments for peacekeeping oper-
ations after fiscal year 1995.

(c) Definitions.—For purposes
amendments made by this section—

(1) the term “‘incremental cost’’ shall mean
those additional costs incurred directly as a
result of a peacekeeping operation, but shall
not include personnel costs or other costs
that would have been incurred otherwise in
the regular course of peacetime operations,
such as training exercises, maintenance, and
logistical support; and

(2) the term ‘“‘Consultative Group’” means
the Standing Consultative Group established
by section 501A of this Act.

SEC. 501A. CONSULTATION.

(a) STANDING CONSULTATIVE GRoOUP.—There
is hereby established a Standing Consult-
ative Group (hereinafter in this Act referred
to as the ““Consultative Group”’).

(b) PURPOSE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—(A) The purpose of the
Consultative Group shall be to facilitate im-
proved consultation between the executive
branch and the Congress with respect to
United States participation in peacekeeping
activities.

(B) Consultations in accordance with this
section shall occur prior to the United
States making commitments to the United
Nations, any regional organization in which
the United States participates, or any other
countries, on United States participation in
peacekeeping operations, including in par-
ticular any participation under Chapter VII
of the United Nations Charter.

(C) Such consultations shall also include
details of operational command and control
arrangements governing United States par-
ticipation in peacekeeping operations.

(2) REGULAR CONSULTATIONS.—In carrying
out paragraph (1), the Consultative Group
and the President or his designee shall meet
regularly for discussions and consultation,
but in no event less frequently than once a
month.

() RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The conduct of
consultation pursuant to subsection (b)(2)
with respect to possible or ongoing United
States participation in a peacekeeping oper-
ation which may involve the use of United
States Armed Forces shall not be construed
as a grant of authority to the President
under the War Powers Resolution (87 Stat.
555).

Mr. GILMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the modified amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
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The CHAIRMAN. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
California will be recognized for 22
minutes, and a Member in opposition
will be recognized for 22 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. BERMAN].

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume up
to 5 minutes.

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

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is addressed to section 501
of the bill. I am not going to spend a
lot of time talking about the amend-
ment because | am not going to ask for
a recorded vote on the amendment, but
for the reasons | will state, | believe in
and of itself section 501 as put forth in
this bill is reason enough for every
Member in this Chamber to oppose this
legislation.

Section 501, if it were ever signed
into law, would totally wipe out—let
me repeat that—totally wipe out every
single regularly assessed peacekeeping
operation now incurred or which may
ever in the future be incurred by the
United Nations.
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Let me repeat that one more time:
Not one single current U.N.-assessed
peacekeeping operation now in place
would continue if section 501 were to
pass, because section 501, by requiring
an automatic offset. For every dollar
that is spent on U.S. voluntary con-
tributions, incremental costs to U.N.
peacekeeping activities would be de-
ducted from our assessment. We would
pay zip, zero, nothing to the United Na-
tions for the regularly assessed peace-
keeping operations. They would fall
apart. They would end.

| say this in the context of trying to
explain the kinds of operations we are
talking about. We are talking about
U.N.-assessed peacekeeping operations
which, as the chart next to me shows
utilize, of all the operations and the
forces utilized, only 1.4 percent are
American Forces. We are talking about
a U.N.-assessed contribution that we
pay that was legislated by the bill that
the majority last year passed and was
signed into law by President Clinton,
that unilaterally reduces our assessed
contribution from the extraordinarily
high 31 percent to the 25 percent that
we regularly pay for all other U.N.
dues.

We are talking about a series of oper-
ations, and | want to just tell you the
kinds of operations we are involved in,
that will be eliminated if this were to
happen. We are talking about the
peacekeepers on the Golan Heights
that help preserve the peace between
Israel and Syria. We are talking about
the U.N. peacekeepers on the Kuwait
border, not American, mind you, who
continue to constrain Saddam’s ability
to threaten his neighbors. We fought
Desert Storm, Saddam still survives.
Are we going to walk away from that
Kuwait border before he is in full com-
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pliance with the U.N. resolutions, be-
fore it is clear that we have an Irag
that no longer has any aggressive in-
tentions on its neighbors?

We are talking about U.N. peace-
keepers who have been for 30 years in
Cyprus to help prevent war between
two NATO allies, Greece and Turkey.
In former Yugoslavia, the United Na-
tions is providing critical humani-
tarian assistance and helping prevent
the conflict from spreading to other
parts of Europe. In Mozambique, EI
Salvador, Nicaragua, and Namibia we
have U.N. observers. Out of the total
forces | have just talked about, 1.4 per-
cent are American Forces. The rest are
other countries’ contributions through
the assessed contribution scheme.

Now, these issues were raised in the
Committee on National Security, and |
want to take one moment to just com-
pliment the gentleman from Nebraska
[Mr. BEREUTER], because one other part
of title IV which was clearly unconsti-
tutional on its face has been deleted by
virtue of an amendment passed unani-
mously last night. But 501, while it
does not raise constitutional problems,
is the most foolish, self-defeating kind
of provision we could want to adopt.

When we raised these issues in the
Committee on National Security, peo-
ple scrambled around, they made an
adjustment, they added a waiver. What
kind of waiver did they add? They
added a waiver that said that we will
not deduct those voluntary contribu-
tions that the United States now pays,
those incremental costs, if the Presi-
dent can certify, and only if the Presi-
dent can certify, that those chapter 7
operations, there is no waiver for chap-
ter 6 operations, those chapter 7 oper-
ations he would have undertaken on
his own.

What foolishness that waiver is. That
waiver, talk about enforcing a boycott
against Iraq. By definition an economic
boycott enforced by a blockade cannot
be done unilaterally. One has to get
Turkey to stop letting Iraq use its
pipeline for oil. One has to bring in the
multilateral nations.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
seek time in opposition?

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, |
seek to control the time in opposition.

Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH], the senior mem-
ber of the Committee on International

Affairs.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, Liddell
Hart, in writing about strategy and

how you win wars, said, ‘““Never do di-
rectly what you can do indirectly.”” So
I want to compliment the gentleman
from California, because what he is
doing is gutting this bill; but he is not
doing it directly, he is doing it indi-
rectly.

You know, in this Contract With
America we say we will reduce our
peacekeeping spending to a fair share.
Last year, according to the General Ac-
counting Office, the investigative arm
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of Congress, the American taxpayer
paid 80 percent of the expense for
peacekeeping. We are projected now to
pay about 31.7 percent. What we are
saying in the Contract With America is
we are reducing it to 25 percent. Out of
the 182 countries in the world, we will
still be paying one-fourth of all the
peacekeeping.

Now, what this amendment does is
put in exceptions. By the time you get
done with all the exceptions, you have
gutted the bill. So it is an indirect way
of gutting it. Let me say that the issue
here is: Do you believe that we are pay-
ing our fair share, or do you think that
we are paying more than our fair
share? Let me repeat again. One hun-
dred and eighty-two countries in the
world; one Nation, ours, pays 31.7 per-
cent. What we are saying is we want to
reduce it to 25 percent.

We are still paying 2% times more
than any other nation. Last year,
again, we paid 80 percent, and that is
according to the General Accounting
Office. | want to underscore that.

There are those who believe that the
U.S. taxpayer should go on paying
more and more for all of these peace-
keeping missions. In the Contract With
America we pledged fairness. For one
Nation to pay 80 percent and for its sol-
diers to do most of the heavy lifting, to
do the fighting, | do not think is fair,
and the American people do not think
it is fair. Eighty percent of the money,
our soldiers. That is why on November
8 the American people did affirma-
tively vote for the Contract With
America.

Now, | want to say that you win wars
not with op-ed pieces; you win wars
with treasury and with soldiers. And
that is why it is very important for us
to look at this particular bill.

The issue here is whether you want
to put the American taxpayer ahead of
the United Nations. Do you? Or do you
believe that the American taxpayer
must automatically keep on paying
more and more and more for whatever
operations are dreamed up at the UN.

If we vote for this amendment, we
will be reneging on our Contract With
America. Keep that in mind. We will be
retreating from our Contract With
America.

Did you read the headlines this
morning in the Washington Times?
You do not read the Washington
Times? Let me tell you, there it is.
‘“George Stephanopoulos, senior ad-
viser to President Clinton, said yester-
day that the Republicans in this House
are retreating from their promises.”
And my dear friends, do not think for 1
minute, not on the 110th day or the
105th day, but on the 101st day, and in
fact it is already started and we are
only in the 43rd day.

My friends, we are not even at the
50th day. Can you imagine what is
going to happen on the 101st day?

Do not be hornswoggled by these
amendments. | have been telling you
these guys are very deceptive over
here. What does he go on to say? He
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says, ‘“The Republicans are retreating
from their promises they made in their
Contract With America,” and it says
““He accused them of tackling easy ele-
ments of the pact and ducking the
tougher votes.”’

Mr. Chairman, this is only the 43d
day. The President’s senior adviser
went on to say that he is predicting
that the voters will enact punishment
on the Republicans for being reticent
and not enacting their provisions of
the Contract With America

Mr. Chairman, let us stick with the
Contract With America That is what
the people voted for. Let us not jump
up and vote for these amendments that
would indirectly gut the Contract With
America. Believe me, you will be shown
no mercy on the campaign trail or in
the 1-minutes or at any other time,
any time we step away from the Con-
tract With America. We do not want to
end up with the contract just enumer-
ating 10 issues and having it gutted, do
we? No. Do not vote for the Berman
amendment. Stick with the contract.
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Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, in the 8
years that | chaired the Subcommittee
on Foreign Operations of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, | received three
letters from Presidents Reagan and
Bush, threatening to veto the foreign
aid bills which we reported out of our
subcommittee because they said we did
not spend enough money. So | think
my record in trying to save dollars in
foreign aid is clear.

Section 501, just defended by my col-
league from Wisconsin, is intended to
reduce cost. That is obvious. But the
fact is, it will have just the opposite ef-
fect. In fact, it will raise costs, because
section 501 applies unless, unless the
President certifies that a peacekeeping
operation is so important that we
would do it alone.

That is an open invitation to other
countries to simply step back and say:
“OK, let Uncle Sam go it alone, let
Uncle Sam be uncle sucker.”” Just bril-
liant.

I tell you what confuses me about
this proposal. | cannot figure out
whether this bill was designed to be so
dumb or whether it just happened that
way by accident.

What when | see it coming from the
party of Vandenberg, I do not know
whether to cry or laugh.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH], a member of the Committee on
International Relations.

(Mr. SMITH of New Jersey asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, the criticisms that have been lev-
eled against section 501, | believe, are
misplaced. The Committee on Inter-
national Relations carefully considered
the objection and amended the reim-
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bursement formula in an effort to en-
sure that funds would be available for
true peacekeeping operations even
after the offsets. We have received pre-
liminary estimates from GAO of the
amount of unreimbursed incremental
chapter 6 peacekeeping expenses from
fiscal year 1994. These are the only true
peacekeeping expenses and the only
ones for which legislation, as amended,
would strictly require and offset. The
total amount of these expenses is about
$227 million. This is some $300 million
less than the administration’s budget
request for peacekeeping in fiscal year
1996, and about $800 million less than
the peacekeeping budget for fiscal year
1995, including the supplemental appro-
priation.

The remaining $1.5 billion in unreim-
bursed chapter 7 expenses for oper-
ations such as Desert Storm, Operation
Deny Flight, and Uphold Democracy,
which are more aptly described as
peacemaking, would not require an off-
set provided that the President pro-
vided the necessary certification to
Congress. In essence, this is a certifi-
cation that the U.S. role in these oper-
ations was in its own strategic interest
and not solely at the behest of the
United Nations. As long as the United
States remains prepared to contribute
between $300 and $800 million per year
to true international peacekeeping op-
erations, it is inaccurate, and | would
submit it is unfair, to say that we have
removed peacekeeping as an option.

The second way in which the admin-
istration’s criticism misses the mark is
that it incorrectly assumes that the
President would be required to certify
in advance that we would unilaterally
undertake the action in order to ex-
empt it from the offset requirements.
The administration then argues that if
other nations knew the United States
would undertake an operation of its
own, there would be no need for them
to cooperate in such inaction. This ar-
gument simply misreads the bill. There
is no requirement that we act unilater-
ally, or even that we certify after the
fact that we did act unilaterally, in
order to avoid the offset requirement.

Rather, the President need only cer-
tify after the operation that it was the
sort of operation that we would have
undertaken in the strategic interest of
the United States, even if we had been
able to secure U.N. cooperation.

This formula, Mr. Chairman, leaves
the President the flexibility he needs
to protect the U.S. interests wherever
he can certify in good conscience that
such interests are at stake. Provided
only that he can make such a certifi-
cation, he need not fear that the cost
of an operation will be offset against
next year’s peacekeeping budget.

Some of the proposed amendments
would even go further, exempting prac-
tically everything from the offset, but
that is something we did not have to
deal with today.

Mr. Chairman, | ask for Members to
vote against this amendment. | believe
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that the underlying language is suffi-
cient and will positively serve peace-
keeping for the United States and our
allies.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

Under the theory that inaccurate
statements should be refuted as quick-
ly as possible, | ask everyone to read
the waiver section of section 501. There
is an automatic deduction unless the
President certifies as to chapter 7 only,
not chapter 6, operations, that the ac-
tivity is of such importance to the na-
tional security the United States will
undertake the activity unilaterally,
unilaterally. Not in our strategic inter-
est. Not in our national interest. Uni-
laterally.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from lowa [Mr. LEACH].

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, let me just stress |
think the big question is not whether
there is a modification—it is probably
too harsh to call it a retreat—from a
quasi-party platform, the contract.

The big question is whether there is
going to be a retreat from inter-
national leadership, from the tradi-
tions of at least half a century of
American involvement in world affairs.

I would only ask, as we look at this
particular amendment that has been
offered by the distinguished gentleman
from California [Mr. BERMAN], two
questions:

Is it cheaper and more effective to
advance the interests of the United
States through international burden
sharing, or is it cheaper and more ef-
fective to go it alone?

The second question is, How can we,
in times of trauma, ask others to serve
with us if we refuse to serve with
them?

It is in this context that | think this
particular amendment would add mod-
estly to the bill and make it something
that would be more acceptable to more
Members of this body.

But | would stress to everyone, this
has become a flawed bill in the final
measure. With great regret, | am going
to have to vote against it.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON], the distinguished chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Western
Hemisphere.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, one of the things | think that
needs to be stressed is how much
money the United States is paying for
U.N. operations, peacekeeping and oth-
erwise.

According to the General Accounting
Office, the United States paid 80 per-
cent, 80 percent of the worldwide peace-
keeping operations for the United Na-
tions last year. Out of $3.4 billion, we
paid, the American taxpayers ponied
up $2.7 billion.

And on the regular administrative
cost of the United Nations, we pay be-
tween 25 and 33 percent. Of all the
countries in the world, we are picking
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up almost a third of all the costs. | do
not think it is unreasonable to want a
complete accounting for the President
to tell us about all these costs. And if
we feel it is extremely high, we should
be able to do something about it. This
is a very, very good amendment.

The American people want us to par-
ticipate and do what we can to make
sure there is peace and harmony in this
world, but they do not want to pay the
whole enchilada. And 80 percent of the
cost last year was paid for by the U.S.
taxpayer.

In addition to that, the year before
that, we paid 44 percent of the peace-
keeping cost. Think about that. Forty-
four percent is a lot when we consider
all the countries in the world that are
in the U.N. But it was almost doubled
last year. This is a move that should be
taken.

I think it is a good amendment. |
hope my colleagues will support it.
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Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. HAMILTON], the ranking mem-
ber of the committee.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time, and | certainly commend him
for his amendment, which | strongly
support.

Section 501, as it is drafted in H.R. 7,
limits the U.S.-assessed contributions
to U.N. peacekeeping to only the
amount that exceeds DOD’s costs in
support of U.N.-authorized operations.

Mr. Chairman, the provision says in
effect that DOD costs include not only
DOD support to regular U.N. peace-
keeping operations, such as Cyprus,
but to any U.N. peacekeeping activity.
By that definition, Mr. Chairman, we
would include a lot of things that the
United States today is doing under the
rule; for example, 15,000 United States
personnel enforcing no-fly zones in
Iraq, very much in the interests of the
United States; troops in Operation Pro-
vide Comfort, helping the Kurds in
Iraq; troops in South Korea, and many
other areas.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, the impact
of all of that would be that, as drafted,
it would prohibit the United States
from making its assessed U.N.
peackeeping contribution, and will, in
effect, kill U.N. peacekeeping. That is
the judgment, | think, of all of the ex-
perts in the administration that have
looked at it carefully. One of the prob-
lems here is that the language is so
broadly drawn that it includes all
kinds of DOD costs.

Another problem here, Mr. Chairman,
is we simply do not know what the
costs are, so we have very vague lan-
guage, and the result is that U.N.
peacekeeping, our assessment, we
would be owed money by the United
Nations.

We would not pay our assessment,
other countries would note that, they
would not pay their assessment, and we
would effectively destroy U.N. peace-
keeping.
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Mr. Chairman, what the Berman
amendment does is to define those DOD
costs much more narrowly. We have
two purposes that are sought here, it
seems to me. The first is that the De-
fense Department be fully reimbursed
for these reasonable expenses. That is
the concern that the majority is em-
phasizing, and it is a perfectly legiti-
mate concern, but they have overdrawn
their amendment much, much too
broadly.

The second concern, | think, is that
we maintain U.N. peacekeeping capa-
bilities. The advantage of the Berman
amendment is that it accomplishes
both purposes, DOD reimbursement on
a reasonable basis, a limited basis, but
at the same time not destroying Amer-
ican national interest.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly urge sup-
port of the Berman amendment.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS],
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Commerce, Justice,
State, and the Judiciary of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, we are not anti-Unit-
ed Nations, we are not anti-reasonable
peacekeeping operations. There are
some good peacekeeping operations, we
have to say. There have been some bun-
gled ones, obviously. Those are the
ones we need to focus on.

However, let me say this, Mr. Chair-
man, three points. There must be some
fairness in the sharing of the burden of
peacekeeping in the world. The Untied
States is being overburdened in this
process. The direct contribution that
we make is, as has been noted, almost
a third of the total cost, not to men-
tion the extra costs of the Department
of Defense and the others in support of
those missions.

It is reasonable to say we are paying
upwards of 60 to 70 percent of the total
cost of peacekeeping missions. That is
unfair. That must be addressed by the
United Nations. The only way to get
them to address those kinds of ques-
tions is for this Congress to be obsti-
nate on funding. That is what we will
be doing.

Two, the ineptitude of the United Na-
tions operations, both its regular oper-
ations and peacekeeping. There are
some 40,000 employees of the United
Nations in New York alone. Until re-
cently, only 40 of those people were
trying to oversee 17 peacekeeping mili-
tary operations with 70,000 soldiers
around the globe, 5 days a week, 8
hours a day. It absolutely was inept;
there is some improvement, but not
nearly enough.

Fairness to the Congress, fairness
from the administration to the Con-
gress. The administration votes for
these peacekeeping missions in the
United Nations. We do not know in the
Congress how much it is going to cost,
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when it is going to cost it, when we are
going to get out, how we are going to
get out, how we are going to pay for it.

They simply—the United Nations—
simply sends the U.S. Congress the bill,
after the fact. In former years it was a
fairly small amount, $40 million a year
5 years ago. Now it is $1.2 billion for
1995 plus another $672 million supple-
mental they have just sent up here, so
that is $1.8 or $1.9 billion, not counting
DOD expenses. That is a significant fig-
ure.

We have to regularize this process.
We simply cannot run the Government
in that fashion. The Congress has to be
in on the operation from the outset, so
we can plan, at least financially, how
to deal with it.

Mr. Chairman, the $672 million sup-
plemental they have just set up for
what the United Nations says are 1995
cost overruns is not offset. The admin-
istration says ‘“We are not going to ask
you to cut other spending, just give us
out of the clear blue sky this money.”

| say, ““This must be offset. You have
to pay for it. Then we will think about
it.”’

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | am
happy to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDEN-
SON].

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, |
think again we have to understand the
fundamental principle. What the U.N.
does in the post-cold-war era is carry
out American foreign policy interests.
If it is not in America’s foreign policy
interests, we use our veto to stop it.

Therefore, the choice here is we con-
tinue to operate within the United Na-
tions or we will end up having to do
these things unilaterally; or even
worse, we will wait until a crisis in a
region explodes to a far greater crisis,
to far greater costs in both human life
and dollars.

Mr. Chairman, the principal impact
of this piece of legislation and this sec-
tion would be that Saudi Arabia would
not pay its U.N. dues for the next 50
years. Japan, France, and the Soviet
Union, along with the United States,
would ask for additional payment from
Bangladesh and other impoverished
countries.

Think about what we are saying
here. These are our national policy in-
terests. The President of the United
States, President Bush, mobilizes the
world through the United Nations to
stop Saddham Hussein’s cut off of oil.
Because it is a United Nations oper-
ation, rather than an American unilat-
eral operation, we are able to get the
Saudis and the Japanese and others to
pay for the major portion of this activ-
ity.

Now we would all go back to the
United Nations and ask the most im-
poverished countries of the world to
pay for our military action, to protect
the West’s oil supplies.

Mr. Chairman, it would not just stop
with the French and the British and
the Americans and the Japanese and
the Saudis. The Russians would be at
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the U.N. immediately as well, because
they would say ‘““Look what the Ameri-
cans have done. We are in Tajikistan
and we are in Georgia under U.N. au-
thorization. We want to be paid for
that.”

Now we would have the Saudis, the
Japanese, the French, the British, the
Russians, and the Americans coming to
the United Nations telling Bangladesh
that they owe more dues to pay us for
our involvement in the gulf war.

Mr. Chairman, let us be straight
about it. If Members are where Con-
gress was at the end of World War | and
they believe we should not have been in
the League of Nations and they believe
we should not be in the United Nations,
then get up and tell us to get out of the
United Nations, but do not continue to
try to either hamstring the President’s
ability to operate within multilateral
organizations, or bankrupt the organi-
zation through this budget maneuver.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEJDENSON. | am happy to
yield to the gentleman from Indiana.
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. All of it or
half of it or three-fourths of it, how
much?

Mr. GEJDENSON. | think that the
present law that we passed in the pre-
vious year is adequate, 25 percent. |
think we are heading in the right direc-
tion on our payments. But clearly it
should not be Bangladesh subsidizing
the Saudis.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON], chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Research and Development of
the Committee on National Security.

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, let us be straight with the
American people our colleagues. This
amendment is not about getting out of
the United Nations nor is it against
peacekeeping. It is about fairness, to
our taxpayers and military.

We heard debate earlier today about
saving $1.5 million for a commission.
Two hundred two Members, largely of
the minority party, voted ‘“‘yes” for
that huge savings in defense spending
for the readiness of our troops. We had
a big vote on missile defense. The key
issue was savings. This year we are
spending almost $2 billion of American
taxpayer money on the United Nations
and its operations around the world, $2
billion. We simply want to have some
accounting and we want to have some
credit for what we put in.

Let me use Haiti as an example. We
had no debate before our troops were
committed to Haiti, | might add, not 1
minute of debate on this floor before
the troops went in. Yet we have in fact
spent $1.5 billion of American tax-
payers’ money. Even more outrageous
and the purpose of the three flags in
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my lapel, Bangladesh, Guatemala, and
Nepal. Here we are right now paying
the full salaries, benefits, and housing
costs of the troops of these three coun-
tries. Yes, my colleagues we are paying
with DOD dollars the benefits, the sala-
ries, and the expenses of the troops
from these nations in Haiti. At the
same time that 600 troops from the
Second Armored Division of Fort Hood,
TX, had to conduct 10 training exer-
cises in the range walking together
pretending they were in tanks because
we do not have enough money for fuel
and maintenance.

The new slogan of that battalion of
600 troops that used tanks in training
is to march together and say, ‘“‘Clank,
clank, I'm a tank.” While we are pay-
ing the full benefits of troops from
Bangladesh, Nepal, and Guatemala.

This has got to stop, Mr. Chairman,
We want fairness. That is all we want.
We are not saying pull out of the Unit-
ed Nations. We are not saying isolate
ourselves. We are saying what our col-
leagues said. Let us have some concern
about the taxpayers’ money. It is not a
bottomless pit. Two billion dollars is
what we are spending. Is that enough?
I think it is too much.

I think the provision in the bill al-
lows us to get a hold of the money that
we are spending and better use those
dollars for American troops so that
from time to time we can go together
with out allies. But | really have a
problem using American DOD dollars
to pay the salaries and benefits of for-
eign troops when we cannot even take
care of our own readiness needs as so
many of our National Security col-
leagues mentioned today.

I might add for the RECORD, | just
have to insert this letter from one of
my constituents serving in Haiti who is
absolutely outraged at what role he is
paying there now.

Mr. Chairman, the letter referred to
is as follows:

HONORABLE CURT WELDON: | am stationed
here in Port-au-Prince Haiti, with the U.S.
Army. As a local constituent I am writing
you concerning several issues about the
armed forces and our involvement here in
Haiti.

First 1 would like to mention about our
military mission here in Haiti. Several of my
fellow service members and | find no purpose
in Clinton’s administration policy to
reinstall Aristide, a communist leader, back
into this country. Since when do the U.S.
forces work for a communist leader who has
always denounced the United States as evil.
A leader who has stolen tens-of-millions of
dollars from his citizens, which the U.S. tax
payers may have to pay back to the people of
Haiti. This also does not include the enor-
mous expenses of this entire military oper-
ation, to the American tax payers to which
there will be no benefits. Now, since this
military operation is done and over with,
and our mission of restoring Aristide fin-
ished, we all should be getting back home.
But, now due to the effort of the United Na-
tions and the Joint Staff Commanders, sev-
eral thousand U.S. service members are stay-
ing and we shouldn’t be. Staying because the
United Nations and the Joint Task Force
commanders say they need us. This country
is now safer to walk the streets than most
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cities back in the states. The Joint Task
Forces, under the United Nations are fully
capable of keeping the peace here. What my
fellow service members and | want to know
from you, is what are you doing to end Clin-
ton’s U.S. involvement here in Haiti. And to
keep future U.S. forces out of the control of
the United Nations.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

When the gentleman talks about
Haiti, he talks about a United States
decision that we went to the United
Nations and obtained authorization for
under chapter 7. It is an incremental
cost. There is nothing in 501 that would
do anything about who pays for that.
What would happen is every dollar of
that would deduct and wipe out the
peacekeeping costs for every regularly
assessed operation which we supported
in the United Nations.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
WYNN].

Mr. WYNN. | thank the gentleman
from California for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, it is time we accept
the reality. We are a world power. We
are a world power. We defeated com-
munism, and no, we cannot expect
Nepal and Bangladesh to pay the same
amount of money that we do. Yes, we
are going to have to take the leader-
ship, and part of that burden means we
are going to have to pay more.

But, Mr. Chairman, | would submit
that this is a very wise investment,
which is why | believe this bill is mis-
taken when it attempts to undermine
funding for U.N. peacekeeping activi-
ties. The point | am trying to make is
that we have very legitimate and vital
national interests which are protected
by U.N. peacekeeping.

What are our interests? We have an
interest in the global marketplace,
that markets are allowed to thrive and
not be disrupted by localized aggres-
sion and by petty dictators. We do not
want to set the precedent that might
makes right. We do not want to see our
markets disrupted by petty dictators.
We want to have the ability to work
collectively within the world commu-
nity to thwart these kinds of efforts.

We have an interest in oil. Our recent
efforts in Desert Storm magnify the
fact that we need to work collectively
and we need to have the resources of
other countries join with ours to fight
to help protect our specific interests.

We have a very important interest,
Mr. Chairman, in fighting terrorism
internationally. With the exception of
the very unfortunate bombing in New
York, we have had the good fortune of
not having very much terrorism on our
shores. It is better, 1 submit, to fight
terrorism on other shores in a preemp-
tive manner rather than have it come
to this country.

What does this have to do with U.N.
burdensharing? The gentleman was
saying that we are paying for Napalese
soldiers. | would submit that is prob-
ably a wise investment. Better to have
other soldiers involved in the fight
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than to have all U.S. soldiers, because
this bill provides us with an unfortu-
nate option. We either go it alone or do
not go at all. We have got interests
that mean we have to go. | submit we
are better off if we go with others.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. BEREUTER], the chairman
of our Subcommittee on Asia and the
Pacific.

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

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, a lot
has been said about this subject and |
think there may be some confusion,
but 1 hope some Members focused on
the remarks of the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. BURTON] a few minutes ago
when he said that recently the United
States, when you consider all costs,
was paying over 80 percent of the
peacekeeping operations of the United
Nations. It is incredible.

What | am suggesting and what | was
able to do in the committee is to as-
sure that at least incremental costs are
to be offset. We have a tremendous ex-
penditure of funds.

We have an important role to play in
peacekeeping. But as | suggested to the
Secretary of State when he appeared
before us, the status quo is not accept-
able. We have to have some changes in
the way our assessments are cal-
culated.

Mr. Chairman, | would be absolutely
convinced that even though our peace-
keeping assessment is 30.7 percent, and
even though the last Congress said by
resolution that we are going to reduce
it to 25 percent, supporters of the Unit-
ed Nations, perhaps even the Clinton
administration, will come to us later
this year and say again next year, and
perhaps next year, ‘“You are in arrear-
age,” even though we had expressed
our clear intent to pay no more than 25
percent.

That is a very generous share, be-
cause when we consider all of our other
calculated costs, incremental costs and
others, we are paying far, far beyond 25
percent. We are paying more than 50
percent. Recently we paid 80 percent. |
think it should be clear to our col-
leagues that we can ask for some dif-
ferent procedures to be established
when it comes to our contributions to
peacekeeping.

I urge opposition to the amendment.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2¥> minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. SAWYER].

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from California for his
allowance of time.

Make no mistake about it. Title V is
a gilt-edged, hand-engraved invitation
to adventurism. It would effectively
end U.N. peacekeeping with cata-
strophic consequences. It would be an
open invitation to would-be aggressors
and rogue states all around the world.
Wars and conflicts with all their suffer-
ing and chaos would multiply. Gorazde
and Sarajevo would be just a hint of
things to come. We would be left with
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a stark choice, intervene unilaterally
or do nothing at all.

Mr. Chairman, the fundamental prob-
lem with the measure as it is written is
that it presents a false tradeoff, fulfill-
ing our collective security obligations
versus maintaining the readiness of our
Armed Forces. In reality, as a practical
matter, they are two sides of the same
coin.

By leveraging our forces through the
United Nations, we ease the demands
on our Armed Forces in the same way
a high state of readiness bolsters the
credibility of a collective security sys-
tem. But trying to maintain a high
state of readiness when we are con-
strained to unilateral action is simply
untenable.

In the period between the wars, we
had neither an adequate state of readi-
ness nor credible collective security.
The result was unprecedented global
disaster.
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It was in that period that arch-isola-
tionist, Arthur Vandenberg, was trans-
formed into one of the most formidable
advocates of collective security
through the United Nations. Today we
discard the lessons we learned at our
great peril. The conflicts, no matter
where they are, no matter how distant,
left unattended can affect us all.

John Dunne was absolutely right.
The bill’s greatest flaw is that it fails
to recognize that U.N. peacekeeping
promotes our national interests.

Arthur Vandenberg said it best. Let
me just share this observation from
him.

Much as we might crave the easier way of
lesser responsibility, we are denied this
privilege. We cannot turn back the clock. We
cannot fail by the old and easier charts. That
has been determined for us by the march of
events. We have no choice as to whether we
shall play a great part in the world. We have
to play that part. We have to play it in sheer
defense of our own self-interest. All that we
can decide is whether we shall play it well or
ill.

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

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
the Berman amendment. It fails the
minimal truth-in-labeling standard re-
quired for any provision that calls it-
self a credit against our peacekeeping
assessment.

After all the exemptions in this
amendment are added up, the U.S. tax-
payer will still be paying roughly the
same amount for U.N. peacekeeping.

QOur legislation merely seeks to get a
handle on our spiraling direct and indi-
rect costs for peacekeeping which
amounted to some $2.8 billion last
year. Our bill provides that a portion
or our unreimbursed Defense Depart-
ment expenditures in support of peace-
keeping will be deducted from our U.N.
assessment.

What we are now considering in this
amendment is a so-called credit that
has so many loopholes that virtually
every peacekeeping mission we support
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in the world today would be exempted.
It guts the provisions now in the bin.

Adopting this amendment would
move us further from our goal of get-
ting credit for the rapidly escalating
indirect costs—$1.7 billion at last
count—of DOD support for U.N. peace-
keeping. Accordingly, 1 urge my col-
leagues to defeat this amendment.

This amendment does not in any
manner end our support for U.N. peace-
keeping. It does undertake a modest
first step in ensuring that we get credit
for all of our direct and indirect sup-
port for any U.N. peacekeeping oper-
ations.

I urge my colleagues to delay the
Berman amendment.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the remainder of our time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 2%
minutes.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, to try
to put the debate in perspective of the
language in section 501, if 501 had been
in place in 1990, $60 billion that we
spent in incremental costs on Desert
Storm, $60 billion that was authorized
by the United Nations because we went
to the United Nations and got them to
authorize it, would have been deducted
and wiped out every peacekeeping cost
for the next 50 years, even though the
vast majority of that money was reim-
bursed by other countries.

This inflexible, silly language makes
no provision for costs that are reim-
bursed for other countries that have to
be reimbursed for the United States.

Second, yes, we can construe U.N.-
authorized operations and attribute
percent of the costs. It does not cover
what is wiped out. You have wiped out
U.N.-assessed costs where after this fis-
cal year we will only pay 25 percent.
The other costs are operations we want
to help ourselves diplomatically, po-
litically, and militarily in terms of en-
forcing embargoes we got the United
Nations to authorize so other countries
would help us, help us. Penny-wise,
pound-foolish, this amendment.

Finally, to remind Members, nothing
is undertaken by the United Nations
unless the United States decides it. If
we do not like a specific U.N. oper-
ation, whether it is Somalia or Haiti,
fight on that issue. Do no wipe out all
of the good because of one thing you do
not like.

It is the end of the cold war. We are
at a point where America’s security en-
vironment is more complicated than
ever, and we are asked with this lan-
guage in 501 to choose isolationism.

This so-called National Security Re-
vitalization Act is billed as a cost-sav-
ing move to limit foreign adventurism,
but its effect would be to undermine
our national security by gutting our
ability to use the United Nations as a
tool to pursue U.S. interests.

Vote for the amendment. Defeat the
bill. H.R. 501 is wrong.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield the balance of our time
to the gentleman from California [Mr.
HUNTER], the distinguished chairman of
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the Subcommittee on Procurement of
the Committee on National Security.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the chairman of the committee for
yielding me the time and for his great
work.

My colleagues, let us look at this
part of the Contract With America for
what it is. This is a taxpayers’ credit,
and here is what it says: It says if you
have U.N. operation going on, and we
are paying almost 30 percent of that, or
almost a third of that, we are helping
the U.N. operation. We may be under-
taking at the same time an American
airlift that we are paying entirely out
of U.S. taxpayer funds. We have under-
taken this airlift in Bosnia now longer
than the Berlin airlift, and all we are
saying is that we would like to get a
little credit for this in-kind contribu-
tion.

We spent about $1.4 billion in DOD
airlifts and incremental costs, and at
worst case, if the President exercises
his exemptions, the U.S. taxpayers are
only going to the credited for about
$240 million out of the fiscal year 1994
incremental costs for peacekeeping re-
quirements, we are only getting a cred-
it of 240 million. The gentleman from
California [Mr. BERMAN] wants to cut
the $240 million credit down lower.

The U.S. taxpayers have a right to
get this tax credit. They are paying
two ways. They are paying through the
United Nations and they are also pay-
ing for U.S. unilateral actions.

Please reject the Berman amendment
or we are going to water this doggone
thing down to the point where U.S. tax-
payers do not get any credit at all for
American unilateral actions carried

out by DOD.

Please vote ‘“‘no’” on the Berman
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the modified
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. BERMAN].

The modified amendment
jected.

The CHAIRMAN. Under a previous
order of the House, it is now in order to
consider an amendment by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. SAM JOHNSON].

was re-

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GIiLMAN] and others
have talked about the costs of the
United Nations, but what has not been
talked about is we are talking about
percentages, 25 percent of an already
bloated budget. They are not cutting
back on their costs, they are not ad-
dressing budget reductions.

I had planned to offer an amendment
which would have placed a monetary
cap of $250 million for the U.S. con-
tribution to the United Nations. Here
at home we are making painful budget
cuts, we are eliminating wasteful
spending and abolishing unnecessary
bureaucracies. The taxpayers have in-
sisted that we change the way we do
business here in Washington, and |
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think that we can accept no less from
the United Nations.

| believe we have the right and in-
deed the obligation to require the Unit-
ed Nations to do this, because the
American taxpayer provides it with a
quarter of its $1 billion plus budget.
When we add in peacekeeping, as the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL-
MAN] has already said, $2.8 billion, we
are already at $3 billion plus. That is
too much money, and as the largest
donor we are the only country capable
of effecting positive change at the
United Nations.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. | yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. SAM JOHNSON]
certainly raises a pertinent point on
the issue of the U.S. contribution to
the U.N. regular budget, and | share
the gentleman’s concerns about the
level of our contributions, particularly
in light of the poor management prac-
tices and inefficiencies that have been
characterizing the U.N. organization.
And | can assure the gentleman from
Texas that our International Relations
Committee will continue to press for
reforms and hold the United Nations to
no real growth in their budgets.

If the gentleman is willing, | would
be pleased to work with him on this
issue as part of the State Department
authorization process. Our Committee
on International Relations will be con-
sidering the authorization for the
State Department for fiscal years 1996
and 1997 in the next few months, and
this is a bill that authorizes the fund-
ing for the United Nations and the
international organizations.
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I am certain our Members would wel-
come the views of the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. SAm JOHNSON] on the U.S.
contribution to the U.N. budget, so we
would look forward to being of assist-
ance to you in addressing your con-
cerns and interest in the U.N. regular
budget consideration.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. | thank
the Chairman. | appreciate him yield-
ing time to me to discuss this, and |
will take the chairman’s suggestion
and not offer the amendment today but
will, instead, bring it up at the appro-
priate time, which will be during the
State Department authorization proc-
ess.

The CHAIRMAN. Under a previous
order of the House, it is now in order to
consider the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, 1
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT:
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Page 53, beginning on line 15, strike out *‘25
percent’” and insert ‘20 percent’’.

Page 53, line 18, strike out ‘25 percent”’
and insert ‘20 percent”.

Page 53, line 21, after ‘“the United States.”
insert the following new sentences:

For any United Nations peacekeeping oper-
ation that is initially authorized by the
United Nations Security Council before the
date of the enactment of this section, the ap-
plicable percentages under the preceding
sentence shall be 25 percent. For United Na-
tions peacekeeping operations that are ini-
tially authorized by the United Nations Se-
curity Council on or after the date of the en-
actment of this section, the President may
increase the percentage limitations under
the first sentence of this subsection to a per-
centage not greater than 25 percent. The
President may exercise the authority under
the preceding sentence only after transmit-
ting to Congress a report providing notice of
the percentage increase under the preceding
sentence and a statement of the reasons for
the increase.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] will be rec-
ognized for 2%2 minutes, and a Member
opposed will be recognized for 2% min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

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

I listened very carefully during this
debate.

I would just like to offer my little as-
sessment. | think the American people
are fed up, fed up knowing that Uncle
Sam has become the policeman for the
entire world. But what they are really
galled about is Uncle Sam then sticks
around and organizes a neighborhood
crime watch everywhere around the
planet.

We happen to have 25,000 murders a
year in America. Now, | know that is
not germane to this debate. There are
25,000 murders, it is approaching, a
year in America and everybody is talk-
ing about the borders overseas, con-
trolling borders and patrolling and
helping foreign nations.

Somebody better take a look at our
borders.

The bill sets a cap of 25 percent for
U.N. peacekeeping operations, our
share. The Traficant amendment says
that it shall be a 20-percent cap as a
target, and the President can go to the
25 percent, but he must notify the Con-
gress that they have reached 20 percent
expenditure, and he is going to increase
it and give us the reasons why the
President wants those additional mon-
eys.

Now, | have heard everybody saying
we are a world power. Ladies and gen-
tleman, we are an almost bankrupt
world power, and a bankrupt America
does not have much world power in the
future. So | do not want the Contract
With America to accept the Traficant
amendment, go to conference, and
throw it out.

I want to take another second to ex-
plain it. The Traficant amendment
says that somebody in the White House
or the Pentagon has to get out an add-
ing machine or a calculator and figure
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out what they are spending and say,
“Mr. President, we are approaching 20
percent. Now, we have got to send it to
the Congress, notify them we are going
to use the full 5.’

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
seek time in opposition?

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | seek
the time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GiLMAN] for 5 minutes.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. RoTH].

Mr. ROTH. | thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT],
“You are right on target.”” | support
this amendment.

This amendment further reduces the
cap of the U.S. share of U.N. peace-
keeping from 25 to 20 percent, and
when you see what is taking place in
our country, you are right on target. It
permits two exceptions, | think, that
the Members should know. It grand-
fathers existing operations and it per-
mits the President the flexibility of in-
creasing it to 25 percent where he be-
lieves it is necessary.

This is a very well thought out
amendment, and the value of this
amendment is that it makes it clear a
congressional policy is in order that
the U.S. taxpayer should not be paying
more than 20 percent of the tab. It is
time to ensure that the U.S. taxpayer
is no longer fleeced.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Ohio for pointing that out. Eighty per-
cent of the tab, like the Clinton admin-
istration paid last year, is grossly un-
fair to the American taxpayer, and this
is a fair amendment. It is a just amend-
ment, and it deserves the support of
this House.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, |
yield the remainder of my time to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. DuUN-
CAN].

Mr. DUNCAN. I rise in support of this
amendment. A few months ago the
front page of the Washington Post said
we had our troops in Haiti picking up
garbage and settling domestic disputes.
Those should not be the mission of the
American military, yet those are the
kinds of things we are doing in these
peacekeeping operations.

| support the amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
this amendment which | believe is in
keeping with the other provisions of
this title providing greater scrutiny
and congressional oversight of the
funding of U.N. peacekeeping oper-
ations. This amendment would estab-
lish a 20-percent assessment for new
peacekeeping operations which the ad-
ministration could raise up to the pre-
vailing level of 25 percent to the extent
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it reports to Congress on the reasons
for our increased financial support.

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman for offering this amendment
and the majority accepts the Congress-
man’s amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under a previous
order of the House, it is now in order to
consider the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN].

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DURBIN

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DURBIN: Page
63, line 4, strike “‘In particular,” and insert
““Numerous Central and East European coun-
tries, particularly”

Page 63, line 5, insert a comma after ‘“‘Slo-
vakia”

Page 66, after line 12, insert the following
few paragraphs (and redesignate the succeed-
ing paragraphs accordingly):

(7) that, when any other European country
emerging from communist domination is in
a position to further the principles of the
North Atlantic Treaty and to contribute to
the security of the North Atlantic area, it
should, in accordance with Article 10 of such
Treaty, be invited to become a full NATO
member, provided it—

(A) meets appropriate standards, including
each of the standards specified in clauses (i)
through (vii) of paragraph (5)(A); and

(B) remains committed to protecting the
rights of all its citizens and respecting the
territorial integrity of its neighbors;

(8) that the United States, other NATO
member nations, and NATO itself should fur-
nish appropriate assistance to facilitate the
transition of other European countries
emerging from communist domination to
full NATO membership at the appropriate
time.

Page 67, line 8, strike the semicolon and in-
sert “‘including Russia, and”’

Page 67, strike line 10, beginning on line 11,
strike ‘‘cooperation’” and beginning on line
12, strike ““including the Organization on Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe, and’ and
insert a period.

Page 67, strike line 14 and all that follows
through line 21

(8) that the United States, other NATO
member nations, and NATO itself should fur-
nish appropriate assistance to facilitate the
transition of other European countries
emerging from communist domination to
full NATO membership at the appropriate
time;

Page 67, line 8, strike the semicolon and in-
sert *‘, including Russia, and”

Page 67, strike line 10, beginning on line 11,
strike ‘‘cooperation’’, and beginning on line
12, strike ‘‘including the Organization on Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe, and’ and
insert a period.

Page 67, strike line 14 and all that follows
through line 21.

The CHAIRMAN. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] will be recognized
for 5 minutes, and a Member opposed
will be recognized for 5 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN].

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

I would like to say at the outset I
want to express my appreciation to the
chairman, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN], as well as the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. HAMILTON], who have cooper-
ated in the reparation of this amend-
ment.

Let me try to describe this amend-
ment in very express and succinct
terms. This bill envisions the possibil-
ity that NATO will be expanded in the
future. The North American Treaty Or-
ganization, which has been the bedrock
of democracy in Europe since World
War Il, has been a major factor in
American foreign policy.

Many countries which were not mem-
bers of NATO after World War Il were
under Communist domination and were
thereby precluded from participation.
Now that we have seen the elimination
of the Soviet Union per se and the
emergence of new countries in the re-
gion, many of them new democracies,
we are envisioning the possibility that
NATO in the future will embrace these
same democracies.

The bill is express in its terms and
suggests that we should consider en-
larging NATO to include Poland, Hun-
gary, the Czech Republic, and Slo-
vakia. | have absolutely no objection
to that, and feel they are appropriate
candidates to be considered for NATO.

Unfortunately, the bill does not list
many other nations which were for-
merly under Communist domination,
and | think immediately, but not ex-
clusively, about the Baltic States, Es-
tonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Ukraine.

What my amendment does is to open
the possibility, the potentiality, that
other formerly Communist-dominated
nations will also be considered for
NATO membership.

This a great boost to these countries
to know that they, too, are considered
potential allies of the United States
and all freedom-loving nations.

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | claim
the other 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GiLMAN] for 5 minutes.

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

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of the amendment offered by Mr.
DURBIN which amends title VI regard-
ing NATO.

This amendment makes clear that
there are a number of Central Euro-
pean countries beyond the Visegrad
Four which should, at some point, be in
a position to become full NATO mem-
bers. | believe this is a very useful ad-
dition to the bill.

As | understand it, this is a consen-
sus amendment worked out by the gen-
tleman from Illinois in cooperation
with the Central and East European

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Coalition which consists of those
prominent organizations that represent
Americans of East European lineage.

That coalition has reportedly ob-
tained the approval of Baltic-Ameri-
cans, Ukrainian-Americans, Armenian-
Americans, Hungarian-Americans,
Czech-Americans, Polish-Americans,
and others for this amendment as in-
troduced.

I would also like to note the amend-
ment includes language urging other
NATO nations to furnish appropriate
assistance to facilitate the transition
of these countries to NATO member-
ship. This is a key point. The U.S. can-
not be the sole source of assistance for
these countries.

This amendment also deletes lan-
guage in the bill that has been inter-
preted—I am certain, inadvertently—as
giving Russia a veto over NATO expan-
sion in Central and Eastern Europe.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, | am not going to take
further time. | understand there are
other amendments and other debates
that need to be considered.

I certainly thank my colleague, the
gentleman from New York, He has been
a pleasure to work with, on a very im-
portant issue. | also want to salute the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
KNOLLENBERG] and the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. HoKE], who share our feelings
on this important issue, as well as my
colleague from Chicago, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. LIPINSKI], who is a
cosponsor of this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. | rise to express my
strong support for the amendment offered by
Mr. DURBIN to include other European coun-
tries along with Poland, Hungary, the Czech
Republic, and Slovakia, for NATO membership
in the future.

In particular | support restoring the eligibility
of the Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia, and Lith-
uania, as well as Ukraine to join NATO when
they are able to meet the necessary require-
ments.

Since their independence from the Soviet
Union, these nations have been working dili-
gently to rebuild internally and establish demo-
cratic and free governments. By reaching out
to the West, the Baltic states have been striv-
ing to develop peaceful relations throughout
the global community.

Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, and Ukraine can-
not ignore their neighbor to the east, the Rus-
sian Federation. We too cannot help but real-
ize that Russia continues to present a poten-
tial threat to these countries. Certainly we all
can see that the instability and actions of Rus-
sia have heightened tensions within its neigh-
bors who remember all too clearly the history
of the past 70 years.

In its current form H.R. 7 sends a message
to these nations of Central and Eastern Eu-
rope that they are on their own in security
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matters. This is a message we surely do not
mean and one we cannot risk sending. It
threatens to destabilize this region through the
implication that NATO expansion would be
limited to the four named countries, Poland,
Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia.
Certainly we should not imply that consider-
ation of NATO membership will be limited to
just these four countries. When the Baltic
states or Ukraine meet the appropriate re-
quirements they should be permitted to, at the
least, be considered for NATO membership.

The Durbin amendment resolves this prob-
lem in a fair and suitable manner. This lan-
guage making numerous Central and Eastern
European countries eligible for consideration
in future NATO expansion extends the same
criteria for NATO integration to all the nations
of Central and Eastern Europe. | support this
amendment and urge my colleagues to do so
as well.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from lllinois [Mr. DURBIN].

The amendment was agreed to.

O 1410

The CHAIRMAN. Under a previous
order of the House, it is now in order to
consider the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN].

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BATEMAN

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BATEMAN: Page
74, after line 16, strike all through line 20;
Redesignate current paragraph (B) as the
(A); Add after (A) the following new para-
graph (B):

(B) certain countries that were a part of
the former Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics or that were part of the former Socialist
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, which the
President may designate pursuant to Section
203(d)(2) of the NATO Participation Act of
1994.

The CHAIRMAN. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN] will be recog-
nized for 1% minutes, and a Member
opposed will be recognized for 1% min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN].

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume. Mr. Chairman, in the bill as
it comes to the floor, there are terms
within the bill, or a phrase, ‘“‘certain
other European countries emerging
from communist domination.” In a sec-
tion of the bill thereafter this phrase is
defined legislatively. The legislative
definition now in the bill is written so
as to make eligible for participation in
programs that bring additional coun-
tries into NATO, territories of the
former Soviet Union and territories of
the former Federal Socialist Republic
of Yugoslavia.

My amendment changes that defini-
tion of that phrase, “‘certain European
countries which have emerged from
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communist domination.” But the na-
ture of the amendment makes no sub-
stantive difference in the bill. What it
does do, however, is to remove that
blanket invitation to have someone
possibly construe this that we are
thinking in terms of countries as re-
mote from NATO as Kazakhstan or
Azerbaijan or Armenia or Turkistan,
which | do not think anyone really
contemplates is what we have in mind.

Similarly, if you say all of the former
territories of the Federal Socialist Re-
public of Yugoslavia—

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BATE-
MAN] has expired.

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent for 2 additional
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee is
under a unanimous-consent agreement
of the House where it is not in order to
ask for additional minutes.

If the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN] would like to control the
time, he can yield.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, |1 would
be pleased to yield 1%2 minutes to the
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BATEMAN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the gentleman’s
amendment.

I believe it helps to clarify the fact
that the President has the discretion
to identify certain countries in the
former Soviet Union and in the former
Yugoslavia which may be eligible for
assistance.

Some countries may be designated in
those regions. Others may not. It’s the
President’s decision.

I urge my colleague to support Mr.
BATEMAN’s amendment.

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, it is
my understanding it is also acceptable
by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HAMILTON], the ranking member of the
full committee.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BATEMAN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

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

Mr. OBERSTAR.
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, | just wanted to make
sure this language does not preclude
the possibility of a country like Slove-
nia, which is independent, has a
privatized economy, had had successful
free democratic elections, from joining,
having the same status as the already
named countries in the legislation.

Mr. Chairman, | greatly appreciate the posi-
tive response of the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. BATEMAN], as well as the concurrence and
affirmation by the chairman of the Committee
on International Relations, Mr. GILMAN, that
the amendment of the gentleman from Virginia
and the amendment of the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. DURBIN], clearly open the door for

I thank the gen-
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admission of Slovenia to NATO membership
without specifically mentioning that country by
name.

Slovenia clearly deserves equal standing
with the other countries already named in the
pending bill and merits membership on a full
equality basis in NATO, because Slovenia ob-
viously has taken its place in the family of na-
tions as a democratic, free market-based,
privatized economy. In a December 1990
plebiscite, Slovenes voted 96 percent for inde-
pendence from what was then Yugoslavia.
That plebiscite directed the Slovene Par-
liament to craft a constitution, based on demo-
cratic, representative, government principles
and set June 26, 1991, as the date on which
independence from Yugoslavia should be for-
mally declared.

Those directives were carried out by the
Slovene Parliament, independence was de-
clared; the Yugoslav army invade Slovenia to
stifle independence, but, after a 9-day military
confrontation with minimal loss of life, the
Yugoslav army retreated and the Slovene peo-
ple prevailed. The United States formally rec-
ognized the Republic of Slovenia on April 7,
1992.

Immediately upon the successful establish-
ment of its independence, the Slovene Gov-
ernment began a very intensive privatization of
its national economy, much of which already
was operating on a market basis.

In January 1993, an international trade jour-
nal, International Trade Reporter, said this
about Slovenia: “Of all the countries of east-
ern Europe, Slovenia has the best pre-
conditions for the transition to a market econ-
omy and a fast start toward dynamic economic
development.”

Now, a fully privatized economy, Slovenia is
the 20th largest exporter in the world, export-
ing over $7 billion in goods each year, which
accounts for 60 percent of Slovenia’s GNP.
Slovenia now enjoys a lively trade with the
United States, shipping $229 million worth of
goods to the United States each year and im-
porting some $180 in United States goods an-
nually.

However, for Slovenes, these are not sur-
prising numbers. Prior to separation from the
former Yugoslavia, Slovenia, with a population
of 2.4 million, just over 8 percent of the total
population of the former Yugoslavia, rep-
resented 40 percent of former Yugoslavia's
overall GNP and 36 percent of its total tax
base. Slovenes are industrious, hard working,
committed to democratic principles and a vig-
orous market economy. They deserve to have
their rightful place in the family of nations and,
should they choose to do so, a seat in NATO
and in the Western European Alliance.

Not only would such status be emphatically
embraced by the Slovene Government and its
people, but it would also fill with pride the
three-quarter million or so of Americans of
Slovene descent, including me, who are scat-
tered throughout nearly every one of these
United States.

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, |
would say to the gentleman he is cor-
rect. It is written so as not to exclude
the possibility of Slovenia.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BATEMAN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska.

Mr. BEREUTER. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding, and | commend
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him on his work. It has indeed taken
care of some clarifica