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the President to waive the funding re-
strictions if he determined United
States citizens were being held as pris-
oners of war in Cambodia by North
Vietnam or the Viet Cong. This amend-
ment failed. Believe it or not, the
amendment failed by 36 to 54, and Coo-
per-Church passed, but only after troop
withdrawal had begun.

Mr. President, while | understand op-
position to and disagreement with the
President’s decision to send American
ground forces to Bosnia, | believe that
action to cut off funds for this deploy-
ment is wrong. It is wrong because it
makes our brave young men and
women bear the brunt of a decision not
made by them, but by the Commander
in Chief.

I will vote against H.R. 2606, spon-
sored by Representative HEFLEY, which
was passed by the House last month.
H.R. 2606 prohibits any use of Depart-
ment of Defense funds for deployment
of United States Armed Forces on the
ground in Bosnia participating in the
NATO implementation force—unless
such funds have been specifically ap-
propriated by subsequent law. There
has been no appropriation for this oper-
ation, so the effect would be to cut off
funds to our troops who are on the way
or already on the ground in Bosnia. |
do not believe we should limit the
funds for food, supplies, and ammuni-
tion for our troops. It was wrong dur-
ing Vietnam, and it is wrong now.

I believe that passing the Hefley res-
olution would undermine our troops, as
well as our credibility.

I believe that even at this late date,
the Congress can play a constructive
role—supporting the troops by enhanc-
ing their prospects for a timely and
safe withdrawal, and ensuring that
there is a military balance upon the de-
parture of our forces.

President Clinton does not have an
exit strategy for our troops. Let us be
clear: A date is not an exit strategy. In
my view, it would be irresponsible to
send thousands of American forces in
without a concrete plan to bring them
out. We will be debating that at a later
time.

Furthermore, we need to do what we
can to make certain that the sacrifices
being made now—by our men and
women in uniform, by the U.S. tax-
payer—are not for nought. It would be
inexcusable to undertake this immense
endeavor, only to leave Bosnia, a year
later, in the same situation it is in
now—virtually defenseless and at the
mercy of its bigger and stronger neigh-
bors.

Later today, we will have an oppor-
tunity to vote on the Hutchison-Inhofe
and Dole-McCain resolutions. Now, we
should speak decisively in support of
our troops and defeat H.R. 2606.

This is not the way to go—cutting off
funds. As | have said, in all the debates
that | have engaged in, these are the
records of my votes between 1969 and
1973. It never seemed appropriate for
me, when you had young men like JOHN
McCAIN, a prisoner of war, that we
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would cut off funds in the U.S. Con-
gress, and | still have that same atti-
tude today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on H.R. 2606. The
question is: Shall the bill pass?

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CAMPBELL). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber who desire to
vote?

The result was announced, yeas 22,
nays 77, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 601 Leg.]

YEAS—22
Brown Grassley Nickles
Campbell Gregg Pressler
Craig Hatfield Smith
D’Amato Helms Thomas
Domenici Inhofe Thompson
Faircloth Kempthorne Warner
Feingold Kyl
Gramm Murkowski

NAYS—T77
Abraham Exon Lugar
Akaka Feinstein Mack
Ashcroft Ford McCain
Baucus Frist McConnell
Bennett Glenn Mikulski
Biden Gorton Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Graham Moynihan
Bond Grams Murray
Boxer Harkin Nunn
Bradley Hatch Pell
Breaux Heflin Pryor
Bryan Hollings Reid
Bumpers Hutchison Robb
Burns Inouye Rockefeller
Byrd Jeffords Roth
Chafee Johnston Santorum
Coats Kassebaum Sarbanes
Cochran Kennedy Shelby
Cohen Kerrey Simon
Conrad Kerry Simpson
Coverdell Kohl Snowe
Daschle Lautenberg Specter
DeWine Leahy Stevens
Dodd Levin Thurmond
Dole Lieberman Wellstone
Dorgan Lott

So, the bill (H.R. 2606) was rejected.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. DASCHLE. | move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

EXPRESSING OPPOSITION OF CON-
GRESS TO PRESIDENT CLINTON’S
PLANNED DEPLOYMENT OF
GROUND FORCES TO BOSNIA

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, of-
fered by the Senator from Texas, Mrs.
HUTCHISON.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent the Senate resume con-
sideration of Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 35 and it be in order for this Sen-
ator to offer my Senate joint resolu-
tion and that no amendments or mo-
tions to commit be in order to either
vehicle.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in-
dicate that we now have had our first
vote. We would like to complete action
on the concurrent resolution authored
by Senators HUTCHISON, NICKLES, and
others and then have that vote very
quickly if we can. | know a lot of peo-
ple want to talk, but | think it is gen-
eral debate. We would also like to have
the vote on my joint resolution, the
Dole-McCain joint resolution, some-
time, hopefully by 6 o’clock this
evening. So that gives us about 5 hours
of debate. We have already had a num-
ber of Members, | would say about 20
Members, each requesting from 10 min-
utes to 15 minutes to 90 minutes.

Now, we are not going to be able to
accommodate everybody, or | hope
they can accommodate us, and | hope
we can, as much as we can, keep our re-
marks limited to 5 or 7 or 8 minutes,
because if | just add up these requests,
this will take us beyond 6 o’clock,
probably 7 or 8 o’clock. And | would
say as the Republican leader, we are
trying to accommodate the President
of the United States. So, hopefully, we
will have cooperation on both sides. |
think the Senator from Texas would
like to have a vote about what, mid-
afternoon, on her concurrent resolu-
tion?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
yes, | would like to vote as early as we
can. | think most people are speaking
in general terms so | think midafter-
noon. And then | would like to see the
final vote on yours around 5 so that the
House could have the opportunity, if
that is possible.

Mr. DOLE. We will do our best.

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Let me just add to
what the majority leader said. Obvi-
ously, a lot of Senators wish to speak,
for good reason, about this issue and on
these resolutions. | hope, though, that
we could accommodate all Senators
who wish to speak by shortening the
length of our statements to the extent
that it is practical to do so. Obviously,
we will have more opportunities once
the resolution passes to come to the
floor and continue this exchange and to
continue to express ourselves.

But if we are going to allow every
Senator an opportunity to speak, we
are going to be constrained somewhat
in the time allotted for each Senator.
So | hope everyone will bear that in
mind and cooperate to the extent it is
possible so that we can have a vote at
the earliest possible time.

| yield the floor.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, we
need to get aunanimous consent on the
next sequence of speakers. | wish to do
that so that people know how to plan
their afternoon.

This is the second list after the one
that was agreed to earlier, and it would
include Senator DEWINE, then FEIN-
STEIN, then LoOTT, then BIDEN, then
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ASHCROFT, KOHL, HATFIELD, LEVIN,
INHOFE, BYRD, FAIRCLOTH, WELLSTONE,
D’AMATO, MURRAY, LEAHY, SIMON,

BRADLEY, and NUNN, and there will be
Republicans between MURRAY, LEAHY,
SIMON, BRADLEY, and NUNN. Senator
MuRkowsKIl would be after Senator
BYRD. | ask unanimous consent that we
put that order in place so that people
can begin to plan. And | urge, but do
not ask for unanimous consent, that
people hold their remarks to 5 minutes
so that everyone will have a chance,
with the hope that we would be able to
vote around midafternoon on the
Hutchison-Inhofe resolution and then
around 5 on the Dole-McCain resolu-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
an objection? The Chair hears none,
and the additional Senators will be
added to the list.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. | thank the Chair.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. EXoN] is recognized.

Mr. President, for the past few
weeks, military and civilian officials
from the administration have come to
Congress to make the case as to why
United States ground troops must be a
central part of the international peace-
keeping force that will go to Bosnia
following the formal signing of the
Dayton peace accord this Thursday in
Paris. To date, 1 have withheld final
judgment on the advisability of this ac-
tion and kept an open mind to argu-
ments on both sides of the debate. | lis-
tened closely to President Clinton’s na-
tional address on Bosnia and have dis-
cussed, in both public and private
forum, some of my concerns with mem-
bers of his cabinet and top military ad-
visers. In addition, | have sought and
received the advice of my constituents
in Nebraska, many of whom are mem-
bers of the Armed Forces or have rel-
atives in the services.

I have been impressed by the biparti-
san leadership on this issue by Major-
ity Leader BoB DoLE and Senator
MCCAIN. | support their bipartisan
amendment.

The facts are that the President has
exercised his constitutional authority
to dispatch troops to Bosnia. What we
do by vote here today does not start
nor can it stop troop deployment. It’s a
done deal whether we like it or not.

I have carefully deliberated on the
question of blessing or condemning the
deployment of American peacekeepers
in Bosnia. | believe there is no more
solemn an action the President can
take or we as Senators can take or
vote to endorse the process. The de-
ployment of American men and women
overseas into a potentially harmful en-
vironment even though it is advisory,
is a legislative action that requires
particular care and a need for thought-
ful introspection that is typically not
required in the conduct of our day-to-
day business. Let no one be under any
allusions, the collective voice of Con-
gress on the issue of troops to Bosnia
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along with the President’s decision as
our Commander in Chief will have
great historic significance, affecting
not only the short-term prospect of
peace in the Balkans but also the long-
term role of America in NATO and as a
worldwide leader.

Some seem to believe that some of us
who have served our country in the
past by being placed in harm’s way
have some special insight or superior
wisdom or license to be holier than
thou in these decisions. Our wartime
experience provides us with just that—
experience—but not necessarily a
priviledged status in reasoned decision-
making because of our past valor.

While the perils of participation in
the international peacekeeping force in
Bosnia are unquestionable, | believe a
reasonable case has been made for the
deployment of American troops there.

Once the three parties sign the peace
agreement in Paris on Thursday. For
me, the debate boils down to this
central question: By risking the safety
of American troops in the next year do
we avoid an even greater threat to our
national security interests and possible
loss of life in the future? That is a
judgment call. There is no certainty.
The question is: Will this stitch in time
save nine?

If the United States was to renege on
its promise by its President and con-
stitutional Commander in Chief to join
27 other nations in the NATO-led
peacekeeping force, 1 am concerned the
consequences would be dramatic and ir-
revocably harmful to the pursuit of
peace and the furtherance of our secu-
rity interests. If the United States does
not followthrough with its commit-
ment to provide one-third of the
Bosnian peacekeeping force, it would
be the end of American leadership in
NATO, and likely the end of NATO it-
self. NATO has been a stabilizing force
for peace for 50 years. To pull the rug
out from under it now at a time when
a peace agreement has been brokered
that will hopefully end a brutal 3-year
war filled with ethnic cleansing, rape,
mass executions, and torture would be
unconscionable. To scuttle the agree-
ment now would throw the region back
into the horrific morass of war, guar-
anteeing more civilian deaths, more
refugees, more instability in Europe,
and the very distinct possibility that
the fighting will spread and soon en-
snare other bordering nations, allies of
the United States, into armed conflict
with one another. Opponents of the
President’s policy are fond of delving
into history to discuss centuries old
animosities that exist between the
warring factions in Bosnia. Let us not
conveniently skip over, however, the
lessons of World War | and what hap-
pens when one regional ethnic conflict,
left unchecked, draws in other nations,
which in turn brings still other nations
to arms. European incubation of World
War | and World War Il eventually cost
us 522,000 deaths and 875,000 in military
casualties. Whether or not we like it, it
is clear what happens in Europe does
affect us.
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Bosnians, Serbians, and Croatians
came to Dayton because they sought
an end to the fighting. The peace
agreement reached in Ohio is their
peace, not a peace that the United
States or any other nation is imposing
upon them. The Dayton agreement is
quite clear about what is expected of
each of the signatory parties. If the
agreement is broken by any of the
three parties, we and the other peace-
keeping nations are under no obliga-
tion or commitment to remain in that
troubled country. More importantly,
the military tasks required of our
troops in Bosnia have been explicitly
set forth and can be accomplished
within 12 months, the 12-month time-
frame set by the administration. Our
peacekeeping troops will be in Bosnia
to assist in the separation of forces
along a 4-kilometer demilitarized zone
of separation. We will assist in trans-
ferring of territories as called for in
the Dayton agreement. We will be
there to break the cycle of violence and
ensure that all sides are living up to
the requirements of the Dayton accord.
Our ground troops will not be in Bosnia
as a police force. They will not be
asked to disarm militias or move refu-
gees or deliver aid. Nor will they be re-
quired to perform many of the civilian
tasks set forth in the Dayton agree-
ment, such as economic reconstruc-
tion, supervising new elections, or
bringing about a military force balance
among the three entities within
Bosnia. These tasks will be performed
by nongovernmental organizations and
other nations. In short, the United
States military mission in Bosnia is
narrow, specific, finite in length, and,
most importantly, unencumbered by
any limitations on American unit com-
manders to preemptively strike at hos-
tile forces and otherwise defend our
forces using whatever means necessary.

Secretary of Defense Perry, Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs, General
Shalikashvili, Secretary of State
Christopher, and Ambassador
Holbrooke have gone the extra mile in
my opinion to spell out as best they
can all the intricacies of our involve-
ment in the implementation force.
Over many long congressional hearings
they have detailed how our troops are
being trained and prepared for mission,
how and when the forces will enter the
region and the Tuzla Zone, the steps
involved with implementing the mili-
tary tasks set forth in the peace agree-
ment, the time line for transitioning to
peace, and our exit strategy and have
all been spelled out. The administra-
tion has been as forthcoming as pos-
sible in addressing congressional con-
cerns with respect to rules of engage-
ment, the additive cost of the oper-
ation, the command and control of our
forces, and so forth. The steps also
have been spelled out that will be
taken to bring about a balance of mili-
tary power in the region once the
peacekeeping force is withdrawn.

Mr. President, no military operation
is risk free. Even during peacetime, we
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lose scores of men and women each
year due to training mishaps and other
duty-related accidents. Life in the
Armed Forces is inherently dangerous.
Like law enforcement and firefighting,
they are professionals. The profession
of soldier is also a voluntary one, filled
with uncertainty and peril. That is the
history of service to the United States
of America. There are no guarantees
about what will happen in Bosnia in
the next 12 months. With or without
congressional authorization, the Presi-
dent of the United States, as our Na-
tion’s Commander in Chief, has the
constitutional authority to commit
troops to the multinational operation
in Bosnia. He has done that.

Over the past 3 years a large number
of Senators have taken to this floor
and given an even greater number of
speeches deploring the bloodshed in
Bosnia and the desperate need to do
something—anything—to end the fight-
ing, end the ethnic cleansing, end the
raping, end the mass executions. Now,
after years of handwriting, a window of
opportunity has presented itself to see
that the ceasefire becomes a peace and
that the peace, in turn, can mature
into lasting stability and the restora-
tion of a nation figuratively and lit-
erally bled dry. | hope that those same
Senators who called for action are now
ready to get behind the President’s pol-
icy. The reality is that for this process
to succeed, our Nation’s leadership is
essential. We cannot simply wish for a
happy ending in Bosnia. If we want the
United States to continue to be the
world’s preeminent power, if we want
NATO to remain strong and relevant
into the 21st century, if we want to pre-
vent the Bosnian war from rekindling
and potentially spreading into neigh-
boring countries, then the United
States cannot disengage itself and
stand on the sidelines and act as a crit-
ic.

Mr. President, preserving stability on
the European continent and strength-
ening NATO is in America’s national
security interests. If it was not, then
we should bring home the 100,000 Amer-
icans we have stationed there, close
dozens of bases, and cut our $264 billion
national defense budget by a healthy
percentage. But | suspect that those
who are critical of the President’s pol-
icy would squeal loudly over such a
suggestion. Well, Mr. President, you
cannot have it both ways. If we do not
want to be the leader of NATO, then we
should withdraw our forces and cut our
defense budget. If we want to stop the
slaughter of innocent men, women, and
children in Bosnia, we must be willing
to act, even if it means assuming some
risks. The world’s problems are often
complicated. Sometimes it is too much
to expect antiseptic, risk-free solu-
tions, because they are unreasonable.
The alternative of isolationism is no
alternative, in my opinion, and only
guarantees our Nation greater prob-
lems down the road. We are not declar-
ing war, we are declaring peace in con-
junction with 27 other countries send-
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ing in peace-keeping forces at the invi-
tation of the previous warring parties.
If we were to renege now, America
would lose its world respect and surely
darken and make more somber other
challenges in the future that could
come home to haunt us.

I urge support for the bipartisan
amendment offered and led by the ma-
jority leader and the Senator from Ari-
zona.

Mr. President, | yield back the re-
mainder of my time, and | yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. FRIST] is recognized.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, | rise to
discuss the issue of American troops in
Bosnia and Herzegovina. | respectfully,
but strongly, disagree with the Presi-
dent’s decision to deploy U.S. troops
there. It was the wrong decision. And it
is that decision that | will address in
the next few moments.

However, before | do, | want to make
it as clear as possible that I am 100 per-
cent behind our troops now that the
commitment has been made and the
process has begun to deploy them. I
will support them and their efforts in
every way possible. | will work to see
that their mission is a narrow one, that
the exit strategy is clearly defined, and
that they return home as quickly and
safely as possible.

There are several unsettling aspects
of the President’s plan to send troops
to Bosnia. They are questions that, in
other circumstances, would have been
asked and answered during open and
public congressional debate. Unfortu-
nately, that debate has effectively been
denied to the American people by the
President’s unilateral action in com-
mitting American troops to foreign
soil. But I still think it is important to
ask these questions because, perhaps if
they are asked this time, then next
time they will be answered before we
take action.

The first question: Is this action in
the vital national interest of the Unit-
ed States? Vital national interests can
be clearly and specifically defined.
They include defense of U.S. territory,
support of allies who are threatened,
support of treaty obligations, or pro-
tection of economic interests, inter-
national waters or U.S. citizens in op-
erations abroad. In other words, Mr.
President, vital national interests are
interests clearly worth fighting and
dying for.

I listened to much of the debate yes-
terday and today and heard many of
my colleagues address this very issue.
Time and time again, the debate re-
turned to the question of whether our
reasons for being in Bosnia would sat-
isfy the mother or the father whose son
or daughter is killed there and who
turns to us directly and asks, ‘“Why?”’

Like my colleagues, | have failed to
hear a satisfactory answer. Some say
because our credibility is at stake. But
is it truly our credibility or perhaps
NATO’s credibility? Mr. President, |
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believe the two may be very different,
particularly in a post-cold-war world.

Others say, because without us there
will be no peace. But where have we
been for the last 3 years, and do we
really believe that we can create peace
among people who do not want it? Do
we really believe that our presence for
12 months—for 1 year—will suddenly
make the warring factions who have
been at it for nearly 500 years suddenly
forget what they and their ancestors
have been fighting for and live as
neighbors peacefully? | do not believe
so. Mr. President, the situation in
Bosnia, no matter how tragic, does not
equate to a vital national interest.

A second question: What is Congress’
role under the Constitution in the de-
termination to send combat troops into
a conflict such as the one we face in
Bosnia?

Certainly the President has the au-
thority to deploy forces in situations
requiring immediate action, especially
in situations where vital national in-
terests are threatened. But committing
20,000 American troops to hostile terri-
tory in an action where no vital U.S.
interest is at stake, where there is no
clearly defined goal or mission, where
the factions have been warring for cen-
turies, where the situation, since the
initialing of the peace agreement, has
clearly deteriorated and where casual-
ties, by the administration’s own ad-
mission, are certain, in my view, neces-
sitated first a full and fair discussion
between the executive branch and Con-
gress. We owe that to the American
people and particularly to the Amer-
ican service men and women.

The need for an open debate on this
matter is further highlighted when we
focus on the peace accord that was
reached in Dayton. There are real ques-
tions as to whether a bifurcated
Bosnian state will survive or, more im-
portantly, whether two separate politi-
cal entities can function as one coun-
try without the constant presence of
troops to keep the peace.

Even if the Bosnian conflict did in-
volve the vital interests of the United
States, | am concerned that the under-
lying peace agreement is fundamen-
tally flawed. Already we have seen
towns burned, American flags burned,
and demonstrations against the Day-
ton accord because this is a forced
peace. And, Mr. President, the fact
that we are sending our troops to sup-
port this imposed peace plan with little
debate in Congress and virtually no
support from the American people
troubles me greatly.

Third, and perhaps most impor-
tantly, how can we prevent this situa-
tion from occurring again in the fu-
ture? Before that question can be an-
swered, we must first understand how
we got to where we are. The slippery
slope upon which we have now em-
barked began largely with the end of
the cold war, when the world reverted
to the ethnic, regional and subnational
violence that characterized it before
the rise of the bipolar world.
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Unfortunately, at that time, America
failed to define adequately the role it
would play. Instead, we began a pat-
tern of committing U.S. forces on hast-
ily decided and hastily defined mis-
sions of peace, of peacekeeping or,
tragically, the potential quagmire of
peacemaking without the advice, con-
sent or even the confidence of the Con-
gress and the American people.

In each instance, we have seen a
President obligate funds and scarce
military resources and place U.S. lives
on the line for missions well outside
what can reasonably be called the vital
national interest. And in each in-
stance, rosy administration projections
and lofty humanitarian goals bear no
resemblance to the outcome of the mis-
sions. Just look at Somalia and Haiti
today. They are sad mockeries of what
we were promised they would become
once the most powerful military in the
world cleaned them up.

So we again face the question, How is
it that we ultimately discover such a
radical difference between the inten-
tions and the outcome and that the
mission is murkier and the price too
high?

In each and every instance, this dis-
turbing and dangerous precedent has
been reinforced, making it ever more
likely that the pattern will be repeated
again and again, with Congress offering
fewer and fewer objections under its
authority under the Constitution.

It is very similar to the case whereby
States’ rights fell by the wayside in the
push for a stronger and ever more pow-
erful Federal Government.

In the absence of vital national inter-
ests, a lack of clear mission has com-
bined with the lack of support of the
American people, and we have faced a
loss of American life. We have ended
these missions without reaching our
goals, without achieving any sem-
blance of peace and democracy, and at
great cost to the real mission of our
Armed Forces: To be ready to defend,
with overwhelming force and resolve,
the real threats to our life, liberty, and
well-being—or those of our allies.
Again, Mr. President, we need only
look toward our recent experiences in
Somalia and Haiti.

In each of these instances, United
States and Presidential credibility is
offered as a reason such ill-conceived
initiatives cannot be opposed. In the
case of Bosnia, the Congress and the
people are not even given the oppor-
tunity to approve or disapprove—but
simply to give our approval and com-
ment after the fact. Some argue that
this is the President’s prerogative
under the Constitution, but it is not a
shining moment in the life of American
democracy. We are asking America’s
finest men and women to face possible
death for a commitment outside of our
national interests.

And finally, Mr. President, will we
continue to commit our blood and
treasure to every cause which captures
the moment, and which appeals to our
collective sense of justice and compas-
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sion? Or will we finally define our in-
terests and our policies, so that when a
dangerous situation arises again—and
it will—and when our credibility and
vital national interests are truly on
the line, we will be fully prepared to
defend them.

It’s an unfortunate and dangerous
chapter in the life of our beloved de-
mocracy, Mr. President, when we are
told it was inappropriate to ask these
questions earlier, because the matter
had not been settled, and that is inap-
propriate to raise them now, because
the decision has already been made.

At what point do we have the chance
to answer those questions? When they
are placed before us, and when it may
be too late? The question then be-
comes, Mr. President: At what point
will Americans define American inter-
ests? | think the time has come to an-
swer these questions now—before we
are faced with our next Bosnia.

I thank the chair and | yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Nevada is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, there is a
unanimous-consent order already in ef-
fect regarding the Senators who will
speak. | ask unanimous consent that
the next grouping, following me, would
be, first, a Republican, and that name
will be supplied by the leader. After
that, Senator SARBANES, and then an-
other Republican, and after that, Sen-
ator KERRY of Massachusetts.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as Members
of the Senate, the most important and
really solemn votes that we cast are
those which put at risk the lives of
American servicemen and women.

I have long been concerned about the
conflict in Bosnia and the potential
United States military role in ending
the conflict in Bosnia. Mr. President, |
have stated on many occasions on this
floor, and in various places in the State
of Nevada, that | personally do not be-
lieve that U.S. ground troops should be
committed to keep the peace in this
centuries-old civil war in Europe. But
still, Mr. President, | recognize that I
am not the Commander in Chief of the
armed services of the United States,
nor does the President need congres-
sional approval to dispatch U.S. troops
on this type of a peace mission.

Mr. President, | am going to support
the resolution that has been drafted by
the Senator from Arizona, the majority
leader, and the ranking member of the
Armed Services Committee, Senator
NUNN. But | say that | support that res-
olution, not because President Clinton
is in office and is a Democrat. | would
remind my colleagues, that | stood
here and was the first Democrat to
publicly support the Desert Storm op-
eration in lIraq. | was standing here,
and | received a call from then-Presi-
dent Bush. | was getting ready to speak
on the floor. | told him that he did not
have to ask me, | have already agreed.
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So | am going to support this resolu-
tion because | believe it is the right
thing to do, not because the President
is a Democrat. | would do the same for
a Republican, as | have shown in the
past.

There comes a time that we in Con-
gress, despite our opinions about a
President’s prerogatives, must lay our
criticisms aside. | have given plenty of
criticism on this issue. This is a time,
Mr. President, when, despite our opin-
ions, we must lay our criticism aside.
As | speak, troops are being deployed
in Bosnia. As | speak, troops are on
their way to Bosnia by train and air-
plane and other vehicles. Whether this
Bosnian peace agreement will be re-
corded in the history books as the end
of a centuries-old conflict remains to
be seen. In the meantime, the Presi-
dent has made his decision, and | now
believe all Americans should stand be-
hind those whose lives will be on the
line in Bosnia.

A number of my colleagues have
cited the war in Vietnam in their
statements in opposition to the deploy-
ment in Bosnia. | also would draw a
comparison between the two situa-
tions, but for a different reason. The
fine young men and women who risked
their lives and, in many cases, sac-
rificed their lives in Vietnam had to
perform their missions in the face of
enormous disagreement at home about
their presence overseas. They came
home to protests, and they came home
to anger. We should have learned by
now that dissent at home costs Amer-
ican lives, because dissent encourages
the enemy to Kill Americans. Dissent
at home costs American lives.

Our colleague, the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Arizona, understands
what a blow that kind of civilian de-
nunciation can mean to our military
forces. His statements in this Chamber
gave me great pause, as | pondered the
vote | must make relative to my own
personal misgivings. | commend Sen-
ator McCAIN, a war hero by any meas-
ure, for the work he has done on this
resolution. | understand that in Ari-
zona the vast majority of people think
the President’s decision is wrong. It is
the same in Nevada. Therefore, it gives
me even more pause to think how dif-
ficult this was for Senator McCAIN, but
how right it was for Senator McCAIN.

I also commend the distinguished
majority leader for crafting a com-
promise that gives congressional sup-
port for the deployment of troops, but
that better clarifies and defines the
U.S. mission and the criteria that will
determine its success.

This mission must not fall into the
trap of what is known as mission creep,
where an initial goal grows vague and
extended. Our troops must go in with a
clearly defined and achievable goal and
come out in a timely manner. This res-
olution, the McCain-Dole-Nunn resolu-
tion certainly doe