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called on to ratify this treaty, this ex-
pansion of the NATO alliance. We will 
be called on to ratify it, and I think 
our constituents—the American peo-
ple—have every right to expect that we 
will be asking these questions and that 
President Clinton, or President Dole, 
or whoever is President, when this de-
cision is made will have asked and have 
a projection of the answers to these 
kinds of questions. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. COATS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GRAMS). The Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 

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the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I wanted 
to just talk for a moment or two about 
the amendment of the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia dealing with 
NATO expansion. 

Obviously, the immediate step that 
both NATO and the United States and 
Central Europe have talked about is 
the potential of the Czech Republic, 
Poland, and Hungary jointly. There are 
other countries that wish to join as 
well, and in time they will be evaluated 
and pass the standards that have al-
ready been developed. 

While this amendment is put in the 
framework of asking a whole series of 
new studies, I compare it to the old- 
style Mississippi literacy test because 
it is this Senator’s belief that they are 
designed to have the same effect. That 
is to take on the pretense of a study or 
ascertaining a fact, but in reality to 
simply flatly prohibit anyone from 
ever entering. 

I understand that is not the intent of 
the Senator from Georgia, and I do not 
mean to attribute that intent to him, 
but that is my belief of its impact. 

I wanted to deal specifically with one 
of the issues raised, and that is the 
cost. The amendment discusses a study 
done by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice as to what it might cost to defend 
Central Europe. Mr. President, the 
question is not the cost of defending 
Central Europe in the event of a mili-
tary conflict. With all due respect, it is 
the difference in cost of defending Cen-
tral Europe if they are part of NATO 
and if they are not part of NATO. 

You do not have to have a CPA to 
figure out this question. If 400,000 Pol-
ish troops are on your side instead of 
opposed to you, does it cost more to de-
fend Central Europe or does it cost 
less? That is why I feel this the amend-
ment is so ludicrous. Of course it is 
better to have 400,000 Polish troops on 
your side than opposed to you. Of 
course it is in your interest to have the 
Czech Republic on your side rather 
than opposed to you. Of course it is in 

your interest to have Hungary on your 
side rather than opposed to you. Does a 
war cost less if they are on your side 
than if they are opposed to you? Of 
course it does. This is phrased in the 
terms of reference of the Congressional 
Budget Office—how much more does it 
cost to do it? 

That is stupidity. I am not referring 
to individuals. I am referring to con-
cept. The question is not what it costs 
to defend them. The question is, what 
does it cost if we do not defend Central 
Europe? To suggest that if you have 
more allies and more troops and more 
strength it is more costly to defend 
that than with less is not a serious 
question. To ask if it increases your 
cost to have a bigger enemy or a small-
er enemy, I do not think is a serious 
question. 

Now, what is the question? The ques-
tion is basically this. Do we want to 
recognize a sphere of influence by Rus-
sia over the future fate and defense 
policies of Central Europe? That is the 
real question that we have to address. 
My sense is that if we are clear that 
they must be masters of their own des-
tiny, or at least have that option, we 
put the question to rest. It would be 
solved. It would be decided. But if we 
leave it open, as has happened the last 
4 years, then we invite people in coun-
tries that might want to control Cen-
tral Europe to imagine that we would 
sit idly by and allow them to dictate 
their future. 

Mr. President, if there is a lesson 
that comes out of World War II, it is 
that uncertainty as to your intentions 
can be devastating at times. But I hope 
we will debate that issue, because a 
sphere of influence is a reasonable de-
bate. It is an important question. It 
may be there are those who think giv-
ing others a control, a sphere of influ-
ence over Central Europe is a wise pol-
icy that will placate them. That may 
well be. There is a case to be made 
there, a debate to be had. But to sug-
gest it is less costly to have troops and 
allies based on the other side than our 
side I do not believe is a serious ques-
tion. 

I must say, Mr. President, there is a 
suggestion here that somehow we are 
going to be the ones to pay for the 
troops in Poland and pay for the troops 
in Hungary and pay for the troops in 
the Czech Republic. No one from those 
countries has suggested that. They 
have not asked for it. We have not vol-
unteered it. I do not think it makes 
any sense, nor should it. But I do think 
it makes sense for them to be on our 
side and not opposed to us. 

We have talked about sharing surplus 
material with them as we do with 
other countries around the world. But 
let me suggest that there is a real plus 
in the development of joint material 
with those countries. It helps develop a 
common bond, a bigger production base 
and more unity, and I think it is worth 
pursuing. So I hope we will discuss the 
issue and debate it and will move 
quickly on it. But I think it is a mis-

take for us to hold out a hand of friend-
ship and then not answer their ques-
tion when they ask to stand side by 
side with us. If we really want someone 
else to have a sphere of influence over 
them, we ought to be straightforward 
enough to say it. I think it would be a 
bad policy, but we ought to be straight-
forward about it. But year after year 
after year to say: 

Oh yes, we want you as part of NATO 
but just not this year. 

Well, when? 
Well, maybe next year. Maybe the 

year after. We are certainly talking 
about the year after that. 

These are smart people. They are not 
foolish. If we treat them that way they 
will understand what is happening to 
them and they will react. Is it in our 
interests to give the back of our hand 
to people who want to be our friends 
and allies, our comrades? I do not 
think so. But we ought, at least, to be 
straightforward. 

If the question is recognized sphere of 
influence of other countries over them, 
we ought to at least face up to that. 
But if we think they should have an op-
portunity to be independent and free, 
and this country stood for that for a 
long, long time, and we think the addi-
tion of their forces standing side-by- 
side with ours would make that more 
likely to be realized, their freedom and 
long-term independence, then we ought 
to get on with it. We should not play 
games. A 2- or 3-year study on top of 4 
or 5 years of study is not a way to de-
crease our problems. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

am not sure what our state of affairs 
is, but I wonder if I may speak as in 
morning business for 3 or 4 minutes. 

Mr. NUNN. Yes, we are waiting on 
amendments. There is an amendment 
pending, a NATO amendment, my 
amendment, but it is temporarily laid 
aside so if anyone wants to bring a de-
fense-related amendment in we would 
welcome it. 

In the meantime, we will all be fas-
cinated with the Senator’s remarks. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I appreciate my 
friend from Georgia. I am sure he will 
be fascinated. 

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

f 

ENERGY POLICY CONSERVATION 
ACT EXTENSION 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
would like to bring the attention of 
this body to a piece of legislation that 
is pending, S. 1888, the Energy Policy 
Conservation Act extension. I think 
my friend from Georgia will find it 
does have an application to the defense 
of our Nation, because this bill is very 
simple, and its immediate passage is 
extremely important to our Nation’s 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:33 Jun 20, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00075 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S27JN6.REC S27JN6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7142 June 27, 1996 
energy security as well as our Nation’s 
national security. 

The administration strongly supports 
the passage of this bill and the lan-
guage is not controversial. However, as 
chairman of the Energy Committee, we 
have been trying to clear this for 2 
weeks now. We continue to have, unfor-
tunately, objections from our friends 
on the other side of the aisle, the 
Democrats. But I know it is not the 
content of S. 1888 that they are object-
ing to. So let me make the situation 
very clear. I appeal to my friend from 
Georgia, the manager of the bill, that 
the authorization for two vital energy 
security measures, the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve and the U.S. participa-
tion in the International Energy Agen-
cy are due to expire at the end of this 
month. 

S. 1888 simply extends those two vital 
authorities through September, until a 
more comprehensive reauthorization 
bill can be enacted. So if we do not pass 
S. 1888 by the time we recess, the Presi-
dent will not have the authority to 
withdraw oil from the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve if an energy emergency 
occurs in this country. Further, our 
Government will not have the author-
ity to participate in International En-
ergy Agency emergency actions in an 
international energy emergency. 

It has been evident in the last few 
days, the significance of our depend-
ence on Mideast oil, and the fact we are 
willing to have United States troops in 
Saudi Arabia to ensure that peace is 
maintained and that energy from that 
part of the world flows. Currently we 
are about 51.4 percent dependent on im-
ported oil. It is estimated by the De-
partment of Energy that by the year 
2000, roughly 4 years from now, that 
will increase up to about 66 percent. 

Here we are with our authority to op-
erate the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
in jeopardy. There will be no antitrust 
exemption available to our private oil 
companies to allow them to cooperate 
with the International Energy Agency 
and our Government to respond to the 
crisis. Although it appears to be an 
easy one for some to simply disregard 
these dangers, I again indicate that re-
cent events have underscored exactly 
how precarious the Nation’s energy se-
curity is. As I have indicated, the 
bombing in Saudi Arabia is further evi-
dence of the instability of the region 
that we rely on to supply the oil that 
keeps the Nation moving. 

As proven during the Persian Gulf 
war, the stabilizing effect of a Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve drawdown far 
outstrips the volume of oil sold. The 
simple fact that the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve is available can have a 
calming influence on oil markets. 

There are those, myself included, 
who were dismayed to some extent by 
a recent trend toward use the SPR as a 
piggy bank to pay for other programs. 
We will continue to debate the long- 
term prospects for the SPR in the fu-
ture. In any case, we have already in-
vested a large amount of taxpayer 

money in the stockpiles. The oil is 
there, ready to dampen the effects of 
an energy emergency on our economy. 
However, if we do not ensure we have 
the authority to use the oil when it is 
needed, we will have thrown tax dollars 
away. So, as I stand here before you, I 
implore my colleagues to release the 
hold and allow this simple extension to 
take place in the interests of our na-
tional security and our national energy 
security. If we do not ensure that there 
is authority to use the oil when it is 
needed, it simply will be to no avail. 

So, as I stated earlier, the content of 
this legislation is noncontroversial. I 
understand the Department of Energy 
has been strongly urging Members on 
the other side to remove their objec-
tion. It is clear the objection from a 
few Democratic Members has nothing 
to do with the substance of this bill. It 
is intended only to gain leverage on un-
related issues. 

Some of my fellow Republican Sen-
ators have problems with other parts of 
EPCA that they would like to raise on 
the larger reauthorization legislation. 
However, they have acted in concert to 
agree to allow this bill to proceed with-
out amendment simply because of the 
strategic significance of it. 

So I think it is reckless, I think it is 
irresponsible to knowingly place our 
Nation’s energy security at risk, to try 
to gain some small political advantage. 
American service men and women, as 
we have seen time and time again, have 
given their lives to ensure our Nation’s 
energy security. We have seen that 
with the tragic bombing in Saudi Ara-
bia the other day. Make no mistake 
about it, part of our presence there is 
to ensure the supply of oil for the 
Western World would continue uninter-
rupted. We fought a war over that. We 
tried to put Saddam Hussein in a cage. 
So I think it is shameful that today we 
would hold this legislation hostage to a 
political will. 

I encourage my colleagues to allow 
the immediate passage of S. 1888. I 
think it certainly is germane to the de-
fense matters we are discussing here on 
the floor tonight, because you cannot 
move military or defense capability if 
you do not have the oil availability. So 
I encourage my colleagues to address 
their attention to the fact that, unless 
we get this authority, SPR will simply 
be unable to be utilized if there is an 
emergency. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine. 
f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997 

AMENDMENT NO. 4367 
The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, there has 

been a good deal of discussion this 
evening about the amendment offered 
by my colleague from Georgia, an 
amendment which I cosponsored. I 
know it has generated considerable 

controversy because some have ques-
tioned the consequences of and even 
the motivation for such an amendment 
at this time. But I would just like to 
indicate that I think it is important 
that we try, as best we can, to return 
to a bipartisan approach to foreign pol-
icy. 

I would include within foreign policy 
our defense policy as well. This is 
something that, when I came to the 
Senate in 1979, we assumed would be 
the policy of this body—at least to try 
to forge a bipartisan coalition that 
would support foreign policy initiatives 
and certainly our defense policy, know-
ing unless we are united, we can only 
cause confusion, certainly within the 
country, and confusion amongst our al-
lies as well. 

The issue of NATO expansion is not 
new. We have been talking about it for 
some time. Yet suddenly, by virtue of 
the submission of this amendment, 
some of my colleagues assumed there 
may be some political agenda, some 
hidden agenda on the part of my col-
league from Georgia and the cospon-
sors that would have implications for 
our Presidential candidate. 

Let me indicate from the very begin-
ning, I favor the expansion of NATO. I 
also support the candidacy of Bob Dole. 
I hope he becomes our next President. 
I know that he feels very strongly that 
NATO should be expanded. I intend to 
lend whatever support I can to his can-
didacy, as I have indicated. 

But I believe that before we make a 
decision on enlargement, which carry 
some fairly serious consequences, we 
ought to know a number of things. We 
ought to know what the implications 
are in terms of costs. We ought to 
know, at least get an assessment from 
our intelligence community, what the 
likely consequences would be for our 
allies and what the reaction will be in 
Russia, to the extent we can calculate 
it. Notwithstanding what the Russian 
reaction might be, we are likely to 
take the steps necessary to enlarge. 
But we should at least be aware of 
what our intelligence community can 
tell us about it so that we can make in-
formed judgments. 

It seems to me that is not asking too 
much. And perhaps it comes at a polit-
ical time, but these are issues that we 
should raise in advance. We should not 
find ourselves coming in at the tail end 
of a decision where a President has 
made recommendations either to en-
large or not to enlarge, where NATO 
has gone on record in favor, and sud-
denly the President turns to the U.S. 
Senate and says, ‘‘Well, the decision 
has been made. NATO is in favor of the 
expansion. Now the Senate must go 
along.’’ Ipso facto, we must approve be-
cause NATO has approved. 

That, I think, would put this Senate 
in an untenable position—to have a 
President of the United States make a 
decision and then simply submit it to 
us for ratification without us having 
any prior input into the decision itself 
or any kind of prior analysis of the evi-
dence that we ought to be considering. 
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