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little bit of support can go a long way
to drain the supply of arms that other-
wise end up going to drug-runners, ban-
dit gangs, or renewed civil strife.

The President proposed $2 million for
this program. The bill before us would
slice away half of that. This is, indeed,
a low-budget program, but $2 million is
really the floor for a workable pro-
gram. To take away half of that is to
throw this effort into the basement.

The bill before us, Mr. President,
leaves the Senate in a nearly untenable
position. It is under the budget request
by fully $1.7 billion. This is no way to
fulfill our obligations to world organi-
zations or to maintain either inter-
national influence or our own national
security. We must accept that there is
no such thing as world leadership on
the cheap.

I deeply wish that I could restore the
funds that this bill cuts from the
NADR account. The truth is, however,
that we must wait for conferees to
break the ridiculous cap on this whole
bill.

With that in mind, the amendment
that I am introducing simply states
the sense of the Senate that the con-
ferees should find the funds needed to
make NADR whole.

We have been through this drill be-
fore. In due course, more funds for for-
eign operations will be found. The cru-
cial question is how the conferees will
allocate those funds. This amendment
calls on the conferees to give priority
to these important national security
efforts.

I am pleased to report that this
amendment is co-sponsored by Sen-
ators LUGAR, HAGEL, BINGAMAN,
CONRAD, DOMENICI and LEVIN. I urge all
of my colleagues to support it.

This amendment is not certain to
succeed in conference—but it surely is
the least we can do. The safety of our
diplomats and military personnel over-
seas, and the safety of all of us from
the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, demand no less.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
Senate is now considering S. 2522, the
foreign operations and export financing
appropriations bill for fiscal year 2001.

The Senate bill provides $13.4 billion
in budget authority and $4.5 billion in
new outlays to operate the programs of
the Department of State, export and
military assistance, bilateral and mul-
tilateral economic assistance, and re-
lated agencies for fiscal year 2001.

When outlays from prior year budget
authority and other completed actions
are taken into account, the bill totals
$13.4 billion in budget authority and
$14.3 billion in outlays for fiscal year
2001.

The subcommittee is below its sec-
tion 302(b) allocation for budget au-
thority and at its section 302(b) alloca-
tion for outlays.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table displaying the budget
committee scoring of this bill be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 2522, FOREIGN OPERATIONS APPROPRIATIONS, 2001:
SPENDING COMPARISONS—SENATE-REPORTED BILL

[Fiscal year 2001, dollars in millions]

General
purpose

Manda-
tory Total

Senate-reported bill:
Budget authority .................................... 13,384 44 13,428
Outlays ................................................... 14,273 44 14,317

Senate 302(b) allocation:
Budget authority .................................... 13,385 44 13,429
Outlays ................................................... 14,273 44 14,317

200 level:
Budget authority .................................... 15,306 44 15,350
Outlays ................................................... 13,527 44 13,571

President’s request:
Budget authority .................................... 15,097 44 15,141
Outlays ................................................... 15,329 44 15,373

SENATE-REPORTED BILL COMPARED TO:
Senate 302(b) allocation:

Budget authority .................................... ¥1 .............. ¥1
Outlays ................................................... .............. .............. ..............

2000 level:
Budget authority .................................... ¥1,922 .............. ¥1,922
Outlays ................................................... 746 .............. 746

President’s request:
Budget authority .................................... ¥1,713 .............. ¥1,713
Outlays ................................................... ¥1,056 .............. ¥1,056

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for
consistency with scorekeeping conventions. Prepared by SBC Majority Staff,
May 18, 2000.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I urge
adoption of this bill.
f

METHAMPHETAMINE LAB
CLEANUP/CHILD SOLDIERS

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wanted
to briefly discuss two important provi-
sions regarding child soldiers and
methamphetamine lab cleanup that are
included in this supplemental spending
package in the Foreign Operations bill
before us.

Over the years, Iowa and many states
in the Midwest, West and Southwest
have been working hard to reduce the
sale and abuse of methamphetamine.
But meth has brought another problem
that we must address: highly toxic labs
that are abandoned and exposed to our
communities.

We know that it can cost thousands
of dollars to clean up a single lab. For-
tunately, in recent years, the Drug En-
forcement Agency has provided critical
funds to help clean up these dangerous
sites.

However, last year, the DEA funding
was cut in half, despite evidence that
more and more meth labs have been
found and confiscated. Because of these
cuts, in March, the DEA completely
ran out of funding to provide meth lab
cleanup assistance to state and local
law enforcement.

Last month, the Administration
shifted $5 million in funds from other
Department of Justice Accounts to pay
for emergency meth lab cleanup. This
action will help reimburse these states
for the costs they have incurred since
the DEA ran out of money. My state of
Iowa has already paid some $300,000 out
of its own pocket for clean up since
March.

However, we’ve got another five
months to go before the new fiscal
year—and the number of meth labs
being found and confiscated is still on
the rise.

The bill before us contains $10 mil-
lion I added in Committee to ensure
that there will be enough money to pay
for costly meth lab clean-up without

forcing states to take money out of
their other tight law enforcement
budgets.

If we can find money to fight drugs in
Columbia, we should be able to find
money to fight drugs in our own back-
yard. We cannot risk exposing these
dangerous meth labs to our commu-
nities.

Mr. President, the Appropriations
Committee also adopted an amendment
I offered to provide $5 million provision
in the Colombia package to address one
of the most alarming aspects of the
drug conflict in Colombia—the use of
child soldiers.

Human Rights Watch estimates that
as many as 19,000 youths—some as
young as eight—are being used by the
Colombian armed forces, paramilitary
groups and guerrilla forces. Up to 50
percent of some paramilitary units and
up to 80 percent of some guerrilla units
are made up of children. Children are
used as combatants, guides, and in-
formants. They may be forced to col-
lect intelligence, deploy land mines,
and serve as advance shock forces in
ambushes. Guerrillas often refer to
them as ‘‘little bees,’’ because they
sting before their targets realize they
are under attack.

These children are forced to carry
arms and are enticed by false promises
or threats to their families. They are
often tortured, drugged, sexually
abused, and permanently traumatized
by the horror and brutality of war.
Children who are turned into soldiers
lose their childhood.

They lose their innocence and their
youth. They become instruments of de-
struction and atrocity. And the longer
they remain under arms, the harder it
is for them to heal and return to any
semblance of a normal life.

Some of the funds included in the
supplemental for Colombia are in-
tended to support judicial reform,
human rights protection and peace ne-
gotiations. Indeed, protecting human
rights and rule of law is central to the
overall success of Plan Colombia. The
use of child soldiers is a serious human
rights abuse prohibited by numerous
international treaties and conventions,
including ILO Convention 182 on the
Elimination of the Worst Forms of
Child Labor—and by the Colombian
government itself. The International
Criminal Court makes the recruitment
or use of children under age 15 in mili-
tary activities a war crime. I can think
of no better use for these funds than to
assist the demobilization and rehabili-
tation of child soldiers.

The current generation of children in
Colombia is the fourth generation to
grow up surrounded by conflict. The $5
million in the Human Rights part of
the Colombia package will help some of
Colombia’s children regain their funda-
mental right to life and peace. The
money will be used by NGOs working
to provide humanitarian assistance to
affected children and their families.
These NGO’s will support programs
providing counseling, education and re-
integration services to former child
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soldiers; safe houses for escaped child
soldiers; and public awareness and re-
cruitment-prevention campaigns. Al-
though $5 million represents less than
one-third of 1 percent of the total sup-
plemental funds for Colombia, this
money may be the most well-spent of
all.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, as a
member for the Foreign Operations
Subcommittee, I’ve worked to enact
foreign aid bills that reflect our na-
tional interests and our values. While I
support the FY2001 foreign operations
appropriations bill, I do have some se-
rious concerns that I hope will be ad-
dressed during conference.

I am pleased that the foreign oper-
ations bill provides assistance to
Israel, Cyprus and Armenia. I believe
that its important that we stand by
these friends as they make the difficult
steps toward peace. I am also pleased
that we support bilateral population
assistance and support for micro-enter-
prise programs. These programs are
vital in helping the world’s poorest
people to help themselves.

I am disappointed that the bill does
not provide sufficient assistance in
other crucial areas, such as adequate
flood relief assistance to Mozambique
and the Administration’s full funding
request for debt relief.

In addition, although I am pleased
with the human rights requirements
included in the Colombia aid package
attached to this legislation, I have
grave reservations about the large
military aid package to Colombia.

Colombia has been suffering through
a civil war for over thirty years. Over
35,000 Colombians have been killed in
the last decade. In recent years, this
civil war has been exacerbated by the
illegal production and trade of drugs
coming out of Colombia—primarily co-
caine and heroin. Most of these drugs
wind up in the United States and con-
tribute to America’s growing drug
problem. It is clear that the United
States has to help Colombia deal with
this volatile situation.

It is also clear that we have to do
more to stop the growing demand and
dependence on drugs in our own coun-
try. In my own hometown of Balti-
more—out of a population of 600,000—
60,000 people are addicted to heroin or
cocaine. These individuals not only
wreck their own lives but they also
have left a horrible mark on the city—
drug-related crimes are now at $2 to $3
billion a year. Drugs destroy individ-
uals, families and communities. That’s
why I’ve always fought for anti-drug
education, increased drug treatment
programs and strong law enforcement.

I am not convinced that the military
aid provided to Colombia included in
this bill is the best way to fight drugs
in the United States.

First of all, I’m concerned that we’re
getting dragged into the middle of a
civil war. I am also concerned that
there is no clear exit strategy. The aid
package is open-ended. The Adminis-
tration has admitted that this ‘‘two-

year’’ package is really expected to run
longer—more like five or six years. An
open-ended commitment could turn
into a quagmire.

I believe the best way to help Colom-
bia is by supporting its peace process
through a balanced aid package. The
package before us is not at all bal-
anced. Over 75% of this package is in
military arms, equipment and training.
Only a small fraction of the aid helps
to fund economic alternatives to drug
production, to assist the large number
of civilians who will be displaced by
this assistance or to address the deeper
social problems that have led to Co-
lombia’s increasing reliance on drug
production and cultivation in the first
place.

These funds would be better spent
combating the drug problem in the
United States. More funding and sup-
port is badly needed for drug treatment
and prevention programs in our own
country. That is why I supported Sen-
ator WELLSTONE’s amendment to re-
duce the military aid provided to Co-
lombia and re-direct that funding to
domestic substance abuse programs—in
particular to vital state and local com-
munity based programs—that are in
desperate need of funding. I regret that
this amendment did not pass.

Although I regret that such a large
percentage of our assistance to Colom-
bia is in military aid, I am pleased that
strong human rights requirements
must be met by Colombia’s Govern-
ment and Armed Forces before this aid
is dispensed. President Pastrana has
taken important steps to improve the
human rights situation in Colombia by
disciplining army officials who have
committed human rights violations.
Nonetheless, it is a well-known and
well-documented fact that members of
Colombia’s Armed Forces continue to
be linked to paramilitary groups that
commit these violent acts.

The human rights requirements in
this legislation helps to address this
continuing problem. For example,
under this legislation, the head of Co-
lombia’s Armed Forces must suspend
personnel alleged to have committed
gross human rights violations or to
have aided or abetted paramilitary
groups. It also requires the Colombian
Government to prosecute leaders and
members of paramilitary groups as
well as military personnel who aid or
abet paramilitary groups. Before U.S.
military aid can be dispensed to Co-
lombia, the U.S. Secretary of State
must certify that these human rights
conditions have been met. By enforcing
these conditions, I believe that the Co-
lombian Government—with U.S. sup-
port—might achieve real progress on
Colombia’s path to peace.

I urge that Congress maintain the
strong human rights requirements in
this legislation. Without such checks
in providing assistance to Colombia, we
run the risk of further exacerbating
Colombia’s civil war. We must also
monitor the impact this assistance will
have on reducing drug production in

Colombia and drug supply in the
United States. By keeping this goal in
mind, we can evaluate and devise the
best method for combating the war
against drugs in the United States
which, after all, is the ultimate aim of
this aid.

As the strongest nation on earth, and
the world’s strongest democracy, our
foreign aid must be used to promote
peace, stability and human rights. As a
member of the Foreign Operations Con-
ference Committee, I will work to en-
sure that the final legislation supports
these goals and represents our national
interests and our values.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
think that a brief chronology of events
regarding U.S. efforts to provide assist-
ance to Colombia would be instructive.
For years, the Administration has ne-
glected the growing narcotics crisis in
the Andean Region. Funding for inter-
national interdiction declined rapidly
under the Clinton Administration. For
example, international counter-nar-
cotic funding dropped 56% from 1992 to
1996. Also Department of Defense air
assets for counter-narcotics were
slashed 68% from 1992–1999. As a result,
drug production abroad and drug usage
at home increased dramatically. The
statistics are devastating. From 1992 to
1999, for example, cocaine use among
10th graders increased 133%

Republicans have long argued for a
restoration of balance in the U.S.
counter-drug strategy: the 1980s showed
that eradicating and interdicting ille-
gal drugs outside our borders is a nec-
essary part of a successful drug strat-
egy that also includes strong invest-
ments in demand reduction and domes-
tic law enforcement.

The Colombia crisis emerged as an
international crisis last spring, 1999. I
had the opportunity to travel to Co-
lombia in August of 1999 to see the
drug-fueled crisis first-hand. Upon my
return, Senator DEWINE, Senator
GRASSLEY and I introduced an assist-
ance package, the Alianza Act, in Octo-
ber of 1999. The Alianza Act authorized
$1.6 billion over 3 years to support anti-
drug efforts, the rule of law, human
rights, and the peace process in Colom-
bia and neighboring countries. This
was, in my view, a balanced and com-
prehensive approach to the crisis in Co-
lombia.

Unfortunately, the Administration
was nowhere to be seen. Except for sev-
eral Administration envoys who ar-
rived to Bogota empty-handed, the
White House did little. Finally, after
months of delay, in January 2000 the
White House announced a response to
Plan Colombia, though failed to pro-
vide details until early February. The
Administration plan largely mirrored
the Alianza Act, though fell short in
two critical areas; it failed to take a
truly regional approach by providing
sufficient funds for other countries in
the Andean region and it also failed to
adequately provide for our front-line
law enforcement agencies such as the
Customs Service and the Coast Guard.
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In March, the House passed a $13 bil-

lion Supplemental Package, which in-
cluded $1.7 for Colombia. The Colombia
portion is a good bill that rectifies
many of the shortcomings in the Ad-
ministrations proposal. Then in May,
the Senate Foreign Operations Appro-
priations Subcommittee marked up its
bill, which included almost $1 billion
for Colombia (the Milcon Appropria-
tions Subcommittee also marked up
more than $300 million for Colombia as
well).

I strongly urge passage of this assist-
ance. There is no doubt that the crisis
in Colombia is an emergency that di-
rectly affects our national security and
threatens to destabilize the entire An-
dean region. While we may not all
agree on every detail of this package,
immediate passage of counter-nar-
cotics assistance is crucial to reduce
the flow of drugs onto our streets and
to bring stability to the Andean Re-
gion. It’s time to realize that the emer-
gency in Colombia threatens an impor-
tant source of U.S. oil, continues to
fuel the flood of illegal drugs entering
America’s streets, and endangers our
hemisphere’s common march toward
democracy and free enterprise.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield for
a unanimous consent request?

Mr. REED. I am happy to yield.
Mr. BYRD. I have an amendment on

the list. I would like to call this
amendment up tomorrow. I ask unani-
mous consent that I may be authorized
to call up one of my amendments on
the list tomorrow.

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

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator for
yielding.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the underlying legislation
that would provide support for the
country of Colombia to fight the drug
problem which not only involves Co-
lombia but involves the United States
very decisively and directly.

I commend Senators MCCONNELL and
colleagues who drafted this legislative
vehicle to assist Colombia.

Part of my discussion tonight is
based upon a trip last weekend that I
took with Senator DURBIN to Colombia.
We had the opportunity to travel to
Cartegena to meet with President
Pastrana and his key national security
advisers. We also traveled to Bogota to
meet with the Defense Minister and the
chairman of their joint chiefs of staff.

But I think much more importantly,
we traveled out to where the military
forces are being deployed to counteract
this drug problem, to the town of
Larandia. It is not really a town, it is
a base camp. It is a forward post for
the Colombians to conduct these
counterdrug operations.

One of the first impressions you get
when you go to Colombia and leaf
through the materials provided by the
Embassy is that this country has a
long history of violence—or, as the Co-
lombians say, La Violencia.

In fact, according to the Embassy,
there is one kidnapping every 5 hours

in Colombia. And 75 percent of the
world’s reported kidnappings occur in
Colombia. The Embassy points out
that Bogota is the murder capital of
the world. In a city of 7 million people,
there are 16 murders a day and 6,000
murders a year.

This is a country that has been
wracked by political and criminal vio-
lence for many decades. The political
violence began with some presence
back in 1940s when elements of what
later became the Liberal Party and the
Conservative Party literally battled for
control of the country. This lasted
until 1957, when both parties agreed to
form a national front.

Then there was a period from 1958
until 1974 in which both parties lit-
erally transferred power each 4 years
from one president to another, and
there was a semblance of stability in
the country. But certainly by the 1960s,
there was renewed agitation by guer-
rilla forces, principally Marxist and
Leninist forces—the whole spectrum—
the two principals being Fuerzas Arma-
das Revolucionarias de Colombia, or
FARC, and Ejercito de Liberacion
Nacional, or ELN.

These forces, spurred on by the suc-
cess of Castro in Cuba, made signifi-
cant inroads in terms of establishing
independent zones along with agitators
who also fought for agrarian rights in
the countryside.

In the 1960s, the Colombian military
conducted a serious counterinsurgence
operation. They were able to eliminate
these zones. But in that time, they won
for themselves the infamous designa-
tion of being significant abusers of
human rights. That reputation—both
the perception and, unfortunately, re-
ality—continues in the Colombian
military today.

But by the end of the 1960s and the
1970s, they had effectively pushed the
insurgency away from the populated
centers of Colombia—which are the
coastline and the Andean plains—into
the jungles of the Amazon, in an area
which is desolate, unpopulated, and,
frankly, beyond the effective control of
authorities in Bogota and elsewhere in
Colombia.

But in the 1970s, the drug trade began
to assert itself into the life of Colom-
bians, first with the cultivation of
marijuana. It took the Colombian po-
lice authority a while to recognize the
threat to them as well as to others
from this cultivation.

Recognizing the problem, they began
to organize themselves to conduct
counterdrug operations in the police
force—not the military.

Then, as we all know, marijuana was
rapidly displaced in the world drug
market by cocaine. The cocaine trade
became a curse for Colombia.

Within Colombia infrastructure, the
leadership of several major organiza-
tions—the Cali cartel, the Medellin
cartel and others—set up their head-
quarters in Colombia and began to run
worldwide operations. Most of the pro-
duction was done outside in the sur-

rounding Andean country. This map is
a recent example of cultivation areas—
the cultivation areas in Peru, Bolivia,
which have been very successful with
eradication, and here is Colombia. Cul-
tivation was typically outside Colom-
bia. Within Colombia, they located
clandestine laboratories to convert the
coca leaf into cocaine base and later
cocaine. From the 1970s and through
the 1980s, there was a fabulously power-
ful and wealthy criminal combination
that was destabilizing Colombia.

The United States did not stand aside
when this situation developed. The
United States supported the Colombian
police and insisted that the Colombian
police reform themselves and throw
out those who had been corrupted by
the narcotraffickers. With cooperation,
and with the leadership of the Colom-
bian police and with the bravery and
the sacrifice of scores of Colombian po-
lice officers, the Cali cartel was dis-
rupted and the Medellin cartel was dis-
rupted. The leaders of the cartels lit-
erally died in police shootouts.

We have a situation, where through
support by the United States and the
police forces of Colombia, we defeated
a drug combination that was threat-
ening the United States by importing
vast amounts of cocaine into the
United States.

Now there is a new situation and a
new crisis. The new crisis is the result
of two things: the collision of cocaine
cultivation, coca cultivation, and these
remnants of a political insurgency that
has been ongoing in Colombia for dec-
ades. The FARC and other revolu-
tionary units are in the hinterland.
What has arrived recently has been the
cultivation of coca. As a result, the
FARC—and its other guerrilla forces—
has been enlisted in the support and
protection of these coca fields. They
are deriving great resources in doing
that. They are deriving resources to
support their political activities.

Coca production now has been linked
with armed military forces. The police
are no longer capable with their equip-
ment and their technology to deal with
this. This has become a military prob-
lem. As a result, we are in a military
problem that requires military support
of the United States, just as it required
police support in the 1980s and the
early 1990s.

Part of the reason the cultivation
has come to Colombia is the fact that
we have been successful. As an indica-
tion of our success, Colombian produc-
tion has surged dramatically. It has
surged where in other places the pro-
duction has been cut back. Both in Bo-
livia and in Peru, we have made signifi-
cant progress—again, working with
local authorities, working with their
counternarcotics organizations—and
we have been able to suppress the cul-
tivation of coca. What has been sup-
pressed in Peru and Bolivia has now
blossomed in the southern provinces of
Colombia. Again, this combination of
coca production and guerrillas has pro-
duced a military crisis as well as a
drug crisis.
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I have heard colleagues come to the

floor and talk about the situation, say-
ing: This is Colombia’s problem, not
our problem.

Mr. President, the streets of America
are also the battlegrounds for this
problem because the final impact of co-
caine is felt—as too many Americans
are subject to the ravages of cocaine
addiction.

This chart demonstrates what we are
talking about. As I mentioned before,
Peru has shown a 27-percent reduction
in cultivation; Bolivia, a 53-percent re-
duction in cultivation; Colombia, pro-
duction has increased and will increase
unabated unless we do something.

The bottom line is, from all these
sources, but increasingly from Colom-
bia, 512 metric tons a year of cocaine is
directed to the United States. About
380 metric tons arrive, get through our
border checkpoints, get around our in-
tense efforts to stop it, and hit the
streets of America.

In a real sense, Colombia’s problem is
our problem and our problem is Colom-
bia’s problem. It is the huge demand of
the United States which is causing
some of this instability in Colombia.
So we have a rather strong national se-
curity interest in assisting Colombian
forces to do the job we insist they do,
which is to stop cocaine production and
distribution emanating from Colombia.
It is important to note we have a situa-
tion where we want to ensure that the
Colombian forces help us by curtailing
supply, so it does not arrive on the
streets of America.

The proposal that is included in the
legislation before the Senate, Plan Co-
lombia, has been carefully worked out.
Its focus is counternarcotics—not the
political insurgencies that have washed
back and forth across Colombia for dec-
ades. It represents the recognition by
our Government and the Government
of Colombia, first, that there is a sig-
nificant problem in Colombia that di-
rectly affects the tranquility of peace
and the security of the United States.
Second, I believe it also recognizes the
competence of the Colombian authori-
ties to fight the good fight.

Again, as I indicated, it was Colom-
bian police officials working with the
United States and other international
narcotics control officers that went a
long way to destroy the Cali cartel and
the Medellin cartel. Now this is a new
phase. It is no longer simply criminal
syndicates operating in the cities of
Colombia. It is a situation where guer-
rilla forces are protecting and profiting
from the cultivation of coca in the hin-
terlands of Colombia.

Mr. President, as I mentioned, Plan
Colombia is a reaction to the recogni-
tion of a crisis. It is also proposed as a
result of the confidence that has been
demonstrated in the Government of Co-
lombia, their sincere dedication to try
to eradicate their own problem with
drug cultivation, and also it rep-
resents, I think, and based upon my
trip, a sense of a reasonable prospect
for success because of their commit-

ment and also because of the nature of
the problem we face.

Plan Colombia has many different as-
pects. First, it focuses on not only
military operations. It focuses on the
peace process, which is ongoing in Co-
lombia today. President Pastrana,
when he was elected, was elected on a
plank that called for sincere and seri-
ous negotiations with the guerrilla
forces. He has instituted such negotia-
tions. In fact, what has happened in Co-
lombia is that he had dedicated an
area, approximately outlined by this
blue, in the hinterlands of Colombia,
which is a DMZ area, controlled by
FARC, the principle guerrilla group.
This peace process is important.

This plan is also an attempt to pro-
vide alternate development efforts for
the peasants and the cultivators in a
region where coca was being cul-
tivated. This plan calls not only for
military operations but also calls for
heightened sensitivity to peace, a com-
mitment and a contribution to eco-
nomic development. The United States
share is just a fraction of what the Co-
lombian Government has committed to
this effort for economic development
and for ways to have alternatives to
the coca cultivation.

Also, and quite rightly, the plan calls
for reform of the justice system and
protection of human rights, because,
frankly, one of the most feeble institu-
tions within Colombia, and this ac-
counts for many of their problems, is
the justice system and the penal sys-
tem that is not responsive to efficient,
fair, and appropriate justice. Here, too,
Plan Colombia, will call for a reform
and renewal of those institutions,
which are so important.

Then part of it, of course, is a mili-
tary component. Without security in
these areas, in these areas we have
talked about—without security in
these areas, there will be no way in
which we can effectively conduct—
‘‘we,’’ meaning the Government of Co-
lombia and its international partners—
can conduct the kind of economic de-
velopment and alternative develop-
ment that is necessary for long-term
stability.

Here is another map that focuses
clearly on Colombia alone. Here are
the regions where the production is sig-
nificant, Putumayo and Caqueta, these
provinces. Here in the pink is the zone
controlled by FARC. You can see it
really is in between major production
areas.

In order to get into these areas, in
order to provide the kind of economic
development that is necessary, there
has to be, first, security, and, because
of the nature of the armed combatants
in the area, that calls for military as-
sistance.

This is a big part but not the only
part of Plan Colombia. Within the con-
text of Plan Colombia, there are basi-
cally two significant components mili-
tarily: first, the training of counter-
narcotics troops, and, second, the pro-
vision of helicopters for their mobility,

because without helicopters you really
cannot be effective in this region.

The training has already been fin-
ished for the 1st Battalion and they are
in Tres Esquinas. The second is up here
in Larandia. They are awaiting our ap-
proval so American special forces
troops can conduct the training. With-
out helicopters, however, none of these
trained troops can effectively get to
where the cultivation is taking place,
where the clandestine laboratories are
located, where they must go in order to
upset and defeat the drug lords in this
part of Colombia. So it is very critical
we move today with dispatch with this
legislation, and move forward to allow
the military plan to go forward as well
as to provide the basis for later alter-
native development.

Many legitimate concerns have been
raised with respect to the program that
is being presented within this legisla-
tion. First of significance, one we
should all be very concerned about, is
human rights. There is no way we want
to be involved in an operation that is
not going to emphasize the appropriate
treatment of human rights, not only
because that is the right thing to do
but because in the long run that is the
most effective way to win away any
type of support for drug eradication
and to build respect for the legitimate
institutions of government in Colom-
bia.

We are aided in this effort by provi-
sions that already have been included
under the direction of Senator LEAHY.
Essentially, under the Leahy provi-
sions, units that receive assistance and
training from the United States cannot
receive that training unless an indi-
vidual who faces any type of credible
human rights violation has either been
removed or appropriate justice has
been rendered to that individual. In a
practical sense, this means all the
troops who are going to be trained are
vetted for human rights abuses. And all
of them must pass.

Also, the Minister of Defense of Co-
lombia must, every 6 months, report on
the process of bringing to justice those
individuals who have been accused of
human rights violations. As of today,
both of the counternarcotics battalions
have been vetted—the 1st Battalion
and the 2nd Battalion. Also, other
units of the Colombian Army have been
vetted. In order to receive our training,
these units must receive this vetting.
And it has already had a positive ef-
fect. But rest assured, this is a con-
stant struggle and we must insist and
ensure that this human rights perspec-
tive is one that is not lost in our ef-
forts to aid Colombia.

There is another point that I think is
important to make. There have been
many suggestions that the greatest
human rights violation that the Co-
lombian Army engages in is passive
and active cooperation with armed mi-
litias, self-defense forces, or
paramilitaries as they are called—the
perception that they are really in ca-
hoots with vigilante groups that are
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out to destroy not only leftist rebels,
but anyone who seeks to express them-
selves or ask for their rights in Colom-
bia. That has been the history. But at
least on the surface, things are chang-
ing.

One example of that is this particular
section of last week’s major paper in
Bogata, Colombia. This is an advertise-
ment that was taken out by the mili-
tary. Essentially it says that 785 fami-
lies will not celebrate Father’s Day.
Then it lists the victims of the violence
in Colombia. But I think it is signifi-
cant to note that they clearly point
out the violence that is the result of
guerrilla, leftist activity, and the vio-
lence that is the result of what they
determine are ‘‘autodefensas,’’ mili-
tias, self-defense forces. This is a re-
sult, I believe, also based on my con-
versations, that the military authori-
ties in Colombia are getting the mes-
sage. They are getting the message
that there is no way we will tolerate
alliances with paramilitary forces who
are trying to subvert our emphasis on
human rights. I think this is discour-
aging, in the sense that it is a horrible
litany of lost souls, but it is also im-
portant to note that at least the mili-
tary is trying to address the issue in an
evenhanded way, the violence that
both sides are doing to the fabric of
peace in Colombia.

There is a situation here on human
rights which is serious and in which
the military is, for the first time I be-
lieve, taking this responsibility very
seriously. There has been vetting of
these military units. We are objecting
to any type of training that would go
to units containing individuals who
have serious human rights violations.

There is also a high level of support
for the effort to improve the human
rights position in the Colombian Army,
both the Defense Minister, General
Tapias, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and at the tactical level
in Tres Esquinas, General Montoya.
These individuals recognize that the
continued cooperation and collabora-
tion with the United States rests upon
sincere and effective efforts to provide
effective human rights training and ef-
fective human rights behavior in the
Colombian military.

There is another aspect of concern
that has been raised by some of my col-
leagues with respect to operations in
Colombia, and that is the perception
that the elites of Colombia are not ac-
tively involved in this struggle. It is
most significantly reflected in con-
stitutional provisions that prevent
graduates of high school from being
sent into combat, where nongraduates
can be drafted and sent into combat.
This is an issue which is both symbolic
and substantive, too.

Our discussions with the Minister of
Defense suggest they are also recog-
nizing this issue; that they are con-
sciously moving to professionalize
their force by replacing draftees with
professional soldiers; and they are also
proposing, according to the Defense

Minister, legislation within this ses-
sion of the Colombian Congress that
will attempt to prevent this discrimi-
nation in favor of high school grad-
uates and against non-high school
graduates. It does represent, once
again, a perception on the part of the
Colombian authorities that they must
not only protect human rights, but
they must be fully committed to this
struggle in order to receive the support
of the United States.

There is another criticism that has
been lodged by some of my colleagues,
and that is that this is just another
entre into an unwinnable military
quagmire, like Vietnam. There are
many lessons to be drawn from Viet-
nam. One lesson is that we cannot fight
and should not fight someone else’s
battle if they do not have the will to do
it themselves.

In this particular situation, Colom-
bia is unlike Vietnam because the Co-
lombian forces are asking for our help
in terms of training, in terms of equip-
ment, but not our troops. They recog-
nize they must do that themselves.
Also, their history suggests they have
in the past done precisely that. They
wanted our training for their police,
equipment for their police, intelligence
reports for their police, but they went
after the cartels themselves. It was
their responsibility. They carried it
out successfully.

The other difference between Viet-
nam and the situation in Colombia is
that our focus is on drugs. Our focus is
on supporting Colombian military au-
thorities to provide the security so
that police authorities can destroy labs
and destroy coca fields. That is a lot
different from trying to win the hearts
and minds, to win the political alle-
giance of a population, as we were by
default forced to attempt in Vietnam.

Winning the political allegiance of
the people of Colombia is strictly and
only the function and responsibility of
the Colombian Government. That is
why President Pastrana’s peace plan
represents a sincere effort to do just
that. It is their plan, their peace plan.
Our effort should rightfully be re-
stricted, and is restricted, to the war
on drugs.

Our role is also limited operationally
because, as I mentioned before, we are
providing equipment, we are providing
trainers, and we are providing intel-
ligence, but intelligence related only
to counternarcotics operations. Again,
this is very similar to what we did with
the Colombian national police in their
successful effort to destroy the cartel.

One cannot totally dismiss history. I
believe we have to be very careful and
cautious so that these steps—appro-
priate steps and limited steps—do not
lead to something more. Part of this
debate then should be to not only reas-
sure the American public that what we
are doing is appropriate, but also that
we will continue to be vigilant so that
any commitment we make to Colombia
will be limited and will strictly be a
function of their capacity and their

willingness to fight their own fight and
not unwittingly involve Americans di-
rectly in that fight.

There are some other differences be-
tween Colombia and those who suggest
the Vietnam analogy. First of all, this
is an insurgency without any signifi-
cant foreign support. With the demise
of Castro as a potent revolutionary
force in Latin America, with the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union, this is not a
situation where there are indigenous
forces supported by outside powers. In
fact, the support the guerrillas on the
left and the paramilitary on the right
are deriving is from their participation
in the drug trade. There is no great
popular support abroad for the leftist
or for the rightist forces who are guer-
rillas or paramilitaries. Public opinion
polls suggest they have very limited
appeal.

Colombia is a country with strong
democratic traditions. It has regular
elections. Power transfers peacefully.
It is a market economy, until recently
a market economy that did very well.
For all these reasons, I think again we
should be watchful, but the analogy to
Vietnam at this juncture fails.

Let’s also look ahead. There are con-
sequences to our operations in Colom-
bia. First of all, if there is success in
Colombia, we should not be surprised
that the level of violence will increase
because these guerrillas and para-
military forces depend upon support
from somewhere. If they cannot sell
drugs—we hope they will not be able to
sell drugs—they will return to their old
ways—kidnapping, extortion, et cetera.
We have to recognize, ironically, if the
drug war is successful, we must see es-
calating levels of violence.

The Colombians recognize that, but
they are still willing to pay the price,
fight the fight, and destroy narcotics.
We have to recognize the armed oppo-
nents, FARC and others, are well off.
They will resist probably, and they will
resist with sophisticated weapons and
technology they have acquired through
their contributions to their drug tac-
tics.

There is another consequence that
might develop if this plan is approved
and funds provided to Colombia. That
is, if these guerrilla and paramilitary
units are deprived of their resources
from the drug trade to continue their
operations, there will, I think, be more
pressure for the peace settlement, more
willingness on the part of these com-
batants to come to the table and try to
work out an arrangement so that deci-
sions in Colombia are decided peace-
fully and not through armed conflict,
as it has been so long and so often in
that country.

There is another aspect, of course,
that would be very helpful to the peace
settlements there, and that would be
whether the United States could sup-
press its voracious appetite for cocaine.
That would go a long way to assist Co-
lombia in being a more peaceful and
tranquil society.
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So all of our efforts, not only to dis-

rupt production in Colombia and else-
where, but also to suppress demand
here in the United States would, I
think, be helpful.

But this particular plan, if it works—
and there is a reasonable probability
that it will work—could materially
and, I hope, effectively lead to sincere
and renewed peace discussions within
Colombia.

There is also a consequence for fail-
ure if we fail to approve the resources
or if the plan fails for other reasons. At
least one result would be that Presi-
dent Pastrana, and his government, in
the middle of the process, would likely
also fail. That could lead to several
consequences.

First, he could be replaced by some-
one who is less amenable to the peace
process. Given the tides of violence in
Colombia, there could be a resurgence
or the surfacing of an authoritarian
figure who would be much less sen-
sitive to the peace process.

Another possibility would be a recur-
rence of what happened in a previous
administration under President
Samper, where, effectively, the Presi-
dent of Colombia was subverted by
narcotraffickers, by drug money, and
the country was close to falling under
the sway of narcotics dealers rather
than the elected representatives of the
people of Colombia. So there are con-
sequences with which we must wrestle.

All in all, our most promising option
is to support this bill and support Plan
Colombia. To do nothing renders a se-
vere psychological blow to the people
of Colombia and to the administration
of President Pastrana, who is com-
mitted not only to fighting the drug
war, but also waging a peace process in
negotiations with the insurgents.

I think we ultimately have to con-
clude that our best course of action is
to provide the kind of support that is
outlined in this legislation, support
that goes to the military aspects that
have been created by the collision of
the cocaine cultivation in the hinter-
lands, where armed bands roam and de-
rive profit from coca production, to-
gether with a balanced approach that
emphasizes economic development,
particularly alternative development
for the campesinos, the peasants, that
strengthens the governance of Colom-
bia, with particular emphasis on the
judicial system and the penal system.

This comprehensive approach, rep-
resenting about $1.6 billion in Amer-
ican resources, about $4 billion of Co-
lombian resources, and hopefully con-
tributions from other countries around
the world, is, I believe, at this point
the best hope of significantly undercut-
ting drug production in Colombia, re-
ducing the flow of cocaine into the
United States, making our streets
safer, and giving Colombia a chance to
move to a peaceful, stable, civil soci-
ety, which has alluded them for many
years.

With that, Mr. President, I conclude
my remarks.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to a period for morning
business, with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each.

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

HONORING ELIZABETH MCGARR

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
think we all agree how important it is
for our young people to understand the
history of our nation and how the
events of the past have helped to shape
our country today and will continue to
shape it in the future.

On August 3, 1949, Congress des-
ignated June 14 as Flag Day. Last
week, a Dallas Morning News editorial
reminded us of the origins and meaning
of this national day of commemora-
tion. Flag Day was established to en-
sure that each year on that day we re-
call our nation’s proud history and its
role as a symbol of freedom and democ-
racy to our citizens and to people
around the world fighting for justice. I
was much surprised to discover that
this editorial, written with great wis-
dom and eloquence, was penned by
Elizabeth McGarr, an intern at the
Dallas Morning News in her first week
with the newspaper.

America is a diverse and culturally
rich country, but as Elizabeth points
out in her editorial, we are all able to
unite around the flag and celebrate our
commitment to the ideals embodied in
the Declaration of Independence: life,
liberty and the pursuit of happiness.
Elizabeth, who has just graduated from
the Hockaday School in Dallas and will
attend the University of Texas in the
fall, is an outstanding role model for
her peers and every American.

I ask unanimous consent that Eliza-
beth McGarr’s editorial be entered into
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Dallas Morning News, June 14,
2000]

FLAG DAY: CELEBRATION HAS EVOLVED OVER
NATION’S HISTORY

On June 14, 1777, almost a year after the
Declaration of Independence was signed, the
Continental Congress proposed that we
should display our own flag instead of flying
the British Union Jack. Our own national
flag. One that would symbolize the life, lib-
erty and the pursuit of happiness that the
Founders emphasized in the Declaration of
Independence. One that would represent
America through battles foreign and domes-
tic, through victories and defeats.

Each year on June 14, on Flag Day, we cel-
ebrate the ‘‘birthday’’ of our nation’s flag.

On the 100th anniversary, in 1877, Old Glory
flew outside every government building to
honor the adoption of a national flag. Phila-
delphia observed the first official Flag Day
in 1893, and New York followed suit in 1897.
In 1916, President Wilson proclaimed June 14
National Flag Day, and some states and
communities did celebrate this anniversary
of the Flag Resolution of 1777. Yet it wasn’t
until 1949 that President Harry S. Truman fi-

nally authorized June 14 as Flag Day nation-
wide.

The American flag is one of the most com-
plex flags to make, as evidenced by the 64
pieces of fabric needed to put it together. Its
red, white, and blue parts stand for courage,
purity and justice, respectively.

But on Flag Day, we celebrate more than
the colorful cloth. We celebrate our strug-
gles, trials, travails and victories from the
Halls of Montezuma to the shores of Tripoli.
And most important, America celebrates all
that the country has accomplished and all
that it can achieve with a positive attitude
and an optimistic spirit.

Often concerned with political correctness
or societal standards, we too quickly judge
people on the basis of skin color, religion or
background. In truth, we are more alike
than we are different. Is there a more united
scene than a crowd of people at a baseball
game removing their hats for ‘‘The Star
Spangled Banner,’’ or schoolchildren placing
their hands over their hearts to recite the
Pledge of Allegiance? Where the Stars and
Stripes is concerned, we are as united as can
be, and on this June 14, we celebrate our de-
votion to country and the patriotic unity
that arises when witnessing Old Glory wave
in the wind.

f

EXPLANATION OF VOTES—S. 2549

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, yester-
day a delayed flight due to weather and
the closing of flights through Chicago
caused me to miss votes on the Murray
Amendment (No. 3252), the Hatch
Amendment (No. 3473) and the Kennedy
Amendment (No. 3473) to S. 2549 the
Department of Defense Authorization
Bill. I would like to state for the record
what my votes would have been had I
been able to make those votes.

MURRAY AMENDMENT NO. 3252

Had I been present, I would have
voted to table the Murray amendment.
I do not believe we should turn our
military medical facilities into abor-
tion clinics. The Senate rejected this
amendment last year, and I see no rea-
son why the Senate should change its
position.

Though military facility abortion ad-
vocates try to present the situation as
otherwise, it is not the case that
women in the military are deprived of
the option of getting an abortion, if
they chose to have one. They are sim-
ply not able to obtain an abortion in a
military facility as an elective proce-
dure.

Furthermore, as Chairman of the
Readiness Subcommittee of the Armed
Services Committee, I know our mili-
tary medical resources are spread too
thin as things are. Not only is allowing
abortions in military medical facilities
an insult to many of the taxpayers who
have paid for those facilities, it forces
the hospitals to divert resources that
could have been used for preserving life
to do the opposite. This amendment
does nothing but support an agenda
that promotes abortion. To that I am
opposed.

HATCH AMENDMENT NO. 3474

I realize that many in the Senate
viewed the Hatch Amendment as a via-
ble alternative to the Kennedy Amend-
ment on hate crimes.
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