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Dr. Smith also proudly served his
country in both World War II and the
Korean War. In 1942, he enlisted in the
U.S. Navy and served in both the At-
lantic and Pacific campaigns of World
War II. He then volunteered to serve as
a medical officer at the Louisville, KY,
recruiting station during the Korean
War.

Dr. Smith received many accolades
and recognitions from his community,
and will be missed by a great many be-
loved family members and friends, in-
cluding his wife of 54 years, Patty.
Elaine and I send our thoughts and
prayers to the Smith family for their
loss. And I know my colleagues in this
U.S. Senate join me in recognizing the
long and accomplished life of service
led by Dr. John M. Smith Jr.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the obituary for Dr. Smith
that appeared in the Lexington Herald-
Leader be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the obit-
uary was ordered to appear as follows:

[From the Lexington Herald-Leader, June 18,
2013]

JOHN SMITH: OBITUARY

BEATTYVILLE.—Dr. John M. Smith, Jr., 91,
of Beattyville, KY, the son of John M. and
Treva Smith, was born April 9th, 1922, in
Hazard, KY, and passed away June 15th, 2013.
He was a practicing physician for 61 years.
He was one of the first graduates from Caney
Creek College, now known as Alice Lloyd
College in Pippa Passes, KY. After grad-
uating from the University of Kentucky, Phi
Beta Kappa, in 1942, he enlisted in the United
States Navy and served as a first lieutenant
aboard the U.S.S. Weeden, serving in both
the Atlantic and Pacific campaigns of World
War II.

Upon his honorable discharge, he was se-
lected as one of the first recipients of the
Rural Kentucky Medical Scholarship Fund,
and entered and graduated from the Univer-
sity of Louisville School of Medicine in 1949.
Following his medical internship, he ex-
tended his service to our country by volun-
teering for the Korean War, serving as a
medical officer at the Louisville, KY, re-
cruiting station. At the time of his discharge
on July 6th, 1951, he opened his first medical
practice 10 days later in Beattyville, KY. In
1962, he left Beattyville temporarily to prac-
tice in the field of radiology working at
Morehead Hospital, Woodford County Hos-
pital, and the Lexington Clinic. In June 1974,
he returned to Beattyville as a general prac-
titioner—his true love and passion—faith-
fully serving the patients he loved for the
next 38 years until the age of 90.

He was a member of the Masonic Proctor
Lodge 213 and the Lee County Shrine Club,
VFW Post 11296, and the Kentucky Medical
Association. He served as the Medical Direc-
tor of the Lee County Constant Care and
Geri Young House and a member of the Lee
County Board of Health. Dr. Smith is sur-
vived by his wife, Patty, of 54 years; sons
John S. (Vivian) of Beattyville, KY, Robert
of Versailles, KY, William (Kim) of Arling-
ton, VA, Sparkman, Daniel (Jo, Martha),
Giletta, and John A., all of Lexington, KY;
one brother, Luther (Rosemary), Beattyville,
KY; two sisters, Janet (Glenn) Moore,
Scottsburg, IN, and Joan Tilford, Falls of
Rough, KY; 17 grandchildren and 11 great-
grandchildren.

Visitation will be Wednesday, June 19th
from 6 to 8 p.m. and Thursday, June 20th
from 10 to 11 a.m. at Saint Thomas Episcopal
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Church in Beattyville. Funeral services will
be Thursday, June 20th at 11 a.m. also at
Saint Thomas Episcopal Church with The
Reverend Bryant Kibler officiating. Burial
will follow at the Lexington Cemetery, Lex-
ington, KY.

———

SYRIA

Mr. McCCAIN. Mr. President, as we
prepare to head out for the August re-
cess, I have returned to the floor today
to speak, once again, about the horrific
and worsening situation in Syria—a
conflict that, we learned this week, has
now claimed 100,000 lives.

I would like to take a few minutes to
read from a remarkable statement that
was delivered on Monday by Mr. Paulo
Pinheiro, the chair of the United Na-
tions Independent International Com-
mission of Inquiry on Syria. The ex-
cerpts I wish to read are long, but they
are shocking, and worth quoting in
full.

Here is the assessment Mr. Pinheiro
gave to the U.N., and I quote:

Syria is in free-fall. Relentless shelling has
killed thousands of civilians and displaced
the populations of entire towns. An untold
number of men and women have disappeared
while passing through the ubiquitous check-
points. Those freed from detention are living
with the physical and mental scars of tor-
ture. Hospitals have been bombarded, leaving
the sick and wounded to languish without
care. With the destruction of thousands of
schools, a generation of children now strug-
gle to obtain an education. The country has
become a battlefield. Its civilians are repeat-
edly victims of acts of terror.

Mr. Pinheiro concludes with this
powerful plea for action:

That civilians should come under such sus-
tained unlawful attacks should shock your
conscience and spur you to action. But it has
not. As the conflict drags on, you—and the
world—have become accustomed to levels of
violence that were previously unthinkable

It is time for the international community
to act decisively. There are no easy choices.
To evade choice, however, is to countenance
the continuation of this war and its many
violations . . . The world must hear the cry
of the people—stop the violence, put an end
to this carnage, halt the destruction of the
great country of Syria!

Again, this is not my assessment; it
is that of a senior United Nations lead-
er. And I applaud Mr. Pinheiro for his
moral leadership on behalf of the Syr-
ian people. At the same time, I say
with the utmost respect that I disagree
with Mr. Pinheiro’s counsel for what is
required to achieve the goal we share,
which is to create conditions that favor
a negotiated end to the conflict in
Syria. I continue to believe that, while
there is not a purely military solution
to the conflict in Syria, I find it dif-
ficult to avoid the conclusion that
military intervention by the United
States and our allies must be a critical
part of the solution we seek. Indeed it
is unrealistic to think we can arrive at
a diplomatic solution otherwise.

Let’s be absolutely clear about the
realities in Syria today and where this
conflict is headed. Asad is never going
to negotiate himself out of power or
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seek to end the conflict diplomatically
so long as he believes he is winning on
the battlefield, and right now, he clear-
ly has the advantage on the ground.
This is thanks, in critical part, to his
air power, which not only allows Asad
to pound opposition military positions
and civilian populations—including
with chemical weapons, which nearly
everyone believes he has used and will
use again—but also to move his troops
and supplies around the battlefield in
ways that he cannot do on the ground.

Asad’s growing military advantage is
also thanks to the influx of thousands
of Hezbollah fighters who are leading
offensives in key parts of the country,
Iranian special forces who are training
and advising Asad’s troops and private
militias, Shia militants from Iraq and
Lebanon, as well as a steady and deci-
sive flow of weapons and other assist-
ance from Iran and Russia, which is
being brought into Syria with impu-
nity, including through overflights of
Iraq.

The consequences of this onslaught
for Syria are bad enough. The strategi-
cally vital city of Homs is expected to
fall imminently, which would be a
major victory for Asad that would
strengthen his position immeasurably.
The consequences for the region, how-
ever, are arguably worse. Syria’s main
export today is its civilian population,
which is flooding into Turkey, Leb-
anon, and Jordan, by the hundreds of
thousands. Indeed, 15 percent of Jor-
dan’s population is now Syrian refu-
gees, and the fourth largest city in the
country is now a Syria refugee camp.

At the same time, Syria’s primary
import today seems to be foreign ex-
tremists from all across the region and
indeed the world. It is well known from
estimates in published reports that as
many as several thousand people from
all across the Middle East have moved
into Syria to fight with Al Qaeda and
other extremist groups. But, in addi-
tion, the New York Times reported this
week that Western counterterrorism
and intelligence officials now believe
that hundreds of Muslims from West-
ern countries have joined the fight in
Syria, including 140 French, 75 Span-
iards, 60 Germans, a few dozen Cana-
dians and Australians, as well as fight-
ers from Austria, Belgium, Denmark,
Finland, Iceland, Italy, Norway, Swe-
den, and the Netherlands. As many as a
dozen Americans are believed to be
among them. It is difficult to conclude
that Al Qaeda does not enjoy safe
haven in Syria today, and no one
should believe that it won’t be used
eventually to launch attacks against
us.

Make no mistake, this is where we
are headed. Syria is becoming a failed
state in the heart of the Middle East
and a safe haven for Al Qaeda and its
allies. It is becoming a regional and
sectarian conflict that threatens the
national security interests of the
United States. And it is becoming the
decisive battleground on which Iran
and its allies are defying the United
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States and our allies and prevailing in
a test of wills, which is fundamentally
undermining  America’s credibility
among both our friends and enemies
throughout the region and the world.

Some may see this as an acceptable
outcome. I do not.

I know Americans are war weary. 1
know the situation in Syria is complex,
and there are no easy answers. That
said, all of us must ask ourselves one
basic question: Are the costs, and
risks, and potential benefits associated
with our current course of action bet-
ter or worse than those associated with
America becoming more involved mili-
tarily in Syria? I believe our current
course of action is worse, because it
virtually guarantees all of the bad out-
comes that are unfolding before our
eyes and getting worse and worse the
longer this conflict grinds on.

Now, some would have us believe
that military action of even a limited
nature is too cost intensive, too high
risk, and too marginal in its potential
impact in Syria. In a letter dated July
19, 2013, to the chairman of the Armed
Services Committee and myself, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
GEN Martin Dempsey, described the re-
quirements to conduct various military
options in Syria. He spoke of scenarios
that would demand hundreds of mili-
tary assets and thousands of special
forces to resource military options
that no one is seriously considering.

Now, in my many years, I have seen
a lot of military commanders overstate
what is needed to conduct military ac-
tion for one reason or another. But
rarely have I seen an effort as disingen-
uous and exaggerated as what General
Dempsey proposed.

The option that many of us have pro-
posed is limited standoff strikes to de-
grade Asad’s air power and ballistic
missile capability. But here is General
Dempsey’s description of what would
be needed to conduct ‘‘limited standoff
strikes’’:

Potential targets include high-value re-
gime air defense, air, ground, missile, and
naval forces as well as the supporting mili-
tary facilities and command nodes. Stand-off
air and missile systems could be used to
strike hundreds of targets at a tempo of our
choosing. Force requirements would include
hundreds of aircraft, ships, submarines, and
other enablers. Depending on duration, the
costs would be in the billions.

This is a completely disingenuous de-
scription of both the problem and the
solution. No one is seriously talking
about striking Asad’s naval forces as
part of a limited campaign. And no one
seriously thinks that degrading Asad’s
air power would require hundreds of
American military assets. The whole
thing is completely misleading to the
Congress and the American people, and
it is shameful.

For a serious accounting of a real-
istic limited military option in Syria, I
would strongly recommend a new study
that is being released today by the In-
stitute for the Study of War, or ISW,
which was overseen by GEN Jack
Keane, the author of the surge strategy
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that enabled us to turn around the war
in Iraq. This new study confirms what
I and many others have long argued:
That it is militarily feasible for the
United States and our friends and al-
lies to significantly degrade Asad’s air
power at relatively low cost, low risk
to our personnel, and in very short
order—and to do so, I want to stress,
without putting any U.S. boots on the
ground.

Specifically, the ISW study reports
that Asad’s forces are only flying a
maximum of 100 operational strike air-
craft at present, an estimate that ISW
concedes is likely very generous to the
Asad regime. The real figure, they
maintain, is more likely around 50.
What is more, these aircraft are only
being flown out of 6 primary airfields,
with an additional 12 secondary air-
fields playing a supporting role. What
this means is that the real-world mili-
tary problem of how to significantly
degrade Asad’s air power is very man-
ageable—again, as I and others have
maintained.

ISW calculates that U.S. and allied
forces could significantly degrade
Asad’s air power using standoff weap-
ons that would not require one of our
pilots to enter Syrian airspace or con-
front one Syrian air defense system.
With a limited number of these preci-
sion strikes against each of Asad’s
eight primary airfields, we could crater
their runways, destroy their fuel and
maintenance capabilities, knock out
key command and control, and destroy
a significant portion of their aircraft
on the ground. The ISW study esti-
mates that this limited intervention
could be achieved in 1 day and would
involve a total of 3 Navy surface ships
and 24 strike aircraft, each deploying a
limited number of precision-guided mu-
nitions—all fired from outside of Syria,
without ever confronting Syrian air de-
fenses.

This should not come as a surprise.
After all, hitting static targets from a
distance is what the U.S. military does
best. And hitting static targets in
Syria, without ever confronting Syrian
air defenses inside of Syrian airspace,
is something that our Israeli allies now
seem to have done on several occa-
sions. Surely we can too.

There are other things we should do
in conjunction with targeted strikes
against Asad’s air power. We could ex-
pand the list of targets to include
Asad’s ballistic missiles, as well as key
regime command-and-control sites.
This would be an equally minimal
number of targets that could be hit
with the same standoff weapons. We
should also stand up a far larger train-
and-equip operation than what pub-
lished reports suggest has been author-
ized to date. What all of the Syrian op-
position leaders have told me their
forces need most of all is antitank
weapons that can destroy Asad’s artil-
lery and armor, which would remain a
major threat even if we significantly
degrade Asad’s air power. We should
give the Syrian opposition these kinds
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of capabilities to level the playing field
themselves.

If we were to do all of these things—
degrade Asad’s air power and ballistic
missiles and train, equip and advise the
opposition on a large scale—it probably
would not end the conflict in Syria im-
mediately. But it could turn the tide of
battle against Asad’s forces and in
favor of the opposition, and begin to
create conditions on the ground that
could make a negotiated end to the
conflict possible.

We cannot afford to lose the moral
dimension from our foreign policy. If
ever a case should remind us of this, it
is Syria. Leon Wieseltier captured this
point powerfully in The New Republic
last month. His words are as true today
as they were then, and I quote:

The slaughter is unceasing. But the debate
about American intervention is increasingly
conducted in ‘‘realist’” terms: the threat to
American interests posed by jihadism in
Syria, the intrigues of Iran and Hezbollah,
the rattling of Israel, the ruination of Jor-
dan and Lebanon and Iraq. Those are all
good reasons for the president of the United
States to act like the president of the United
States. But wouldn’t the prevention of eth-
nic cleansing and genocidal war be reason
enough? Is the death of scores and even hun-
dreds of thousands, and the displacement of
millions, less significant for American pol-
icy, and less quickening? The moral dimen-
sion must be restored to our deliberations,
the moral sting, or else Obama, for all his
talk about conscience, will have presided
over a terrible mutilation of American dis-
course: the severance of conscience from ac-
tion.

We have had these debates before. In
Bosnia, and later in Kosovo, we heard
many arguments against military
intervention that we now hear about
Syria. It was said that there was no
international consensus for action,
that the situation on the ground was
messy and confused, that it was not
clear who we would actually be help-
ing, and that our involvement could ac-
tually make matters worse. Fortu-
nately, we had a President who led—
who explained to the American people
what the stakes were in the Balkans,
and why we needed to rise to the role
that only America could play. Here is
how President Bill Clinton described
Bosnia in 1995:

There are times and places where our lead-
ership can mean the difference between
peace and war, and where we can defend our
fundamental values as a people and serve our
most basic, strategic interests. [T]here are
still times when America and America alone
can and should make the difference for
peace.

Nearly two decades ago, I worked
with both my Democratic and Repub-
lican colleagues in Congress to support
President Clinton as he led America to
do the right thing in stopping mass
atrocities in Bosnia. The question for
another President today, and for all of
my colleagues in this body, indeed for
all Americans, is whether we will once
again answer the desperate pleas for
rescue that are made uniquely to us, as
the United States of America.
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REMEMBERING COLONEL GEORGE
“BUD” DAY

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
would like to take time today to honor
the life of a very brave man, and an ex-
emplary Iowan, Col. George ‘‘Bud”
Day, who passed away over the week-
end.

Bud Day’s brave and memorable mili-
tary career started at the age of 17,
when he volunteered for the Marine
Corps during World War II in Sioux
City, IA.

After this period of service, Bud re-
turned home, and received a law degree
from the University of South Dakota.

His military service to this country,
however, would resume.

Bud Day joined the Air National
Guard in 1950 and was called up for ac-
tive duty a year later during the Ko-
rean War.

By 1955 he had become a captain with
the Air Force.

With the same go-getter attitude he
displayed throughout his service, then
Captain Day went on to command a
squadron of F-100s in Vietnam in 1967.

On August 26, Bud’s plane was hit
and took a steep dive. Upon ejection he
sustained many injuries.

Shortly after the crash, Bud was
taken prisoner and tortured.

Maintaining his unflagging spirit and
fueled by his love for his country, Bud
Day refused to cooperate and escaped
his captors. Surviving treacherous con-
ditions and life-threatening situations
every minute, Bud spent 2 weeks trying
to find U.S. troops.

His efforts left him exhausted and he
was later recaptured and returned to
the same camp he had escaped from.

He was then moved to the infamous
“Hanoi Hilton”’ camp where torture
was commonplace for the next 5 years
of his life until his release in 1973.

Even after all of this, Bud Day re-
sumed his service with the U.S. Air
Force, and was appointed vice com-
mander of the 33rd Tactical Fighter
Wing at Eglin Air Force Base, FL.

Three years after his release from the
Hanoi Hilton, Bud received the Medal
of Honor from President Gerald Ford
for not divulging information in the
face of torture, thereby putting his
own life in imminent risk to save oth-
ers.

He has also received numerous other
awards and recognitions such as the
Air Force Cross for extraordinary her-
oism in military operations against an
opposing armed force as a POW, mak-
ing him one of America’s most deco-
rated servicemen.

Bud Day remained public spirited
even after his military service, con-
tinuing to advocate for veterans and
other causes that were important to
him.

His life of service is a tremendous
role model for future generations and
he will be missed.

I am proud to have been able to call
Bud Day an Iowan and a friend.
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VOTE EXPLANATION

Mr. CHIESA. Mr. President, due to a
long standing personal commitment, I
was unable to cast votes on rollcall
vote Nos. 188 through 194. Had I been
present, I would have voted yes on No.
188; I would have voted no on No. 189; I
would have voted no on No. 190; I would
have voted no on No. 191; I would have
voted no on No. 192; T would have voted
no on No. 193; and I would have no on
No. 194.

———

REMEMBERING KAREN PAULSON

Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, I wish
to offer a tribute honoring the life and
service of Karen Paulson, who passed
away this week. Karen was a friend and
a dedicated, hard-working member of
my staff for a number of years. She
also served as an aide to several other
Members of Congress, including Con-
gressman Jon Porter from my home
State of Nevada, and House Speaker
JOHN BOEHNER.

Karen was a tremendously talented
administrator who cared deeply about
public service. She was an individual
upon whom many others relied. Karen
could always be counted on for her
steadfastness and initiative. She was
an attentive problem-solver and was
ever eager to help make things simpler
for her colleagues however she could. I
can personally attest to her commit-
ment to excellence in whatever role
she held, and I am deeply grateful for
the special years she spent as a mem-
ber of my staff.

While Karen will be dearly missed,
her service and her spirit will be long
remembered. I ask my colleagues to
join me in remembering this dedicated
public servant, and offer my deepest
condolences to Karen’s family and
loved ones during this difficult time.

————

SEA OF CHANGE

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, on April 16,
2013 President Ma Ying-jeiou of Taiwan
gave a speech on a videoconference
with Center on Democracy, Develop-
ment and the Rule of Law at Stanford
University. I feel my colleagues could
benefit from reading this speech. I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD President Ma Ying-jeiou’s
speech.

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

1. OPENING REMARKS

Professor Rice, Professor Diamond, Pro-
fessor Fukuyama, Admiral Roughead, distin-
guished guests, faculty members and stu-
dents of Stanford University, ladies and gen-
tlemen: Good evening! It’s your evening now,
but it’s our morning here in Taipei.

Before I start, I want to pay my deep con-
dolences to those victims suffered by the ex-
plosions happened at Boston Marathon on
Monday. My prayers and thoughts are with
their family members. In the meantime, I
also strongly condemn the violence on behalf
of the government of the Republic of China
(Taiwan).
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It is a great pleasure to be addressing my
friends at Stanford University this evening.
Stanford University has long been a distin-
guished center of learning. Under the guid-
ance of Professor Diamond, the Center on
Democracy, Development, and the Rule of
Law, through the Journal of Democracy, has
made incomparable contributions to the
study of democracy. Since Taiwan represents
a shining example of how democracy can
take root in the Chinese-speaking world, it is
only fitting to join you today for this video-
conference.

II. CHANGES IN EAST ASIA

Since I took office as President of the Re-
public of China in 2008, the geopolitical situ-
ation in East Asia has undergone tremen-
dous change. Five years ago, there were two
flash points: the Korean Peninsula and the
Taiwan Straits. Today, the Korean Penin-
sula is at an unprecedented level of tension:
North Korea has conducted a third nuclear
test explosion, and in the aftermath of the
resulting UN sanctions continues its saber
rattling, even claiming that it has abrogated
the 1953 Armistice Agreement that ended Ko-
rean War fighting 60 years ago. In contrast,
tensions in the Taiwan Straits have been
greatly reduced, and relations between Tai-
wan and mainland China continue to ad-
vance toward peace and prosperity.

This does not necessarily mean, however,
that only one potential source of instability
remains in East Asia. Geopolitical competi-
tion in both the East China Sea and the
South China Sea is growing more intense
even as the drive toward regional economic
integration continues. In addition, three of
the major players in East Asia—mainland
China, South Korea and Japan—have
changed leadership in the last eight months,
while here in Taiwan, I was elected to a sec-
ond term of office early last year.

Thus, amidst the uncertainty resulting
from such changes, the Republic of China on
Taiwan remains firmly committed to fos-
tering peace and stability, and is a strong
proponent of the liberal values cherished by
democracies worldwide. It is against this
backdrop that I would like to discuss how
my administration has steered Taiwan
through this sea of change.

III. HOW CROSS-STRAIT RAPPROCHEMENT WAS

ACHIEVED

I decided to seek rapprochement with
mainland China long before I took office in
2008. To ensure peace in the Taiwan Straits
after some sixty tumultuous years, my ad-
ministration had to meet both the chal-
lenges of establishing mutual trust between
the two sides of the Taiwan Straits and of re-
building Taiwan’s strength so that peace
could be guaranteed.

From the start, the ‘92 Consensus” was a
critical anchoring point for Taiwan and
mainland China to find common ground on
the otherwise intractable issue of ‘‘One
China.” The consensus, reached between the
two sides in 1992, established a common un-
derstanding of ‘‘one China with respective
interpretations.” With this understanding as
the foundation, my administration designed
a number of modus operandi that broadly de-
fined how Taiwan would pursue peace and
prosperity with mainland China. These in-
cluded iteration of the ‘““Three No’s”—‘No
Unification, No Independence, and No Use of
Force”’—under the framework of the ROC
Constitution. This formulation, grounded de
jure in the 1947 Constitution of the Republic
of China, sets clear parameters for how both
parties can work to move the relationship
forward in a positive direction without mis-
understandings or hidden agenda, so as to
build mutual trust and achieve mutual ben-
efit for the people on either side of the Tai-
wan Straits.
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