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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-

ING FOR DEBATE AND CONSID-
ERATION OF THREE MEASURES
RELATING TO U.S. TROOP DE-
PLOYMENTS IN BOSNIA

SPEECH OF

HON. JIM KOLBE
OF ARIZONA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, December 12, 1995

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, today, we asked
to vote on three measures regarding the de-
ployment of United States troops to Bosnia.
Ten days ago, I joined 14 of my colleagues
from the House and Senate on a factfinding
trip to Bosnia and Herzogovenia, Serbia, and
Croatia. I did so because I wanted to fully un-
derstand the implications of the United States
being involved in the Balkans. We meet with
the Presidents of the Yugoslav Republic, Cro-
atia, and Bosnia, the United States Army, and
NATO Commanders, as well as U.N. military
authorities. And we all saw images in Sarejevo
I’m sure we’ll never forget.

The devastation is staggering beyond com-
prehension around Sarajevo—the host of the
1984 Winter Olympics. Once a city of 500,000,
its population, it has been reduced in half. Vir-
tually every building is damaged. Electricity,
water, sewer, and other basic services are
sporadic. Most troubling, however, is the
human toll—many thousands of civilians have
been killed in the conflict and there are per-
haps as many as 3 million Balkan refugees
scattered across Europe. They are the inno-
cent victims of this conflict. It was obvious to
all on our trip that life will never be the same
for those who live in this troubled region of the
world.

Now, the President has made a decision to
send 20,000 Americans to Bosnia to join with
other NATO Forces in implementing the peace
agreement. I think the policy that led to this
decision was wrong. But the question of
whether we should have gone there is largely
moot. It now matters only that we succeed.
This raises the question of how we should de-
fine success.

I believe that success should be defined as
minimizing casualties to U.S. troops and en-
suring the peace we enforce for 12 months
can endure beyond that period. Regarding the
safety of our troops, I am convinced our mili-
tary is capable of protecting themselves and
enforcing peace while they are there. Make no
mistake, this is a tough assignment and it car-
ries with it the dangers inherent to any military
operation in a potentially hostile environment.
However, our troops are well-trained, their
mission is well-defined, and they have the req-
uisite firepower and clear rules of engagement
to protect themselves. Morale is high and I am
confident they are well-prepared for the mis-
sion ahead.

I remain, however, doubtful about the pros-
pects for long-term peace in the region. The
NATO Forces have established a self-imposed
1-year deadline for the departure of troops. It
hardly seems plausible that a 1-year respite in
the fighting will be sufficient to secure the last-
ing peace contemplated by the Dayton Agree-
ment and coveted by the people of that war-
torn region.

It has been my consistent view that a stable
military balance is essential to achieve lasting
peace in the Balkans. That means, in my

view, during the next year, the Bosnian mili-
tary must be armed and trained in the use of
weapons. If the deployment of American
peacekeepers is inconsistent with an active ef-
fort to arm the Bosnians—by whomever—as
some of our allies and some in Congress as-
sert, then American peacekeepers should not
be deployed because lasting peace cannot be
achieved because of the extreme military im-
balance that exists today. We must have a
commitment from our allies on this issue in
advance or this mission will almost certainly
be doomed to failure. It is impossible to imag-
ine the Bosnian Republic living in harmony
without a sufficiently armed and trained
Bosnian military force. I am disappointed that,
in the House of Representatives, we have not
had the opportunity to consider initiatives to
compel the administration to extract such a
commitment from our allies.

Furthermore, I see little in the peace accord
to address the monumental problem of the
nearly 3 million refugees who have been dis-
placed from their homes. While the agreement
calls for these people to return to their homes
and villages in territories controlled by former
enemies, it provides no guarantees of security
for them. If the Bosnians, Serbs, and Croats
cannot return to their homes with assurances
of safety, it is a virtual certainty that they will
remain refugees, with all the attendant prob-
lems such a massive population displacement
will cause. It could easily lead to a situation
similar to that which has plagued Israel and
Palestine for over 40 years.

Despite my reservations about the wisdom
of the President’s decision to deploy United
States forces to Bosnia, now that the decision
to deploy them has been made, I am commit-
ted to providing full support to our troops. I will
vote now, and in the future, to provide them
with whatever resources are deemed nec-
essary to allow them to accomplish their mis-
sion. Certainly, the brave men and women
serving in our Armed Forces deserve no less.
f

TRIBUTE TO COL. VLADIMIR
SOBICHEVSKY

HON. SAM FARR
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, December 18, 1995

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to sa-
lute a great military leader, U.S. Army Col.
Vladimir Sobichevsky. The colonel retires from
the U.S. Army this month after serving for the
last 3 years as the commandant of the De-
fense Language Institute located in my district.

A native of Russia, Sobichevsky fled the
former Soviet Union with his mother in 1943.
Settling in Germany, the two emigrated to the
United States from a displaced persons camp
in 1949. He enlisted in the U.S. Army just 7
years later, joining the first Special Forces
group.

At the time, Sobichevsky said he was moti-
vated to become a soldier because you could
earn U.S. citizenship by serving in the Armed
Forces for 5 years. He recently told a reporter:

I was going to join the Marines. I kind of
fell into the Special Forces. I was the dumb-
est kid you could’ve met, with virtually no
education, due probably to a poor start in
life.

I was standing in a drugstore in Geary
Street in San Francisco, reading a magazine,

and I saw an article titled ‘‘The Apes of
Rath,’’ about Colonel Rath, who was putting
together the first Special Forces group. I
thought they had nice headgear, the green
beret.

I joined the Army without any idea of what
I was getting into. I began to realize it at the
Airborne School at Fort Benning (Georgia).

And after nearly 40 years in uniform, there
is little doubt that Sobichevsky made the right
choice. Indeed, his career in the Army has
been very distinguished. Completing three
tours of duty in Germany, two tours in Korea,
and one in Panama, Sobichevsky saw combat
first in Laos as part of the White Star initiative
and then in the Military Assistance Command
Vietnam’s Studies and Observation Group.

After earning both bachelor’s and master’s
degrees in government from the University of
San Francisco, Sobichevsky also graduated
from the Army Command and General Staff
College and the National War College.

After serving as operations director for the
Special Operations Command, Pacific, Colonel
Sobichevsky was transferred to the Defense
Language Institute, which will mark its 50th
anniversary next year as the premier military
institution for foreign language instruction in
support of national security requirements for
all four military services.

During his 3-year tenure at DLI, the largest
language training institution in the world,
Sobichevsky is credited with incorporating the
school into the network of Monterey Bay edu-
cational and language facilities. DLI now
works cooperatively with other Monterey Bay
institutions of higher learning dedicated to for-
eign language training, including the Monterey
Institute of International Studies and the Naval
Postgraduate School. The consortium of insti-
tutions that provide graduate-level training in
foreign language in the Monterey Bay area
have a strong leader in Colonel Sobichevsky
and DLI.

More importantly, the commandant has im-
proved the training at DLI. ‘‘Our goal is to
have students achieve a Level II proficiency in
listening comprehension, reading and speak-
ing,’’ Sobichevsky said. ‘‘That’s not a native
speaker, but that’s pretty darned good.’’

According to Sobichevsky, while just 12 per-
cent of DLI graduates had level II proficiency
in 1985, 64 percent have it this year.

‘‘I don’t want to take credit,’’ Sobichevsky
modestly added. ‘‘We built on the building
blocks of previous commandants. The credit
goes to the 650 faculty, seven school deans,
80 military language instructors. They deserve
the credit.’’

As each student who has received language
training at DLI will attest, Sobichevsky is to be
commended for enhancing the language pre-
paredness of its students. Colonel
Sobichevsky is a soldier’s soldier and de-
serves the Nation’s heartfelt appreciation for
his military service.
f

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996

SPEECH OF

HON. MICHAEL G. OXLEY
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, December 15, 1995

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, there were a
number of environmental matters in this year’s
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DOD authorization bill that fell within the juris-
diction of the Committee on Commerce, and
for which Chairman BLILEY and I served as
conferees. The first issue related to reforms of
so-called restoration advisory boards, which
are community involvement organizations de-
veloped by the Department of Defense to en-
sure citizen participation in decisionmaking on
environmental cleanups of DOD facilities. The
Commerce Committee is very concerned that
the bill’s provisions may ultimately have the ef-
fect of putting an inappropriate burden on the
Superfund trust fund, and I understand that an
exchange of letters between Chairmen BLILEY

and SPENCE will be included in the record of
this debate. I simply rise to emphasize the
point, and to assure may colleagues that, as
the Commerce Committee considers its
Superfund reform legislation in 1996, we will
be keeping a close eye on this issue.

The second matter of importance to the
Committee was a direct amendment to
Superfund relating to DOD’s ability to lease
parcels of its property. We worked closely with
the Senator from New Hampshire in the other
body to make commonsense reforms in this
area. Nevertheless, the Commerce Committee
clearly retains jurisdiction over these provi-
sions, and In intend to review them as our
Superfund reform bill progresses.

f

COMMENDING SAMUETTA H.
DREW, PRINCIPAL OF ANNA STU-
ART DUPUY ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL IN BIRMINGHAM, AL

HON. EARL F. HILLIARD
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, December 18, 1995

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I insert the fol-
lowing for the RECORD:

Whereas, Dupuy Elementary School under
the guidance and leadership of Principal
Samuetta H. Drew implemented the ABC’s of
Etiquette Training Program which has been
recognized by CBS Good Morning America
Show and CNN’s Parenting Today; and

Whereas, Dupuy Elementary School has
been instrumental in the development of pro-
grams such as the Builders Club, Beta Club,
Safety Patrol, Student Council, Scouting
and the DARE Program, such programs have
help enhanced the organizational skills of
our future leaders as well as strenghted their
self esteem; and

Whereas, Dupuy Elementary School is in-
volved in positive activities and desiring
those things pleasing to God and that the
Dupuy Elementary represents the type of
educational environment deserving of praise
and recognition by all in the Seventh Con-
gressional District: Now therefore, be it

Resolved, That I hereby most highly com-
mend Mrs. Samuetta H. Drew all the staff of
Anna Stuart Dupuy Elementary School for
the Implementation of the ABC’s of Eti-
quette Program, for taking the extra initia-
tive to develop the social and organizational
skills of our youngsters and just for a job
well done.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR DEBATE AND CONSID-
ERATION OF THREE MEASURES
RELATING TO UNITED STATES
TROOP DEPLOYMENTS IN
BOSNIA

SPEECH OF

HON. TIM ROEMER
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, December 12, 1995
Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong

support of House Resolution 302 as intro-
duced by Representatives SKELTON and
BUYER that would reiterate our serious con-
cerns about the planned deployment of 20,000
United States ground troops to Bosnia to help
implement the Dayton peace accord. This res-
olution also expresses the deep pride and
confidence of our Nation in the brave and cou-
rageous U.S. troops supporting this com-
plicated and dangerous mission. This is cer-
tainly the message that we want to send to
our proud men and women in uniform.

Without question, the decision to send Unit-
ed States troops to Bosnia is one of the most
difficult foreign policy choices our Nation must
confront. The risk our troops will face is real,
and the long-term success of the Dayton
agreement is far from certain. From the outset,
I have been opposed to sending United States
troops because the situation in Bosnia does
not involve a vital and compelling national in-
terest. This mission is not clearly defined,
other than the exit date, and there is a great
deal of potential danger and confusion en-
tailed in nation-building. The Dayton accord in-
volves assuring fair and free elections and re-
settling the refugees. As horrible as this strat-
egy has been, the current situation in Bosnia
could be solved with NATO and United Na-
tions assistance.

However, in the event that the remaining
20,000-member contingent of U.S. troops is
deployed, we must ensure that our military
commanders have everything they need to do
their job effectively. Furthermore, we must be
certain that the requests of the military com-
manders in Bosnia will be addressed imme-
diately and completely. Moreover, in the inter-
est of maintaining the moral and confidence in
our young men and women in uniform, we
must make them understand that their Gov-
ernment and their Nation completely supports
their cause and stands behind them in this
mission, once the President has sent them
into Bosnia.

I certainly welcome all efforts to reach a
peace in Bosnia, but I oppose any increased
United States military role in this volatile area.
American soldiers should be deployed when
and if American national interests are at stake.
We should deploy our forces when treaties are
broken and when our troops are threatened.
There may be other circumstances for U.S. in-
volvement. We should reflect these principles
in a thoughtful doctrine or policy, not a pick
and choose method.

U.S. foreign policy has always come to the
defense of sovereign democratic allies that
came under external military attack. This is not
consistent with the current situation in Bosnia.
As heart-wrenching as this tragedy has been,
this does not seem to justify the loss of Amer-
ican lives. It is certainly not something I can
justify to my constituents, who have sons and
daughters who may not come home.

One can only wonder how meaningful a
peace agreement is when it requires 60,000

foreign troops, including 20,000 Americans to
enforce it. As horrible as this tragedy has
been, the current situation in Bosnia might be
solved without American troops. In fact, Gen-
eral Shalikashvili testified that from a strictly
military perspective, the task of implementing
a peace accord in Bosnia could be accom-
plished solely by European forces. The United
States can and probably should bring some
unique support capabilities to any peacekeep-
ing operation, but these would not require a
ground presence of up to 20,000 U.S. troops.

We were also told that the United States
must play a leading role on the ground be-
cause the United States is the leader of NATO
and that Alliance solidarity would crumble if
we did not. However, to argue that the credi-
bility and effectiveness of NATO rest upon
committing American forces to an ill-defined
peacekeeping mission is suspect. In fact, the
strains of a prolonged military deployment, in
support of ambiguous objectives could do
more to pull the alliance apart in the long run
than to solidify it.

Our message should be, ‘‘Do not send our
young men and women to Bosnia,’’ and I
agree strongly with that message. This body
should say ‘‘No’’ right now to a mission that
lacks concrete strategic objectives. I have
voted twice to do this.

As we have learned from Somalia and Haiti,
we cannot put troops in harm’s way in a for-
eign country without a clear, achievable objec-
tive and a clearly defined exit strategy. It is a
recipe for disaster and we certainly cannot put
those lives on the line without an American
chain of command.

I do not rise in support of this resolution to
undermine our President. I am an ardent sup-
porter of our Armed Forces, and I am a strong
supporter of humanitarian aid to the people of
Bosnia. I support the resolution for the same
reason that I voted against lifting the arms em-
bargo against the Governments of Bosnia and
Herzegovenia: to prevent the Americanization
of the Balkan conflict and save American lives.
I urge my colleagues to support this resolu-
tion.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR DEBATE AND CONSID-
ERATION OF THREE MEASURES
RELATING TO UNITED STATES
TROOP DEPLOYMENTS IN
BOSNIA

SPEECH OF

HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, December 13, 1995

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I support
House Resolution 302, but with one important
objection. I support it because I have severe
reservations about the President’s policy and
implementation plan. Specifically, it is not at all
clear to me that the situation in Bosnia will be
any better after our troops depart 1 year from
now. This is because, in my view, the plan
fails to articulate the kind of explicit objectives
and success criteria necessary for the success
of such a deployment. What exactly do we ex-
pect to achieve over the next 12 months in
order to preserve peace, and how will we
know whether we’ve succeeded when the ap-
pointed exit time arrives? Unless these ques-
tions are answered more satisfactorily, our
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