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He is absolutely right. Do not take
the full faith and credit of this Nation
hostage for ideological wars. This is ab-
solutely ridiculous. It has never been
done in the history of this Republic. |
think the people are fed up with our, A,
shutting down the Government and, B,
now talking about that as not enough,
we will push the credit off the cliff.

That would not be tolerated by our
forefathers and foremothers, and the
American people have run out of their
toleration with it. I hope this body lis-
tened last night.

REFLECTION ON THE STATE OF
THE UNION ADDRESS

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | too was
gratified by much of what | heard last
night. But as | looked around the
Chamber, | saw several of my col-
leagues look much younger. It was the
same speech that we heard throughout
the 1992 campaign: Ending welfare as
we know it; balancing the budget; re-
ducing the size and scope of Govern-
ment.

The fascinating thing for us to do
was to juxtapose the speech in 1992 that
was given by the President through his
campaign and then look at the State of
the Union Messages that we have got-
ten before. In 1993, we heard about the
importance of increasing taxes on the
middle class. We got that in 1993, the
largest tax increase ever.

Then 1| will never forget seeing the
President deliver his State of the
Union Message in this Chamber, and he
held up a card. That card was going to
be designed to ensure that every Amer-
ican was part of a national health care
system, a program that would usurp
one-seventh of our entire economy into
a package like that.

The speech last night got back to the
basis of that 1992 campaign. | hope very
much that during this 2d session of the
104th Congress, we will be able to gov-
ern just the way he talked.

A GREAT STATE OF THE UNION

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
last night, in his State of the Union
Address, President Clinton spoke about
the *‘age of possibility.”” He focused on
the real issues affecting our Nation’s
families. Perhaps most importantly,
the President extended his hand to the
Republican majority and asked them
to work with him, to lay down par-
tisanship, to build a better America.

Yes, President Clinton’s budget has
created almost 8 million new jobs in
the last 3 years and the lowest com-
bined rate of unemployment and infla-
tion rate since the 1960’s. Yes, the Clin-
ton budget has cut the deficit in half.
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And yes, the crime rate, the poverty
rate, and the teen pregnancy rate are
all down. But, President Clinton knows
there is still more to be done.

President Clinton has offered a bal-
anced budget which protects the Demo-
cratic priorities of Medicare and Med-
icaid, education, and the environment.

Last night, President Clinton asked
the Republicans to join him to help
build a better America. | hope they will
heed his call.

NO DEFAULT

(Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, last evening President Clin-
ton held out an olive branch to all of
the people of this country to say it is
time to heal the fractures which have
divided us as Americans.

I reached out some years ago to Re-
publicans to say that we ought to have
a balanced budget in this country. |
was delighted to see that we got to a
point where Democrats and Repub-
licans agree on the fact that we need to
balance the budget.

We have very different ideas about
how to get that budget in balance. But
that does not mean that either party
has the right to drive this country for
the first time not only into debt but to
drive it to a point where we default on
our obligations that have been made by
generations before us.

I ask the Republicans and Democrats
to come up here to this desk and to
sign a discharge petition to make cer-
tain that we have a clean debt ceiling
provided for the people of this country.
People have fought and died for the
United States of America, for our Bill
of Rights, for what this country stands
for. Let us not think we are so impor-
tant that we have the right to turn our
backs on what this country has stood
for for 250 years. Let us sign a clean
discharge petition.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1124,
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 340 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 340

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill (S.
1124) to authorize appropriations for fiscal
year 1996 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, to prescribe personnel
strengths for such fiscal year for the Armed
Forces, and for other purposes. All points of
order against the conference report and
against its consideration are waived. The
conference report shall be considered as
read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina). The gen-
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tleman from Florida [Mr.
BALART] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, | yield the
customary 30 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
FRosT], pending which | yield myself
such time as | may consume.

During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose
of debate only.

(Mr. DIAZ-BALART asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks and to include extraneous
material.)

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 340 is a rule provid-
ing for the consideration of the con-
ference reports to accompany S. 1124,
the fiscal year 1996 Defense authoriza-
tion bill.

The rule waives points of order
against the conference report and
against its consideration and was re-
ported out of the Committee on Rules
by a unanimous voice vote.

As Members will recall, Mr. Speaker,
the previous Defense authorization bill
was vetoed by the President. In his
veto message the President cited a
handful of objections. We believe they
have been accommodated in this legis-
lation and, thus, it is hoped that the
President will, therefore, now sign this
bill.

It would be ultimately shortsighted
and inexcusably reckless, Mr. Speaker,
to underestimate the national security
dangers that face the United States.
Yes, the Soviet Union collapsed, but
Russia remains engaged in serious in-
ternal struggles that will decide its fu-
ture course of behavior in the world
community. China is acquiring wealth
at an extraordinary rate. Some project
that it may surpass the United States
in gross domestic product by early in
the next century. And with wealth in-
evitably comes vast military power.

North Korea. Though the Clinton ad-
ministration is providing massive
amounts of oil and technical assistance
to North Korea, that regime remains
an enemy of the United States. The re-
gime in Tehran is a deadly enemy of
the United States, Mr. Speaker, with
enormous oil reserves. And there re-
main many other enemies of this great
Nation throughout the world.

There are many who would love to
see the United States on its knees, our
youth destroyed by drugs, our economy
shattered by debt. Here in this hemi-
sphere the regime in Havana, Mr.
Speaker, is one such implacable enemy
of the American people, though many
in this city and even in this House do
not see it that way.

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FrRosT] by the
way, for supporting consistently strong
sanctions against that regime, like we
are now in this Congress trying to do
against the regime in Tehran as well.

The Cuban dictator has a network of
terrorists and drug traffickers at his
command throughout this hemisphere,
in Colombia, in Peru and Bolivia, in
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Guatemala. In Mexico, we all know the
subcommander Marcos in Chiapas in
Mexico, he is subcommander so as to
not offend his commander, Castro. In
Venezuela the Cuban regime maintains
very close ties with Colonel Chavez
who attempted a coup d’etat in recent
years and remains intent on doing so
again. There is no doubt nevertheless
that the Cuban dictator at this point is
bankrupt. But if he survives, Mr.
Speaker, 2 or 3 more years, the pen-
dulum toward the neoliberal or con-
servative governments throughout this
hemisphere that has characterized the
last decade, that pendulum may very
well swing the other direction toward
statism. And if that happens and if the
Cuban dictator is able to obtain the
international credits that he is so des-
perately seeking and that some in this
House are supporting, he would no
longer be a bankrupt tyrant with a net-
work of terrorists and drug traffickers
throughout this hemisphere but, rath-
er, a tyrant with economic means and
a network of terrorists and drug traf-
fickers throughout this hemisphere.

That would constitute a major threat
not only to all the governments of this
hemisphere that are now curiously
enough appeasing that dictator in the
hope that he will be nice to them but
also a major threat even to the na-
tional security of the United States.

I only wish, Mr. Speaker, that this
administration would be capable of see-
ing that reality instead of opposing
sanctions against Castro and sending
emissaries to meet with the dictator to
work out a little secret deal with him.
But irrespective of that, Mr. Speaker,
we need a strong national defense. And
this bill, despite the changes that we
have had to make to it, | believe is a
necessary ingredient in a strong pos-
ture for the United States of America.

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPENCE], chairman, and the gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS], rank-
ing member, along with the dedicated
staff of the entire Committee on Na-
tional Security and its membership for
their efforts in bringing forth this sec-
ond defense authorization.

This renegotiated conference report
achieves many important goals, includ-
ing improving the quality of life for
military personnel and reforming the
Federal procurement system.

Mr. Speaker, | support both this rule
and the conference report. | would urge
adoption of the rule.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

(Mr. FROST asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of this rule and in support of
the conference report.

Every Member understands that it is
necessary that the House consider this
conference report because the first
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DOD conference report was vetoed by
the President and the Congress was un-
able to override.

I commend the Committee on Na-
tional Security for coming forward
with this new conference agreement
which addresses several of the Presi-
dent’s strongest objections. While
there are still provisions of the agree-
ment which are objectionable to the
administration, | believe the removal
of three provisions, language relating
to the establishment of a national mis-
sile defense system, the President’s
ability to deploy U.S. troops in peace-
keeping operations and the require-
ment that the President submit supple-
mental funding requests for contin-
gency operations will allow the Presi-
dent to sign this bill into law.

I congratulate the conferees for their
spirit of compromise and their willing-
ness to do what is necessary to ensure
that the other critical programs and
projects in this bill become law.

Mr. Speaker, | support this con-
ference agreement because it like its
predecessor makes available funding
for the B-2 stealth bomber. The B-2 is
an important component of our overall
defense system and | commend the con-
ferees for their continued steadfast
support of this program.

In addition, I am especially gratified
that the conference agreement con-
tains initiatives to accelerate high pri-
ority quality-of-life projects for the
men and women of our armed forces
and their families.
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These projects are every bit as im-
portant to our defense system as are
the many weapons systems found in
the bill. And the conference report also
ensures that readiness remains a top
funding priority. Again the conferees
have provided us with an excellent bill,
and | urge every Member to support it.

This rule, Mr. Speaker, is a non-
controversial rule. It provides for the
expedited consideration of this con-
ference report in a manner that is ac-
cepted practice and custom in the
House of Representatives. However, |
am very concerned that my Republican
colleagues have begun a new practice
that is contrary to the accepted prac-
tice and custom of the House. That new
practice, which we have seen in other
rules brought to the floor in recent
weeks, has the effect of denying the
minority the rights they are assured by
the rules of this body.

My Democratic colleagues on the
Committee on Rules protested this new
practice earlier this month when we
met to consider three continuing ap-
propriations, and the Republican ma-
jority reported rules which not only
closed the continuing resolutions to
amendment but also denied the minor-
ity their guaranteed right to offer a
motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, | include a letter signed
by the four Democrats on the Commit-
tee on Rules to Chairman SoLOMON at
this point in the RECORD:
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON RULES,
Washington, DC, January 23, 1996.
Hon. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON,
Chairman, Committee on Rules, Capitol Build-
ing, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: While in the minor-
ity, you and your Republican colleagues
staunchly defended the minority’s right to
offer a motion to recommit. On the first day
of the 104th Congress, the Republican major-
ity made good on its promise to expand that
right. But it seems we’ve come a long way
since those days.

Exactly one year and a day after adopting
the opening day rules change to guarantee
the minority’s right to offer an expanded
motion, the Republican majority found a
way to break its commitment to protect
even the simple motion to recommit.

On Friday, January 5, 1996, the Republican
majority used a transparent parliamentary
ploy—not once, not twice, but three times—
to circumvent the rule assuring the minority
a motion to recommit. Clause 4(b) of rule XI,
first adopted in 1909, prohibits the Rules
Committee from reporting a resolution that
prevents the minority from offering a mo-
tion to recommit. Specifically, clause 4(b)
prohibits the Rules Committee from report-
ing a rule that ‘““‘would prevent the motion to
recommit from being made as provided in
clause 4 of rule XVI’” and clause 4 of rule XVI
states that the motion to recommit will be
in order ‘“‘after the previous question shall
have been ordered on the passage of a bill or
joint resolution.”

On that day, the Republican majority in
the House approved three extraordinarily re-
strictive rules providing for initial consider-
ation of three new approaches to continuing
appropriations. Ordinarily, a new bill or
joint resolution would be introduced provid-
ing continuing appropriations. Instead, the
House considered House amendments to Sen-
ate amendments to unrelated House bills. In
one particularly egregious case, the rule hi-
jacked a Senate amendment to a House bill
dealing with the National Marine Fisheries
Service lab to attach a continuing appropria-
tion. The obvious and intended effect in all
three cases was to circumvent the prohibi-
tion against the Committee on Rules report-
ing a rule that prevents a motion to recom-
mit on initial consideration of a new idea.

We are writing to protest the manner in
which these items were considered. We are
writing to protest the outrageous and arro-
gant stifling of debate and alternative ap-
proaches.

The first rule, House Resolution 334, pro-
vided for consideration in the House of an
unusual continuing appropriation amend-
ment to a Senate clean and simple CR
amendment to an unrelated bill, H.R. 1643,
extending most-favored-nation duty status
for products from Bulgaria. Before this Con-
gress, the House would have ignored the Sen-
ate amendment to H.R. 1643. The Senate
amendment initiated continuing appropria-
tions. The House—until this time—has
guarded its prerogative to initiate appropria-
tions, blueslipping Senate appropriation bills
and simply not taking up Senate amend-
ments to House bills where such amend-
ments initiated appropriation measures. By
taking up H.R. 1643 with the Senate amend-
ment, the House has now signaled its accept-
ance of the Senate infringement on the cus-
tom and privilege of the House to initiate
spending.

The next two rules, House Resolutions 336
and 338, went a step further. Not satisfied
with blocking all amendments including the
motion to recommit, the GOP majority de-
nied any separate debate on the House
amendment. Adoption of the rule constituted
adoption of the House amendment. Once the
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House passed the rule, the whole matter was
automatically sent to the Senate without
further debate or votes.

Making the vote on the rule also the vote
on the policy precludes any serious discus-
sion of the process. The seriousness of the is-
sues involved—continuing appropriations
and the threat of another costly government
shutdown—overwhelmed any debate about
the motion to recommit. If any fair-minded
Republicans wanted to protest this rule (and
its repudiation of the Republican expansion
of the motion to recommit) they could not
do so without fear of contradicting the
Speaker’s policy on continuing appropria-
tions. The Republican freshmen have learned
the Speaker’s vengeance on such matters
will be swift and direct.

We were surprised that you would agree to
a procedure that diminishes the traditions
and prerogatives of the House and tramples
on the minority rights you championed for
so long when you were in the minority. We
are deeply disappointed that the Rules Com-
mittee under your chairmanship would par-
ticipate in this unseemly circumvention of
clause 4(b) of rule Xl and we hope that such
actions will not be repeated.

Sincerely,
JOHN JOSEPH MOAKLEY.
MARTIN FROST.
ANTHONY BEILENSON.
TONY HALL.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, in this let-
ter my colleagues and | protest what
we consider to be outrageous and arro-
gant stifling of debate and express our
hope that these actions will not be re-
peated. | believe our position is meri-
torious and supports the best interests
of the House of Representatives as a
constitutional institution. Con-
sequently, Mr. Speaker, this letter
should be made a part of the perma-
nent record.

Mr. Speaker, | found it quite inter-
esting that no Republican Member de-
fended the minority’s right to offer the
motion to recommit earlier this
month. | found it very sad that a party
that has so strongly and so correctly
defended the rights of the minority
now practices a brand of political
gamesmanship that stifles all debate
and dissent.

I bring this subject to the attention
of the House because the Committee on
Rules is scheduled to meet today to
consider another continuing resolu-
tion. | hope that my Republican col-
leagues will not perpetuate this prac-
tice and will allow the House an oppor-
tunity to debate the issues of the day.

Mr. Speaker, | urge support for this
rule. | support this rule because it is
fair and because it provide for the con-
sideration of important programs of
the Department of Defense. But | hope
that when we meet in the future to
consider rules reported by the Repub-
lican majority of the Committee on
Rules that the rights of the minority
are protected and assured.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the distinguished gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLomMON], my chairman and
leader of the Committee on Rules.

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

remarks and include extraneous
material.)
Mr. SOLOMON. | thank the gen-

tleman for yielding the time.

Mr. Speaker, | would rise in support
of this rule. I would urge its adoption
so that we can get on with the debate
and passage of this long-awaited essen-
tial legislation.

Mr. Speaker, | submit for the RECORD
my response to my good friend the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FrRosT] as fol-
lows:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON RULES,
Washington, DC, January 24, 1996.
Hon. JOHN JOSEPH MOAKLEY,
Ranking Minority Member, House Committee on
Rules, The Capitol, Washington, DC.

DEAR JoE: Thank you for your letter of
January 23rd cosigned by your minority
committee colleagues expressing concerns
over three recent rules providing for the dis-
position of Senate amendments to House
bills and the fact that these rules denied the
minority a motion to recommit.

As you know, the guarantee of a motion to
recommit with instructions was one of the
House Rules reforms that we adopted on the
opening day of this Congress because it was
something we felt strongly about when it
was denied to us on numerous occasions
when we were in the minority. However, as
you are also aware, the guarantee only ap-
plies to rules that provide for the consider-
ation of bills and joint resolutions, and does
not apply to simple or concurrent resolu-
tions, or to motions to dispose of amend-
ments.

The three rules to which you refer all in-
volved emergency spending measures that
were considered just prior to our recess ear-
lier this month. All three measures enjoyed
widespread, bipartisan support given the
need to reopen the government.

However, | fully understand your concern
that this procedure could be abused in the
future as a way to deny the minority a mo-
tion to recommit with instructions. As prob-
ably the leading champion of that right
when we were in the minority | can assure
you that | will continue to safeguard that
right, just as | insisted that we enshrine this
guarantee in our House Rules when we came
into the majority. | have therefore transmit-
ted a copy of your letter to the Majority
Leader and other members of our leadership,
together with my views that the procedure
for disposing of Senate amendments should
only be used where circumstances clearly
warrant it.

Sincerely,
GERALD B. SOLOMON,
Chairman.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | do be-
lieve the gentleman protests too much.
No rules of the House have been
waived. We have followed procedure,
and we will continue to do so.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, the gen-
tleman sitting next to me that is man-
aging this rule, Mr. LINCOLN DiAz-
BALART of Miami, FL, he and his fam-
ily have for so many years been a bul-
wark of defense against the spread of
international, deadly, atheistic com-
munism throughout the world but es-
pecially in the Western Hemisphere, in
Cuba and Central America. | want to
commend him for his outstanding ef-
fort on behalf of himself and his fam-
ily.

Once again, | would like to commend
Chairman SPENCE and his outstanding
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staff for the tireless work they have
put in on this bill, especially during
the very long conference period. Chair-
man SPENCE and his very, very able
staff are among the very best in this
entire House. They put in yeoman
hours on this effort.

Mr. Speaker, we must pass this legis-
lation today and the President must
sign this bill into law. This authoriza-
tion bill is the first step in restoring
our defenses to the level that should be
in place for the world’s only super-
power today. We all know that the de-
fense budget has endured 10 years of
cuts, 10 years in a row. This must stop
and this bill stops it dead in its tracks.
That is why | support the legislation.

Furthermore, the bill helps to im-
prove the lives of our men and women
that serve in the armed forces of the
United States, with increases in pay,
with basic housing allowance increases,
with health care provisions, and many
other items that help make a better
life for these young men and women
and their families that serve in the
military today.

Mr. Speaker, there is no more impor-
tant bill in our annual process than the
defense authorization bill. After all,
that is why we have a republic of
States. It is for the primary purpose of
providing for a national defense for
these States of ours, and this year’s
bill is critical if America is to main-
tain its leadership role in the world, as
I think it should. And as our young
men and women serve in Bosnia, we
must give them all the support we can
even though many of us oppose the pol-
icy that put them there. This bill is a
start towards that.

Mr. Speaker, to ensure that the
President would sign this bill, many of
us have had to compromise over sev-
eral important issues. But in Ronald
Reagan’s words, he used to say to me,
“JERRY, politics is the art of com-
promise. You cannot always have it
your own way.”” And certainly this is a
proof positive that we are bending over
backwards to try to cooperate.

The reason | am supporting this bill
is because we have a level of funding
that is going to help restore the de-
fenses of this Nation, and that is the
only reason, because | really do object
to several of the provisions that have
been compromised in it. But | would
urge every Member to come over here
today, to vote for this rule and then
vote for this very vital piece of legisla-
tion.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Goss], my distinguished
colleague on the Committee on Rules.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | thank my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Diaz-BALART], for his
generosity and courtesy in yielding me
the time. | rise very much in support of
this rule. After careful consideration
and looking at the legislation, | sup-
port that as well.
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| think it is important in the spirit of
cooperation, unity, and togetherness
when we have the opportunity to move
forward, that we do that, and | think
this fills that role. This is a very im-
portant piece of legislation.

There are three issues that are at
stake today. One is the question of our
missile defense national security; that
is a subject we are going to give consid-
erable more attention to. The other is
the question of the U.N. chain of com-
mand; that is in the newspapers today.
That is a subject we are going to be
hearing more about and talking about
on the floor.

Another is the cost of peacekeeping
that the President alluded to last
night. That is an area we have to focus
great attention on, because adventures,
or perhaps misadventures as we have
had in places like Haiti, have an ex-
traordinary cost to them. We are up in
the range of about $3 billion now on
that, and we do not have any way to
really address those kinds of issues—$3
billion here, $3 billion there for what is
loosely called ‘‘peacekeeping” or
““peacemaking’ suddenly adds up to
some serious money and is a big issue
in the question of how we do our na-
tional defense and our national secu-
rity.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON, who was wounded
and imprisoned by enemies of this Na-
tion while he fought to defend our Na-
tion and our people.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | rise today to support our
Armed Forces.

Although there are many good things
in this bill, changes made in this latest
version are not in our Nation’s best in-
terests. The most egregious omission is
that it now allows the President to put
American troops under U.N. command.

Under U.N. control the world’s best
fighting force would be put into the
hands of an irresponsible, incompetent
organization that is fraught with un-
necessary bureaucracy and fiscal cri-
ses.

The United Nations record is a dis-
grace. Peacekeeping missions continue
to grow in number, while success de-
clines and its purposes and goals are
ill-defined at best. There is no leader-
ship.

Our service men and women put their
lives on the line to protect freedom and
serve our Nation. It is our responsibil-
ity to ensure their safety. We would be
shirking that responsibility by allow-
ing someone from the United Nations—
who knows nothing about the U.S.
military—to assume control of our
troops.

Once again | find myself wondering
why this administration and those on
the other side of the aisle have fought
so hard against any effort to protect
our troops from being placed under
U.N. control.

How can any American really be
committed to any questionable organi-
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zation such as the United Nations. | am
amazed that any administration could
have such little concern for our Na-
tion’s military. I would hope that the
decision to take this important provi-
sion out of this bill will be reconsidered
in the future. The safety and future of
our Armed Forces depend upon it.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. DORNAN], a great Amer-
ican patriot who we are honored to
have serve in this Chamber.

(Mr. DORNAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, this can-
not be a happy day for big-taxing and
big-spending politicians. Here is the
New York Times. It says, “Clinton Of-
fers Challenge to Nation, Declaring Era
of Big Government Is Over.” That on
the Gray Lady, America’s so-called
paper of record, is amazing.

Here is the great Washington Times,
“Clinton Concedes End of Big Govern-
ment Era.”’

And here is the Washington Post, the
alleged paper of record inside the belt-
way. ‘“Clinton Embraces GOP Themes
in Setting Agenda.” The era of big
Government is over.

As | said in a 1-minute speech this
morning, Mr. Clinton did what he did
in all of the State of the Union speech-
es, tearing pages from Ronald Reagan’s
book, put heroes in the gallery, mili-
tary heroes, a year-ago Medal of Honor
winners who, one gentleman won a
Medal of Honor 7 days after his 17th
birthday on the sands and ground-up
lava of lwo Jima. Last night he had sit-
ting in the front row here, General
Barry McCaffrey, who when he was a
lieutenant and a young captain in Viet-
nam, Clinton could not gag out the
word ‘““Vietnam,” won three Purple
Hearts.

He was the general who in the White
House 2 years and 10 months ago was
told, ““We don’t speak to people in uni-
form here.” They did not know he was
the commander of the 24th Infantry Di-
vision Mechanized, the point of the
spear, the Hail-Mary left hook that
broke through into Irag and around
Kuwait and liberated that poor be-
sieged nation.

Pointing to heroes and then taking
away their pay raises and their bene-
fits is not going to work with the
American people.

As | look at my Clinton countdown
watch today, | see it is 362 days to the
inauguration of the 43d President of
the United States, a brandnew one; and
subtracting the 76 days from the elec-
tion to the inauguration, that means in
286 days, Mr. Clinton is going to be
asked to account for the two things
that he demanded be removed from this
excellent defense authorization bill. He
said, we are not going to defend the
American homeland from any nuclear,
biological, or chemical missile attack.
If it comes from a rogue nation like
Iran, where 8 days ago today, 200 of
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their congressmen, whatever they call
them, in their national assembly came
to their feet and chanted and screamed,
““Death to America’’; and every analyst
will tell you that 5 years in the short
term and 10 years at the maximum,
they will have a nuclear weapon, as
CBS and PBS in documentaries on
Desert Storm reported that Iraq was
within a year of nuclear weapons.

We simply must hold Mr. Clinton to
account for making us take up na-
tional missile defense and for making
him take out our provisions not to put
U.S. troops under foreign or U.N. com-
mand.

Vote for this rule and support the au-
thorization bill.

For immediate release, January 23, 1996.

DORNAN ““RELUCTANTLY’’ SUPPORTS NEW
DEFENSE CONFERENCE REPORT

“l1 am very disappointed that we have been
unable to retain two very important provi-
sions in the fiscal year 1996 Defense Author-
ization Conference Report due to objections
from the Clinton administration. Provisions
dealing with U.N. foreign command of U.S.
troops and deploying a national ballistic
missile defense have been removed from the
new conference report despite the clearly
demonstrated importance of these provi-
sions. If it were not for the other important
provisions of the report, specifically finan-
cial benefits for soldiers deploying to Bosnia,
I would not hesitate voting against this new
bill. However, unlike the President, | am un-
willing to put politics ahead of the welfare of
our troops and their families and will sup-
port this conference report when it comes to
the House floor for a vote,”” commented Con-
gressman Robert K. Dornan (R-Garden
Grove), Chairman of the House National Se-
curity Subcommittee on Military Personnel.

Dornan, one of the original authors of the
U.N./foreign command provision after intro-
ducing H.R. 3334 in response to the loss of 19
U.S. soldiers in Somalia in 1993, still believes
that there is great danger of another com-
mand disaster under this administration.
“We must preserve an American chain of
command and chain of responsibility for
American troops and their families. If we
never act on this issue, we may again face
another Mogadishu in Bosnia, Haiti, or else-
where.”

Dornan was also very disappointed at the
lack of a clear commitment to deploying
multiple missile defense sites by 2003 to pro-
tect the continental United States from at-
tack by ballistic missiles. ““Fortunately, de-
spite lack of language, we still did increase
funding for vital missile defense programs
such as Navy upper tier which will provide
our forward deployed forces and allies a near
term/low cost defense against attack. With-
out this funding, debate over deployment
dates and the ABM Treaty might become
meaningless.”

“These changes represent the wide gap be-
tween this administration and the American
public on national security issues. | sin-
cerely hope the American people remember
these critical differences on November 5th
1996!”

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON].
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Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, in this
body not a day goes by that we do not
deify the military. Yet in this bill is a
provision that would leave a woman
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stranded, while serving her country,
without medical care, if the medical
care she happens to need is a legal
abortion. A compromise had been
reached whereby she would have to pay
100 percent of the cost. Instead, in this
bill, she would be left alone to go off
base, perhaps in a foreign country and
not speaking the language, to find that
medical care.

It is always wrong, Mr. Speaker, and
it is always against the American tra-
dition, to interfere with a fundamental
right to privacy. It is particularly
wrong to toss a member of the military
to the winds in need of medical care,
particularly when she may be in a for-
eign country.

This is a fundamental right; it is not
going to be withdrawn. So the strategy
to humiliate people and make it dif-
ficult for them to be able to exercise
the right is the prevailing strategy of
this session.

The exercise of this right is under-
standably painful to many who oppose
the right. It is painful to me to see
someone exercise their first amend-
ment free speech rights when they are
speaking words that | find painful. But
in this country, we do not try to extin-
guish constitutional rights by making
them difficult or impossible to exer-
cise. We particularly must not operate
that way when dealing with women
who serve their country in the U.S.
military.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 30 seconds to the distinguished
gentleman from California [Mr. DOR-
NAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, may | re-
spond respectfully to my friend, the
prior speaker.

As the author of the amendment cut-
ting off abortions in military hospitals,
an offer to pay for part of it does not
take care of all of the hospital costs
and all of the attendant costs to some-
one using a facility to stop human life.

I would just like to make part of the
debate the following statement: Not a
single doctor, female or male, or nurse
in the U.S. military wrote to me not to
cut this off. Quite to the contrary, all
of the doctors in Europe, every one of
them and every anesthesiologist and
all of the doctors in the Pacific, said:
Chairman DORNAN, cut off this killing.
We do not want to do it.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. BART-
LETT].

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, as a member of the Commit-
tee on National Security who has
worked hard all year on this bill, today
is a very difficult day for me. It is with
great sadness that | rise with great
concern for this rule and this con-
ference report.

The conference report we will vote on
today is very similar to the one vetoed
by President Clinton in late December
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with some notable exceptions. Several
controversial sections have been re-
moved. Although | disagree, 1 might
have supported this report without the
missile defense language and funding
for the President’s peacekeeping mis-
adventures, and we might have argued
those another day.

However, the conference agreed to
drop a section of the bill that re-
stricted the President’s ability to place
American troops under U.N. command.
How ironic that today we will vote on
this bill when just this morning a mili-
tary court in Germany court-martialed
Army Specialist Michael New, an
American hero who refused to wear a
uniform that signified allegiance to a
foreign government, and dishonorably
discharged him. Had this section been
included in last year’s bill, Michael
New would be a decorated soldier today
who would be proudly serving his coun-
try.

We have overwhelmingly voted this
in the past. | hope this rule is defeated
and we have a bill that America can be
proud of and we can vote for.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to my good friend, the
distinguished gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MCKEON].

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. Diaz-
BALART], a distinguished member of
the Committee on Rules, for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
rule and the revised conference report
on the Department of Defense Author-
ization Act. While | preferred the con-
ference report that a majority of Mem-
bers supported last month, | support
adoption of this measure and urge the
President to sign it into law.

This legislation deserves our strong
endorsement. The bill before us will re-
sult in substantial Federal acquisition
reform, which will eliminate paper-
work and procedural hurdles and will
save the Defense Department and tax-
payer’s billions of dollars. The bill also
authorizes a full pay raise for active
duty military personnel and provides
equity in cost of living payments for
our military retirees.

Chairman SPENCE and the leadership
of the National Security Committee
have also addressed shortfalls in mili-
tary construction and basic equipment
such as trucks, jeeps and ammunition.
We also provide additional F-15 and F-
16 fighters, which will meet a critical
Air Force need. In addition, the pro-
duction base for the B-2 Stealth Bomb-
er is maintained, which will enable ad-
ditional aircraft to be manufactured
and will allow older bombers, which are
prohibitively expensive to operate and
support, to be retired.

This is sound legislation and | ask for
a ‘‘yes’ vote on the rule and the con-
ference report.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SAXTON] of the Committee on National
Security.
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Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise with some res-
ervation to support this bill, reserva-
tions which have been adequately ex-
pressed by previous speakers.

Mr. Speaker, it shouldn’t have had to
come to this. We shouldn’t have to be
revisiting the same issue over and over
again. And yet, here we are 6 weeks
after spending United States troops to
Bosnia voting again on whether we
should properly support American serv-
ice men and women—men and women
who are repeatedly sent to the far cor-
ners of the world to settle other peo-
ple’s conflicts.

In my home district, | have the honor
of representing the fine men and
women who serve at Fort Dix and
McGuire Air Force Base and Lakehurst
Naval War Center. In the tradition of
those who served before them, these
dedicated individuals responded within
hours to the President’s decision to de-
ploy troops to Bosnia. Guard and Re-
serve soldiers were readied at Fort Dix;
supplies were flown out of and through
McGuire; air crews were sent to Europe
and the Balkans to ensure our forces
were well equipped and supported.
While many of these service members
have personal misgivings about the
mission, they put aside those doubts,
saluted smartly, and got on with the
business at hand.

With little or no notice, these men
and women left their homes and fami-
lies to an extremely uncertain situa-
tion. They mobilized just as Christmas
celebrations were beginning, leaving
behind sons and daughters, spouses,
and mothers and fathers to carry on as
best they could. These men and women
deserve our support. They deserve the
full pay raise which we promised; they
deserve the increase in the basic allow-
ance benefit; and they deserve the
COLA equity fix contained in this bill.
Let’s do the right thing.

Let’s pass the rule and pass this De-
fense authorization bill. We are duty-
bound to do no less.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT-
GOMERY].

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of this
conference report.

Mr. Speaker, it is a very good bill, es-
pecially as my colleagues had men-
tioned for the Reserve components. |
ask my colleagues, do they know that
one-third of the military forces that we
have today are in the National Guard
and Reserve? Do they know how much
money we get out of this bill today? We
only get 10 percent of it. So it is a good
buy for the taxpayers.

However, under this legislation we
were able to add $770 million for new
equipment for all of the Reserves and
give them better equipment to operate
with. The technicians for the Guard
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and Reserves were raised by 1,250 peo-
ple. These are the ones that run our ar-
mories and our reserve centers.

We have a number of National
Guardsmen and Reservists that are fly-
ing on these great airplanes into
Bosnia, and, if they do not get an ex-
tension of 44 days, they cannot get
paid. Under this bill, we have given
them an extension of 44 days that they
will get their pay for doing this special
flying. There is a youth challenge pro-
gram that is extended for 18 months, a
wonderful program.

The National Guard can still do com-
munity service if it is tied to training.
There was talk about not letting the
National Guard use the equipment in
the different States. It would be a ter-
rible mistake. Under this bill, the Na-
tional Guard can help out the commu-
nity.

Instead of cutting each fighter squad-
ron to 12 in the Air National Guard and
Reserve, the bill provides for 15 aircraft
in each squadron. The bill includes a
program that | was proud to sponsor. It
is a buy-down of interest rates for serv-
ice personnel at military bases where
there is a shortage of houses. This is
the way it works. It would cover per-
sonnel with the rank of E-4 and above,
and buy-downs their mortgage interest
rate, 3 percent in the first year, 2 per-
cent in the second year, and 1 percent
for the third year of the loan. This
would help the enlisted person get
them housing where it is not available
on the base.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, there are
also kickers for the educational bene-
fits for Reservists, just like the active
forces get for special MO’s. This can be
implemented by the Secretary of De-
fense. This is a good bill and I certainly
support it.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. HILLEARY], a distin-
guished and very effective new member
of the Committee on National Secu-
rity.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in support of this rule and of the DOD
authorization conference report. |
would like to thank the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SoLomoN] for this
rule and especially thank the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPENCE] for his diligent work on trying
to get this bill to the floor and get this
bill into law. It has a lot of important
provisions and, | think, not the least of
which is the 2.4-percent pay raise for
our military and the COLA equity for
our military retirees.

However, as has already been ad-
dressed this morning and this after-
noon, one important provision is miss-
ing, which is the provision which pro-
hibits placement of the U.S. forces
under U.N. operational and tactical
control.

Many in this body, including myself,
strongly oppose any time our Armed
Forces are being asked to be put under
U.N. command or control. The Presi-
dent of the United States is the Com-
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mander in Chief, and | think it is
wrong for him to cede his authority,
his constitutional authority to the
United Nations. Apparently the Presi-
dent does not feel this way, and he has
insisted that this provision prohibiting
our troops coming under control of the
United Nations, he has insisted that it
be taken out. | nevertheless support
this rule and this bill, and I, with some
reservations, urge my colleagues to do
the same.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. STUDDS].

(Mr. STUDDS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
express my great disappointment that
the conferees have chosen to retain the
section of the bill which would require
the discharge of military personnel
who test positive for HIV. This provi-
sion was cited by the President in his
veto message as blatantly discrimina-
tory, exalting ideology over common
sense. The Department of Defense itself
has consistently opposed this provi-
sion. It is unnecessary, unjust, and un-
wise, and | deeply regret that the con-
ferees have chosen to retain it.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to express my dis-
appointment and dismay that the conferees
have chosen to retain section 567 of this bill,
which would require the discharge or retire-
ment of military personnel who test positive for
HIV.

As the President acknowledged in his mes-
sage vetoing the first conference report, this is
a blatantly discriminatory measure which ex-
alts ideology over common sense. It is justified
by neither the need to ensure military readi-
ness nor any other legitimate legislative con-
cern.

The Department of Defense has consistently
opposed this provision on a number of
grounds. First, the number of servicemembers
who test positive for HIV is less than one-tenth
of 1 percent of the active force and does not
pose a significant problem for our military.

Second, these servicemembers are experi-
enced, highly trained, and physically fit, and it
will not enhance readiness to deprive the
Armed Forces of their services.

And third, if and when their medical condi-
tions render them unable to carry out their du-
ties, current law already requires that these
servicemembers be separated or retired.
Moreover, current law gives the Secretary of
Defense full authority to discharge even
asymptomatic individuals should he determine
that their retention would adversely affect the
military mission.

The truth, Mr. Speaker, is that this measure
is not about military readiness. Had it been so,
it would not have singled out service members
with one particular medical condition, but
would have mandated the discharge of all who
are non-worldwide assignable due to a medi-
cal condition, whether they suffer from asth-
ma, diabetes, cancer, or heart disease. That
would have been no less gratuitous, but it
would at least have had the virtue of consist-
ency.

Why, then, are only servicemembers with
HIV to be discharged? The answer is inescap-
able: The proponents of this measure believe
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that people living with HIV/AIDS do not de-
serve the same consideration and compassion
afforded those with other medical conditions.

Nor is it too far fetched to suggest that, for
some, this provision is really a proxy by which
they hope to bring about the discharge of HIV-
positive servicemembers who happen to be
gay. The shifting demographics of this disease
make it less and less likely that they will actu-
ally achieve this result, but there are undoubt-
edly some gay servicemembers who will be
discharged under this provision who up to now
have managed to weather the unending
waves of persecution to which they have been
subjected.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, | object to what is per-
haps the most mean-spirited aspect of this
provision: It not only deprives these men and
women of their careers, but by requiring their
discharge rather than providing for their medi-
cal retirement, it denies them continued medi-
cal care at Department of Defense facilities.
The bill allows these servicemembers all of 30
days of transitional care before consigning
them to Veterans’ Administration facilities—
most of which are ill-equipped to serve their
needs. What is more, those who are enrolled
in military medical research would no longer
be eligible to participate as volunteers.

This is an unconscionable way to treat peo-
ple who have honorably served their country.
It also places in jeopardy one of the most im-
portant clinical vaccine programs in the world.
Given the human and strategic significance of
the advancing pandemic, this is unforgivably
shortsighted.

In short, Mr. Speaker, this provision is un-
necessary, unwise, and unjust. | urge the
House to reject the conference report.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to my good friend, the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HOKE].

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from Florida very much for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | would not want to be
in the position that the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] is in.
This is a really tough situation for
him, and | am really delighted with the
work that he has done on this bill to fi-
nally at least get a conference report
that will have the authorization in
place. 1 am going to vote for it. But |
have to say that it is with some great
reluctance, particularly with respect to
the ABM section of the bill.

Let me read first of all what the
President said in his message. This is
his veto message:

First the bill requires deployment by 2003
of a costly missile defense system able to de-
fend all 50 States from a long-range missile
threat that our intelligence community does
not foresee in the coming decade, which
would require a multiple-site architecture
that cannot be accommodated within the
terms of the existing ABM Treaty.

Well, let us just think about how in-
telligent our intelligence community is
with respect to their speculation about
this foreseeable or nonforeseeable, as
they say, threat to the United States,
and | will make it as current as this
morning.

Dateline, January 23, Beijing, China,
New York Times, says that prepara-
tions for a missile attack on Taiwan by
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China and the target selection to carry
it out have been completed and await a
final decision by the Politburo in
Beijing. A senior Chinese official is
quoted as asserting, ‘““China could act
militarily against Taiwan without fear
of intervention by the United States
because American leaders care more
about Los Angeles than they do about
Taiwan.”

Obviously a veiled threat against the
United States, a veiled threat of a mis-
sile attack against Los Angeles, the
idea being that we would not defend
our ally in Taiwan against a missile at-
tack, because we would be afraid that
China would launch a missile attack
against Los Angeles or New York or
Cleveland, or Washington, DC.
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Mr. President, the whole idea is that
we have got to get rid of the ABM
Treaty. Mr. President, we have to wake
up in this country. There is a real
threat. It is a genuine threat, and the
first thing or the first order of busi-
ness, the first responsibility of any
moral government, is to protect its
citizens. That means beginning with
the repeal of the ABM Treaty.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Guam
[Mr. UNDERWOOD].

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support
of the rule and passage of the DOD au-
thorization bill. 1 would like to com-
mend especially the gentleman from
South Carolina, Chairman SPENCE, and
the gentleman from California, rank-
ing member DeLLUMS, for their hard
work on this very important piece of
legislation.

While the authorization process has
dragged on far longer than expected, I
certainly applaud their commitment to
its completion and the resolution of
some very many contentious issues
surrounding the bill.

Mr. Speaker, | especially want to
congratulate the parties involved for
bringing to closure the issue of equity
in the COLA for military retirees and
civil service retirees, and especially
also for bringing a full pay raise for our
men and women in uniform. As many
Members fully understand, Guam is the
home to very many people in uniform,
but perhaps not equally understood is
that very many of our own people are
in the service.

I also want to draw attention to some
concerns | have. | have serious con-
cerns about the reductions in the envi-
ronmental cleanup funding included in
this legislation. But | am pleased with
the compromise reached on funding of
technical assistance for restoration ad-
visory boards at military bases. RAB’s
are critical to building strong relations
between the military and local commu-
nities. The small amount of technical
assistance that RAB'’s receive enables
them to acquire reliable and independ-
ent information that maintains this
strong relation.
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I especially want to point out, and
appreciate the attention of the chair-
man and ranking member, a particular
issue of concern to Guam. At a time
when Guam is suffering from the larg-
est BRAC reductions and closures of
any American community, the com-
mitment to assist in this process is im-
portant.

For the first time, Guam is included
as a U.S. area for the repair of vessels.
It may sound incredible, but Guam up
to this time had to compete with for-
eign SRF’s for the repair of U.S. ves-
sels in voyage repairs.

Again, Mr. Speaker, | commend the
chairman and ranking member for
their work on this legislation, and |
urge passage of the rule and ultimately
the legislation.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WELDON], a wise
leader on the Committee on National
Security and my good friend.

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in support of the rule
for the consideration of the authoriza-
tion conference report and ask for sup-
port for the bill. | would like to address
my comments, in closing, to the issue
of missile defense and what we did as
authorizers on the conference commit-
tee to bring forth a bill that this ad-
ministration would hopefully sign into
law, in spite of the objections they
raised earlier this year and last year in
terms of the missile defense provisions.

Some would say that perhaps we ne-
gotiated too far and that in fact we no
longer have as a priority the issue of
national missile defense. I am here to
say, Mr. Speaker, nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. This is not the end
of the fight, this is the beginning of
what promises to be a war in this coun-
try, in this session of the Congress, on
the fate of the future of protecting the
people of America from missile pro-
liferation and the threat of a rogue at-
tack.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard the ad-
ministration say they tried in good
faith to negotiate with us. Mr. Speak-
er, | say, hogwash, disingenuous, to-
tally misleading and totally self-serv-
ing. | was in those negotiations, Mr.
Speaker, with three other Members of
the Congress. In fact, no other House
Members were present. It was Senator
NUNN, it was Senator THURMOND, and it
was Senator LOTT. We invited the ad-
ministration over in the form of Bob
Bell, and we in good faith addressed the
12 specific issues that he raised.

But, Mr. Speaker, it was like nego-
tiating with a bowl of jelly, because in
the end the administration had no in-
tent on coming to grips with this issue
of whether or not to protect America
from the threat of a rogue attack. We
in good faith in fact compromised in
each of the 12 areas. We made a good
faith effort to change language to give
the administration the changes they
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asked for. But, Mr. Speaker, in the end
the President did not want a bill and
would not agree to the bill because we
finally held his feet to the fire and said
we want to deploy a system by a date
certain. Where was this date certain
picked from? It was picked from the
recommendations of the President’s
own administration.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we heard a lot of
rhetoric during the debate on the floor.
We heard this was going to violate the
ABM Treaty. Guess what, Mr. Speaker?
A week ago Monday, the administra-
tion’s point person on missile defense
said that we can protect the entire 50
States from a single site by either
using the Air Force or the Army pro-
gram, which would in no way violate
the ABM Treaty. All of a sudden the
administration has no more argument
that our efforts would have in fact vio-
lated ABM, because in fact the admin-
istration’s own point person said that
is not the case. Then the administra-
tion shifted gears and said it might
jeopardize START II.

Mr. Speaker, | just spent 7 days in
Russia where | met with the leaders of
the Yeltsin administration on pro-
liferation and on arms control issues.
They were not pressing me on the issue
of an allowable program under the
ABM treaty. They are pressing me on
expansion of NATO.

Why has this President not chosen to
speak to the issue of Russia’s concern
with expanding NATO? If they want to
know the real cutting edge issue that
will cause START Il to be delayed in
Russia, it is not what we want to do, it
is the administration’s rhetoric about
NATO and what it wants to do. We did
not hear that in the debate on the
House floor.

Then we heard, Mr. Speaker, the ad-
ministration finally resort to a last
ditch argument, because they could not
make the argument on the ABM Trea-
ty alone, because this bill originally
did not attack the ABM Treaty. It did
it in compliance with the treaty, even
though many of us feel the treaty has
outlived its usefulness and ultimately
has to be changed. They then said
there is no threat.

Get this, Mr. Speaker: The adminis-
tration comes out with the most politi-
cally biased intelligence brief | have
ever seen in my 10 years here, gives
Senator LEVIN a political letter from
the Deputy Director of the CIA for use
in debate on the Senate floor, saying
there will be no threat in 15 years, even
though we requested this information
for months. Two weeks later we are
able to get advanced telemetry equip-
ment the Russians are sending to Iraq
to be used for a long range ICBM. The
treat is there, it is real, and the battle
for a national missile defense system is
just beginning.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from California [Mr. HUN-
TER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.
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Mr. Speaker, | just wanted to state,
so my colleagues will understand very
clearly, and | think the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WELDON] made
the point, that this President does not
want to defend the United States
against incoming ballistic missiles.
That was his major objection to this
bill, along with the idea that he also
wants to have the right to delegate to
foreign commanders the command of
U.S. troops.

We are now going to enter a period in
which it is important for Members of
this House who feel that defense is im-
portant to enter a full-court press this
year to develop defenses against in-
coming ballistic missiles, both for the
people of the United States and for our
troops in theater. We are going to do
this.

The President has given up his most
solemn responsibility, and that is to
defend the people of the United States
of America, and he is denied that re-
sponsibility in this bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | urge pas-
sage of this rule and | yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
would urge the adoption of this rule.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 340, | call up the
conference report on the Senate bill (S.
1124) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 1996 for military activities
of the Department of Defense, to pre-
scribe personnel strengths for such fis-
cal year for the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina). Pursuant to
the rule, the conference report is con-
sidered as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
January 22, 1996, at H351.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPENCE] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DELLUMS] will be recognized
for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE].

(Mr. SPENCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker,
myself 7 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the President’s veto of
H.R. 1530 over the Christmas holiday
was unfortunate and unjustified. As |
stated several weeks ago when the
House attempted to override the veto,
if it has achieved nothing else, the
President’s veto has helped to further
highlight the stark differences between
the Congress and the President on crit-
ical issues of national security.

laid on

I yield
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There were two primary issues on
which the original bill was vetoed.
First, was the provision in the original
bill that called for the deployment of a
national missile defense system—that
is, a defense of the American people—
by early next century. And second, was
the provision requiring the President
to certify in advance that any future
deployment of U.S. military troops
under the operational control of the
United Nations is in the U.S. national
security interest.

Expressing what | know to be the
sentiment of many of my colleagues,
these are issues of basic, fundamental
principle. Accordingly, a majority of
the conferees believed that no deal
with President Clinton on these issues
in this bill was far preferable to a bad
deal.

Therefore, the conferees removed the
national missile defense and U.N. com-
mand and control language that the
President objected to so strongly rath-
er than weaken the provisions. Nobody
should think, however, that this is the
last that either this Congress or this
President has seen of these issues.

On both issues, however, the con-
ference report still retains: Full fund-
ing for ballistic missile defense pro-
grams, including an increase of $450
million over the President’s request for
national missile defense programs;
strong direction on critically impor-
tant theater missile defense programs;
and a provision of permanent law pro-
hibiting the Department of Defense
from paying the U.S. share of the costs
of U.N. peacekeeping operations.

This conference report remains criti-
cally important for the numerous pay,
allowances, benefits and reforms that
it contains. This is why so much effort
has been expended in such a short pe-
riod of time to turn this conference re-
port around. | support this conference
report which, through two conferences
now, has remained true to the four
basic defense priorities this House es-
tablished and articulated beginning
early last year: improving military
quality of life; sustaining core military
readiness; reinvigorating lagging mod-
ernization programs; and beginning the
long overdue process of Pentagon re-
form.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
support the troops and their families
with a ‘“‘yes’ vote on the conference re-
port. It is time to put our money where
our mouths are.
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Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California [Mr. McKEoN] for the pur-
poses of conducting a colloquy.

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time. Could the chairman please de-
scribe the outcome reached by the con-
ferees on S. 1124 with regards to the B-
2 bomber program?

Mr. SPENCE. If the gentleman would
yield, the conference outcome on the
B-2 was identical to the outcome on
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H.R. 1530 which the President vetoed. It
successfully establishes the conditions
necessary to permit the production of
additional B-2 bombers beyond the cur-
rently authorized 20 aircraft.

There is a key issue, however, that
requires clarification for the legisla-
tive record. First, as both the bill and
report language clearly indicate, the
fence on the obligation of B-2 funds
until March 31, 1996, applies only to the
$493 million in additional fiscal year
1996 procurement funds. In no way does
this fence impact obligation of prior
year B-2 funding.

Therefore, the balance of the $125
million authorized and appropriated in
fiscal year 1995 to sustain the B-2 in-
dustrial base is available immediately
for such purposes. The use of the
phrase ‘‘merge with the $493 million”
in no way captures any prior year fund-
ing and refers only to the use of those
funds for the same purpose as the $493
million.

Mr. McKEON. | thank the chairman.
Is it therefore the chairman’s perspec-
tive that the purpose for which the ad-
ditional $493 million is being author-
ized is the facilitization and acquisi-
tion of long-lead items necessar