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has always been fair to this Senator.
We have clashed from time to time on
issues. But fairness and confidence and
being a very capable Senator and a
Senate leader has been the hallmark of
BOB DOLE.

I simply say that we will miss him
very much in the U.S. Senate, and I
would have preferred that he not take
the additional step that he announced
today with regard to resigning from
the Senate. I recognize that in running
for President of the United States, it
was most difficult to be here, to be a
leader. However, I thought the an-
nouncement that I read in the papers
this morning with regard to Senator
DOLE, recognizing that he could not do
justice to his Presidential race and be
a full-time leader of the Senate and the
suggestion that he turn this over to
other Members of the Republican ma-
jority, seemed to make sense to me.
But, for whatever reason, BoB DOLE has
made the decision that I think he had
to make. I only thank him for the
friendship.

I will value the few remaining weeks,
week or two or three, that I will have
the privilege of serving together with
him in the U.S. Senate.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do
not want Senator GRASSLEY to think
we are procrastinating and trying to
put his amendment off. He is going to
have to be absent for just a few min-
utes.

Mr. President, I will use just a few
minutes here as in morning business. I
ask my remarks be as in morning busi-
ness.

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

————
THE RESIGNATION OF BOB DOLE

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
last 3 or 4 hours have been a time of
very mixed emotions for many of us. A
while ago when we were crammed, all
of us Republican Senators, in BOB
DoOLE’s office, when he told us of his de-
sires and wishes, I can say that was a
room where grown men, more than one,
had a few tears in their eyes, including
our distinguished majority leader.

I, for one, will miss him very, very
much here in the Senate. But I think
when we finally take stock of the U.S.
Senate—we are now 208 years old, but
if we were to take stock, now, of the
208 years of the U.S. Senate, looking
for the giants of the Senate, I am not
the least bit reluctant to say that
whatever short list one chooses as part
of history, BoB DOLE will be among the
giants and the real leaders of the U.S.
Senate. There is no doubt in my mind,
if you take just the last 100 years, that
BoB DOLE would once again show up in
the top three, four, five U.S. Senators
of this entire modern century.

So, obviously, you cannot take some-
body like that out of here and not have
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a big void. We will clearly miss his
leadership and his marvelous ability to
tell funny stories and get us off guard
and get things done. But essentially his
life has been one of real sacrifice for
the country. Most Americans do not
know that. They have to find out.

BoB DOLE dedicated weeks and
months and years to getting his body
in the position where he could conduct
business and be a Senator after his
tragic World War II accident on the
front lines. In that, he learned about
determination and about fortitude and
about strength, and how much strength
he really had. He has been giving since
then, giving and giving and giving—not
to the Senate, but to the American
people. And, since he has made the de-
cision that he wants to be President, I,
this Senator, wholeheartedly support
what he has chosen to do. I hope it is
everything he plans it to be, and I
think it will be.

He will go to the American people
not as the majority leader or Senator,
but as a man from Kansas who has sac-
rificed more than once for this country
and will try to do it one more time. I
have nothing but great admiration and
respect.

My comments to him today are: The
very best to you, BoB DOLE. Hopefully,
this decision will take you to the
White House. If it does, it will be the
greatest decision you ever made, and a
great decision for America.

But, indeed, there is no question the
American people are going to get to
find out who BoB DOLE is and what he
is all about. And if that is done, it will
be a fair election. For if he cannot do
that, if the people do not get to know
him as he is, it will not be a fair elec-
tion, not one where he will have the
right kind of chance to be President.

So those are my few remarks for
today. In time I will say more about
him, recalling some of the things we
have done together.

With that, I yield to Senator GRASS-
LEY for his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMPSON). The Senator from Iowa.

———

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield myself as
much time as I might consume, but I
would like the Chair to notify me when
I have 15 minutes left because I want to
make sure my cosponsors get ample
time to speak on the amendment as
well.

Did the Senator from Nebraska want
the floor?

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, could I
pose a question now so we could estab-
lish this? This is the first amendment
that is being offered. Do we have time
agreements on amendments?

I remember in the opening remarks,
the chairman of the committee indi-
cated some time limits on the amend-
ments. For the information of this Sen-
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ator and the Senate as a whole, will
the Chair please indicate how much
time is allotted to the amendment, the
first degree? 1 assume that timeframe
would continue unless we get unani-
mous consent at some future time to
change it. What is the agreement on
time limits?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the
Budget Act, there are 2 hours equally
divided on first-degree amendments, 1
hour equally divided on second-degree
amendments.

Mr. EXON. So there are 2 hours, and
1 hour, half an hour a side, on any
amendments to it. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Second-
degree. The Senator is correct.

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair, and I
thank my friend from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I assume that my
time is starting right now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has not called up his amendment.
We will not proceed until the amend-
ment is at the desk.

AMENDMENT NO. 3963
(Purpose: To reduce defense spending)

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], for
himself, Mr. EXON, Mr. KoHL, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
FEINGOLD, and Mr. HARKIN, proposes an
amendment numbered 3963.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by
$8,300,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount by
$2,300,000,000.

On page 8, line 3, decrease the amount by
$8,300,000,000.

On page 8, line 4, decrease the amount by
$2,300,000,000.

On page 52, line 11, decrease the amount by
$8,300,000,000.

On page 52, line 12, decrease the amount by
$2,300,000,000.

On page 59, at the end of line 2, insert
“This section shall not apply to defense dis-
cretionary budget authority and budget out-
lays caps for fiscal year 1997.”

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield myself 15
minutes, Mr. President, off of my time.

For those on the Budget Committee,
this amendment attempts to do almost
exactly what I did in the Budget Com-
mittee, somewhat lower numbers, but
also the numbers are not fenced in the
truest sense of the word because, under
the budget resolution, that would be
subject to a point of order, and we
wanted to make sure the amendment
was germane.

So to the Budget Committee mem-
bers, we are still trying to reduce the
deficit by the amount we are saving on
defense. For the rest of the Senate, I
want to say my approach is the same,
the same goal, lower numbers. We are
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speaking about reducing the defense
numbers, and we are speaking about re-
ducing the deficit when we save money
on defense. The exception to that
would be the President of the United
States capability of declaring that he
needs more money for defense and hav-
ing that be considered, in an emer-
gency, and not having to have offset-
ting numbers.

It strikes a balance, I believe, be-
tween administration proposals for de-
fense spending and that proposed in the
budget resolution.

The amendment would reduce the
budget authority for defense for fiscal
year 1997 by $8.3 billion below the budg-
et resolution. Outlays for defense in
fiscal year 1997 would be reduced by
$2.3 billion. The savings are earmarked
for deficit reduction.

Some of my friends might be con-
cerned that down the road, we will
need more funds for national security.
In that case, this amendment allows
the President to propose emergency
spending for defense without requiring
offsets.

I am pleased to be joined on this
amendment as my main cosponsor by
Senator EXON, a member of the Armed
Services Committee and ranking Dem-
ocrat on the Budget Committee, as
well as Senators KoHL, KERRY, FEIN-
GOoLD, and my colleague from Iowa,
Senator HARKIN. I should note this
amendment is supported by the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union, one of the top
deficit hawk groups in Washington, DC,
and I ask unanimous consent to print
that letter in the RECORD.

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

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION,
Alexandria, VA, May 15, 1996.
Hon. CHARLES GRASSLEY,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR GRASSLEY: Thank you for
contacting the National Taxpayers Union
(NTU) regarding the amendment you plan to
offer to the FY 1997 Budget Resolution in an
effort to control defense spending.

Your amendment would ‘‘fence’ $11.3 bil-
lion in budget authority and $2.9 billion in
outlays (the difference between the Presi-
dent’s proposal and the Committee’s mark
for FY 1997), making the additional funding
contingent upon the President’s certification
that the funds are necessary for national se-
curity. If the President fails to make that
certification the funds would be used to re-
duce the deficit.

America’s taxpayers deserve a more fis-
cally responsible and cost effective federal
government, as well as the lower taxes that
should result from spending reductions.

Your legislation will be helpful in that re-
gard, and therefore NTU is pleased to en-
dorse it and urge your colleagues to support
it.

Sincerely,
AL CORS, Jr.,
Director, Government Relations.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, just
so everyone understands the history
behind this amendment, let me call
your attention to this chart. I want to
call your attention to this chart be-
cause with the budget authority side of
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the chart, it lays out the history of
where we are and where budget resolu-
tions take us and where the President
is.

Last year, the Senate budget resolu-
tion proposed that in fiscal year 1997,
we should have this figure of $253.4 bil-
lion. What is important and significant
about what we did last year and this
yvear is that we had 60 Senators on a
very bipartisan vote last year reject an
amendment that would have increased
the dollar amount of $253.4 billion, a bi-
partisan vote in the Senate not to go
above $253.4 billion.

Now we have this budget resolution
which has disregarded the Senate’s ac-
tion last year and disregarded last
year’s vote, practically the same mem-
bership in this body, and has proposed
$265.6 billion for defense. That is the
number in the resolution that is before
us, $265.6 billion.

Simple arithmetic. That is $11.3 bil-
lion more than the President’s mark.
The President’s mark is this middle
figure. What he proposed to us in his
budget this February, $254.3 billion.
You can see the difference, $11 billion;
$11.3 billion, to be exact.

It is also $12.2 billion more than the
level voted by 60 Members of this body
last year.

What the amendment offered by this
Senator and my colleagues would do is
provide a compromise by allowing de-
fense to increase $3 billion above the
President’s mark and nearly $4 billion
above the level voted by the Senate
last year. That would be $4 billion
above this figure of $253.4 billion.

So I hope that you realize that we
are trying to do a compromise ap-
proach here, not just one of these take
it or leave it, we want everything or we
don’t want anything approach.

It is a good compromise, I believe,
that will address the concerns of those
who want to ensure adequate spending
for defense and also ensure that defense
spending does not grow out of control.

I want to give some background and
rationale for this amendment. It prob-
ably does not differ from the back-
ground and rationale that I would give
for similar amendments I have offered
over the many years that I have been
in the Senate.

Every so often, since the 5th century
B.C., some bright scholar states the ob-
vious. The most recognized statement
was by philosopher George Santayana
when he said, and we have all heard it
S0 many times:

Those who cannot remember the past are
condemned to repeat it.

He goes on to say some very crucial
and insightful things about learning
from our experience. He says:

Progress . . . depends on retentiveness . . .
[W]lhen experience is not retained, as among
savages, infancy is perpetual.

Mr. President, this body, the U.S.
Senate, is coming dangerously close to
what George Santayana described. We
are close to acting like children. I
know that might shock the public. At
issue is whether the Senate is con-
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demned to repeat the mistakes of the
1980’s; specifically, whether we will
pump up the defense budget with no
justification and with no control over
it and, in the process, we would be get-
ting less defense than planned.

Last year during conference discus-
sions—that is ironing out the dif-
ferences between the House and the
Senate on the budget resolution—we
were promised Defense Department re-
forms. We were forced to support high-
er defense numbers, but the quid was
that we would get reforms this year.
We were told that there would be com-
plete top-to-bottom reform of the Pen-
tagon, so much so that it would change
the Pentagon into a triangle.

Mr. President, I drive by the Pen-
tagon each night that I go to my house
that I occupy here in Washington—not
my home, but my house. My home is in
Iowa. Each night since last June 28
when we heard that in that con-
ference—that is when we voted that
conference report—I watched and wait-
ed. As of last night on my drive home,
it is still a pentagon, it is not a tri-
angle.

The justification for my amendment
is to stop the raping and pillaging of
the Treasury under the guise of na-
tional security. There is a very sophis-
ticated con job going on with this de-
fense budget, and I would like to de-
scribe it so that the taxpayers know
exactly how it works, how the defense
industrial military complex picks their
pockets.

There are two facets of this con job.
The first is bureaucratic; the second is
congressional. Congress collaborates
with defense bureaucrats in an extor-
tion of the taxpayers who think they
are paying for national security. In-
stead, they are paying for pork for
Members of Congress.

The game the bureaucrats play is the
most sophisticated. It took me a couple
of years to figure this one out. First,
the bureaucrats deliberately underesti-
mate the cost of everything in the
budget. That way, everything they
want gets squeezed in. Nothing gets
turned down. You can have it all, just
like you can have your cake and eat it,
too, almost. ‘“‘Just get all the programs
approved,” the bureaucrat says, ‘“‘we’ll
worry about the money later on.”

You see, once a program gets started,
programs hardly ever end. You might
say they never end. Too many jobs and
too many careers are at risk. When the
actual bills come in, they say, ‘‘Oops,
we’ve underestimated the costs. By
gosh, we’ve got to do something about
that. We need more money to buy all
this stuff that we’ve committed.”

That creates then constant pressure
to raise the defense budget, but it does
something else as well: there is not
enough money to cover all the cost
overruns, so we buy fewer quantities.
This drives up the prices even further.
Over time, because of bad manage-
ment, we buy less for much more. This
hurts our ability to defend our country.
That is the bureaucrats’ game.
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Here is how it is handled when it gets
to the Hill. We saw it last year, and we
are seeing it again this year:

The Armed Services Committee col-
laborates with the Budget Committee.
They find a nice fat defense number
that can accommodate everyone’s insa-
tiable appetite for pork. The numbers
start to move through the Budget Com-
mittee. Meanwhile, the Armed Services
Committee starts to cram all their pet
programs into the budget, all the way
to the brim. There is even some over-
flowing, Mr. President.

The budget resolution then goes to
the Budget Committee; from the Budg-
et Committee to the floor. That is
where we are today.

Some Senators offered amendments
to squeeze the defense budget, to rid it
of pork and waste, just like the Grass-
ley amendment. But such an amend-
ment is put at a great political dis-
advantage. The taxpayers are unaware
of this, but members of leadership and
members of the committees are busy
behind the scenes twisting the arms of
undecided Senators. They confront un-
decided Senators with a newly drafted
defense bill crammed in with all the
pet programs.

The undeciders are told, “‘If you vote
to squeeze the defense budget, as Mr.
GRASSLEY wants to do, we’ll take pro-
gram A, B, or C out of the bill. Your
State will suffer. You’ll lose jobs.” Of
course, that is intimidation. And some
people are intimidated and vote then
for fatter defense numbers.

What Senator wants to lose potential
jobs in his or her State? These Sen-
ators might be intimidated, but for
taxpayers it is extortion. They are
really getting the shaft. The same
thing happened last year. This year the
Senate committee wised up and did the
same thing as was done in the House
last year. The bottom line is, bureau-
cratic and political games are wreak-
ing havoc with the taxpayers’ bottom
line, all in the name of national secu-
rity. They are conspiring against the
taxpayers’ interests, pure and simple.

I remind my colleagues of the prom-
ise accompanying last year’s budget
conference report, with the bloated de-
fense budgets that I pointed out here—
$265.6 billion. They said, you will get
reforms next year. The reforms were
supposed to be of infrastructure and
base closures. The savings would then
be used for modernization. This was
the specific promise of the Secretary of
Defense as well.

But we have the General Accounting
Office out there, that nonpartisan
group of people that are to make sure
that we use honest numbers in Govern-
ment. The General Accounting Office
just completed a review of the infra-
structure savings. The GAO’s findings
are truly amazing.

Despite four rounds of base closures
since 1988, there are no savings. And
now, despite very dramatic cuts in our
force structure, there are no savings.
DOD infrastructure costs are going up,
not down.
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On April 25, I spoke about this in de-
tail on this floor, Mr. President, laying
out all the facts. The promise was that
we would have savings. The reality,
Mr. President—there are no savings. It
is not that there were not modest sav-
ings, the problem is, it has all been
spent. It has been spent on new infra-
structure projects like public affairs
and headquarters and, in other words,
creating more spin and fattening up
headquarters. Overhead—that does not
come very cheap. It soaked up all of
the savings.

So as the force structure of our
armed services gets smaller and small-
er and smaller, headquarters gets big-
ger and bigger. It is still then a pen-
tagon; it is not a triangle.

Once again, Mr. President, the Pen-
tagon is proving that it cannot allocate
money sensibly. Once again it is prov-
ing it cannot save money even with
such golden opportunities given by
base closures. That means that we will
not have the money promised for the
modernization so that we can meet the
needs of our national security in this
new budget environment we are in to
balance the budget.

The question is, do we reward this
bad management with even more
money or do we hold the Department of
Defense’s feet to the fire? Do we sup-
port the defense budget in this resolu-
tion or do we put a meaningful con-
straint around it so that it will be
managed better?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used his 15 minutes.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield myself 1%
more minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

Mr. GRASSLEY. That is the essence
then of my amendment. It is an at-
tempt to better manage the Pentagon’s
resources, because enough is enough.
Promised reforms are not the same as
real reforms. We shovel billions into
the defense budget on the promise of
reforms. Historically the reforms have
failed to materialize, yet we still throw
good money after bad.

If we fail to learn the lessons of the
past, as George Santayana preaches to
us, ‘“We’re doomed to repeat them ad
nauseam.’”’” If we do that again this
year, Mr. President, we will be falling
into the familiar trap once again ex-
pressed by the great philosopher Georg
Hegel. He said, ‘““We learn from history
that we learn nothing from history.”

So I urge my colleagues to avoid re-
peating the mistakes of the past. I ask
them to vote for the bipartisan amend-
ment, the Grassley-Exon amendment. I
yield the floor.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague and friend from Iowa for
yielding me time. I simply say that
there undoubtedly will be opposition to
this Grassley-Exon amendment. I cer-
tainly do not think it is proper for me
to be managing the time in opposition
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to an amendment that I am a cospon-
sor of. So I just alert Senators who are
likely opposed to this amendment that
they should come here, and someone
should assume the responsibility for
managing the time against the amend-
ment.

First, Mr. President, I am reminded
of a couple years ago when the Demo-
crats were the majority party in the
Senate. And I teamed up with Senator
GRASSLEY for an Exon-Grassley amend-
ment at that time that proposed to cut
$26 billion in outlays and $42 billion in
budget authority over a 5-year period.
We were working on a b-year propo-
sition then.

Do you remember the wailings at the
time? The Secretary of Defense, who is
still the Secretary of Defense, the As-
sistant Secretary of Defense, who is
now Director of the CIA, and others,
moaned and groaned, and the wailing
went on about how Exon-Grassley was
devastating our defense budget.

Well, they did not have the horses.
Exon-Grassley at that time passed.
And it was a modest step at that time
dedicated to reducing the deficit.

This year, with the Republicans in
the majority in the Senate, I was very
pleased when my friend and colleague
from the neighboring State of Iowa
came and asked me my advice on this
amendment. It is true that Senator
GRASSLEY offered in the Budget Com-
mittee on which I serve an amendment
that eliminated the $11.3 billion in-
crease over the President’s budget. And
I supported that in the Budget Com-
mittee. And it lost on a 12-to-12 vote.

When we conferred upon the proper
course of action here, we agreed that—
I think, and I think a near majority of
the U.S. Senate feels, that the amount
authorized over the President’s budget
for defense, which was $12.9 billion,
$12.9 billion, I say, in the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and $11.3 billion over
the President’s budget, as it came out
of the Budget Committee, is more than
we need to spend, because it is more
than the President requested; it is
more than the Pentagon requested; it
is more than the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs has requested. So I simply say
that I think that the Grassley amend-
ment, and others, this time is in good
form and proper taste.

I suggested to my friend from Iowa,
in our conversation about this, that
probably rather than duplicating the
effort in the Budget Committee by
eliminating all of the $11.3 billion in-
crease, that we would possibly recog-
nize that maybe we would garner some
support if we would not cut the whole
$11.3 billion, but allow for a modest $3
billion increase to the President’s num-
bers.

I have no definite word on this from
the White House, but I am quite con-
fident that the President would accept
a modest $3 billion increase that we are
suggesting over the recommendations
that he has made. I do not know wheth-
er he would veto the defense authoriza-
tion bill if faced with an $11.3 billion
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increase, which I think may be veto
bait. I do not think this slight increase
would be veto bait, and I appreciate the
fact that the Senator agreed and
thought that was the right figure to go
with.

Certainly, I simply say the amend-
ment, in technical terms, reduces the
defense numbers in the Republican
mark by $8.3 billion in budget author-
ity and $2.3 billion in outlays. This still
represents an increase, once again, of
$3 billion over the President’s budget
request and the budget authority and
$600 million additional in outlays. It
seems to me this Grassley-Exon
amendment has something in it for al-
most everyone because it is the ulti-
mate in reality, I believe, at this time.

Let me summarize this amendment,
although the Senator from Iowa has
basically gone through it. This amend-
ment does two things. First, it reduces
defense numbers by $8.3 billion in budg-
et authority and $2.3 billion in outlays.
Second, it revises the budget resolution
language that eliminates designating
appropriations as emergency by cre-
ating an exception for defense. This al-
lows the President and the Congress to
approve increased defense funding over
and above Grassley-Exon by the use of
an emergency designation.

I think the Senator from Iowa stipu-
lated what this is about. This is simply
saying in another fashion that with the
$3 billion over and above the defense
numbers suggested by the President
and the Pentagon, there is a means in
the case of an emergency, if that
should occur, for the President and the
Congress to go up to the $11 billion fig-
ure, if such an emergency occurs.

Is that the right interpretation of
this, I ask the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Yes.

Mr. EXON. The Republican defense
budget for 1997 is excessive in a time
when we are desperately trying and
seeking to balance the budget.

This amendment would scale back
the Republican overzealous $11.3 billion
increase to the President’s request but
still provide a modest $3 billion in-
crease to try to satisfy some, if not all,
of the priorities that have been ex-
pressed in the Congress on both sides of
the Hill. At a time when we are trying
to balance the budget, such an exorbi-
tant increase of $11-plus billion is
uncalled for. We cannot return to an
era of just throwing money at the de-
fense problem at will, especially when
the experts in the administration and
the Pentagon have not requested it.

This action recently taken by the de-
fense authorizing committees, I think,
demonstrates the point that I am try-
ing to make. In the House National Se-
curity Committee and the Senate
Armed Services Committee, the major-
ity added $4 billion in procurement and
R&D accounts that was neither in the
Pentagon’s 1997 request nor in the Pen-
tagon’s b5-year future years defense
plan. That means that the authorizing
committees approved $4 billion for pro-
grams that the Pentagon would never
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have bought even if it had had the
money.

The real issue, Mr. President, is not
how much to give defense but how to
distribute it over a 6-year timeframe.
Both the Republican budget resolution
and the President’s request propose to
spend $1.6 trillion—that is $1.6 trillion
on defense between 1997 through the
year 2002.

The real allocation for defense differs
by only $11 billion. The Republican
plan increases defense dramatically in
the first few years and then flattens it
out in the outyears. How we will pay
for the associated rise in operation and
support costs and still balance the
budget is a mystery. The present budg-
et at least increases the outyears to re-
flect defense budget realities to the
point that it is $11 billion more than
the GOP plan in the year 2002. And the
President still balances the budget by
the year 2002, as certified by the Con-
gressional Budget Office, as I said ear-
lier today.

This amendment leaves open the pos-
sibility to increase defense spending, as
I have outlined and as Senator GRASS-
LEY has outlined, if necessary. By rein-
stating the ability to declare supple-
mental appropriations of defense budg-
et by emergency, a simple majority in
Congress with the approval of the
President will still be able to increase
the defense budget if it truly is an
emergency and truly in the national
interest.

Mr. President, I have just received a
letter from Director Alice Rivlin that
the administration states its position
on the defense numbers in the resolu-
tion that Senator GRASSLEY and I are
trying to reduce. In that letter from
the Office of Management and Budget,
Director Alice Rivlin states: ‘“The reso-
lution provides $11 billion more in the
defense budget than the President’s
budget in 1997 which commits histori-
cally high levels of resources through
readiness as measured in funding for
the troops. Further, in the critical
years of defense modernization at the
turn of the century, the resolution does
not provide enough budget authority
compared to the President’s defense
program.’’

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the
Grassley amendment. I reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
much time have I used or has been used
in opposition to the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. None at
this point.

Mr. DOMENICI. I will speak for a few
moments. The word should go out
there are a number of Senators on our
side who want to speak against the
amendment. We have plenty of time,
but we do not want to be here in
quorum calls. We have sought not to do
that once we g0 to work on the resolu-
tion. I hope they will come to the floor
and be heard.

Mr. President and fellow Senators,
let me first indicate unequivocally
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that Senator GRASSLEY is consistent.
He has consistently called for reduced
spending and he has consistently been
concerned about whether or not the
spending on defense is being done in
the most efficient manner. In many
ways, he has been successful. We have
consistently reduced defense spending
since 1987. Since 1987, defense spending
has declined 34 percent after inflation.

On the other hand, since 1987, the
rest of the discretionary programs of
America have increased by 31 percent.
For those who say, in the last few
years, domestic spending has been cut,
the truth of the matter is—and these
are in constant dollars in this chart be-
hind me—1987, this red bar is defense
discretionary; domestic discretionary
is the green bar; the big, big expendi-
ture, sort of the blockbuster is the pur-
ple bar, which is entitlements.

Moving over a decade we will find in
real dollars defense is down 34 percent;
domestic discretionary is up 31 percent,
and, of course, the entitlement pro-
grams are a 41 percent increase. So
that is the story of spending as it re-
lates to defense and domestic in the
United States.

So, in a very real sense, Senator
GRASSLEY’s concern about getting
spending down has not fallen on deaf
ears. Obviously, some big events oc-
curred in the world, but many, many
things have happened for the better in
the Defense Department in terms of ef-
ficiency, in terms of better contracts,
less waste, less loopholes, less opportu-
nities to take advantage of the tax-
payer.

This budget resolution reduced de-
fense spending from last year’s assump-
tion over the next 6 years by $14.3 bil-
lion. That is, over the next 6 years we
have reduced defense over what we as-
sumed last year as we produced a 7-
year trend line—reduced it by $14.3 bil-
lion.

Senator GRASSLEY would reduce de-
fense spending next year from that
number that we have by $8.3 billion.
That will be the 12th straight year of
decline.

Now, I agree with Senator GRASSLEY
in one important way. He has said in
the Budget Committee—and while I
was not here for his entire speech, I be-
lieve it is fair to say that the Clinton
administration has played politics with
this year’s national security budget,
the defense budget. The President has
proposed a significant reduction in de-
fense spending this year, despite his
1995 State of the Union Address that
drew a line on further defense cuts.

Now, it is interesting, and the Presi-
dent will probably say, along with
those who defend his budget, that look-
ing out over the next 6 years, the
President lets defense grow a little bit.
Well, this is so typical of the budgets
coming out of the White House. For do-
mestic spending, which he wants to say
he is not cutting, those go up in the
first few years and then come tumbling
off the wall in years 4, 5, and 6 from
now. On defense, we turn it the other
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way and say, do not worry, we are
going to cut it this year, but it is going
to go up. We think both of those ap-
proaches are inconsistent with what is
good for the men and women who are
in the armed services, the operation
and maintenance, and seeing to it that
they have good equipment, as modern
as possible.

Now, cut defense spending so you can
show big add-ons in the nondefense
budget, but then send your military
chiefs of staff to the Hill. They come to
the Hill and they ask for more money.
In fact, our adding up of what the
chiefs—the Chief of the Air Force, a
four-star general; the Chief of the Ma-
rines; and the head admiral of the
Navy—they have come up here and
said, ‘“Yes, we are a part of the Presi-
dent’s budget, but we sure would like
some more money, because we need it.”
They asked for $15 billion. We could
not do that. We gave them less.

So, in a sense, I agree with the dis-
tinguished Senator, except I do not
have enough confidence in trusting the
President to ask for money, from now
until the election, if they need it. One
of my friend’s—Senator GRASSLEY—
ideas is let us give him his budget, and
let him have to come up here and ask
for more. Frankly, I do not think that
will happen until after November, even
if we did. I do not want to take that
risk.

I figure we can just as well go ahead
and analyze the requests made in the
committees. The authorizing com-
mittee of the U.S. Senate, the Senate
Armed Services Committee—I believe
Senator EXON is a member, and if my
recollection is wrong, and he can cor-
rect me—voted 20-0 to report out a De-
fense authorization bill that is con-
sistent with the Republican mark and
the Republican budget, not the mark
or the dollar numbers the President
asks for in his budget.

So maybe some would like us not to
bail out the President, but I believe it
is not bailing out the President. If that
happens to be a side-effect of doing
what is right by the Defense Depart-
ment, and by the men and women of
the military, who need our help—inci-
dentally, Mr. President, when we voted
in the all-volunteer military—the All-
Volunteer Army and Navy and Air
Force and Marines, during the Nixon
era, we said we were going to pay them
the equivalent wage of what they
would make in the civilian sector. I am
very pleased that we are having a very
powerful commission evaluate this to
see if we are really doing that. I merely
make the point that I am quite con-
vinced that they are going to tell us we
have to pay our men and women more.

I make that rather bold pronounce-
ment because I feel confident it is
going to happen. I am not interested in
seeing more than the 12,000 military
men and women who are already on
food stamps. In fact, I am hopeful they
will tell us how to get them off of food
stamps and pay them what they are en-
titled to. That is not a large number,
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you will be told, and our laws are
strange on Medicaid and food stamps.
But I believe that is not consistent
with the pledge made when we decided
to have an All-Volunteer Army. Just
on its face, it is not consistent.

I also comment that many of the ve-
hicles that the Air Force is operating
under are extremely old. You recall,
much is being made in the news today
of a plane that is 27 years old. I think
the plane that crashed was 27 or 29
years old. Many are suggesting that we
better be careful when they get up
there at that age.

Well, fighter aircraft, at this point,
are as follows: In 2001, the Air Force pi-
lots will be flying aircraft 15 years old,
on average. This means that some of
those aircraft will be 30 years old. I do
not know what that means, but I have
been led to believe that is getting pret-
ty close to critical time. If it is critical
on the civilian side, and if we do not
want to have 30-year-old planes on the
civilian side, I do not think we want a
lot of our men and women in the mili-
tary flying 30-year-old aircraft. We do
not have any big money in this budget,
nor did the President put any in, to
have a systematic approach to amelio-
rating that situation.

I could go on. Squadrons of airplanes
are shrinking. They used to be 24, and
we are down to 15, in many cases, and
even 12. So we have more sites for them
but fewer airplanes. I understand we do
not want to close down installations,
but, obviously, the cost of maintaining
and operating smaller units like that is
very, very high in comparison to larger
units. Ultimately, something will be
done about that.

Now, I want to close with this. Once
again, so there will be no misunder-
standing, I have nothing but the high-
est respect for the distinguished Sen-
ator from Iowa, Senator Charles
GRASSLEY. He is consistent. He believes
what he says, and he works at it. He
believes firmly in this position. I un-
derstand how he feels and what he is
thinking. But I believe that in this
case it is too risky; it is too risky for
our men and women and our national
defense to allow this amendment to
pass. And I hope it does not.

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I would
like to ask the chairman one thing
about the chart that is up here. The
1987 that he referenced there is some
kind of a benchmark. Is it not true
that in 1987 there existed such a thing
as a very powerful and threatening So-
viet Union and a Warsaw Pact that is
not here today?

Mr. DOMENICI. Absolutely.

Mr. EXON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. DOMENICI. I did not say we cut
it just to eliminate waste. I said it has
been cut. For those who say it is al-
ways increasing while domestic is not,
I just want to say it has been coming
down for 1 decade. That is all.

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I want to yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Illinois.

He also would like to be added as a
cosponsor of my amendment.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might
I inquire? Can I then ask that following
in sequence Senator HUTCHISON from
Texas have 5 minutes and Senator
COHEN from Maine have 10 minutes in
that order?

Will the Senator have additional

speakers?

Mr. EXON. We will have additional
speakers.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator KYL and

Senator INHOFE.

How much time does the Senator de-
sire?

Mr. INHOFE. Four minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Can we agree on 5
minutes for Senator INHOFE?

Will Senator HUTCHISON control time
for me for the next 15 minutes?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I first
want to commend my colleague from
Iowa. As Senator DOMENICI said,
through the years we have to be more
prudent in defense spending.

I am for this amendment for two rea-
sons: One is it reduces the deficit.

Some of us on this floor right now
are members of the Budget Committee.
Let me tell you without a constitu-
tional amendment to require a bal-
anced budget the 7 years that both
sides are talking about will not result
in a balanced budget. We put all the
tough decisions off to the end. Not all
of them but most of them. So we are
not going to achieve a balanced budget
without a constitutional amendment,
and this at least moves in the direction
of reducing the deficit.

Second, I am for it because the budg-
et as it is constituted has an imbal-
ance. What the Grassley amendment
does is gives the Defense Department
$3 billion more than they requested.

Frankly, if I were to put the budget
together—for example, in yesterday’s
New York Times is a story, “U.N. Says
North Korea Will Face Famine as
Early as This Summer.”” And in today’s
Washington Post it says ‘““No Help Set
for N. Korea.”

I do not think that we ought to be
using hunger as a political tool. I think
we would be much smarter saying we
want to help feed people who are hun-
gry whether they are Communists, an-
archists, or what their background.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to put these two items in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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[From the Washington Post, May 15, 1996]
No HELP SET FOR N. KOREA
(By Mary Jordan) Washington Post Foreign
Service

ToKkYo.—Reclusive North Korea will not re-
ceive any immediate new shipments of rice
or other food from the United States, Japan
or South Korea despite new reports of wide-
spread malnutrition there.

“With respect to food aid and [the easing
of economic] sanctions, we have no plans at
this time to go forward,” said U.S. Assistant
Secretary of State Winston Lord, concluding
two days of talks with top Japanese and
South Korea officials over what policy to
adopt toward the deteriorating north. ‘“We
will keep the situation under review.”

The three countries issued a joint state-
ment saying they agreed to continue efforts
to persuade the North to accept four-nation
peace talks proposed by Washington and
Seoul last month.

The three-nation talks, held on the South
Korean island of Cheju, again pointed out
the difficulty these three allies have main-
taining a united front to deal with the Com-
munist regime in Pyongyang. The issue of
food aid is seen as critical because some ex-
perts believe an increasingly hungry North
Korea could opt to use its 1.2 million-man
army to end its crisis in a hail of missiles
and bullets.

Others argue that offering help only re-
wards the missile-exporting nation, Senate
Majority Leader Robert J. Dole and others
have criticized President Clinton for ‘‘cod-
dling”’ this Stalinist regime whose military
threat keeps 37,000 U.S. troops on its border.

Generally, the United States has favored
sending food aid to ward off an immediate
crisis. Even in the last few days, U.S. Ambas-
sador James Laney and State Department
spokesman Nicholas Burns indicated that
the United States was considering new aid
and easing sanctions.

U.N. food aid officials Monday issued fresh
alerts that ‘‘food stocks are critically low,”
that there is ‘“‘no further food assistance in
the pipeline” and that peasants’ rations are
being cut in half.

The United States has enforced economic
sanctions against North Korea since the end
of the Korean War in 1953. But it has also do-
nated more than $2.2 million in aid since
floods last summer exacerbated the food cri-
sis in the crumbling state, which lacks heat
for homes and cash for imports.

South Korea, whose capital city, Seoul,
lies minutes away from the missiles that
North Korea has aimed at it, sees the situa-
tion differently. South Korean officials op-
pose food aid because they say the military
will likely divert the food for its own stock-
piles. They also doubt the severity of the
hunger. An official in Cheju today said that
although the food shortage is serious, he did
not think it would lead to an ‘‘African-style
famine.”

The chief Japanese delegate, Deputy For-
eign Minister Shunji Yanai, told reporters at
the end of the talks that at the moment
Japan had ‘‘no plans to extend food assist-
ance.” It had earlier sent 500,000 tons of rice.
But Japanese officials have also indicated
they might pursue a more independent dia-
logue with their unpredictable neighbor.

Lord stressed the need for talks involving
the two Koreas, the United States and China
to hammer out a formal peace treaty to re-
place the armistice that ended the 1950-53
Korean War.

Lord, Chung and Yanai agreed that such
talks had the best chance of achieving sta-
bility on the Korean peninsula.

Beijing has not committed itself to the
proposal, first suggested last month by
President Clinton and South Korean Presi-
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dent Kim Young Sam, but has indicated it
would back the move once North Korea ac-
cepted.

North Korea, which until now has refused
to discuss a peace treaty except in bilateral
talks with Washington, a condition rejected
by Washington and Seoul, has not agreed to
the proposal.

Shortly after a similar conference among
the three nations held in Hawaii earlier this
year, the United States gave $2 million in
food assistance to North Korea. Since then,
there have been some encouraging signs in
the U.S.-North Korean diplomatic relation-
ship.

Just in the past few days, the two coun-
tries reached a breakthrough agreement that
will allow the first joint effort to recover the
remains of U.S. soldiers unaccounted for
since the Korean War. More than 8,100 serv-
icemen are still missing, and many of them
are believed to be buried in North Korea. The
recovery effort could begin before the end of
the year.

[From the New York Times, May 14, 1996]

U.N. SAYS NORTH KOREA WILL FACE FAMINE
AS EARLY AS THIS SUMMER
(By Nicholas D. Kristof)

Tokyo—Hunger in North Korea is growing
more intense as the country’s economy con-
tinues to deteriorate, so that malnutrition
could become widespread in the coming
months, some experts say.

In the latest sign of the country’s crisis,
the World Food Program and the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Na-
tions warned today that ‘‘the food supply is
becoming increasingly desperate’ in North
Korea, and that without emergency food im-
ports, ‘‘the consequences are likely to be
devastating for large segments of the popu-
lation.”

In their statement, the two agencies said
that the situation had deteriorated just in
the last few months and that the shortages
were likely to grow worse this summer.

“There are some cases of malnutrition, but
it is not widespread at this time, as far as we
can tell,” Trevor Page, the country director
for the World Food Program, said by tele-
phone for the organization’s office in
Pyongyang, the North Korean capital. ‘“‘How-
ever, with levels of rations that are now
being distributed, malnutrition will develop
and become widespread in the coming
months unless there are substantial food aid
shipments.”

North Korea, with the world’s last Sta-
linist government, remains virtually sealed
off from the rest of the world, and few for-
eigners are allowed to visit. But many West-
ern diplomats, business executives, academic
experts and visitors to the country say there
are growing signs that the economy is dete-
riorating.

Even in Pyongyang, which has by far the
best standard of living in the country, visi-
tors say that power outages are now routine
and that water is often cut off for much of
the day.

Some Western diplomats and military offi-
cials worry that North Korea’s economic cri-
sis could make it unpredictable or even lead
it to attack South Korea and the American
forces stationed there.

North Korea, with a population of about 24
million, was the better-endowed part of the
Korean Peninsula when Japan ended its oc-
cupation in 1945. The North has a wealth of
minerals and other natural resources, but it
has been hobbled by its rigid Communist
model, by huge spending on its 1.2 million-
member armed forces, and by the collapse of
trading partners in the former Communist
world. Now many North Korean factories are
idled by lack of oil and electricity, and col-
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lective farms are returning to draft animals
because there is no fuel for tractors.

The American Ambassador to South Korea,
James T. Laney, warned in a speech on Sat-
urday of ‘‘serious risks,” including the possi-
bility that ‘‘the North may look for other
ways of using the only remaining asset it
possesses which commands international re-
spect—its military might.”

In a speech that seemed to signal a shifting
direction in American policy, Mr. Laney sug-
gested that the old approach of simply em-
phasizing deterrence against North Korean
attack was no longer sufficient. Now, he
said, deterrence must be augmented by in-
ducements to get North Korea to cooperate
with the West.

Senior officials from the United States,
Japan and South Korea are now meeting in
South Korea to discuss policy toward the
North. Diplomats say that they are expected
to agree on an assistance plan on condition
that the North agrees to President Clinton’s
proposal last month for four-party peace
talks involving both Koreas, the United
States and China.

North Korea’s economy has been deterio-
rating for years and was further devastated
by widespread flooding last year. Rations
have already been halved, and experts say
that some peasants are eating bitter wild
grasses and roots that have not been part of
the diet since 1951, during the Korean War.

But one such emergency food, a grass
called naengi, stops growing this month and
so will be unavailable in the crucial summer
months, until the next grain harvest is ready
in the fall. This year’s harvest is also ex-
pected to be poor, because bad weather de-
layed planting by about two weeks.

Experts say there are other signs of eco-
nomic desperation, including the sale by
peasants of anything they have—even human
hair—to China in exchange for wheat flour.
Russia is said to have cut freight train serv-
ice for lack of payment of bills, and that
may complicate North Korea’s trade picture.

Most staple foods are distributed in North
Korea by the Government, but the alert
today said that this system ‘‘is perilously
close to collapse.” Moreover, foreign assist-
ance—which eased the shortages over the
winter—is coming to an end.

Foreign shipments averaged about 50,000
tons of grain a month since late last year,
but plunged to 12,200 last month and an an-
ticipated 9,300 this month. Next month, 2,500
tons are anticipated, and the nothing is in
the pipeline.

Some North Korea watchers have sug-
gested that the hunger could lead to a revolt
or to the disintegration of the system, and
there have indeed been a growing number of
North Koreans who risk being shot by sneak-
ing across the border into China. But visitors
say they have seen no sign of political unrest
in North Korea, perhaps the most tightly
controlled society in the world.

““Although food shortages are all over,
there are no signs that this will cause the
political collapse of the country,” Mr. Page
of the world food Program said.

The food shortage in North Korea may be-
come perennial, experts say, unless the rigid
Communist economic system changes dra-
matically. The Government appears to be
bending its rules a bit by turning a blind eye
as peasants plant larger private plots than
they are allowed or sell food in informal
markets in some parts of the country. Like-
wise, in the cities some residents are plant-
ing crops on spare bits of land or raising
chickens on their balconies. But North Korea
has given no indication that it is contem-
plating any major opening.

Another problem for North Korea may be
declining cash transfusions from ethnic Ko-
reans living in Japan. Nicholas Eberstadt, a
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scholar at the American Enterprise Institute
in Washington, has concluded that the trans-
fusions were never as great as widely be-
lieved and have plunged since the late 1980’s.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, let me
point out what is happening in defense
spending.

Here is the United States. Here are
the next five countries in defense
spending: Russia, Japan, France, the
United Kingdom, and Germany. We are
spending more on defense than the next
five countries combined. The cold war
is over, as Senator EXON just pointed
out.

Let me take you back to the year
when Senator GRASSLEY and I came to
Congress, fiscal year 1975. Do you know
what the defense budget was then ad-
justed for inflation? It was $234 billion,
$32 billion less than we are requesting
here. Then we faced the nuclear con-
frontation with the Soviets. We had a
war in Vietnam, as my friend from
Iowa will remember. We had all kinds
of challenges. Today we do not need to
spend anywhere near this amount.

If we were to cut the defense budget
in half—and I do not advocate that—
but if we were to do that, we would
still be spending appreciably more than
any other country on the face of the
Earth. A little prudence as this amend-
ment suggests is just common sense.

I hope the Senate will listen to our
friend from Iowa with his amendment.
I am proud to be a cosponsor of it. I
think it makes sense fiscally. I think it
makes sense from the viewpoint of
what we ought to be doing in the de-
fense area.

So, Mr. President, I rise in strong
support of the Grassley amendment,
and I hope there will be enough Sen-
ators who say let us look at our real
needs. Let us look at our deficit situa-
tion. The Grassley amendment logi-
cally ought to be overwhelmingly sup-
ported. I know that is not going to be
the case. If we win it will be by a nar-
row vote. But we ought to vote for the
people of this Nation on this next vote.
And I think that is a vote for the
Grassley amendment.

I yield back the balance of the time
to Senator GRASSLEY.

Mrs. HUTCHISON
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
respect Senator GRASSLEY very much. I
respect Senator SIMON, and Senator
EXON. But I serve on the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and I think they are
wrong on this issue.

In fact, let us cut to the chase. We
are not talking about allowing the
President to come back in and certify
that he needs more money. The Presi-
dent has said that he does not want the
money. His budget came in $11 billion
lower this year in real terms than it
was last year, and that was after tell-
ing the American people in his State of
the Union Message that he did not
think we should cut defense spending
any more.

addressed the
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Mr. President, we have had testi-
mony before the Armed Services Com-
mittee from every single high ranking
military and civilian official in this ad-
ministration; the President’s own ad-
ministration. Every chief of every serv-
ice has said we cannot continue to
train our forces and modernize our
forces if we do not have the money to
do it. This is the 12th straight year of
declining defense spending; the 12th
straight year. Weapons procurement is
down 70 percent since 1985.

It is proper after the cold war that
we would draw down our military
spending. But, Mr. President, we have
gone far enough. If we maintain keep-
ing the funding level that Senator
GRASSLEY is suggesting that we cut,
the $8.3 billion, what would it take
away from our Armed Forces? What
would it do to us?

First, it would stop the increasing
modernization that we must have as we
are drawing down our force numbers. It
is essential that we have the mod-
ernization, equipment, and technology
to make up for the smaller numbers of
people that we will have in the field.
That is what the drawdown requires if
we are going to be able to fight and win
two simultaneous major regional con-
flicts. We must have the technology
and the equipment to do it.

It will pay for an improved quality of
life for the men and women who risk
their lives to serve our country. We are
asking for a 3-percent pay raise for our
military; 3 percent. These are the
young men and women who volunteer
to fight for the freedom and independ-
ence of our country. We must assure
that they have a better quality of life
that demonstrates to them that they
have the complete support of the
American people.

We will also not be able to increase
our commitment to counter the bal-
listic missile threats; the threat of bal-
listic missiles launched at our country.
The Secretary of Defense testified that
we do not have a defense to ballistic
missiles fired at the United States. He
said that this year. The Secretary of
Defense, himself, thinks that we need
to go forward with the technology for a
ballistic missile defense for our coun-
try. At least 30 countries throughout
the world have ballistic missile tech-
nology and capabilities. Many of those
have nuclear, biological and chemical
weapons capability as well. So, of
course, we ought to be able to defend
our shores, or any of our troops in the
field against incoming ballistic mis-
siles. Yet, if you cut $8 billion that
Senator GRASSLEY wants to cut, we
will not be able to go forward in that
technology.

Mr. President, we should have
learned a lesson from our experiences
in previous wars. That is what history
is for—to teach us lessons. We should
learn the lesson of the Korean war. We
should not forget the lessons of Task
Force Smith, when we had drawn down
our forces after World War II, and we
did not have the equipment and the
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training going into the Korean war,
and Task Force Smith was a unit that
was rushed into combat in the early
days of the Korean war and were oblit-
erated by the North Koreans. They
were brave soldiers who fought coura-
geously but because they were not
equipped with up-to-date equipment
and their training was woefully short
they suffered terrible casualties. We
cannot forget the sacrifice of those who
died in Task Force Smith and now once
again repeat those same mistakes
today by undercutting the ability of
our troops in the field to have the
equipment and the training and the
technology they need to do the job
when they signed up to protect our
freedom.

We saw in Desert Storm an almost
perfectly executed war, but we had al-
most 6 months to prepare for that war.
Our enemies will not always give us 6
months to prepare for a war. They saw
what happened to Saddam Hussein
when he did that. So when you talk
about cutting $8 billion out of our de-
fense budget, you are talking not about
fat; you are talking about muscle and
bone. You are talking about cutting
the critical support for our military
that we must continue to provide if we
are going to maintain the strength of
our military.

As President Reagan once said, we
got peace through strength. Being
weak and unprepared and techno-
logically inadequate is not what Amer-
ica is about. If we are going to have the
greatest nation on Earth and the last
superpower status on Earth, we must
have the equipment and the technology
and the upgrading to do the job. So
cutting our military budget to the
level that the President asked for is
certainly not going to do that.

I implore my colleagues to look at
the big picture and to remember the
lessons of Task Force Smith. Let us
not let the deaths of those brave men
g0 unheeded. Let us keep our freedom
and our strength, and let us keep our
commitment to our troops in the field
for a quality of life and let us have a
ballistic missile defense for our coun-
try going into the 21st century.

Now, Mr. President, according to the
previous order, I yield 10 minutes to
Senator COHEN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I was in-
terested in listening to the comments
of my colleague from Illinois when he
held up several press accounts that the
North Koreans may be heading for
starvation, and so the solution, I sup-
pose, is to send food.

Mr. President, the North Koreans
would not be headed for starvation if
they were spending less on weapons,
less on putting half a million people
right on the DMZ, having 1.2 million
under arms, and doing more to grow
food.

So the word ought to be to the North
Koreans, ‘“‘Make food, not war.” Yet we
are being called upon here for us to
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now feed the North Korean Army, be-
cause that is where the food is going, it
is not going to feed the general popu-
lation.

Let me suggest to my friends who
now would adopt the policy of send
food and not prepare for defending
South Korea that the North Koreans
have not been responsive to date to
these sorts of gestures. We have been
sending them fuel oil so they would not
go forward and build a nuclear weapons
capability, and now we are being told
they are on the verge of starving, so,
therefore, we must cut back, we must
in fact trim our procurement needs in
order to accommodate the needs of the
North Korean people whose military
regime continues to spend them into
bankruptcey.

It was also suggested with a chart
over there that there are some five
countries that we spend more in de-
fense than the total of these five coun-
tries. Well, which countries are they?
Is it Russia? Is it China? Can anyone on
the Senate floor tell me how much
China spends on their military? Can
you tell me how much Russia spends
for its military? If any of you can even
establish that in nominal terms?

Would you like to compare what it
costs the United States taxpayer to ac-
quire a fighter aircraft from McDonnell
Douglas versus the Chinese Govern-
ment?

Mr. President, there is no sense in
trying to compare our expenditures to
those of five countries when we cannot
even identify the true costs of what
those countries are spending. Assuming
that you could, are we going to take
the position in the Senate that we now
would like to see the Japanese, for ex-
ample, increase their defense spending
so they can assume a greater responsi-
bility in the field of seapower, and ex-
tend their seapower capabilities
throughout that region?

Do we want to see Germany, for ex-
ample, have a much greater expendi-
ture in defense to adopt much greater
responsibility than they currently
have? Are we willing to see that our
stabilizing presence throughout the
world should be diminished with all the
consequences we have seen during the
history of warfare during the 20th cen-
tury; that every single time the United
States has cut back and cut back and
cut back we have seen the seeds of fu-
ture wars sewn?

Mr. President, it has been talked
about here of how the peak of spending
has gone down over the past 10 years. I
have a chart here as well that can show
very clearly how it has dropped signifi-
cantly since 1985—70 percent.

We think back to our capability in
World War II. I ask this question fre-
quently: How many ships did we have
during World War II? Take a wild
guess. Five thousand warships. How
many are we headed for today? Three
hundred forty-six.

Bismarck indicated that there are
only two things that do not change in
life. One is history and the other is ge-
ography.
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We still are required to sail the same
seas. We still are required to defend
this country’s interests globally. That
has not changed. So we now are re-
quired to cover the globe with our sea
power capability with 346 ships, not
5,000. Indeed, these 346 ships are more
capable than those 5,000 we had in
World War II, but we have to continue
to modernize them.

The fact is we are operating them at
a greater operational tempo. They are
wearing out faster. So what we are ask-
ing our young men and women to do is
to sail in ships that are operating at a
higher tempo, that are wearing out
faster, that need replacement, need re-
pairs, and we put their lives in jeop-
ardy because we are cutting back and
cutting back.

We are doing so in contradiction to
what the President promised. This is
what is most ironic. For years, the ad-
ministration has been telling us that
the procurement budget is going to
turn around. Just wait until next year.
It is sort of like us in New England; we
keep saying about the Red Sox: Next
year we are going to get the pennant.
Just wait one more year.

That is precisely what has been said
about the defense budget: Next year it
is coming. We know it is going to an
all-time low. It has to come up because
we are sacrificing our qualitative edge
here, folks, so it has to come up. Two
years ago, Secretary Perry testified,
and I am going to quote:

We cannot sustain these low levels of pro-
curement for long, and we are projecting an
increase beginning next year, fiscal 1996.

Mr. President, it did not happen.
Last year, the Clinton administration
said that the upturn in the procure-
ment budget will begin next year, in
1996. Now they say that it is not going
to happen. Last year, the administra-
tion said it was going to be requesting
$44 billion in fiscal 1997 for procure-
ment. We got the budget, and it was
38.9 for procurement. Now here we go
again. The administration says the
procurement upturn is going to start
next year, fiscal 1998. So we were prom-
ised in 1996. They broke the promise.
We were promised in 1997. They broke
the promise. Now they say wait, just
hold on; if we can just get to 1998, it
will start to upturn.

Mr. President, when is that going to
happen? The reason we are here, the
reason we have added this funding for
our defense capability is that we can-
not rely upon empty promises. We have
had military adviser after military ad-
viser come forward and say, ‘‘Yes, we
support the President’s budget,” but
when pressed, ‘“Yes, we could use a lit-
tle bit more.”

Let me just quote something else for
you. Last fall, General Shalikashvili,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
began banging the drum pretty loudly
for a ramp up in procurement, saying
we need to get the procurement budget
up from this year’s $42 billion to $60
billion by fiscal 1998.

If you started reading the trade press
accounts in the last couple of months,
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you would have seen a series of articles
quoting General Shalikashvili and
other senior officials saying maintain-
ing our military edge depends on
achieving $60 billion in procurement by
fiscal 1998. Yet, the President’s budget
calls for procurement spending in 1998
essentially unchanged from this year
and not reaching the $60 billion mark
until after the turn of the century.

So, all told, this year’s budget calls
for $26 billion less for procurement over
the next 5 years than the Department
of Defense said just last year that it
needed.

So, Mr. President, the reason we are
here in opposition to this amendment
is that we cannot afford to take the
chance, we cannot afford to put the
lives of our young men and women on
the line with equipment that is wear-
ing out, wearing down, and needs to be
replaced. That equipment needs to be
kept up to the best level that we can
possibly maintain it.

When the call comes to go to Bosnia,
we are the ones who have to go over
there with the best equipment. When
the call came to send two aircraft car-
rier battle groups over to Taiwan,
when the Chinese were threatening
with missiles headed toward Taiwan’s
territory, we were the ones who sent
two aircraft carrier groups over. Every
time there is an emergency that affects
our interests or that of our allies, we
are the ones who are called upon. Do
we send our people over with deficient
equipment or marginal equipment? No,
we say we send them with the best. We
are not going to put our people in
harm’s way under circumstances that
put them at a great disadvantage.

Mr. President, we are asking that we
reject this amendment. We think it is
necessary to begin the procurement,
not next year and not in fiscal 1998, but
now. This is a commitment that was
made by the Clinton administration 2
years ago. It was not kept. It was made
again last year. It was not kept. This
year we intend to see that the commit-
ment is adhered to.

Mr. President, I ask our colleagues to
reject this amendment and that we do
so with an overwhelming vote.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ABRAHAM). Who yields time?

Mr. COHEN. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator for
yielding. I also rise to oppose this
amendment. I have to ask the question,
what is this obsession that we seem to
have around this place for cutting the
military, for putting ourselves in a de-
fenseless posture?

I am just shocked every time this
discussion comes up, and hardly a day
comes by when there is not talk about
this. It is interesting that a President
who ran on a balanced budget, ran on a
strong national defense, ran on all of
these things, wants to cut only defense.
He has increased spending in every

(Mr.
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other program. The only area where he
has suggested, in his budget, he wants
dramatic cuts is in defense.

When he promised, prior to the 1994
budget, that he was going to ask for $62
billion, he ended up asking for $48 bil-
lion. For the 1995 budget, he promised
he would ask for $565 billion and he only
asked for $46 billion.

The Senator from Maine talked
about the various missions that are
taking place around the world today. I
opposed it even back during the Repub-
lican administration, in December 1992,
when we sent troops to Somalia, even
though they sent them over for 90 days
and they did not come back until after
18 of our troops were murdered and
their corpses were dragged through the
streets of Mogadishu. I opposed sending
troops there then. I opposed sending
troops to Bosnia. I opposed sending
troops to Haiti. Not because I am not
compassionate, not because I am not
concerned for the plight of these people
all around the world, it is just we do
not have the military assets to go out
and take care of all these social prob-
lems around the world and be able to
defend ourselves.

So I think we have a twofold problem
here. We are dramatically reducing,
year after year after year, our military
budget, and at the same time we are
taking on additional responsibilities.
Currently, we have more troops de-
ployed around the world than we have
had at any other time that is sup-
posedly nonwartime, and we have
taken huge cuts in our defenses. Since
1985—this is 12 years—for 12 consecu-
tive years we have taken cuts in our
Nation’s defense.

What makes it even worse, it was
pointed out by the Senator from
Maine, our defense spending has fallen
41 percent since 1985. It is really worse
than that, because procurement has
dropped 72 percent since 1985. So, if
overall defense spending has dropped 41
percent, procurement 72 percent, that
is where the modernization is, that is
where the new equipment is, that is
where the accounts are that make us
competitive. We have watched, year
after year—1985, $405 billion using 1997
dollars, down to roughly $250 billion.
We cannot afford any more cuts.

One of the things that has been stat-
ed is that the Pentagon did not make
these requests. It is interesting, I heard
not more than a month ago when we
had testimony before the Senate
Armed Services Committee—it was
also before the House committee—that
we had the four Chiefs all in agreement
that we have to have an additional $20
billion in our readiness account in
order to be competitive. Yet, that is
the first time I can remember in my
recollection of American history when
the Chiefs themselves came out and
said, ‘““No, the President is wrong. We
are sorry. He is the Ccommander in
Chief, but we are the ones responsible
for protecting America, and we are not
able to do it.”

Look what has happened. You want
to talk about administrations? During
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the Democratic administration of 1961,
President Kennedy, in the percentage
of the total budget, 50 percent was for
defense, 16 percent for social spending.
Now it is just reversed: 17 percent for
national defense, 60 percent for social
spending.

The areas where we are going to be
suffering are the very areas that affect
our troops that are in combat situa-
tions, preparing for combat situa-
tions—quality of life, black boxes for
aircraft. Time and time again I get in
141’s and 130’s and I look down there—
I have been a commercial pilot for 40
years, and I look down and see they ac-
tually have equipment I have not seen
in 20 years. We are sending our people
out without GPS’s, a very inexpensive
piece of equipment. It is because we are
cutting down those procurement ac-
counts to a level that we are not going
to adequately take care of those indi-
viduals who are in the field.

I would just make one more comment
about what has been said over and over
again on the floor. It was said most re-
cently by the very distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois, that this amend-
ment is still $3 billion more than the
Pentagon requested. All I can say is, I
hope all of America knows—certainly
we know in this body here—that the
President speaks for the Pentagon. He
is the one, and they carry out his or-
ders. But when you stop and ask the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, or the Chiefs of
the services—I will quote right here,
““Unless we recapitalize’’—I ask unani-
mous consent for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Could the Senator
use 2 more minutes? I yield 2 more
minutes to the Senator.

Mr. INHOFE. ‘‘Unless we recapi-
talize, we are not going to be ready to
meet the threats of the future.”” That
is the Chief of Staff of the Air Force,
Ron Fogelman, March 14, 1996.

In the same meeting: “If we do not
modernize, we ultimately place future
readiness at risk.” That was Adm. Mi-
chael Boorda, same meeting.

“Further deferral of modernization
will incur significant risks to future
readiness.”’” This is Gen. Dennis Reimer
of the U.S. Army, March 13, 1996.

It is there. The Senator from Texas
talked about another great problem,
and that is the problem that we have
cut back, as a result of the veto of the
DOD bill last year, on our ability to de-
fend ourselves from a national missile
attack. We do not have a National Mis-
sile Defense System in place. Most of
the people in America believe we have
one, and when they find out we do not
have one, it scares them to death. Why
are they scared? Because such great
people as Jim Woolsey, who was the
CIA Director under two Democrat
Presidents, said that currently we have
a great threat out there. We know of 25
nations that have or are in the final
stages of completion of a weapon of
mass destruction, either biological,
chemical, or nuclear, and are devel-
oping the missile means of delivering
it.
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So we are imperiled, Mr. President.
We have a great deal to do to rebuild
our defenses, to go back and take us
out of the posture we were in in 1980
when we could not afford spare parts.
What we are doing today is trying to
get ourselves into a position where we
have adequate spare parts, adequate
procurement, so that our troops out
there can be competitive with the oth-
ers.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield myself 30 seconds, and then I will
change with Senator BUMPERS.

Mr. President, I say to Senator
INHOFE that I just want to congratulate
him on his remarks and on his stead-
fastness on the Armed Services Com-
mittee. I want to compliment you for
the learning that has taken place in a
very short period of time. Many Sen-
ators look to you for information on
the Defense Department.

My accolades go out to you because I
think it is clear that you are genuinely
interested, and it shows. I want to just
tell you we all understand it and appre-
ciate it very much.

I do not know what the arrangement
was. Would you like Senator BUMPERS
to go next? We have had two or three of
ours.

Mr. BUMPERS. Just for 5 minutes if
the Senator from Iowa will yield to me.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Arkansas.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, so
that we will have things lined up, after
his 5 minutes, could we go 10 minutes
for Senator KYL and Senator STEVENS
wants 10 minutes?

Mr. STEVENS. But I will be happy to
wait for someone on the other side.

Mr. DOMENICI. If there are no
Democrats, they can go in between and
then we can go to Senator STEVENS. I
ask that be the unanimous-consent re-
quest.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President I want
to congratulate my distinguished col-
league from Iowa for a very sensible
amendment, one that ought to receive
the unanimous approval of this body.

This budget contains just over $500
billion in discretionary spending. I
want my colleagues to think about this
for a moment. We are looking at a
total budget of between $1.6 trillion
and $1.7 trillion and only a bit over $500
billion of that is for discretionary
spending. Under this budget, about $265
billion of that is for defense. That does
not leave much for programs that go to
the very heart of the values of the
country and the things that really
make this Nation strong, like edu-
cation and transportation. I can tell
you that the number of explosions you
can set off with weaponry is not nec-
essarily related to the real strength of
this Nation. I am always nonplused and
puzzled when so many people jump



S5058

under their desks every time somebody
mentions cutting defense. You can sav-
age education, which this budget does,
you can savage the environment, which
this budget does, you can savage the
programs that people depend on for
their very livelihood, earned-income
tax credits, and on and on it goes, you
can deal with those programs and you
can ask for a whopping tax increase for
the wealthiest among us, but if you ask
defense to take one single dollar less,
everybody goes berserk.

Now, there are some politics in this.
But I want you to remember that the
amendment of the Senator from Iowa
is well above the administration’s re-
quest. There is not any reason why Re-
publicans ought to join in lockstep to
vote against this. It is well above what
the President has requested for the
Pentagon, it is well above what the De-
fense Department says it needs.

I heard the distinguished Senator
from Texas a moment ago, a woman
whom I admire and respect, saying
that we just simply cannot weaken our
defenses. I want to ask my colleagues
this: Who are the enemies you are
going to spend this money for? Who are
they?

Mr. DOMENICI. I did not hear the
question.

Mr. BUMPERS. Pardon?

Mr. DOMENICI. What was the ques-
tion?

Mr. BUMPERS. The question is, who
are the enemies against whom we must
spend $265 billion? Who are the enemies
that we feel constrained to spend over
$1.6 trillion over the next 6 years to de-
fend against? The Senator from Illi-
nois, [Mr. SIMON], said a moment ago
that we spend as much on defense in
this Nation as the top five possible ad-
versaries, including China and Russia.
It is worse than that. We spend as
much as the top 10, and if you add
NATO, we spend almost twice as much
as the top 10 and there is not an enemy
in sight.

Mr. STEVENS. Do you want to yield
on that?

Mr. BUMPERS. No, I am not going to
yield until I finish.

Mr. STEVENS. All right.

Mr. BUMPERS. Then the Senator
from Texas proceeded to talk about
how weak we could become. I will tell
you how you get weak. You get weak
by paying interest on a national debt
that we incurred during the 1980’s when
defense spending went from $150 billion
to $300 billion in 8 years. If we had not
been so foolish, we would not be fight-
ing about a balanced budget these
days. It is because of the interest on
that staggering debt increase that we
cannot balance the budget.

There is not anybody here that I will
yield to on supporting our defense
needs. I served 3 years in the Marine
Corps during World War II, and I
learned a little bit about defense first
hand, and now I sit on a defense appro-
priations subcommittee. I know how it
all works, and I know how it happens.
But I can tell you, this amendment will
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save the taxpayers of this Nation bil-
lions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. BUMPERS. Thirty seconds.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield 30 seconds.

Mr. BUMPERS. I have to admit that
over the period of this budget resolu-
tion, there is a sum total of $11 billion
difference between the Republican
budget proposal and this amendment—
$11 billion.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator
yield on my time?

Mr. BUMPERS. The President cuts
back on defense spending now and the
budget resolution cuts back on it later.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. Under the pre-
vious order, the Senator from Arizona
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. President.
I would like to respond to some of the
challenges just raised by the Senator
from Arkansas. They are good ques-
tions. They deserve a response, and I
think we have the response.

Before doing that, though, let me pay
a compliment to the Senator from Iowa
for raising this amendment, even
though I strongly oppose it. The Sen-
ator from Iowa cares very much about
the spending of taxpayer dollars in this
country, and he knows that there are
some places in the defense budget
where we could make savings, and he is
right in that. But I believe it is also
the case that if that money were to be
cut, we would not make the savings in
the places where they ought to be
made, but rather would continue to cut
on important research and develop-
ment, on readiness and on procure-
ment, on the things that we have to
spend more money on, and that is why
I will end up opposing the amendment
of the Senator from Iowa.

I would like the attention of the Sen-
ator from Arkansas because he raised
some important questions a moment
ago. He said, ‘““Who is our enemy?”’ Mr.
President, the United States of Amer-
ica is now the only superpower in the
world. We are the country to whom ev-
eryone else in the world looks to for
protection, not only of themselves but
for the democratic ideals that animate
many countries’ pretensions to become
a part of the civilized world.

I just returned from a conference in
Prague, the Czech Republic, in which
Central European nations said to the
United States, ‘‘Please continue to as-
sist us to help bring us into the Euro-
pean Community, because we have the
same basic ideals that you do.” We
cannot do that if we do not have a
strong defense.

Who are our enemies? Well, it all de-
pends. If we want to come to the de-
fense of Kuwait, then our enemy in
that situation is Iraq. If we want to
protect Taiwan, then our enemy might
be China. If we want to protect South
Korea, then our enemy is North Korea.
If we want to stand up to Qadhafi, then
our enemy is Libya. If we want to stop
the terrorism from coming from Tehe-
ran, then Iran may be our enemy.
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The point is, there is not any other
country in the world that everybody
looks to to stop this kind of aggression
than the United States of America.

Mr. President, I will never forget
what Dick Cheney said when everyone
was patting him on the back for win-
ning the gulf war. Secretary of Defense
Dick Cheney at that time said, ‘It
wasn’t Dick Cheney who won the war.
It wasn’t George Bush. It wasn’t Nor-
man Schwarzkopf.”” He said, ‘‘As great
as they were, it wasn’t even just our
great troops that won this war. We won
the gulf war because of decisions that
were made by courageous members of
previous administrations and previous
Congresses 10 and 12 and 15 years ago to
give us the weapons, the high-tech
weaponry and to provide for the train-
ing of our troops,” so that we would be
prepared to win a conflict that nobody
could have even predicted back then,
could not even have predicted just a
few weeks before the invasion of Ku-
wait, in fact, apparently was not pre-
dicted by anybody until the invasion
occurred.

So the point is, Mr. President, you
cannot say that until we have identi-
fied a specific enemy, in the sense that
we have been attacked, we should not
be spending money on defense. That ar-
gument is absolutely wrong. Dick Che-
ney was absolutely right. What he said
is, ‘I hope that the decisions that I'm
making as Secretary of Defense today
will enable my successor’s successor,
maybe 10 or 12 years from now, to win
a conflict that nobody today can pre-
dict but which, as surely as we’re sit-
ting here, will occur.”

Mr. President, that is the challenge
of all of us sitting in this body today.
We cannot predict who the enemy is.
But we have an obligation to provide
for that basic research, that readiness,
that procurement that we know will
win the next conflict wherever it is. To
those who say we are savaging edu-
cation, savaging the environment,
spending overall on those accounts has
not gone down, has not gone up much,
but it has not gone down.

Defense spending has gone down now
for 12 straight years, the only depart-
ment of Government where that has
occurred. As a matter of fact, defense
spending last year and this year will be
less than we spent before Pearl Harbor.
Either as a percentage of the Federal
budget or as a percentage of gross na-
tional product, we will be spending less
on defense than we did the year before
Pearl Harbor.

Now we are the only acknowledged
superpower in the world. We are the
country that everybody else turns to.
Before my time is out, Mr. President,
let me simply note that there are nu-
merous reports, statements, pieces of
testimony from representatives of the
administration who say that we are al-
ready spending too little. If we were to
cut the Republican committee request
even further, as our friend from Iowa is
suggesting that we do here, we would
be setting our procurement program
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back by years and we would not be in
a position to win that kind of conflict
of which I spoke.

One of the people who I think we
should rely upon here is the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General
Shalikashvili. He stated in his 1996
Force Readiness Assessment report a
little bit earlier this year:

As overall defense spending has been re-
duced, permanent accounts have been the
bill payer for other readiness-related spend-
ing. We can no longer afford to push procure-
ment into the outyears.

Specifically with regard to the spend-
ing and the amounts, General
Shalikashvili summarized the situa-
tion this way:

We are now fast approaching the time
when we will no longer be able to rely on
what we built in the 1980’s, and so we must
commit ourselves to a sufficient procure-
ment goal, a goal I assess to be approxi-
mately $60 billion annually, if our force is to
remain as ready tomorrow as it is today.

Mr. President, despite  General
Shalikashvili’s assessment, the admin-
istration’s 1997 request devotes less
than $40 billion to procurement spend-
ing, less than at any time since the Ko-
rean war. What that means is, we are
still going to be $20 billion short. Now
the committee has added $11 billion
back. That is still $9 billion short just
with regard to procurement. If we were
to adopt the amendment of the Senator
from Iowa, we would be back to the
point where we are at least $20 billion
short just in the area of procurement,
according to the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

Without reading the statements
made by other members of the Joint
Chiefs and other representatives in the
military, let me just summarize it this
way. There is not anybody in the mili-
tary who does not believe we could
make good use of the money that the
Armed Services Committee has put
back in. There is a list here presented
by each of the services that spends
more than that amount of money.
They would like to have it if they
could.

They are good soldiers, following the
Commander in Chief, who sent his
budget up and said, we are not going to
spend any more than the amount re-
quested. But if you ask them, they will
give you the list of things they say
they need.

That is why I conclude again by an-
swering the question of the Senator
from Arkansas. We know who our po-
tential enemies are. We know who we
have to be prepared to defend against.
What we are doing, in as best a way as
we can, in the budget of the Armed
Services Committee, in the authoriza-
tion from the Armed Services Com-
mittee, is to request the minimal
amount that we think we are going to
need to sustain those requirements.

To go back to what Secretary Cheney
said when he was Secretary of Defense:
If we have the courage today to make
the kind of decisions that people 10 and
15 years ago did that permitted us to be
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able to win the cold war, and win the
first hot war since then in Iraq, then
we will be able to say that at the time
that it counted we stood up and we did
the right thing. We had the foresight,
we had the courage, and we were will-
ing to defend the position to spend the
money necessary to fulfill the first and
most important obligation of the U.S.
Government, of the Federal Govern-
ment, and that is to defend the people
of the United States.

That is why at the end of the day I
support the distinguished chairman of
the Senate Armed Services Committee,
Senator THURMOND, and the work of his
committee in bringing forth their re-
quests and respectfully oppose the
amendment of our good friend from
Iowa, Senator GRASSLEY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Alaska is now recognized for 10 min-
utes.

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say
to Senator THURMOND, the previous
order has Senator STEVENS to speak for
10 minutes and then the Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr. STEVENS. I am happy to defer
to the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, if he wishes.

Mr. THURMOND. Go ahead.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I lis-
tened with interest to the proponents
of this amendment. I spent this morn-
ing, as chairman of the Defense Appro-
priations Committee, in a classified
session, meeting with members of the
Department of Defense, uniformed
members, considering what we do
about replacing our fighter force. The
F-15 will be 30 years old in 2003, Mr.
President. We have a situation where,
after the turn of the century, the C-
141’s and the C-5’s will be retired. They
will be retired. They also will be about
30 years old, one of them 30-plus years
old. We have to find a way to replace
them, too.

I find it interesting to listen to peo-
ple who propose this amendment, be-
cause they are unwilling to take the
step that would be necessary to accom-
plish what they want to do, and that is
restore the draft. Over 60 percent of our
money spent for defense, sometimes al-
most 70 percent, depending upon the
year involved, goes to pay for the Vol-
unteer Force, the best force in the
world. It is the force of a superpower,
but it is an expensive force. The re-
mainder of the money goes for research
and development, for acquisition of
new systems.

What this amendment will mean is
the people that have come to our com-
mittee already and said they want add-
ons for this budget, they want things
changed in the President’s budget, they
will not only be denied, but a series of
things that are in the budget have to
be taken out because the President’s
budget is not an honest budget.

It does not fund for contingencies,
just as last year he did not fund for
Bosnia at all. We have to find $5 to $6
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to $7 billion every year to pay for
things this President has ordered that
he spends out of the money that we
provide for defense under his power as
Commander in Chief.

But what we are doing right now is
ignoring our duty as Members of Con-
gress if we do not follow the Constitu-
tion, which says we must provide for
the common defense. To provide for the
common defense of this country re-
quires that we make the investment
now to be assured that in the next cen-
tury we will be as successful as we were
in the Persian Gulf war.

That Persian Gulf war demonstrated,
as was just said by the Senator from
Arizona, the wisdom of the decisions
that were made in the 1970’s and in the
1980’s to acquire the F-15, to finance
the Tomahawk, to produce the Stealth
117. All of those were possible because
of the discretionary spending that was
available then.

If the amendment of the Senator
from Iowa is adopted, we lose our ad-
vantage, we lose our capability to in-
vest in the future, to invest in the re-
search and development that is nec-
essary, or we have to go to a draft, we
have to start drafting people. I joined
Senator Goldwater in opposing the
draft in peacetime. We brought about
the end of the draft in peacetime.

We do not believe in drafting our peo-
ple in peacetime. I hope we will never
be forced to do it. But we certainly will
be forced to do it if we adopt this
amendment, because the testimony I
heard this morning, as I said, in a clas-
sified session, demonstrates that we
must have the money to invest in the
systems that are being researched now,
some of them in a development stage,
so that we can have the systems to
keep our country in a position of being
No. 1 in terms of capability out into
the next century.

Now, I do not know any way to do it
if we constantly have erosion on this
budget, as mentioned by the Senator
from Arizona. There has been an ero-
sion on the budget every year. When
Jack Kennedy was President of the
United States, 51 percent of the budget
of the United States went to defense. It
is nowhere near that because of the
growth of entitlements, the growth in
interest rates. We get a portion of the
controllable expenses for defense. It is
a sizable portion, but nowhere near
what we need.

In terms of need, if we really defined
need and came in here and asked for
the replacement of all the systems that
are aging, this budget would be much
higher. It cannot go down, as was pro-
jected by the President, and maintain
the defense of this country into the
next century. We are not talking now.
People ask, who is the enemy now? The
enemy will be met with the invest-
ments we made in the 1970’s and 1980’s.
For the next century, it will be the in-
vestments of the balance of this dec-
ade. To cut the investments means we
weaken the United States in its ability
to make commitments around the
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world to protect our interests. I cannot
get more worked up about anything
than the continued demand that we try
to defend this budget in terms of what
is the threat now.

Look at Iraq. We had sitting Mem-
bers of the Senate visiting Saddam
Hussein about 5 months before he
moved into Kuwait. Would anyone have
come to the floor and when asked to
define the threat, come up with Iraq, as
we debated the bill, the year before
that trip? I cannot define who is going
to be the next country that we have to
call an enemy.

I can say to the Senate that if this
amendment is adopted—I can see the
Senator from Massachusetts here—I
can tell you the money will not be
there for Patriot. It will not be there
for Patriot, which is being upgraded to
a new, better system than that which
we had at the time of the Persian Gulf
war. It will not be there for improving
the Aegis system, which will provide
area defense for our Navy.

I went with the Senator from Hawaii
during the last recess to Hawaii and
looked at some of the systems that are
being tested now. They are just being
tested, Mr. President. They are not ca-
pable of going into production yet. We
went to classified bases and saw some
of the things they are doing. They are
very good. We have to have those sys-
tems to combat what is out there now.

Russia is selling arms to the world.
So is France. Many of our people are
selling arms out there. We talked
about this problem that happened in
the Persian Gulf war when we found
systems our allies were using were in
the hands of Iraq at the same time.

We have to design and produce and
deploy systems that are capable of
meeting any challenge that you can
conceive now, in the next century. The
difficulty is, some of the challenges we
face we might not be able to conceive.
So we continue our research. We con-
tinue our basic research to develop new
systems to defend this country’s inter-
ests.

I think if we do not have the money
called for in this budget—and I con-
gratulate the Senator from New Mex-
ico for his wisdom in putting it out—
we will face a series of reductions in
our effort before the turn of the cen-
tury.

The Senator from Arkansas says,
“Look at the budget. The President’s
budget is just $11 billion different from
the budget that the Senator from New
Mexico has presented over the 6-year
period.” That is true. That is true. But
if you want to look at it in terms of de-
fense, it declines continually until the
year 2000. What is the year 2000? The
end of the next Presidential term.

What happens in 2001 and 2002? Mys-
teriously, substantial funds are ready
for defense; more money than cut in
the last b years is ready for the Presi-
dency, starting in 2001. Is that not a
miracle? A real miracle. Whoever is
President in 2001 will have to have a
new monetary system to finance what
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is proposed in the President’s budget
for defense. It is a false, phony budget.
We need to correct that now.

We cannot have a decline in defense
over a period of 4 more years and ex-
pect in 2 years, magically, after the
turn of the century, we will have an
enormous increase in spending. That is
false. It is fake. You cannot rely on it.
You cannot rely on it in terms of the
defense of this country and our inter-
ests well into the next century.

I will say in terms of the comments
made by the Senator from Arkansas,
we have some very basic differences
even when we look out into the future,
because I want systems that will be ca-
pable of meeting those threats that we
can project now through analyzing
what we know other countries are
doing.

My area of Alaska is adjacent to the
north Pacific. Six of the seven largest
armies of the world are active in the
Pacific region today, Mr. President. If
you look at the national intelligence
estimate, it says the continental
United States does not have any threat
for missiles for 15 years. Senator
INOUYE and I say: What about Alaska
and Hawaii? Well, that is another
thing. North Korea and Iran have mis-
siles that can reach our States now,
and the President wants to ignore the
missile defense systems of this coun-
try.

I say defeat this amendment and get
back to the business of restoring the
capability of our military well into the
next century. That is what this amend-
ment is all about.

Mr. WARNER. Will
yield?

Mr. STEVENS. I have no time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has control of
the time.

Mr. DOMENICI. Have we agreed on
the order of any others?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. The
unanimous consent has expired.

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say to Sen-
ators, any Senator that wants to speak
on the defense amendment on our side,
and I think I am speaking for your
side, we want to try to vote here early
in the evening, not late in the evening.
If they could let us know if they want
to debate so we can start allocating
enough time.

Senator EXON is here and is willing
to take that up with his side. Senator
GRASSLEY has 20 minutes left.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I promised the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts I would give
him 4 minutes, but while I am standing
here and have the floor, I will say 1
hope that if you are going to take time
off of your bill, that Senator EXON
would take time so we could have equal
time on my amendment—if there is
time coming off the bill after our time
runs out.

Mr. EXON. The Senator from Iowa
made a point that I would like to
make. Everyone wants to know when
we will vote. We have 21 minutes left
on the allotted time.

the Senator
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Mr. GRASSLEY. I was not planning
on going over.

Mr. EXON. It all depends on how
much time you continue to yield in ex-
cess of the amount that was allotted to
your side of the debate. We are not
going to sit here and let you keep
yielding time and then beat us over the
head because you do not have a vote.
We have 21 minutes left under the
original agreement by the Senator
from Iowa. I hope we intend to use that
time, but no more. I will yield time off
if you are going to continue to yield 10
and 15 minutes to people to speak
against it. All I am asking for is fair-
ness.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, it may be
fair. If we need more time, you can
have more time. That is fairness. We
have Senators that want to speak on
this amendment. We will accommodate
them. There is a lot of time on this
budget resolution. We will accommo-
date you. How much time has the ma-
jority used in opposition to the Grass-
ley amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has used 62 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I have three addi-
tional speakers on our side. The chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee,
how much time did you want?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 7 or
8 minutes.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, 5 min-
utes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, 5 for
the Senator from New Mexico, so we
need 20 additional minutes. Also, Sen-
ator COHEN wants 6 minutes, so we will
need 30 minutes on our side.

Senator EXON, however you want to
handle it, if you want to use 30 more
minutes.

Mr. EXON. If we are not going to go
over that, we would allow you to con-
tinue, but it is we who are trying to ex-
pedite the matter. If Senator GRASSLEY
controls the time, and, as I understand
it he has 21 minutes left, if we have
now reached an agreement on how
much time you are going to continue
to yield, I say to the chairman of the
committee, then we might be able to
hold to our side to 21 minutes, which I
point out gives your side considerably
more time in opposition to the amend-
ment than the time we are using in
support of it.

Mr. DOMENICI. Maybe, for the ben-
efit of all the Senators, not just those
on the floor, we can reach an agree-
ment. If we need 30 minutes and the
Senator has 20, if we extend that to 30,
that would be an hour. Could we plan
to vote at 7 o’clock? I think your side
desires that. Or maybe we can make it
6:50. That is an hour. You get half an
hour and we get half an hour.

Mr. KERRY. Reserving the right to
object, and I will not object, I would
like to inquire. Was there an order of
speaking being asked for, or might we
have an alternative process here, seek-
ing proponents and opponents?

Mr. DOMENICI. We are going to work
it out as fairly as we can. We do not in-
tend to keep anybody here. Other Sen-
ators have been waiting a long time. If
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we can get the hour locked in, a half
hour each, Senator EXON and I can
work out the order.

I ask unanimous consent that there
be 1 hour, equally divided, on the
GRASSLEY amendment, after which we
vote on or in relation to that amend-
ment, and that we control 30 minutes,
and Senator GRASSLEY and EXON con-
trol the other 30 minutes.

Mr. EXON. Does that include the 21
minutes Senator GRASSLEY has remain-
ing?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes; a total of 1
hour, and at 6:50 we would vote.

Mr. EXON. What the Senator is say-
ing is that although you have used
more time than we have, you want to
divide the remainder of the time equal-
1ly?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes.

Mr. EXON. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Several Senators
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa, [Mr. GRASSLEY], is rec-
ognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from
Massachusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
from Massachusetts yield me 10 sec-
onds?

Mr. KERRY. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that following the
Senator from Massachusetts, the dis-
tinguished Chairman of the Armed
Services Committee be recognized to
speak for up to 10 minutes.

Mr. WARNER. Reserving the right to
object, I request that I follow the dis-
tinguished Senator from South Caro-
lina with 4 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I so request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Following the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, the Senator from South Caro-
lina will be recognized for 10 minutes,
followed by the Senator from Virginia
for up to 5 minutes.

The Senator from Massachusetts is
recognized.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I rise to
support the amendment of the Senator
from Iowa, as a cosponsor thereof. I
begin my comments by saying that,
like most of us here, we all care enor-
mously about the ability of the United
States to carry out its responsibilities
and to have a military that is second
to nobody in the world. I believe we
have that military, and I think that it
is vital in the post-cold-war period to
begin to make a tougher set of judg-
ments about how we are spending
money, what our priorities are within
the military, to guarantee that the re-
forms that we are promised are deliv-
ered on, and to guarantee that we are
making choices about technology that
are totally connected to the nature and

addressed the
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definition of threat. I agree with the
Senator from Alaska that nobody can
say Wwith specificity exactly which
country will emerge, but we can make
some pretty good judgments about
what is happening in the world.

I have a chart here, and, regrettably,
it is not blown up, but it does not take
very much vision to see that there is
only one significant bar on the entire
graph. All of the others are very, very
small compared to the expenditure of
the United States in the $260-billion-
plus mark.

China is the next largest expenditure
in the world, with somewhere in the vi-
cinity—it is hard to figure out ex-
actly—of $30 billion-plus. So we have
$30 billion or so in China. The People’s
Liberation Army today is engaged in
making CD’s and engaged in pirating
intellectual property in order to sup-
port the military. We know that their
modernization program is not, by most
intelligence analysts’ determination,
geared for expansionism. It is geared
toward modernization. Most military
intelligence analyst experts do not sug-
gest that there is, at this moment,
some enormous threat. We are sup-
plying arms to Taiwan, and I think our
combined threat with respect to Tai-
wan is fairly significant.

China is the first of those sort of po-
tential adversaries—if we wanted to
put them in that category—that comes
even close in terms of the next expendi-
tures. But before China, the next high-
est expenditures in the world are Rus-
sia, now an ally; France, an ally;
Japan, an ally; Germany, an ally; Brit-
ain, an ally. After China, you go to
Italy, an ally; Saudi Arabia, an ally;
South Korea, an ally; Taiwan, an ally;
Canada, an ally; India, an ally; Spain,
an ally; Australia, an ally; Turkey, an
ally; Netherlands, an ally; Bragzil, an
ally; Israel, an ally; Sweden, an ally;
and finally you get to North Korea.

So you can look at all the potential
threats of the world, and when you add
the expenditures of all of our allies to
the United States of America, you have
to stop and say to yourself, ‘““What is it
that we are really preparing for in a
post-cold-war world?”’

Mr. President, if you look at the po-
tential weapons of most of these poten-
tial threats, you look at Syria, or
North Korea, or China. The relative
difference between Iraq, prewar, and
those countries’ weapons today is not
really that enormous. Iraq, prewar, had
338 combat aircraft and 700 tanks. Iran,
today, has less aircraft and marginally
more tanks. North Korea has signifi-
cantly less aircraft and maybe 3 times
as many tanks. But we saw what the
military of the United States was able
to do in a matter of hours, let alone
days, let alone weeks. The notion that
we have to be proceeding to invest at a
rate that is commensurate with the
pre-cold-war period is simply irra-
tional.

So, Mr. President, I suggest that all
the talk about the United States’ mili-
tary capacity being threatened by this
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amendment is just talk. It has no rela-
tionship to the reality of the threat or
to what is happening in the world. We
in the U.S. Senate ought to make a
tougher set of judgments about our
military expenditures.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President,
prior to my remarks on this bill, I com-
mend the able Senator from New Mex-
ico for the fine job he does on the
Budget Committee, and especially his
attitude and what he has done for de-
fense.

I rise to oppose the Grassley amend-
ment, which would reduce defense
spending from the $265.6 billion of the
proposed budget resolution to $257.3
billion. I understand that the amend-
ment would, however, make additional
funds available to the President if he
certifies a requirement for such addi-
tional funds. This is an unprecedented
approach and an unnecessary and inap-
propriate transfer of power and author-
ity from the legislative branch to the
executive branch.

Let me be clear, Mr. President. The
amendment of the Senator from Iowa
is really a nullification of 75 percent of
the Budget Committee’s recommended
increase to the President’s budget re-
quest. Why would the President, who
has already submitted his budget re-
quest, certify to the Congress that he
needs additional funds for quality of
life, modernization or readiness pro-
grams? Further, if he did request addi-
tional funds, those funds would likely
be for programs that have not been di-
rected by the Congress. We must all re-
member that the Constitution gives
the Congress, not the President, the
power to ‘‘raise and support armies,”’
and ‘‘to provide and maintain a navy.”

Mr. President, I believe that the
Budget Committee has acted wisely
and prudently in recommdending an in-
crease to the President’s inadequate re-
quest for defense.

In order to buy the same level of na-
tional security in 1997 as we did in 1996,
we would have to spend $273 billion.
The President’s request is $18.6 billion
below this. The budget resolution pro-
poses to increase the budget for defense
by $11.2 billion; therefore, we are still
$7.4 billion below the fiscal year 1996
level of funding in real terms. Does the
Senator from Iowa believe that our
Armed Forces will be asked to do less
in fiscal year 1997 than they did in fis-
cal year 19967 I ask him to answer that.

The question we should be asking,
therefore, is not whether we should in-
crease the President’s inadequate budg-
et request by a minimal amount; rath-
er the question should be: What risks
are we taking by not adding more? Our
Nation’s top military leaders answer
that question.

General Shalikashvili, Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs, says he is ‘‘very con-
cerned that our procurement accounts
are not where they ought to be.”
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General Reimer, Army Chief of Staff,
says that ‘“‘further deferral of mod-
ernization will incur significant risk to
future readiness.”

Admiral Boorda, Chief of Naval Oper-
ations, says “If we do not modernize,
we ultimately place future readiness at
risk.”

General Fogleman, Air Force Chief of
Staff, says that ‘““Unless we recapi-
talize, we are not going to be ready to
meet the threats of the future.”

And General Krulak, Marine Corps
Commandant, says that ‘“The Marine
Corps * * * cannot absorb further re-
ductions without sacrificing critical
core capabilities.”

These statements of our top military
officers were made in open committee
hearings. If they were free from polit-
ical concerns, one could expect an even
more candid, and dire, assessment.
Even Secretary of Defense Perry has
acknowledged that ‘‘we have to start
increasing the modernization program
or, we will start to have a real problem
of obsolescence in the field.”” The Clin-
ton administration has certainly
achieved consensus among the services
and the Department of Defense, but in
a way that the Goldwater-Nichols Act
never envisioned.

Our defense needs are underfunded,
from both a historical and operational
point of view. We are at the lowest
level of defense spending since 1950.
Procurement has been reduced by 70
percent since 1985, and by more than 40
percent under the Clinton administra-
tion. Programs to support our service-
men and women’s quality of life are in-
adequate. Our ability to protect our
soldiers from ballistic missile attacks
suffers from lack of funding and com-
mitment. Our military research and de-
velopment is anemic. If anything, we
should be considering amendments
which provide floors—not ceilings—on
defense funding.

I realize that our great Nation has
numerous domestic and international
obligations. But none—I repeat none—
of these obligations rises to the level of
our responsibility to provide for the
common defense. Protection of our Na-
tion’s citizens is the Federal Govern-
ment’s first order of business. Without
meeting this paramount obligation, the
basic guarantees of ‘‘life, liberty and
the pursuit of happiness’ can easily be-
come empty promises.

Defense spending is now at its lowest
level in the second half of this century.
This half century has been the era of
American superpower status. Our su-
perpower status is not something we
can maintain cheaply. We won the cold
war through our steadfastness and ro-
bust military capabilities. Yet, we are
asked by the administration and sup-
porters of this amendment to continue
undermining our military capabilities.

I hope the Members of the Senate
will agree with me that we cannot af-
ford for our Nation to be less vigilant,
less capable, and less ready. I strongly
urge the Senate to vote against the
Grassley amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Virginia is now recognized for up to 5
minutes.

Mr. WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, I would like to follow
on the statements of the chairman of
the Armed Services Committee when
he said the modernization for the 1996
fiscal year decline represents the 40-
year low since 1950. So I went back and
I looked at a chart which shows ex-
actly what we bought just 10 years ago.
To give you an example, 10 years ago,
in 1986, the number of tanks we pur-
chased in the field was 840. This year
we purchased zero tanks. In 1986, tac-
tical aircraft, 399 tactical aircraft; this
year, 1997, 34. Most alarming of all, Mr.
President, is the purchase of naval
ships. In 1986, we purchased 40; in 1997,
a mere 6. That is a clear indication,
Mr. President, of the decline in the
equipment.

When the members of the Joint
Chiefs came before our committee, I,
together with other Senators, asked
each this question: First, what is the
condition, say, of the Navy today? And
the answer very proudly given by the
Chiefs is it is in the best condition, it
is ready, and it is well equipped. Then
we asked with this level of procure-
ment, what will your successor be able
to say 10 years hence? And it is 10 years
from the drawing board to the oper-
ational status of most of your major
weapons systems, ships, aircraft,
tanks, and the like. Each and every one
of those Chiefs looked at the members
of the committee, and you could read
their faces. ‘““We cannot give you an an-
swer as to what our successor a decade
hence with this level of procurement
would be able to testify today with re-
spect to the Armed Forces of the
United States.”

Mr. President, I am quite puzzled
over this amendment because it is so
clear that we need these forces. We
need this money.

But I went back and looked at some
polling data as to how the United
States say 10, or 15 years ago viewed
our defense situation. And clearly
about half of the people ranked up
there at No. 1, or No. 2, in their con-
cerns about the security of the United
States and how that appears in polling
data today. Mr. President, the top item
is the balanced budget, 26 percent; mo-
rale, 14 percent; crime, 11; taxes, 10;
welfare, 10; jobs, 8; national defense—
only 4 percent of the people are con-
cerned; that low level of people, di-
rectly in conflict with the information
that has been discussed on this floor
about the threat that is poised against
the United States.

The Defense Intelligence Agency
looked back 10 years and found but
maybe 30 different spots of the world
which we termed as ‘“‘hot spots” into
which our troops might be called. That
was 10 years ago. Today, that is num-
ber is 60 areas of the world into which
our troops might be called to defend
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freedom, or the security interests of
the United States.

So, Mr. President, while the public
may think that we are safe and secure
today, the reality is this is a very trou-
bled world. I think it is our obligation
to ensure that today, tomorrow, and in
the years to come we are buying ade-
quate numbers of ships, aircraft, and
other items such that the men and
women of the Armed Forces will re-
main as they are today—the best
equipped in the world. We owe no less
obligation to those who volunteer to
proudly wear the uniform of the United
States.

This amendment would cut $8.3 bil-
lion from the defense budget number
reported out by the Budget Committee,
and bring us almost back down to the
inadequate level of defense spending re-
quested by the President.

We have heard a lot during this de-
bate about the increase in the defense
budget contained in the budget resolu-
tion. There is no increase. What the
Budget Committee has done is simply
slow the rate of decline.

But even with the defense number re-
ported out of the Budget Committee—
$265.6 billion—the defense budget will
decrease in real terms from the fiscal
year 1996 level by $7.4 billion. This year
will mark the 12th straight year of de-
clining defense budgets—even without
the additional cuts proposed in this
amendment. Enough is enough.

U.S. troops are currently deployed in
10 separate military operations over-
seas. From Bosnia to the Persian Gulf,
from the Adriatic Sea to the Taiwan
Strait, we are calling on the men and
women of the Armed Forces at an ever-
increasing rate. The end of the cold
war did not bring peace and harmony
to the world.

It is our responsibility to provide our
troops with adequate resources so they
can effectively and safely perform their
missions. We must not condemn them
to enter the battlefield ill-prepared,
with outdated equipment. As Army
Chief of Staff Reimer told the Armed
Services Committee in March, “In the
event of a conflict, a lack of modern
equipment will cost the lives of brave
soldiers.”

In testimony this year before the
Armed Services Committee, our mili-
tary leaders were candid about their
assessment of funding requirements,
and their concerns with the level of
funding proposed by the President.

They recognize that today’s military
is second to none as a result of actions
taken 10 years ago. I told all of the
service chiefs that their challenge
today is to ensure that the military
leaders 10 years hence have the forces
and equipment they will need to pro-
tect our Nation’s interest. It was clear
from their testimony that the budget
submitted by the President would not
provide for that capability.

Because of the Armed Services Com-
mittee’s concerns with the low level of
funding contained in the President’s
request, the committee requested each
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of the services to provide a list of ur-
gent requirements that were unfunded
in the administration’s request. These
lists totaled over $20 billion, and were
used as a guide by the committee in
adding $12.9 billion during our recent
markup.

I was particularly concerned that the
Clinton budget would continue the pre-
cipitous decline in the procurement ac-
counts—or as Admiral Owens has
called it, the crisis in procurement.

Despite promises last year from Ad-
ministration officials that the mod-
ernization ramp up would begin in fis-
cal year 1997, the decline continues. We
are now at a 40-year low—not since the
start of the Korean war have we spent
so little on purchasing new weapons for
our troops.

To give just a few examples—in fiscal
year 1986, we purchased 840 new tanks,
this year, no new tanks were requested;
in fiscal year 1986, we purchased almost
400 new tactical aircraft, this year, 34
new tactical aircraft were requested;
and in fiscal year 1986, we purchased 40
new ships this year, only 6 new ships
were requested.

Even though the Joint Chiefs of Staff
unanimously recommended a procure-
ment budget of $60 billion as soon as
possible, the administration proposed a
budget of only $38.9 billion for procure-
ment in fiscal year 1997. Ten years ago,
the procurement budget was over $100
billion in 1997 dollars. If the adminis-
tration has its way, the $60 billion pro-
curement budget recommended by the
Joint Chiefs will not be seen until fis-
cal year 2001.

We cannot afford to further delay the
recapitalization and modernization of
our military equipment. Our troops in
the field a decade hence will inherit
outdated, obsolete equipment if we
allow this procurement decline to con-
tinue.

During markup, the Armed Services
Committee added almost $8 billion to
these vital procurement accounts. This
will not solve the problem, but it is a
step in the right direction. We must
not backslide now from our determina-
tion to adequately modernize the force.

I share my colleagues’ desire for def-
icit reduction. But placing at risk the
security of this Nation and the lives of
our troops is not the way to achieve a
balanced budget.

Our defense budget is already at its
lowest level—in real terms—since 1950.
We cannot afford to go any lower.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, did we
not have any other agreements?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the order that was the last speaker, the
Senator from Virginia.

Mr. STEVENS. I am perfectly willing
to wait for the Senator from Iowa, if he
wants to use some of the time.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is fine.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I will be glad to do
S0.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. President, I yield myself 10 min-
utes.

How much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven-
teen minutes.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, first
of all, we have been hearing from a lot
of very competent Senators who are
members of Defense Appropriations,
who are members of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, who have the re-
sponsibility to make sure that we meet
our defense needs.

I compliment them for doing that.
We have people on the Armed Services
Committee who are using budget argu-
ments rather than national security
arguments. I think if they want more
money for defense, they have to be able
to justify it on national security
grounds. While I have these good
friends of mine who are members of
this committee saying why we ought to
spend more, one of the reasons I feel
very good about having Senator EXON
as a cosponsor of my amendment is be-
cause he brings good judgment to this
issue because he sits both as a senior
member of the Senate Armed Services
Committee and he is also the senior
Democrat on the Budget Committee.
So I believe that Senator EXON as well
has a point of view that he can bring to
this, and I thank him for doing that,
but I hope that my colleagues on this
side of the aisle who oppose what I am
doing know that we have taken both
the national security argument and the
budget argument into consideration.

Senator STEVENS has suggested that
the defense budget should not be de-
fined and sized to the threat as we
know it today. There may be some un-
known threat out there, I would have
to admit, but we do not know about it.
But that is not how it is done. We al-
ways determine the size of the budget
by the threat that we see today and in
the future. What we see is a dramatic
decrease in the threat, so why should
the budget go up? The budget should
not go up. That is why I have my
amendment here.

I say to my good friend from New
Mexico, the remarks that he made in
the opening of the debate against my
amendment are macrobudget argu-
ments, not mnational security argu-
ments. The fact is the Soviet threat is
history. In constant dollars, we are
still very close to the cold war spend-
ing average. What is more, this budget
is not based on a valid national secu-
rity strategy. It is based on an out-
dated strategy. It is a cold war strat-
egy.

Furthermore, history shows more
money does not mean defense if re-
forms are not made. And they have not
been made despite the promises. The
Secretary of Defense has said mod-
ernization would be paid for through
reform savings. That would take care
of the concerns of the Senator from
New Mexico. But we have not seen the
savings. The responsible way is to force
the savings to occur so we will have
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the money for modernization. Other-
wise, we are just throwing good money
after bad.

When will we learn, I ask my col-
leagues, that it is not the proper way
to do things, that it just encourages
more abuse of the taxpayers’ dollars. I
guess I would beg my colleagues, par-
ticularly those on this side of the aisle,
to consider the same sort of intense
look at spending that you do when you
look at domestic programs. You always
want to make the other side of the
aisle understand that throwing money
at a problem does not solve the prob-
lem. We tell them, the liberals of this
body, that it is how you spend the
money, not how much you spend.

When are we going to learn that that
same principle which fiscal conserv-
atives use against the liberals of this
town on domestic social programs also
applies to the defense budget?

Those arguments that are made by
my colleagues are more budget argu-
ments than they are national security
arguments, and I think that is why
they miss the point. Many of my col-
leagues then want to keep pumping up
the defense budget. I say it makes no
sense at all. Not only does it make no
sense; it defies reason. It defies under-
standing.

Threats to our national security,
that is the engine that is supposed to
drive the defense budget, but in this de-
bate we do not see it driving. It is
strictly a budget argument: More dol-
lars are going to accomplish more de-
fense. Not so. That point was brought
home nicely in Colin Powell’s book,
“My American Journey.” This is what
General Powell said he learned during
a tour of duty with the National Secu-
rity Council, and I quote from page 340:

Overarching all other concerns was our re-
lationship with the Soviet Union. Our de-
fense strategy and budget were almost whol-
ly a reflection of Soviet capabilities and in-
tentions as we read them. The size and the
state of the Red Army were the measures
against which we built our forces.

So for Senator COHEN, who raised the
question of, do we know about the So-
viet threat, well, Colin Powell says we
know about that threat. We made our
judgments based on that threat. That
is the word from the last Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The military power of the Soviet
Union was a principal driver behind our
defense budget. Well, the Soviet Union
is history. Russia might not be history,
but things are changing there. The
threat is gone. We all agree the cold
war is over. Using General Powell’s
ruler as a guide, the defense budget
should be coming down, not going up.
When the Soviet Union went down, our
defense budget should have come down.

Now, I know we still live in a dan-
gerous, unstable world. I admit that. I
know we have vital interests overseas
that we want to be able to give direc-
tion to, and the military is one way of
doing that. I suppose I have to realize
the live fire maneuvers of Communist
China over the Taiwan Strait is a
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harsh reminder of that. We need a
strong defense. We can have a strong
defense, but that defense has to be de-
fined within the concept of our budget
needs. It has to be defined in a way
that is attainable. It is different now
than it was before the fall of the Soviet
Union. I think President Clinton is pro-
viding one.

For those of you who have some
doubt, I have given you the benefit of
that doubt. In fact, the numbers in this
amendment are dictated through our
cooperation with Senator EXON be-
cause, sitting on the committee, he felt
that there should be maybe some lee-
way. I am willing to give that leeway
based upon the judgment of a member
of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee.

President Clinton has the defense
budget on the right track. He has it on
the right glidepath. A smaller threat
requires a smaller defense budget.
President Clinton’s $254.3 billion re-
quest for fiscal year 1997 reflects that
change in threat. His budget addresses
our real defense needs in the post cold
war. There is just one problem, though,
with his budget. The bureaucratic ma-
chine at the Pentagon is still running
on cold war inertia. Pentagon bureau-
crats are trying to craft a cold war pro-
gram with a post-cold-war budget.
That is going to lead us to trouble. It
is going to lead us to another hollow
force like we had in the 1970’s. The cold
war warriors will have to rob the readi-
ness account to pay for all their cold
war programs. They have to rob the
readiness account because the cold war
programs are all underfunded. They are
all underfunded because their out-
rageous price tags cannot be justified
without a Soviet threat.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
THOMPSON). Who yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, Sen-
ator COHEN desired some additional
time. How much did the Senator want?

Mr. COHEN. How much time does the
Senator have?

Mr. DOMENICI. Five minutes. Does
Senator STEVENS want b minutes.

Mr. STEVENS. I will have 5 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Five minutes each,
all right, in that order.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, it is curi-
ous, and I should say ‘‘curiouser,” as I
sit in the Chamber and listen to this
debate. My colleague from Iowa says
we are going to throw good money
after bad.

Are you saying that we are throwing
bad money at our systems? Is that
what we tell the American people? Is
that what we tell the men and women
in the service, that we have been
throwing bad money at them? Was it
bad money that we spent on the stealth
fighter aircraft that were able to take
out the Iraqi defense in a matter of a
few hours? Was it bad money that we
spent on cruise missiles that we used
to take out their weapon storage facili-
ties? Was it wasted money we spent on

(Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Aegis destroyers, one of the most so-
phisticated systems that we have?

General Powell did not fight the So-
viets. He fought the Iraqis in 4 days. He
fought them in 4 days because we had
the strategy and the capability to take
down their army in that period of time
with limited loss of life. I daresay, if
we want to quote from pages other
than page 320 of General Powell’s book
—we should not engage in selective
quotation because a quote taken out of
context can be used as a pretext. I
doubt very much whether General Pow-
ell is saying that the President’s budg-
et is adequate to meet the threats of
the future.

I have page after page of statements
coming from our service Chiefs. The
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, “I am
very concerned our procurement ac-
counts are not where I think they
ought to be * * * [We] must commit
ourselves to a sufficient procurement
goal, a goal I judge to be approxi-
mately $60 billion annually.”

Chief of Staff of the Air Force: “Un-
less we recapitalize, we are not going
to be ready to meet the threats of the
future.”

Chief of Staff of the Army, General
Dennis Reimer: ‘“‘Further deferral of
modernization will incur significant
risk to future readiness.”

Adm. William Owens, Vice Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs, “I want to talk
about procurement because I believe it
is the crisis in the defense budget
today,” and on and on, page after page.
These are the people who are seeking
to throw good money after bad?

Mr. President, it is really ironic, this
whole debate. Last year we had the
same thing, the same sort of approach.
We have people coming up, supporting
an amendment such as this—the same
people who get on the floor here and
vote to cut back on defense spending
because they think it is too much, and
yvet they send us letters. I will not take
the time or embarrass the Members
who have sent these letters. Here is the
compilation of all the letters Members
sent to us, ‘‘Please, we need more
money for defense.”

I have talked to my colleague from
Alaska. Mr. President, 60 percent of the
people who wrote these letters here to
the Defense Authorization Committee
and the Appropriations Committee
—their requests were complied with—
they come on the floor and they vote
against the spending. And they say,
“By the way, do you think you can
help us out, we think we need more as-
sistance in these systems?’’ So the
same people who are cutting the de-
fense budget request here end up get-
ting the systems funded so they can
stand proudly on the floor and say, ‘I
am for lower defense but, my God,
please help spend some more money for
our projects.”

I think it is time we put an end to
that. I think it is time we put an end
to Members saying ‘“We need more for
defense’” who then come to the floor
and posture, saying, “We are for lower
defense spending, the cold war is over.”
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I do not think there is anybody on
the floor who can tell you what the
threats are going to be in the future, 5
or 10 years out. We have to start pro-
curing today to meet those threats as
best we can. You cannot wait until the
threat occurs and then decide you want
to build more submarines or cruise
missiles or aircraft or tanks. We have
to start the procurement now.

The President of the United States
said we were going to increase procure-
ment 2 years ago, in 1996. He did not do
it. He broke that promise. He said wait
until next year, 1997. He broke that
promise, too. Now we are told just give
us until 1998 and once again procure-
ment will go on the upswing.

It is our responsibility to listen to
the service Chiefs, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the ones who are writing us say-
ing, ‘“We can use more. Yes, we can live
with this budget the President has sub-
mitted if we have to. We are on the
ragged edge right now. We do not know
what tomorrow will bring. You have to
give us more assistance here. We need
more assistance if you can give it to
us.”

That is what they have been saying.
For the first time this year, as com-
pared to all other years where they
have previously said we can live within
the budget, now they are saying we
could use a little bit more. They have
been honest about it. They have come
to us.

I have a list some two pages long to-
taling $21.1 billion that the service
Chiefs have indicated to us they could
use for modernization and procurement
accounts, funding that is needed to
meet the future threats. Yet, sure, they
will come up and swear, take an oath,
and say, ‘“We can live with it if we have
to. But we are telling you we need
more.”’

The Members who write to us saying
give us more, they ought not come to
the floor today and vote for this
amendment and say we are going to
vote to cut defense and then come back
later and say we want our systems
funded.

Mr. President, I can tell you from
this Member’s point of view, I am going
to see to it that all of those requests
are denied and deleted, if that is the
case, because they cannot have it both
ways. You cannot say you want more
for defense privately and get on the
floor and say we are going to cut it
publicly.

I yield the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
a chart here that shows the situation
in the last 10 years. We have three
basic types of spending: Defense discre-
tionary, domestic discretionary, man-
datory spending. In 1987, in terms of
1997 dollars, we had almost $375 billion
in defense money. The discretionary
spending was considerably less than
that, and this the entitlement, the
mandatory spending in this year. In
our budget it is down 34 percent from
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1987 for defense. It is up 31 percent in
terms of discretionary spending, do-
mestic discretionary. And it is up 41
percent in terms of mandatory spend-
ing. We have, in fact, as the Senator
from Iowa demanded, reduced spending.
We have reduced spending by 71 percent
in terms of procurement in defense.
Our money for defense is 71 percent less
than it was before. We have reduced
manpower down. Even though it is vol-
untary, we still have reduced man-
power by 33 percent.

I have the same comment that the
Senator from Maine has made. I have
here the list of last year, the requests
from Members that came to the defense
appropriations subcommittee, for
Members’ add-ons. About 20 percent of
them were actually mentioned in the
President’s budget, but even those,
most of them, the request was to in-
crease the President’s budget. This is
the book of all the letters that we re-
ceived from Members. We accommo-
dated, as the Senator from Maine said,
approximately 60 percent, almost every
request we got from Members and, I
might say, about 60 percent to the
Armed Services or the Appropriations
Committee were added on.

There you are, the Members who
want to see how they succeeded last
year in adding money to the budget,
there it is. The reason we are able to do
that is because we won the battle with
the President. We added money last
year.

This time the President has come
down from even the amount that he
agreed to for 1995. In any event, we are
going to be cutting from the 1995 level
for next year.

I agree with the Senator from Maine,
there is no way that we can accept the
concept of having people vote to cut
the money and then come in and tell us
their State absolutely needs additions
to even the budget prepared by the
Budget Committee. We did that. We
even added to the levels of the Armed
Services Committee in the appropria-
tions process, and Members will re-
member that argument on the floor.

But this is unconscionable. When you
look at it—just take the C-17. Right
after the turn of the century the only
airlift we will have to take our Armed
Forces overseas will be the C-17. We
originally were going to order 240 of
them. The President’s request comes
down to 120. Mind you, that will be the
only transport beyond the year 2006. I
do not understand people when they
say you have to cut that even further.
The President’s level will take it to
120. There is no way we can project our
capability to defend this country with
these continued changes.

The Senator from Virginia was here.
He mentioned to us about the time four
of us here, Senator INOUYE, myself,
Senator WARNER, and Senator NUNN,
sat in Israel when we awaited the in-
coming Scud, the missile that was shot
at Tel Aviv while we were there. Thank
God there was a Patriot there and
thank God it did glance off that Scud
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and the four of us are here because of
that.

But the President’s budget cuts mis-
sile defense and 77 percent of the people
think we now have the capability of de-
fending this country against missiles,
which is not true. Not unless we spend
some of the money that is absolutely
necessary.

Mr. COHEN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. STEVENS. Did the Senator want
to ask a question?

Mr. COHEN. I was just going to ask,
my understanding was that the Presi-
dent went to California and said we
needed more C-17’s, not fewer. So we
have people going out to the local dis-
tricts, or States which are politically
populous, and appealing for votes in
the fall, saying, ‘‘Gee, how can we help
you? Can we Kkeep that base open? We
are not going to shut down a facility in
Texas or California, we are going to
keep it open,” in order to purchase
votes. I think the time has come for us
to listen to what the service Chiefs and
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs are
saying, I say to my colleague from
Alaska: They need more not less.

The President submitted a budget,
and that budget has defined the na-
tional security needs. What the mili-
tary people are really saying is, ‘“We’re
at the edge. We have to start ramping
up on procurement. We should have
done it 2 years ago. We don’t need it
next year; we need it now.”

I support what the Senator from
Alaska is saying. We cannot afford to
continue to do this. When my colleague
from Massachusetts says what happens
when we are spending more money
than our friends from Germany, Japan,
Italy, or all of our allies, when the 911
call goes out, are we going to send the
British fleet to Taiwan? Are we going
to send the Italian fleet or the German
fleet?

The fact of the matter is, we are the
superpower. If we can change that, we
can say, “We don’t want to be a stabi-
lizing force in Europe or Asia.”” If that
is the case, let us make that deter-
mination, but we ought not to do what
we are doing now, and that is, con-
stantly rob procurement in order to
keep ready and then keep ready by
overutilizing the ever-diminishing in-
ventory that we have.

We have to make procurement
changes. The President is unwilling to
do so in an election year, saying, ‘‘Wait
until next year; wait until I get by 1996;
wait until 1997 or 1998.”” We cannot af-
ford to do that unless we are willing to
place our men and women in jeopardy.

Mr. STEVENS. Beyond that, I won-
der how many people drive to work in
the Senate in 30-year-old vehicles. The
people who are flying our planes are
flying planes made 30 years ago. By the
turn of the century, every plane we
have in the inventory will be 30 years
old, except for the B-2 and F-117.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico. I have finished my
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comments. I urge the defeat of this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa has 7 minutes.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield myself 5
minutes.

Mr. President, you just heard the last
two arguments. The basis of those ar-
guments is blue smoke. The savings
promised—now I am talking about sav-
ings promised—by the Defense Depart-
ment through infrastructure reforms
should have occurred regardless of all
these letters that have been referenced
here, all the letters that my friends are
referring to.

The money was supposed to go to-
ward modernization, but it did not ma-
terialize. I will not tolerate throwing
good money after bad, and that is why
I am offering this amendment.

I want to elaborate just a little bit
on savings promised that never mate-
rialized. I want to say that there is an-
other good colleague of ours, Senator
JOHN MCcCAIN, who is a member of the
Armed Services Committee. He put out
a white paper entitled ‘“‘Ready Tomor-
row: Defending America’s Interest in
the 21st Century.” On page 23, he had
this to say:

We must, therefore, look for ways to do
more with less, and we must make the hard
choices to ensure the best military force
within the limited resources available for de-
fense.

That is the essence of my amend-
ment. I am not saying Senator MCCAIN
is for my amendment. I am just saying
Senator MCCAIN is a member of the
Armed Services Committee and in that
one sentence and throughout his entire
paper lays out a basis to end this belief
that we have around here, particularly
on this side of the aisle, that all you
have to do is throw more money at de-
fense and you get more defense.

If I thought that the Defense Depart-
ment was trying to save money, I
might feel differently about adding
$11.3 billion to the defense budget. The
extra $11.3 billion would be used pri-
marily for modernization.

The weapons and equipment that the
military purchased over the past 20
years obviously is starting to age. If we
are to maintain our military edge in
the future, then we must begin to re-
place all this stuff at some point. I
agree, but my Republican colleagues
want the extra $11.3 billion to get the
ball rolling, and I do not think that
ball is ever going to roll.

From day one, senior defense offi-
cials, like Secretary Perry, have been
making an important promise: New
weapons would be bought with savings
from lower infrastructure costs.

Mr. President, all the evidence indi-
cates that the promised savings are no-
where on the horizon. The General Ac-
counting Office has just completed a
review of the defense infrastructure
costs. Infrastructure dollars are spent
to maintain the bases, facilities, and
activities that house and sustain the
armed services. They are support costs.

In a nutshell, this is what the GAO
found:
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Despite four rounds of base closures and
dramatic and continuing cuts in force struc-
ture, there are no savings.

Defense infrastructure costs are
going up, not down. The driving force
behind the base closure effort was to
save money by reducing overhead. Our
base structure exceeded the needs of
our sinking force structure. The whole
idea was to close excess bases and to
save money.

Once again, savings promised by the
Pentagon have evaporated into thin
air. Here was a golden opportunity to
save money, and the Pentagon blew it.

I know base closings require upfront
costs, in some cases substantial. But
upfront costs are supposed to be fol-
lowed by downstream savings. That is
Mr. Perry’s promise; that is Mr. Per-
ry’s testimony before the committee.
He has identified $10 billion in savings.
Mr. Perry promised the money would
be used for the modernization that my
colleagues are calling for here.

That is fine and dandy, but where is
the $10 billion in savings? The GAO
cannot find the money. It has audited
the books and finds infrastructure
costs will rise significantly in the out-
years.

It is true, base closings did, in fact,
produce some real savings, but under-
score ‘‘did,” which is past tense. Unfor-
tunately, as soon as those savings
popped up on the radar screen, Pen-
tagon bureaucrats grabbed the money
and spent it. The money is not being
plowed into modernization and readi-
ness, as Mr. Perry promised. Those sav-
ings are being diverted into new infra-
structure projects, like new head-
quarters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes has expired.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
give myself 1 more minute, and the last
minute I give to the Senator from Ne-
braska to close.

If we do not hold the Defense Depart-
ment’s feet to the fire, the savings will
be frittered away on pork projects.
Base closures and continued shrinkage
in the force structure should have one
inescapable result: lower infrastructure
costs. I hope my colleagues on the
Armed Services Committee will make
sure that that happens.

I have referred to Senator MCCAIN’S
white paper. Right at the top of Sen-
ator McCCAIN’s list of places to save
money are infrastructure require-
ments. This is what he has to say:

Infrastructure and military force structure
need to be brought back into balance. Elimi-
nation of excess infrastructure would reduce
operating costs and free up funds to main-
tain force readiness and to modernize our
smaller force.

I agree with my friend from Arizona
100 percent. I only hope that when we
get to the defense authorization bill, he
will help me find an enforcement mech-
anism. We need an enforcement mecha-
nism.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank my
friend for yielding. Everybody wants to
know about when we are going to vote.
As far as I am concerned, it looks like
we can vote shortly after or about 6:45.
I am going to take 5 or 6 minutes,
whatever additional time I need, after
the 1 minute allotted to me by my
friend from Iowa, and I yield myself
the time off the bill.

I have been listening in total amaze-
ment to the statements that have been
made here. First, I want to say in an-
swer to the statement that had been
made by the chairman of the com-
mittee early on that the committee of
jurisdiction for authorization, the
Armed Services Committee, already
voted 21 to 0 for the change that we are
suggesting here now. I speak for myself
and several other members of the
Armed Services Committee who voted
21 to 0 for the bill, because we thought
basically it was a pretty good bill, but
just before that vote was taken, this
Senator and others indicated that they
would be offering some amendments on
the floor, including amendments with
regard to the level of funding over the
President’s mark. That is what I am
doing now.

I have heard in total amazement here
General Shalikashvili, the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who put his
seal of approval on the President’s
budget, being quoted tonight as if you
would think General Shalikashvili was
for the increase. He is not. He is not for
the increase.

These Senators that have been up on
the floor saying, ‘“Well, the military
says they need it.”” You show me a
military man worth his salt, and you
go to him and say, ‘“You know, what
more could you use?” I would be
shocked and disappointed if such a
military man would not say, ‘“Well, 1
want this and this and this and this.”

The facts are, the President’s budget
has the stamp of approval of General
Shalikashvili, the other members of
the Joint Chiefs, and the Commander
in Chief, the President of the United
States. All of these comments that I
have heard on the floor would lead one
to believe that this is a group of people
who were trying to destroy our na-
tional defense.

The amendment that I am cospon-
soring with my friend from Iowa is
being attacked exactly as was the
Exon-GRASSLEY AMENDMENT 2 YEARS
AGO. THE SAME TYPE OF PHRASEOLOGY,
THE SAME TYPE OF WORDING— ‘DEV-
ASTATING NATIONAL DEFENSE.” I SIMPLY
SAY THAT IF YOU BELIEVE THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES, THE
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS, AND
THE JOINT CHIEFS THEMSELVES, AND THE
PENTAGON WOULD PUT THEIR STAMP OF
APPROVAL ON A LEVEL OF DEFENSE
SPENDING OUTLINED IN THE PRESIDENT’S
BUDGET THAT WAS NOT SUFFICIENT, THEN
YOU ARE INDIRECTLY ACCUSING THEM OF
DESTROYING THE NATIONAL DEFENSE OF
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, IF YOU
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LISTEN TO SOME OF THESE PEOPLE ON
THE FLOOR TONIGHT.

I think too much of the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs and the Joint Chiefs to
think they would put their stamp of
approval on something just to kowtow
to the President of the United States. I
think they are better, I think they are
bigger men than that.

I simply say, any time you want to
spend more money for defense and call
in some military people and say, ‘If
you had more money, how would you
use it?”’ of course, they would come up
with something. I would be surprised if
they did not.

I simply say, also, that you would
think that Senator GRASSLEY’s amend-
ment, cosponsored by myself and oth-
ers, was a further cut in defense. It is
an increase of $3 billion. It is an in-
crease of $3 billion over what was rec-
ommended by the Pentagon. But you
have people on this floor who are so ex-
pert, who have sacrificed themselves to
be in Israel and were saved by a Patriot
missile. You know, it is a little too
much for this Senator, who has stood
stalwart for defense spending ever
since I have been here.

So what we are doing with the Grass-
ley amendment is to provide $3 billion
more than the Pentagon and the Presi-
dent said was needed. These people who
are criticizing this amendment have
decided on their own that they are the
experts, that they are the ones who
know how much money we should
spend for defense, regardless of what
the Pentagon and the Commander in
Chief says. They want an $11 billion in-
crease.

The Grassley amendment says, ‘“‘All
right. We don’t think that much is nec-
essary. Some of us would like to go
down to what the Pentagon says is
needed, but we’ll go along with the $3
billion increase.” But that is not
enough, evidently, by what I have
heard here tonight.

I also heard statements—the Senator
from Texas, for example, complained
that if the Grassley amendment is
adopted, military personnel would not
get their 3 percent pay increase, as I
understand it. The fact of the matter
is, that is not accurate. The facts are
that the 3 percent increase to the mili-
tary personnel is included in the Presi-
dent’s budget. The Grassley amend-
ment provides $3 billion over and above
that.

I simply say that I never have been
very much impressed by a group of
Senators getting together saying they
know more about everything, the needs
of the national defense, than even the
Pentagon. I want to make it clear once
again that the Pentagon agreed to and
gave a stamp of approval to the Presi-
dent’s budget. It is only these people,
who I know are well-intentioned—and I
know of their good intentions—that
have said, ‘“No. That’s terribly wrong.
It will destroy our national defense. So
arbitrarily we have come up with $11
billion more that we need for this.” I
would rather trust the real military



May 15, 1996

leaders and experts in the Pentagon.
But I am willing to say, OK, let us add
$3 billion.

I have heard here tonight that if the
Grassley amendment is not defeated, it
will end all of the work that is being
done on Star Wars or a version of it. I
would simply point out that all of the
Star Wars technology that has been pa-
raded out here in speeches tonight
would lead one to believe that Star
Wars, or a version of it, would not go
ahead if the Grassley amendment is
adopted. But the increases that the
Senate Armed Services Committee and
the House National Security Com-
mittee approved above the President’s
request were only $300 million and $330
million, respectively.

Senator GRASSLEY and I are adding $3
billion. So everything that these people
who are out here attacking the Grass-
ley amendment as ending the star wars
research is not true. We can do every-
thing they want to do because their re-
quests are only about $300 million in
1997 above the President’s request. We
could do all of what they want to do,
have all the Patriots we need to pro-
tect Senators who are in Israel with
the $3 billion. We could spend the $300
million that they want for Star Wars
for this year and still have $2.7 billion
on top of that.

I simply say, Mr. President, there is
room for argument on all of these
things. But there is not room, I do not
think, to conclude that others are in
bad faith. It is wrong to say that Gen-
eral Shalikashvili does not support this
budget, because he does. Senator
GRASSLEY and Senator EXON are say-
ing, “OK, we give you some leeway.
We’ll add $3 billion on top of what the
Pentagon said is needed. That should
be enough.” I urge the support of the
Grassley amendment.

I am prepared to yield back the re-
mainder of our time if we have any left
and proceed to go to a vote.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I lis-
tened with great interest the com-
ments made by the senior Senator from
Iowa—especially those that referenced
my defense white paper. For the
record, I strongly oppose the Grassley
amendment. And while I am flattered
that he choose to quote from my paper,
the report makes the clear case that
funding for our Nation’s military is far
too little to fully meet our vital na-
tional security needs.

Even though we are seeking to add
$11 billion to secure our national de-
fense, these limited resources are being
stretched to the limit. I intend to in-
sert into the RECORD a more complete
statement to rebut all of the comments
made by my friend from Iowa.

In closing, let me again emphasize
my strong opposition to the Grassley
amendment and urge my colleagues to
vote against the amendment.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I join
today with Senator GRASSLEY to urge
my colleagues to support this very sim-
ple amendment to put some restraint
in our defense budget.
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In effect, our amendment accepts the
higher defense spending levels for fiscal
yvear 1997 currently in the budget reso-
lution. However, it places a fence
around $8.3 billion in budget authority
and $2.3 billion in outlays. If the Presi-
dent certifies that, in fact, these addi-
tional funds, are required for our na-
tional security, the funds will be re-
leased. If the President does not make
this certification, the funds will go to-
ward deficit reduction.

This is a reasonable amendment. It
gives the President every opportunity
to use these funds for defense should
there truly be a need to do so.

Last year, when the Senate passed its
version of the fiscal year 1996 budget
resolution, the Senate endorsed the ad-
ministration’s defense spending level
for fiscal year 1997. When proponents of
more defense spending tried to increase
defense spending over the next 5 years,
the Senate rebuffed that effort.

The vote last year gives me con-
fidence that our amendment will suc-
ceed today, for there is bipartisan sup-
port for maintaining defense spending
at reasonable levels. On May 23, 1995, in
a strong bipartisan vote, the Senate de-
feated an amendment to last year’s
budget resolution which would have in-
creased defense spending above the
level requested by the administration.
Sixty Senators voted against that
amendment to increase defense spend-
ing not only for fiscal year 1996 but for
fiscal year 1997 too. Unless they have
changed their minds, the same 60 Sen-
ators should support this amendment.
It offers another chance for the Senate
to support reasonable defense spending
levels.

Let us review some of the numbers
for a minute, in case anyone is con-
cerned that the proposed level of de-
fense spending in our amendment is
anything less than robust. Our amend-
ment does not reject the $266.4 billion
in budget authority and $264.6 billion
in outlays as called for in the budget
resolution reported out by the Budget
Committee. Should the President de-
termine that the money we fence is not
needed for defense then, eventually,
$8.3 billion in budget authority and $2.3
billion in outlays will be returned to
the Treasury, a mere l-percent reduc-
tion in the spending level endorsed by
the Budget Committee.

Let me say a few words about infla-
tion adjustments. Senators should real-
ize that thanks to adjustments in the
cost of doing business for the Pentagon
we are really talking about an increase
that surpasses the $11.3 billion added
by the Budget Committee in terms of
buying power.

Earlier this year, Secretary Perry
announced that the Defense Depart-
ment had discovered $45.7 billion in in-
flation savings after reestimating the
defense budget for FY1997-2001 using
lower inflation rates from the Bureau
of Economic Analyses. The administra-
tion gave the Defense Department the
green light to plow $30.5 billion of these
funds back into the defense budget
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even though the additional buying
power provided by these funds was not
anticipated by the Defense Department
nor was it requested. $4.3 billion of
these inflation savings are built into
the administration’s fiscal year 1997 de-
fense budget.

I am concerned that in the rush to
increase defense spending, we have ig-
nored the fact that in terms of buying
power, the administration has already
proposed significant increases which
we are now building into our own num-
bers without any acknowledgment or
discussion. Senator GRASSLEY, Senator
BRADLEY, and I raised this issue with
the Budget Committee earlier this year
and I ask unanimous consent that a
letter on this subject be printed in the
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. KOHL. If we are serious about re-
ducing the deficit and achieving a bal-
anced budget, we cannot increase
spending when favorable economic con-
ditions bring down the costs of Federal
programs. We must use these savings
to help pay off our burgeoning debt.
Yet, here we are turning around and
giving the Defense Department even
more.

And with all due respect to my col-
leagues, there never seems to be a spe-
cific goal here: It is always just more
defense spending. Two years ago, we
had a readiness crisis, now we have a
so-called modernization crisis. Unfor-
tunately, the only crisis we have here
is a crisis of hemorrhaging tax dollars.

No one has made an effective case as
to why we must be spending even more
on defense. After more than four dec-
ades of building up a defense infra-
structure to respond to the menace of
the Soviet Union and its Eastern bloc
allies, we are now pumping even more
money into this same infrastructure
without any real effort to reassess the
basic assumptions underlying our na-
tional security posture. Is our defense
spending relevant to the threats of the
future? We cannot possible answer that
question for the real conundrum is that
we have no idea what these threats are.
And, we are having a hard enough time
articulating what we need to face the
current threats.

Frankly, we are facing no major
threats today. When the American peo-
ple talk today about insecurity, they
are talking about job security, per-
sonal security, and perhaps moral secu-
rity. Even the threats to our national
security posed by episodes of regional
instability and conflict are less likely
to be resolved with military force and
more likely to be resolved through po-
litical or diplomatic intervention. To
be sure, we need a strong defense. We
need to develop a strategy and main-
tain a force structure to protect and
advance our interests in the new global
environment. If we could start over
again and create a new force structure
from scratch to meet the new chal-
lenges of this era, I am confident that
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we would have a leaner, more mobile
and more efficient force at far less
cost.

I must confess, I am perplexed by ar-
guments made that we must provide
additional funds to the military be-
cause the service chiefs have said they
want these funds. Of course they do.
Are there any Federal agencies, when
asked if they want additional funds,
that would say no? I am certain that if
we asked each Cabinet Secretary to lay
out his or her unmet requirements we
would have equally impressive shop-
ping lists to compete with those sent
over by the services.

I am also puzzled by arguments that
we must front load defense spending in
the early years of a 7-year plan because
spending in the out years cannot be re-
lied upon. Mr. President, the spending
we vote for today—much of it devoted
to new procurement and new research
and development projects—lays the
groundwork for increased spending
down the road. Frankly, the spending
proposed today ensures that reductions
proposed for the out years will not
occur.

If we allow this tremendous increase
in defense spending to stand, we are re-
inforcing a disturbing trend. Last year,
for the first time in 14 years, Congress
ultimately increased defense spending
well above the level identified by the
Defense Department as necessary for
our natonal security. During consider-
ation of last year’s Defense authoriza-
tion bill, Senator GRASSLEY and I at-
tempted to bring defense spending back
to the level in the Senate’s budget res-
olution by cutting $7 billion. Our
amendment was endorsed by a variety
of groups focussed on deficit reduction
and included in the annual scores gen-
erated by the Council for a Livable
World and the Concord Coalition.

Although the amendment received
bipartisan support, it was narrowly de-
feated.

I should note that this year the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union and Taxpayers
for Common Sense have already en-
dorsed our efforts. I ask unanimous
consent that a letter from the Tax-
payers for Common Sense be printed at
the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, no one has
explained to me how we can maintain
these high levels of defense spending
and reduce the deficit. We cannot con-
tinue to spare the Defense Department
from the deep regimen of cuts we are
asking the rest of our society to ab-
sorb. If we are committed to reducing
the deficit and balancing our budget,
we must make the hard votes.

I know for some this will be a hard
vote. However, I urge my colleagues to
vote for this responsible approach to
defense spending.
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EXHIBIT 1

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, April 18, 1996.
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
Chairman, Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We are writing to ex-
press our strong concern about the Defense
Department proposal to spend some $30.5 bil-
lion dollars in ‘‘inflation savings’ realized
because of lower inflation estimates over the
next five years. We urge you to raise this
issue during your hearings on the FY 97
budget and to direct these funds toward def-
icit reduction.

Inflation estimates used by the Defense
Department over the years have been grossly
inaccurate. In the 1980’s, overestimates of in-
flation resulted in a $50 billion windfall.
That money disappeared. Then two years
ago, the Defense Department told Congress
that it had underestimated inflation and
needed another $20 billion to execute future
defense programs. Now, just two years later,
the Defense Department is telling us that it
has once again overestimated inflation—this
time to the tune of $45.7 billion. This history
undermines the credibility of the Defense
Department’s financial estimates.

In its FY 97 budget submission, the De-
fense Department is proposing to use $30.5
billion of these inflation savings to buy more
weapons systems.

We are troubled by the notion that any
agency should be able to keep such a large
windfall and increase its total spending be-
cause inflation estimates were inaccurate.
Responsible budgeting demands that these
funds be returned to the Treasury and that
the Defense Department not be rewarded for
changes in economic conditions.

Furthermore, purchasing more programs
with inflation windfalls creates tremendous
instability in program management.

If we truly intend to reduce the deficit, no
area of the budget should be exempt from
cuts. Cuts must be shared by all segments of
our society. The Defense Department is no
exception as long as threats to our national
security continue to decline. In fact, given
that the defense budget constitutes as much
as 18 percent of the federal budget, we can-
not afford to make the Defense Department
an exception. And, we certainly cannot af-
ford to give the Defense Department an un-
expected $30.5 billion.

We urge you to direct these funds toward
deficit reduction before the Budget Com-
mittee finalizes its F'Y 1997 budget.

Sincerely,
HERB KOHL,
BILL BRADLEY,
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY.

EXHIBIT 2

TAXPAYERS FOR COMMON SENSE,
May 15, 1996.

Taxpayers Say Support Grassley-Kohl
Amendment on Defense Spending

DEAR SENATORS GRASSLEY AND KOHL: Tax-
payers for Common Sense is pleased to sup-
port your amendment to the FY97 Budget
Resolution to ‘‘put the brakes’ on the Pen-
tagon’s budget. In particular, we support
your amendment that would fence the Budg-
et Committee’s $11.3 billion increase to the
Administration’s request. We understand
that the fence would apply to the FY 1997 re-
quest only.

We understand that your amendment pro-
vides that the funds would be released only if
the President certified that the additional
amount was necessary for national security.
If that certification is not made, the funds
would go to help reduce the national deficit.

According to a recent GAO report, there
have been no savings in the DoD infrastruc-
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ture despite several base closures and signifi-
cant cuts in force structure. At this crucial
time, with our nation struggling to balance
its budget all government agencies must
share the burden of cost cutting.

We would urge the Senate to approve your
amendment.

Sincerely,
JILL LANCELOT,
Legislative Director.
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I

thank my colleague from Iowa, Mr.
GRASSLEY, for offering an amendment
to the fiscal year 1997 budget resolu-
tion which seeks to reign in some of
the excess defense spending in the Sen-
ate budget resolution and bring a little
common sense to our Nation’s defense
budget.

The Grassley amendment seeks to re-
duce $8.3 billion in new budget author-
ity and $2.3 billion in budget outlays of
the Senate Budget Committee’s mark-
up for the Department of Defense for
fiscal year 1997, unless the President
certifies that these additional funds
are needed to ensure the national secu-
rity of the United States.

Mr. President, while I feel this
amendment does not go far enough in
cutting all of the $11.3 billion added by
the Senate Budget Committee over and
above the President’s fiscal year 1997
request for defense spending, I feel it is
a necessary first step in beginning to
bring some sanity to our Nation’s de-
fense spending. As every other budget
account is on a glidepath to reduction,
the largest budget of them all—the de-
fense budget—is reversing course and
moving to return to its artificially
high levels. The budget resolution
funds the Defense Department at a
level of more than $11 billion over the
Clinton Administration’s fiscal year
1997 request. The Pentagon is seeking
$254.3 billion in fiscal year 1997 budget
authority and $260.8 billion in budget
outlays in defense spending, while the
Senate Budget Committee has rec-
ommended $265.6 billion and $263.7 bil-
lion, respectively. Already our military
budget is more than 3 times that of
Russia’s; 17 times larger than the com-
bined budgets of North Korea, Iraq,
Iran, Cuba, Libya, and Syria who are
most often identified as our most like-
ly enemies; and is above the level spent
by Germany, France, England, Russia,
China, South Korea, India, Japan, and
Australia combined.

Mr. President, this budget plan for
the Department of Defense is a recipe
for fiscal havoc, and the Senate should
insist upon more rationality. We sim-
ply cannot afford to continue spending
at current or increased rates for de-
fense, as this budget resolution seeks
to do to a tune of $11.3 billion. Nor can
we afford to insulate any department,
including the Defense Department,
from scrutiny as we seek to reduce the
Federal debt. In a year when we are
cutting programs and fighting for def-
icit reduction, increasing the defense
budget is simply irresponsible. We can-
not achieve a balanced budget by bloat-
ing defense spending. Deficit reduction
requires that we make very hard
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choices and defense programs cannot
be insulated in this manner.

For these reasons, I have cosponsored
Senator GRASSLEY’s amendment to the
budget resolution, supported by the
National Taxpayers Union, which seeks
to begin to bring our fiscal house in
order and to budget a little more wise-
ly for the future. We simply cannot af-
ford to jeopardize our country’s eco-
nomic health and to mortgage our fu-
ture by spending tens of billions of dol-
lars in additional funding beyond that
which the Pentagon and the Clinton
administration have requested.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Grassley amendment, and I yield the
floor.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise to speak in opposition to the
Grassley amendment to the fiscal year
1997 budget request.

The budget provides the Congress
with a framework in which it must
work. By overly restricting the mar-
gins of that framework, we eliminate
our ability to make the broad budget
decisions necessary to meet our future
defense needs. Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 57 preserves the Senate’s flexi-
bility to consider funding for those pro-
grams in the defense budget that
should be eliminated and to make in-
creases based on military evaluations
and needs for the future.

The level of funding the President re-
quested this year has been questioned
by many individuals, including the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Gen. John Shalikashvili and the serv-
ice Chiefs. We need the flexibility in
the fiscal year 1997 budget resolution
to consider the additions these leaders
of our Armed Forces have requested
and accept or reject them on their own
merits, not through a sweeping budget
cut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has expired.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that a vote on or in re-
lation to the Grassley amendment
occur at 6:55, and the time between
now and then be equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. EXON. That is all right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Who yields
time?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I am not
sure that I need that much time. I do
not believe the Senator has that much
time, if I am looking at the clock cor-
rectly and dividing the time in half. I
will take just a couple minutes.

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to
the Grassley amendment to reduce the
defense spending levels in this budget
resolution.

For several years I have been ex-
pressing my concern that the projected
declining budgets in defense are not
sufficient from four standpoints: First,
to maintain the current readiness of
our forces; second, to provide the
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standard of living that military per-
sonnel and their families expect and
deserve; third, supporting the force
structure necessary to carry out the
full range of missions that we expect
our military to perform; and, fourth, to
provide for the modernization that is
the key to the future capability and fu-
ture readiness of those forces. Mr.
President, modernization today is our
greatest deficiency.

We are living off the capital of pre-
vious investment. The men and women
in the military continue to perform su-
perbly every time they are called on.
We call on them all the time, as we can
see every day. We owe it to them to
give them the support they need to do
the job.

We also have to ensure that the men
and women who will be called on 5, 10
or 20 years from now will have the
same advantages vis-a-vis their poten-
tial opponents that our military forces
have today, including technological su-
periority.

That latter point is where we are
having problems today. You can live
off the corpus for awhile. I think our
force structure has been brought down
about right. We have done a superb job
in bringing it down, the military has,
and keeping up the morale of our peo-
ple.

The readiness of our forces is in good
shape today. I do not agree with those
who say that we have declined in readi-
ness. I think our readiness is in good
shape. What we are really doing,
though, is borrowing from the future.
We do not have enough money in the
outyears of defense projections to be
able to maintain the kind of research
and development and procurement that
we must have.

I do believe that the Budget Com-
mittee has it about right. I think this
amendment would take the defense
number down too low. It is important
for all of us to realize that even with
the Budget Committee number, which
is higher than the President’s, it is less
in real dollar terms than last year.

When we are talking about this budg-
et increasing defense spending, we are
talking about relative to the Presi-
dent’s budget, not relative to real dol-
lars last year. This is still a defense
cut, but it is moving toward stabiliza-
tion. I think we do need to move to-
ward stabilizing the defense budget in
real dollar terms. I urge my colleagues
to vote against the Grassley amend-
ment.

While I believe the funding levels re-
quested for readiness, military pay
raises, and quality of life initiatives in
the President’s budget are about right,
I think there are clearly insufficient
funds going into modernizing our force.
Modernization, for the most part, is de-
layed into the outyears under the cur-
rent future years defense program. And
we all know from experience how illu-
sory these budget projections become 4
or 5 years down the road.

For the past few years, the Air Force
has bought virtually no new fighter
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aircraft. The Air Force has no bomber
modernization program. The Navy is
not buying enough ships to modernize
even a 300 ship Navy. The Marine Corps
is years away from having a replace-
ment for its aging amphibious assault
vehicles. For the Army it would prob-
ably be quicker to list the moderniza-
tion programs they do have left than to
list the ones they don’t.

The fiscal squeeze on the defense
budget is already intense. As we seek
to balance the budget—especially if we
try to enact tax cuts at the same time,
which I hope we will not do—the pres-
sure will get even more intense. This
gives me even less confidence in the
outyear funding predictions that show
funds for defense modernization in-
creasing.

In my view, we need to increase the
defense topline now, to restore the bal-
ance to our defense program. We also
need to preserve the firewalls that the
Senator from New Mexico has included
in both last year’s budget resolution
and in the budget resolution that is be-
fore the Senate today to protect any
defense increases we are able to
achieve and to provide some stability
in the defense budget. Firewalls have
not and will not mean defense cannot
be cut, but they ensure that if it is cut
the savings go to reducing the deficit
and not to spending on other programs.

We have been reducing the defense
budget for a long time. The current
buildown started during President Rea-
gan’s second term, even before the fall
of the Berlin Wall, and continued, ac-
celerated, throughout the Bush admin-
istration and the current administra-
tion. However, the time has come to
stabilize the defense budget as much as
possible, since the defense budget has
already made a greater contribution to
deficit reduction than any other part of
the budget.

MODERNIZATION FUNDING SHOULD BE
INCREASED

The future readiness and future capa-
bility of the Defense Department re-
quires modernization and it requires
research and development, and those
are the programs that have been cut
most deeply during the defense draw-
down.

The pressure to achieve and maintain
a balanced budget will make it very
difficult to increase the defense budget
above current levels, yet current levels
are still somewhat artificially low as
we work our back toward a normal
level of procurement and a normal
level of infrastructure investment.

Because we were reducing the size of
the force and were able to keep the
most modern equipment as we
downsized, a temporary decline in pro-
curement was appropriate. But we are
now reaching the point where we have
to get our modernization budget back
up to a long-term level that will sus-
tain our forces for the future. We have
to start increasing the procurement
budget to prevent the average age of
our weapons technology from reaching
unacceptable levels.
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Similarly, during the BRAC era we
underinvested in facilities moderniza-
tion because nobody wanted to waste a
lot of money modernizing facilities we
might be about to shut down. But now
that we have made those decisions and
the BRAC process is over we are going
to have to put more money in modern-
izing and maintaining the facilities we
have left.

So our challenge will be to have a
budget that is slightly larger than the
ones now planned, if we are going to
balance the budget it is unrealistic to
plan for more than a slight increase,
and the budget plan in this resolution
only increases the budget by about 1
percent over the levels in the adminis-
tration’s request—in order to have ade-
quate funds for capital investments in
weapons and facilities.

This is why I oppose this amendment
which would eliminate the increase in
the defense topline number that the
Armed Services Committee has rec-
ommended. This increase has gone al-
most entirely to modernization. I
think my colleagues will find that the
funds the Armed Services Committee
added to the modernization accounts
have gone mostly, not completely, to
programs the service chiefs have re-
quested, and generally these are things
the administration was already plan-
ning to buy.

In conclusion, Mr. President, many of
my colleagues share my concern that
we have cut the defense budget too far,
too fast and that we are mortgaging
our future by sacrificing the capability
of our forces 10 years down the road in
order to fully fund current readiness.
This amendment would eliminate our
ability to fund modernization programs
vital to the future capability of our
military forces, and I urge my col-
leagues to reject it.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr.
have 2% minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield myself that
time.

I hope one thing that all my col-
leagues will remember comes out of
this debate. We have heard the argu-
ment from the other side that dollars
define our defense. That is an upside-
down way of making national security
policy and the budget that is necessary
to carry it out.

The way we decide how much money
we are going to spend in defense is to
define our national security policies,
define our needs, have policy to fit
those needs, and finance those policies.
The other side has not made that argu-
ment. They have only made an argu-
ment that we need x number of dollars
more for defense. That is upside-down
reasoning.

Now, the other point I hope my col-
leagues remember from this debate is
that we have been promised savings be-
cause of reforms. The General Account-
ing Office has told us—the nonpartisan
General Accounting Office—has told us
those savings have not materialized.

President, I
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They have not gone into moderniza-
tion. That is what Secretary Perry said
he was going to do. They have gone
into administrative overhead and
things of that nature.

If we are going to be promised re-
forms, we should see those reforms be-
fore we give more money. Whatever
money we give should be based upon a
policy determination of carrying out
our national security goals and our in-
terests. The other side has not made
the case for more money.

I yield the floor, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
gather the consent agreement has al-
ready been arrived at that we will vote
at 6:55?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. We will vote at 6:55.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank all the Senators that came to
the floor this evening and today. I
think it was an excellent debate. I
commend my friend, Senator GRASS-
LEY, but I do not believe we should
adopt this amendment.

Obviously, he is consistent. From
what I can tell, this is not the time to
expect the President to ask for in-
creases if they are needed. I believe
that will not happen and we will get a
budget that is politically motivated,
not really one that the Joint Chiefs of
Staff totally support. As evidence of
that, they have come to the Hill, sin-
gularly and together and asked for an
additional $15 billion. I do not think
they did that lightly. I think that is
what they need.

Clearly, we ought to go with the
Budget Committee’s number and in due
course debate can occur on how we
spend it. I believe it will be spent wise-
ly.

I yield the floor, and I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Iowa. The
yveas and nays have been ordered. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HUTCHISON). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 57, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 113 Leg.]

YEAS—42
Akaka Daschle Kerrey
Baucus Dorgan Kerry
Biden Exon Kohl
Bingaman Feingold Lautenberg
Boxer Glenn Leahy
Bradley Graham Levin
Brown Grassley Mikulski
Bryan Harkin Moseley-Braun
Bumpers Hatfield Moynihan
Byrd Jeffords Murray
Conrad Kennedy Pell
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Pressler Rockefeller Simpson
Pryor Sarbanes Wellstone
Reid Simon Wyden
NAYS—57
Abraham Feinstein Lugar
Ashcroft Ford Mack
Bennett Frist McCain
Bond Gorton McConnell
Breaux Gramm Murkowski
Burns Grams Nickles
Campbell Gregg Nunn
Chafee Hatch Robb
Coats Heflin Roth
Cochran Helms Santorum
Cohen Hollings Shelby
Coverdell Hutchison Smith
Craig Inhofe Snowe
D’Amato Johnston Specter
DeWine Kassebaum Stevens
Dodd Kempthorne Thomas
Dole Kyl Thompson
Domenici Lieberman Thurmond
Faircloth Lott Warner
NOT VOTING—1
Inouye
The amendment (No. 3963) was re-
jected.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 1
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
might I say to the Senators, since
there are a lot of them present here to-
night, Senator EXON and I have been
trying to work together to see if we
can move this resolution and the
amendments along. We would very
much appreciate it if Senators who
have amendments could begin to tell us
what the amendments are by noon to-
morrow and perhaps begin to turn in
amendments by noon tomorrow so we
can begin to schedule the amendments
in some kind of sequence.

Having said that, Senator EXON and I
have conferred. Senator EXON is going
to lay down the President’s budget at
9:30 in the morning. There will be
ample time to debate. There is plenty
of time on the resolution. Indeed, there
is time for amendments to the Presi-
dent’s budget, and we will have some of
those ready on our side.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

———

NOTICE OF PROPOSED
RULEMAKING

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, pur-
suant to section 304(b) of the Congres-
sional Accountability Act of 1995 (2
U.S.C. sec. 1384(b)), a notice of proposed
rulemaking was submitted by the Of-
fice of Compliance, U.S. Congress. The
notice relates to Federal service labor-
management relations (Regulations
under section 220(d) of the Congres-
sional Accountability Act.)

Section 304(b) requires this notice to
be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, therefore I ask unanimous
consent that the notice be printed in
the RECORD.
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