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Sandlin Snyder Upton
Sanford Solomon Velazquez
Sawyer Spence Vento
Saxton Spratt Visclosky
Schaefer, Dan Stabenow Wamp
Schumer Stark Waters
Scott Stenholm Watt (NC)
Serrano Strickland Waxman
Sessions Stump Weldon (PA)
Shays Stupak Wexler
Sherman Tanner Weygand
Shuster Tauscher White
Sisisky Taylor (NC) Wicker
Skaggs Thompson Wise
Skeen Thornberry Wolf
Skelton Thune Woolsey
Slaughter Tierney Wynn
Smith (OR) Torres Yates
Smith (TX) Towns Young (FL)
Smith, Adam Traficant
Smith, Linda Turner
NAYS—94
Aderholt Gibbons Riley
Bachus Goodling Roemer
Bartlett Green Rogers
Bilbray Gutknecht Royce
Bilirakis Hansen Ryun
Bishop Hastings (FL) Salmon
Blunt Hefley Scarborough
Brown (FL) Hostettler Schaffer, Bob
Bunning Hunter Sensenbrenner
Burr Jefferson Shadegg
Canady Johnson (CT) Shaw
Cannon Jones Shimkus
Chambliss King (NY) Smith (M)
Chenoweth Kingston Smith (NJ)
Christensen Klink Snowbarger
Coburn Largent Souder
Collins Lewis (CA) Stearns
Condit Lucas Sununu
Cook McCarthy (NY) Talent
Cox McHugh Tauzin
Cubin Mclntyre Taylor (MS)
Cunningham McKeon Thomas
Danner Miller (FL) Thurman
Davis (FL) Moran (KS) Tiahrt
Deal Myrick Walsh
Deutsch Ney Watkins
Evans Norwood Watts (OK)
Ewing Pappas Weldon (FL)
Filner Pease Weller
Forbes Pickering Young (AK)
Fowler Redmond
Gekas Regula
NOT VOTING—11
DeGette Miller (CA) Schiff
English Pombo Stokes
Istook Pomeroy Whitfield
Lipinski Reyes
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Mr. GREEN, Mr. LARGENT, Mrs.
CHENOWETH, Mr. WELDON of Flor-
ida, and Mr. SHADEGG changed their
vote from *“‘yea’” to ‘““nay.”

Mr. LINDER, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mrs.
MEEK of Florida, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, and Messrs.
KOLBE, FOLEY, THOMPSON, and
BAESLER changed their vote from
“‘nay’’ to “‘yea.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILCHREST). The question is on the res-
olution, as amended.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 322, noes 101,
not voting 11, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Blagojevich
Bliley
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Capps
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Clement
Coble
Combest
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Delahunt
DelLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Flake
Foley
Ford

Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)

[Roll No.213]
AYES—322

Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon

Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill

Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley

Horn
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim

Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio

Leach

Levin

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McGovern
McHale
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McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Morella
Murtha
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul

Paxon
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riggs
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryun

Sabo
Sanchez
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Sherman
Shuster
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MlI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence

H3945

Spratt Thornberry Waxman
Stabenow Thune Weldon (FL)
Stark Tierney Weldon (PA)
Stenholm Torres Wexler
Strickland Traficant Weygand
Stump Turner Wicker
Stupak Upton Wise
Tanner Velazquez Wolf
Tauscher Visclosky Woolsey
Tauzin Walsh Young (FL)
Taylor (NC) Wamp
Thomas Watt (NC)
NOES—101
Aderholt Fowler Pallone
Bachus Furse Payne
Baesler Gibbons Pickett
Barrett (WI) Goodling Rangel
Bartlett Green Riley
Bishop Hall (TX) Roemer
Blumenauer Hansen Rohrabacher
Blunt Hastings (FL) Rush
Brown (FL) Hefner Salmon
Cannon Hilliard Sanders
Cardin Hostettler Sandlin
Chambliss Hoyer Sensenbrenner
Chenoweth Jackson-Lee Shaw
Christensen (TX) Shimkus
Clay Johnson (CT) Sisisky
Clayton Jones Snowbarger
Clyburn Klug Stearns
Coburn Largent Sununu
Collins Lewis (GA) Talent
Condit Lofgren Taylor (MS)
Conyers Lucas Thompson
Cook Maloney (NY) Thurman
Cooksey Markey Tiahrt
Cox McCarthy (NY) Towns
Crapo McDermott Vento
Davis (FL) Mclntyre Waters
Davis (IL) McKeon Watkins
Deal Millender- Watts (OK)
DeFazio McDonald Weller
Deutsch Moran (KS) White
Dingell Moran (VA) Wynn
Etheridge Myrick Yates
Evans Nadler Young (AK)
Filner Norwood
Forbes Ortiz
NOT VOTING—11
DeGette Lipinski Schiff
English Miller (CA) Stokes
Foglietta Pombo Whitfield
Istook Pomeroy
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Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD, Mr.
HALL of Texas and Mr. SISISKY
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

So the resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILCHREST). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 169, House Resolutions 161, 162 and
165 are laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 169, the resolution just adopt-
ed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 169 and rule
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XXIIl, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 1119.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1119) to
authorize appropriations for fiscal
years 1998 and 1999 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, to
prescribe military personnel strengths
for fiscal years 1998 and 1999, and for
other purposes, with Mr. YOUNG of
Florida in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] and the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
Lums] each will control 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE).

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

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

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, once
again the Committee on National Se-
curity has reported a bipartisan bill
that attempts to address many of the
problems facing our Nation’s military.
H.R. 1119 also reflects the committee’s
deep concern over the difficulty in
managing the risks posed by continued
forced downsizing and budget reduc-
tions.

The fundamental dilemma facing the
Department of Defense remains the
same: how to maintain a viable all-vol-
unteer force in an environment where
the number, scope, and duration of
military missions, especially peace-
keeping and humanitarian missions,
continue to grow while military forces
and defense budgets continue to de-
cline. A long-standing gap between the
U.S. military strategy and resources
persists. In fact, it is widening.

In looking at the challenges to our
national security interests over the
past year, the committee has contin-
ued to focus on China, an emerging
power, and Russia, a once and perhaps
future power. While neither nation is
currently an enemy of the United
States, they do represent the nations
most likely and able to amass military
power sufficient to challenge our vital
interests.

| support efforts to bolster the demo-
cratic process in Russia. However, Rus-
sia’s future will be shaped less by our
policy than by its own internal deci-
sionmaking over whether to remain
independent and driven by its own his-
tory and character or to form working
partnerships with the United States
and the West.

But history has demonstrated that
the transition to democracy is often
tumultuous and violent. Russia is a
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vast yet collapsed empire, governed by
a weak central authority, and armed
with an arsenal of nuclear weaponry. It
provides cause for both concern and
caution.

China is an emerging power and poses
a different problem. | agree with the
Department of Defense’s recent report
concluding that China’s goal is to be-
come one of the world’s great powers.
Whether or not an emerging China be-
comes an enemy of our country re-
mains to be seen, but China’s strategic
goals would appear to be at odds with
our Nation’s role and influence in East
Asia.

Yet, | believe that the surest way to
optimize the chances of an American
strategic partnership with either Rus-
sia or China is for us to continue to be
the world’s most powerful force for
peace and stability in the world. It
would be dangerous and shortsighted to
base the United States’ security strat-
egy on the assumption that either Rus-
sia or China will acquiesce to Amer-
ican global leadership indefinitely.

In the post-cold war environment of
shrinking military forces and con-
strained defense budgets, the impera-
tive to maintain strategic priorities
grows while the margin for error gets
smaller. The Committee on National
Security’s efforts to begin revitalizing
our military forces will take longer
and will involve acceptance of higher
risk in light of constrained resources.

But in truth, the making of strategy
has always been a process of managing
risk. The projected real decline in fu-
ture defense budgets, assumed by the
Quadrennial Defense Review and rati-
fied in the defense budget agreement,
adds to this risk. The QDR has not
eased my skepticism regarding the ad-
ministration’s commitment to a de-
fense program that properly prioritizes
and balances the critical elements of
readiness, quality of life, and mod-
ernization.

Secretary Cohen has admitted that
the defense posture outlined in the
QDR will allow United States’ forces to
execute the national military strategy,
but at increased risk. And | pause for
emphasis. But at increased risk. The
Secretary also quantified the budg-
etary risk, the amount of defense
spending required to close the strat-
egy-resources gap, at approximately
$15 billion per year.

While | believe that the annual short-
fall is greater than $15 billion a year,
what is most striking to me is the rel-
atively small size of the shortfall in
comparison to the tremendous strate-
gic risk associated with a failure to ad-
dress it; $15 billion represents one-
tenth of 1 percent of the Federal budg-
et, yet the military’s strategic and po-
litical risk of not addressing it are
monumental. The risk of inaction or
failure far outweigh the cost of ad-
dressing such budgetary shortfalls.

The Nation’s military strategy de-
mands that we maintain forces suffi-
cient to fight and win two major re-
gional conflicts nearly simultaneously,
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for instance, a Persian Gulf-like con-
flict and a conflict on the Korean pe-
ninsula.
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Yet while the Nation maintains an
expansive military strategy, we con-
tinue to cut back on our force struc-
ture and reduce our defense budgets to
the point where | personally doubt that
we could today execute another oper-
ation like Desert Storm as quickly, ef-
fectively, or with the relatively small
loss of life as we did just 6 short years
ago.

gWe have cut from an 18-Army divi-
sion since then down to 10, from 57 re-
serve component brigades down to 42,
from 546 naval battle force ships down
to 346, from 16 aircraft carriers down to
12, and from 36 Air Force fighter wings
down to 20.

In 1990, the Nation built 20 more
ships, while this year we will build
only 4. In 1990 we bought 511 tactical
aircraft, but we will buy only 53 this
year. And 7 years ago we approved con-
struction of 448 tanks, while today we
are authorizing zero, none.

We will not always be able to count
on the backing of allied coalitions as
we did in the gulf when it comes to pro-
tecting our vital national interests,
nor should we assume that our next ad-
versary will allow us time to build up
our forces in a benign environment for
6 months before the outbreak of hos-
tilities.

As our forces and resources decline,
the Nation’s risk still grows. We would
all prefer to be raising and maintaining
military forces capable of an unques-
tioned response to challenges anywhere
in the world, rather than struggling to
manage budgetary, military, and stra-
tegic risk with no margin for error. In
this context, H.R. 1119 reflects the at-
tempt of the Committee on National
Security to address serious shortfalls
in the effort to mitigate risk in a re-
source-constrained environment.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1119 provides
$268.2 billion in budget authority for
Department of Defense and Energy pro-
grams for fiscal year 1998. This figure is
consistent with the fiscal year 1998
budget resolution and represents an in-
crease of $2.6 billion over the Presi-
dent’s request. The bill provides $3.3
billion more than the current fiscal
year 1997 spending which, when ad-
justed for inflation, represents a real
decline of 1.3 percent. This is not an in-
crease in spending.

I will leave discussion of the many
important initiatives in the bill to my
colleagues on the Committee on Na-
tional Security, who have worked hard
since February to get us to this point
in the process.

In particular, | would like to recog-
nize the hard work of the subcommit-
tee and panel chairmen and ranking
members. Putting this bill together re-
quires a lot of coordination and team-
work, which | have consistently been
able to rely on.

I would like to also personally thank
the gentleman from California [Mr.
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DeELLuUMS], the committee’s ranking
Democrat, for his contributions. He is
a strong advocate not only for his per-
sonal position, but for the role of the
minority in a process that continues to
produce a bipartisan bill.

Mr. Chairman, this bill, I might add,
was reported out of the committee by a
bipartisan vote, 51 to 3.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, | would like
to thank the staff. We have a small
staff relative to the size of the commit-
tee and the magnitude of our oversight
responsibilities. The work gets done
only through great expertise, dedica-
tion, and effort.

Mr. Chairman, | urge strong biparti-
san support for this bipartisan bill.

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

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the
House, as the ranking Democrat of the
House Committee on National Secu-
rity, | rise to offer the following obser-
vations on the bill, H.R. 1119, and the
process that brought this bill to the
floor for consideration today.

First, Mr. Chairman, let me con-
gratulate the distinguished gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], the
chairman, who returned the committee
to its bipartisan moorings. Not only
did he and | work cooperatively on a
number of issues within the commit-
tee, but the staff that serves the mi-
nority party were included in much
more deliberative deliberations that
led to the crafting of the committee
consideration and recommendation and
the report.

I have appreciated the gentleman’s
openness to my discussions, both sub-
stantive and procedural, Mr. Chairman,
as well as the receptivity of the major-
ity staff to inputs that our side made
on important issues contained in this
bill and in this report.

Despite, Mr. Chairman, the success-
ful resolution this morning on the
question of the rule, and for that |
would like to thank the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SoLomMmoON] and the
leadership for working with this gen-
tleman and this side of the aisle, | re-
main concerned that we are moving
forward much too rapidly on the con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 1119.

There are numerous issues, Mr.
Chairman, in this bill, ones deserving
much more study before we proceed to
consideration, and ones deserving of
more time for debate than the rule has
provided. Given the time, this gen-
tleman will work as diligently as pos-
sible to ensure that as much expla-
nation and illumination of these issues
as is possible will indeed occur.

On procedure, Mr. Chairman, let me
also note for the RECORD, and it is not
unusual, that | did not and cannot sup-
port the committee report. As the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPENCE] noted, a broad bipartisan vote
reports this bill from the Committee
on National Security. Therefore, | do
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not claim at this moment to speak for
all the Members on our side of the aisle
regarding their support of this bill.

Despite this caveat, we will have the
opportunity to hear from my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle, the
ranking members of the subcommit-
tees, on their views as to what tran-
spired within their subcommittee juris-
diction that led to the bill being re-
ported from the full committee.

Mr. Chairman, some Members may
have read my dissenting views in the
committee report. For those who have
not, let me offer my thoughts in an ef-
fort to frame the debate from the per-
spective of those who think we have
failed, Mr. Chairman, to completely
align our military structure and its op-
erations with the new requirements
and opportunities that are emerging
into the next century.

I have said on more than one occa-
sion, Mr. Chairman, that we are now in
a new era, an era so special that we
have no real name for it. We call it the
post-cold war era, an era fraught with
the need for changes and transition and
uncertainty, fraught with great chal-
lenges but yet with great opportuni-
ties.

One of my frustrations with the rule
was its failure to include my amend-
ment proposing that the Congress ex-
press its sense that the national secu-
rity strategy of the United States con-
tains elements far beyond and equally
important to the funding of the depart-
ments charged with executing the mili-
tary portion of this strategy.

Mr. Chairman, | believe that this
post-cold-war era has ushered in an op-
portunity for us to redefine a new na-
tional security agenda. Let me propose
the following question: If we took
whatever resources necessary to de-
velop the most powerful military force
that the human mind could conceive,
and our society simultaneously was de-
teriorating culturally, socially, politi-
cally and economically, question: What
are we defending?

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, one of the
extraordinarily vital national security
interests must be a healthy, vibrant
economy and a well-educated, well-in-
formed, well-trained citizenry capable
of engaging the economic and social in-
stitutions of our society. That has im-
plications for what we spend to educate
our children, retrain our dislocated
people, house our people, protect and
preserve the environment, provide for
health care.

If our Nation is not a vital national
security interest, what are we out
there building this extraordinary mili-
tary apparatus for? This is a moment
in the context of change and challenge
that we can redefine. That is one ele-
ment.

A second element, Mr. Chairman, is
an engaged foreign policy. Martin Lu-
ther King probably said it best when he
said that peace is more than simply the
absence of war; it is the absence of con-
ditions that create war, that give rise
to war.
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And what gives rise to war? It is hun-
ger, malnutrition, violation of human
rights, denial of democratic principles,
lack of sustainable economics, regional
instability, brought on by man’s inhu-
manity to man.

So, our foreign policy must engage
the world. We are a major superpower.
We are the last superpower standing,
and our foreign policy should engage
the world, commit it to democratic
principles, human rights, economic de-
velopment, stability in regions around
the world. We should stand for some-
thing. And our foreign policy and our
foreign assistance act should engage,
and that account should be adequately
funded.

Third, we should have a properly
sized, properly trained, properly
equipped military to meet the realities
of a changing world as we move into
the next millennium. All I have argued
for is that there be balance in these ac-
counts. Let the debate go forward.
What should be the investment in our
society as a vital national security in-
terest? What goes into creating a
healthy, well-educated, well-trained
citizenry? What goes into creating a vi-
brant economy? How much money
should we invest and engage in foreign
policy that ends up precluding war,
which at the end of the day, Mr. Chair-
man, is much more cost-effective in
terms of human life and economic re-
sources than waging war. Preventing
war.

And fourth, we ought to have an hon-
est debate over what is a properly
sized, properly trained, properly
equipped military. | did not come here
to guarantee that my point of view
should necessarily prevail, but this is
the people’s house. This is a place
where we should debate and deliberate
openly, so we should have a discussion
over these matters. These are signifi-
cant issues here.

The American people are saying the
world has changed. They know viscer-
ally that the cold war is over. They
know instinctively that there is no
more Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact.
They know intuitively that in this
changing world we do not need to spend
as much money on our military. But
we need to be honest and open with
them, not engage in 30-second scare
tactics, but use the brilliance and the
genius of our minds to talk about these
issues substantively.

I do not have to win, but let us just
make it all fair. But rushing this bill
to the floor that spends $260-plus bil-
lion, that is an incredible amount of
money at an extraordinary time when
we can say to our children and our
children’s children that there is need
to go in a different direction.

Some may agree or disagree with me,
but | think we stand on the threshold
much less of waging major war in the
world than we are of engaging in peace-
keeping, peacemaking, peace enforce-
ment, humanitarian assistance, low-in-
tensity conflicts.

But | have no locks on truth. Other
people may have different points of
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view, but let us engage each other in a
debate that is dignified and respectful
and thoughtful. But we rush to judg-
ment.
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“Let me buy your weapons system.
You buy mine.”

Billions of dollars buying yesterday’s
technology, mortgaging into the fu-
ture. We had a great discussion about
mortgaging the children’s future.

We will have an opportunity in the
course of this debate, for example, to
look at the B-2 bomber, a program that
was not contemplated in this 5-year
budget agreement that we marched to
the microphones and told America we
balanced the budget. In the 5-year
budget agreement, we established the
parameters of the budget for 5 years.
Now people want to walk into that
budget what the Congressional Budget
Office has defined as a $27 billion pro-
gram, of which nearly $14 billion will
be spent in the 5 years.

One does not have to be a Ph.D. in ec-
onomics to understand that if we
signed onto a 5-year budget deal that
did not contemplate a $27 billion weap-
ons system and we are going to put
that $27 billion dollar weapons system
within the context of that 5-year budg-
et agreement, something has got to go
out. One does not have to be brilliant,
no great genius. One can be a fool or a
knave and come to that determination.
We need to grapple over what is proper
and what is appropriate.

I have been here now in my 27th year.
It is fascinating, Mr. Chairman. This is
the first time that my colleagues are
going to be forced to have to choose
which weapons system, which direc-
tion, what policy shall guide us at this
moment. But in the past, you scratch
my back, | scratch yours, | buy your
plane, you buy my ship, you buy my
this, you buy my that. Now the world
is different, Mr. Chairman. | have been
waiting almost 27 years for this mo-
ment to come when everybody has got
to get honest, everybody has got to
walk up to the table, and we have got
to start looking at each other eyeball
to eyeball to talk about where we are
going. | am saying this is an oppor-
tunity for a new national security
agenda and that ought to frame the na-
ture of this debate. The only thing that
is framing the debate now is the 5-year
budget agreement. But we are charged
with the opportunity of developing a
new national security agenda.

Mr. Chairman, | applaud the commit-
tee in its retreat from an ABM Treaty
busting approach to missile defenses.
The last several years many of our col-
leagues were hell-bent to develop a na-
tional missile defense system that
challenged the ABM system, the ABM
Treaty. | have always argued that any
time one moved to abrogate a treaty,
when we are holding the public trust,
when we have fiduciary responsibility
for our children and our children’s chil-
dren, we ought to walk in a very fragile
manner when we start to talk about
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moving beyond treaties. In this bill, |
am pleased that we have sort of re-
treated from that.

I believe that it is implicit embraced,
this bill, of the administration’s beefed
up 3-plus-3 missile program, seeks to
accelerate a program for which the re-
quirements, and, Mr. Chairman, as my
colleagues well knows, and its capabili-
ties have yet to be demonstrated. We
have spent billions. Requirements have
not been demonstrated. Capabilities
have not been demonstrated. We stand
on the verge of spending too much too
fast in a quest for defenses against
threats that remain remote and man-
ageable by other strategies in the near
future. If that is true, slow down the
train and let us start to talk about
these matters before we spend so much
money.

How often do we go home in our town
meetings and talk about wasting
money, moving too fast, not throwing
money after a problem? This bill is a
classic example of this. We need to stop
and America needs to pause from what-
ever it is doing and look at this and see
what it is we are doing and become in-
formed and engaged in a discussion
that affects their lives and the lives of
their children and their children’s chil-
dren. This is not just this gentleman.
It is far beyond that.

Mr. Chairman, the committee report
also raids environmental cleanup ac-
counts in the Department of Energy
designed for use to clean up the most
critically contaminated sites in the
United States. Do my colleagues know
why? To finance the acquisition of this
additional hardware. What a short-
sighted approach. There is broad alarm
at what this portends, as the additional
views of the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] illuminate elo-
quently in the committee report.

We cut $2.6 billion from the Depart-
ment of Energy request, a big chunk of
that the environmental cleanup. For
what reason? To buy more hardware, to
buy more planes, to have more money
for more modernization, rather than
grappling with what are the realities.
Do my colleagues think the American
people do not want these sites cleaned
up that were contaminated with good-
ness knows what? But we took money
from there. ““Well, that’s enough. We’re
going to build more weapons systems.”’

America needs to know that. We need
to discuss this out in the open. And if
the people want that, this is democ-
racy, | stand with democracy, but at
least let us have an open discussion on
it. The reductions in the cooperative
threat reduction funding, the whole pot
of which is now threatened by the Solo-
mon amendment made in order by the
rule, pursue a strategy of being penny
wise and pound foolish.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues
know, the cooperative threat reduction
funding program, euphemistically
known as Nunn-Lugar funds, to date
what has transpired as a result of
spending these few dollars on coopera-
tive threat reduction? The safe re-
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moval to secure facilities of more than
3,300 strategic nuclear warheads from
missiles. Three thousand three hundred
nuclear warheads in the context of the
former Soviet Union have now been
moved to safe facilities. We were
spending $300 billion per year prepared
to wage war with the Soviet Union. Yet
for a handful of dollars with the Nunn-
Lugar program we have removed 3,300
nuclear warheads.

| daresay most of our children do not
know this. Many of the American peo-
ple do not know this. In darkness and
in areas where there is lack of knowl-
edge, then we can do these things, we
can make reductions, because people
do not know. But maybe if they knew,
they would say, ‘“Wait a minute. If
there is one program you ought to fund
fully, it is this program.” If it is that
cheap to remove nuclear weapons that
threaten the lives of our children, then
why would we want to cut that? For
what reason? Build some more weap-
ons.

Mr. Chairman, finally, | want to urge
all of my freshman colleagues and my
sophomore colleagues who make up a
huge percentage of this institution, a
big number, the freshman and sopho-
more Members, come, pay attention to
this debate, engage. Because they are
the future, the new Members of Con-
gress here. Many of us old heads, Mr.
Chairman, we have been knocking
heads with each other for over a quar-
ter of a century. Many of us know
these issues backwards and forwards.
We can say ditto to your last year’s
speech and vice versa. But the new
Members must engage this process so
that there is some healthy new energy
into this debate.

| am prepared to be a man of change.
The cold war is over. Let us move on
and get ourselves out of the narrow
confines of ideology and viewing the
world through the narrow prism of ide-
ology. Take off old paradigms, think
fresh, think anew, think real, think
young, think change. New people, en-
gage. You have not had the repeated
opportunities enjoyed by many of us to
discuss and debate these issues.

These should be viewed as challeng-
ing matters because we are getting
ready to commit half of the discre-
tionary resources of the U.S. Govern-
ment to programs that will be stabiliz-
ing or destabilizing, wasteful or re-
quired, redundant or critical. These are
the decisions we have to make. Engage
this process. Knowing the issues and
voting in the best interests of all of the
elements of our national security
strategy will hopefully be the hallmark
of the debate and votes yet to come.

A final comment. Out of all of these
things | have said, Mr. Chairman, first
I appreciate the work of my distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE]. We have
now returned to a sense of bipartisan-
ship. We sort of lost our way there for
a while. | appreciate that. We have
worked together. There are politics
that divide us, but as long as there is
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an atmosphere that our national secu-
rity agenda ought to be bipartisan, let
us fight out the issues.

The second point that | simply make
is that | think there is a rush to judg-
ment to bring this bill to the floor to
the tune of $260 some odd billion. If we
cannot slow down when we are getting
ready to spend $263 billion, what will
make us slow down? $270 billion? $300
billion? $1.5 trillion? What makes you
stop and think? We have had more de-
bate on bills that contain a micro-
scopic amount of money, but the issue
was so controversial we talked for
days. But when it comes to an issue
that has such dramatic and profound
impact, we move with great alacrity
and great speed. Why? Because the
faster we run it through, the less it
gets looked at. And the less it gets
looked at, the easier it can get worked
on.

I get paid to be right here. | have
been frustrated all year, Mr. Chairman.
This is my one time when we can stop.
I will take my vitamins and drink my
tea and we can have at it and stay here
for several days and debate this mat-
ter. Hopefully, the American people
will turn off the drama programs, what
have you, and the talk shows and focus
in on the real talk show, the real
drama, the real educational channel,
the real place where we make life-and-
death decisions, right here. Sometimes
it is even the comedy station because
we can get funny around here, too.

But this is a serious set of issues.
Maybe if we took enough time and the
American people started to focus, we
could do it in such a manner that we
could be educative.

Mr. Chairman, with those remarks, it
is my hope that we can open this dis-
cussion with vitality and energy.

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

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. HUNTER], chairman of the Sub-
committee on Military Procurement.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | want
to thank the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], the great chair-
man of our full committee, for his won-
derful leadership. I want to com-
pliment the gentleman from California
[Mr. DELLUMS], the ranking member,
for his tireless energy on the other side
and his great attendance at our mara-
thon hearings that went in some cases
into 7, 8 o’clock at night. He had good
endurance. And to my great friend the
gentleman from Missouri from [Mr.
SKELTON], | thank the gentleman for
working as a partner on this very im-
portant committee and to all of my
colleagues who are a part of this com-
mittee, | think it is the most biparti-
san committee in the House, and |
think we did good work.

Mr. Chairman, | want to engage with
some of the propositions that the pre-
vious speaker put out. Let us review
the bidding. Where are we on the big
scale? This century we have under-
taken a series of cycles that America,
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this great
through.

After World War |, we referred to
that war as the war to end all wars. We
hear that phrase recurring now after
the cold war is over. We call it the post
cold war period. The implication is
there is not going to be any more wars.
But my colleague, the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS], mentioned
something that | think hits the heart
of the matter. He said, ‘“These are un-
certain times.” If we follow history, we
should meet uncertain times with pre-
paredness.

It has been mentioned that every
capital ship that was used in World
War Il had the keel laid before World
War |1, before the attack on Pearl Har-
bor. That means that we have to be
prepared for war, and the best way to
deter war is to be prepared for it, and
the best way to win one when we have
it is to be prepared for it. | do not
think we are any smarter today in
terms of intelligence than we were in
the 1920’s when we did not see World
War Il coming, than we were right
after World War 11, we had an army of
9.8 million people, and a few years later
on the Korean peninsula we were
pushed down the peninsula by a third-
rate military. That is because we did
not know what was going to happen.

I have reviewed the words of Louis
Johnson, then Secretary of Defense,
and they sound a lot like President
Clinton’s leadership in the military
now. They talked about a small core,
changing fat into muscle, getting peo-
ple out of their desk jobs and into the
field. Only Omar Bradley really told it
like it was in 1950, 4 months before the
Korean war started when he said that
we could not win a major war with
what we have right now.

Here is what we have done, Mr.
Chairman. We have cut the Army since
Desert Storm from 18 Army divisions
to 10. We have cut our Air Force from
24 fighter air wings to 13. We have cut
our air power almost in half. And we
have cut the Navy from 546 Navy ships
to 346 ships.

Even President Clinton says we have
to modernize and increase the mod-
ernization budget to $60 billion. That is
not the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SPENCE], the chairman, that is not
me, that is not other members of the
committee. That is the President of
the United States.

O 1500

And he had that on his blueprint; this
year we were going to spend $60 billion
giving good equipment to our troops.
But we did not go into it.

As we walked down and got closer to
and closer this fiscal year we went
from $60 billion to about $55 billion.
Then it was $48 billion, then $46, and
when the rubber meets the road it is
$42 billion, meaning that our men and
women in the military do not have the
right equipment, they do not have the
best equipment they could possibly
have because we have short changed
them.

democracy, tends to go
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And, Mr. Chairman, let me tell my
colleagues in 1985 we spent $404 billion
in today’s dollars, in 1997 dollars, on
defense. Today we are spending about
$258 billion. That means we have cut on
an annual basis $140 billion out of the
defense budget. That is where most of
the cuts have come for the Clinton ad-
ministration.

But we did the best we could do with
very little resources to try to bolster
the military. We asked military lead-
ers, we asked President Clinton’s lead-
ers to come in and tell us what their
unfunded priorities were. They used to
tell us that in private sessions in back
rooms, but our great chairman, our
great chairman, said we are not going
to do that any more, we are not going
to let editors call this pork and say it
is stuff that the military did not want
because it is not on the record. So he
made them go on the record. He said
“You come tell us what you need in
written form that’s not funded,” and
they did that to the tune, this year, in
excess of $10 billion that the President
did not put in the budget for them and
that the budget deal did not include.

So in fixed wing aircraft and heli-
copters and track vehicles and ammu-
nition, in small arms, we have tried to
provide more, about $2.9 billion more in
the procurement budget, $3.9 billion
more in the procurement budget than
the President had. | think we did a
pretty good job with limited resources,
and our motto should be, be strong, be
prepared, these are uncertain times.

This is a good bill, and | hope every-
body will support it.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 6 minutes to the distinguish gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON].

Mr. SKELTON. | thank my friend
and colleague from California for yield-
ing me this time. First let me com-
pliment him on two fronts. The first is
the framing of the debate so well re-
garding the three aspects of national
security: domestic, foreign policy and
the properly sized military, and, sec-
ond, | would be remiss if I did not com-
plement the gentleman on his elo-
quence because this Chamber through
the years has seldom heard such per-
suasive and eloquent words as we hear
from our friend from California, and |
salute him for that.

Let us look at these elements very
briefly in the time that we have. |
think it is absolutely right; what are
we defending?

Then, on the domestic front, we have
the grandest civilization ever known in
the history of mankind. That is what
we are defending, and we have interests
all over this world, whether they be
moral interests, or whether they be
trade interests or other economic in-
terests. So we must maintain a strong
domestic pattern in our life.

Second, the foreign policy. As my
friend from California says, we must be
engaging in the world, and we engaging
in the world. | think we are doing a fair
job of that, whether it be by diplo-
macy, or whether it be by military,
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whether it be by economics, whether it
be by trade. We are the sole surviving
superpower, and our foreign policy has
brought us to that point.

I might say that regarding diplomacy
the need for the third element is very
apparent. To back up diplomacy from
time to time it is necessary to have an
adequate and strong military. Other-
wise the words spoken are empty.

Third, and this is the primary reason
we are here today, on having a proper
sized military. Now of course everyone
looks at it, | suppose, through our own
individual eyes and through the eyes of
the people we represent. Maybe the in-
stallations are the factories that we
have in our own part of the country.
But it is a broader issue than that. We
must have a properly sized military
that is capable of protecting this coun-
try and capable of protecting our inter-
ests throughout the world.

Our interests throughout the world,
of course, include precluding war,
keeping the peace, because we know so
full and well that small conflicts de-
velop into major conflicts. | think the
QDR, the quadrennial defense review,
has the strategy right, and it looks at
shaping and responding and preparing.
Actually it is a broader strategy than
that put forth by our late friend, Les
Aspin, which was limited to two major
regional contingencies. This one, |
think, is more on balance.

So | suggest in using the words of my
California colleague, let the debate go
forward.

Had this debate taken place in this
Chamber, had this debate taken place
in the French Parliament, had this de-
bate taken place in the Parliament of
the United Kingdom in the 1920’s, the
second world war might well have been
averted because we know from history
that all three of those countries, par-
ticularly the United Kingdom and
France, allowed their military to slip
drastically. It was the late George C.
Marshal as a major in the Army, gave
a speech here in Washington to a small
education group one day, 1923 when he
decried the doing and undoing of those
things for national defense, and he put
the finger right on the Congress of the
United States. And, my colleagues,
under the constitution the buck stops
with us in Harry Truman’s words. We
under article | section 8 are charged
with raising and maintaining the mili-
tary and charged with establishing the
rules by which they shall live. That is
our job.

So | welcome this debate, and 1 com-
pliment my friend for engaging in it.
Looking into the future is like a kalei-
doscope, we do not know what the next
pattern is going to be, but we know the
pieces of which it is made. | think our
major challenge in the military is
keeping good people. We have oper-
ational tempo that is high on keeping
families happy and keeping a stability.
A stability means a stable budget. We
are blessed with the weapons systems
that others do not have when they be
satellite GPS’s, global positioning sys-
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tems, smart weapons or stealth tech-
nology which is so very important as
reflected by the B-2 bomber and by the
F-117 which did so well in the gulf war.

We must look to the future in the
light of what our friend has said, to
protect the grandest civilization we
have, to develop and keep that engag-
ing foreign policy that is successful
and to have a properly sized military
that George Marshal did not have, that
France did not have, that Great Brit-
ain did not have. So in the days ahead
we will have a more peaceful and a bet-
ter opportunity for those young people
who grow and follow in our footsteps.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. BATEMAN].

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman of the Committee
on National Security for yielding this
time to me and appreciate the tremen-
dous job that he has been doing.

I rise today in strong support of H.R.
1119, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for fiscal year 1998. After an
extensive series of hearings here in
Washington and in field, the Commit-
tee on National Security has reached
the conclusion that positive action
must be taken to arrest what we be-
lieve to be a decline in the readiness of
our military forces. These concerns
were also highlighted in a readiness re-
port issued by Chairman SPENCE a few
weeks ago, and then in the interests of
time | will not go into specific details
of the many readiness issues that we
have brought to light by the commit-
tee’s investigation and the chairman’s
report, but I would urge everyone to
pay close attention to these concerns.

H.R. 1119 begins the process by which
we address these readiness problems.
To address many of the issues that |
believe have a direct impact on readi-
ness, H.R. 1119 includes several provi-
sions that get to the heart of the prob-
lem which is how our military leaders
report on readiness conditions of our
forces and how our military leaders
spend the funds Congress provides for
readiness. To get at the problem of re-
porting on the readiness condition of
the forces there is a provision that will
expand the number of readiness indica-
tors that must be reported on to give
us a more accurate readiness picture.

To address our current concerns on
how readiness funds are used there is a
provision that will require the Depart-
ment of Defense to report to Congress
before large amounts of money is
moved from critical readiness accounts
to other accounts. | believe these and
other provisions found in H.R. 1119 will
provide the necessary information so
that the situation continues to decline,
we should be in a position to take ac-
tion before the system breaks down.

Over the past 2 years this committee
identified several areas for priority at-
tention and provided additional fund-
ing. These areas included real property
maintenance, maintenance, depot
maintenance, base operation support
and reserve readiness. For the second
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year in a row the President’s fiscal
year 1998 budget request cuts funding
in all these areas to a level below what
was provided last year. H.R. 1119 pro-
vides additional resources in these and
other areas where the Department of
Defense has failed to provide sufficient
adequate funding.

Unlike the previous 2 years, the com-
mittee has not received any additional
funding. Therefore to accomplish in-
creases in the traditional readiness
sensitive areas we will have to make
some reductions in the budget request,
particularly the accounts that reflect
program growth in excess administra-
tive support. 1 am convinced these re-
ductions will not directly affect the
readiness capabilities of our combat
forces but will directly affect and im-
prove the day to day readiness and
quality of life for our service men and
women.

I would like to thank the ranking
member of the Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Readiness, my colleague the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. Sisisky], for
his outstanding cooperation, his
knowledge, ability, and leadership
through the years. The Subcommittee
on Military Readiness has had to deal
with several difficult issues that have
transcended political lines which would
have been more difficult if it were not
for his expertise and assistance.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1119 is a respon-
sible, meaningful bill that appro-
priately allocates limited resources for
the continued readiness of our military
forces. I urge my colleagues to vote
“‘yes’ on the bill.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 5 minutes to my distinguished
colleague the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. SisisKY].

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, | thank
my ranking member, and adviser and
other things. Although we do not agree
ail the time, | do agree with his opin-
ions; at least not agree with them, but
I do respect all of his opinions, and I
want to thank the chairman of the
committee for the many courtesies
that he has shown me and other Mem-
bers of the minority. Of course, the
chairman of the subcommittee, not
many people realize it, but the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN]
has control over some $90 billion. That
is a lot of money for a subcommittee,
and | do respect what he is do doing.

The ranking member, Mr. DELLUMS,
talked about the new national security
agenda, and it just dawned on me, and
right after him the gentleman from
California talked about preparedness
and talked about Secretary Lewis
Johnson living in the Korean thing.
Let me tell my colleagues an interest-
ing story about myself:

| joined the Navy when | was 17, 1 day
before | was 18, and | had lived through
the depression, had not traveled very
much, and | wanted to see the world,
and that is why | joined the Navy. |
went to a separation center in Bain-
bridge, MD. This was in the summer of
1946, and getting ready to get out of
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boot camp and scheduled to go on a de-
stroyer escort someplace in California
and very excited. Guess what?

The war ended. V-J Day happened. |
did not see the world. They put me
back in the separation center at Bain-
bridge, discharged members who had
come back from the Pacific, 4 and 5
years in the Pacific.

And what was my job and another
group of us? Our job was to sign up
these people for the inactive naval re-
serve, and we, as my colleagues know,
I was a young guy. They just fed me in-
formation.

| said, ‘“We’ve fought the war to end
all wars.”” We were the only one at that
time with the atom bomb, we had al-
most 10 million people in uniform, all
the equipment, the world is a disaster,
do not worry about it, never be called
up, inactive naval reserve.

O 1515

I did not sign up, | did not sell my-
self. But | can assure my colleagues, in
4%, years, a lot of people that | signed
up went back to a country that | did
not even know existed, to be very hon-
est, and that was Korea; and for a while
we really got beat there.

The point I am making is, even
though the agenda, and the gentleman
is absolutely right, the agenda may be
different, the agenda is still the same
in the world, and that is be prepared
and have insurance.

Now, having said that, in light of the
many challenges facing this Congress,
it really is exciting for those of us who
have been focusing on military readi-
ness and quality of life concerns, we
had the opportunity to hear firsthand
the views of the personnel who will be
carrying out our military strategy. We
received input from general flag offi-
cers, enlisted personnel and in some
cases, from family members. Their re-
sponses were as diverse as the popu-
lation they represented.

I have no doubt that they all had sin-
cere interest in readiness and quality
of life matters and expressed what they
thought would be in the best interests
of this Nation and the forces. The Con-
gress and those military personnel and
family members who shared their con-
cerns with us can be assured that H.R.
1119 reflects their input to the degree
that we could afford.

There is no doubt that our military
forces are ready today to face the chal-
lenges that may confront them in the
many parts of the world where the U.S.
national interests might be threatened.
But | remain concerned about tomor-
row. What will they look like in 18
months or 2 years?

| also remained concerned about the
readiness, believe it or not, of our civil-
ian workers, those dedicated employees
who have superbly served this Nation
during times of crisis over the years
while enduring personnel drawdowns
and, even worse, continuous rumors
about reductions. Simply stated, the
department and we here in Congress
have not given them the attention they
deserve.
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Notwithstanding their dedication, |
am uncertain at this time about our
ability to mobilize a crisis based on
how we are managing them today. My
feedback indicates that our civilian
employees frequently feel abandoned
because of the absence of security and,
yes, predictability in their status.

Mr. Chairman, we all recognize the
difficulty in addressing the readiness
and associate quality of life issues and
making tough choices in this severely
budget-constrained environment. And
we will talk about the other parts of
the budget constraint with the other
amendments, but we address a number
of difficult issues; but in our sub-
committee we could not solve them all.
I wish we could have done more.

What we did, Mr. Chairman, was to
begin to lay the foundation to sustain
the military readiness we all agree is
necessary for today and tomorrow.

I again express my support for H.R.
1119 and urge my colleagues to do the
same.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WELDON], the chairman
of our Subcommittee on Military Re-
search and Development.

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

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, | rise in strong support of
the legislation and applaud both the
Chairman and the ranking member for
their leadership and the cooperation of
our subcommittee chairs and the rank-
ing members.

There are those in this country who
think that we have mistakenly in-
creased defense spending dramatically.
The facts are, if we compare to what
we are spending today to John Ken-
nedy’s tenure, and | raise that point in
time because we had relative peace, it
was after Korea and before Vietnam;
we were spending 9 percent of our coun-
try’s gross national product in the
military. We were spending 52 cents of
every Federal tax dollar on defense.

In this year’s budget, we are spending
less than 3 percent of the GNP on the
military. We are spending 16 cents of
the Federal taxpayer dollar on the
military.

Now, in spite of that dramatic de-
crease, we have to consider the fact
that in John Kennedy’s era we had a
draft. All of our young people were
drafted out of high school, they were
paid less than the minimum wage, they
served for 2 years, they were not mar-
ried, they did not have higher edu-
cation; and therefore, we did not have
the quality of life costs that we have
today.

Our troops today are all volunteer.
They get better pay. Many of them are
married. They have advanced degrees,
they have children, we have housing,
education, quality of life costs that we
never had before. So in spite of reduc-
ing defense spending to this lower
level, a much larger percentage of this
smaller amount of money is going for
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quality of life issues. It is not going for
sophisticated systems. And in fact, |
have publicly said that we should can-
cel some major weapons systems. But
the facts are that the bulk of our
money is going to pay for the troops to
take care of the family members who
serve this country.

We are hurting right now, because on
top of the increased quality of life
costs, the fastest growing portion of
our defense budget is in, guess what?
Environmental mitigation. Almost $12
billion this year to clean up the envi-
ronment. And on top of that, we have
an OPTEMPO deployment rate that we
have not seen for the last 50 years.

We have an internationalist foreign
policy with an isolationist defense
budget. We are committing our troops
to more locations at higher costs and
not planning for those expenditures, so
are taking the money to pay for those
operations out of the accounts to mod-
ernize our forces and to take care of
our quality of life issues. And in fact,
to add insult on top of injury, we are
even paying the cost of our allies who
come into these operations.

Mr. Chairman, we had a very difficult
process. In my subcommittee we fo-
cused on three major 21st century
threats that we see emerging, and we
plussed up funding in each area above
what the administration requested.
First of all, dealing with weapons of
mass destruction, missile proliferation
is our No. 1 concern. In a bipartisan
vote, we plussed it up significantly. We
never wanted to see an incident occur
like we saw over in Saudi Arabia where
in 1991 we lost a number of our young
kids to a low-class Scud missile.

Second, we increased significantly
funds for antiterrorism. So yes, we can
locate those attempts to bring in weap-
ons, not necessarily from missiles, but
sneaking them through our ports. Our
committee increased funding for the
third consecutive year in
antiterrorism, both in technology and,
more importantly this year, in training
first responders all across the Nation.

Third, we put a new focus on infor-
mation warfare. When a foreign adver-
sary can electronically transfer ille-
gally $100 million from one of our
banks, when they can potentially shut
down the information systems of this
Nation, we as a Committee on National
Security are coming to the forefront
and saying yes, we want our military
prepared for that eventuality as well.

We put $90 million of additional fund-
ing in this year’s bill over what the
President asked for so that we can help
address the issues of encryption and
protection of information systems that
could bring down the economy of our
country.

Mr. Chairman, we have done it all.
We have done the best that we could
with an impossible budget number. Un-
fortunately, it is not enough. | would
have liked to have seen us had more
money to meet these threats in a more
robust manner. We talk about the cost-
effectiveness of acquisition reform; and
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while the administration talks about
that, we drive up the costs of our pro-
gram dramatically. But | ask our col-
leagues to vote in the affirmative on
this very important bill.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 5 minutes to my distinguished
colleague from South Carolina [Mr.
SPRATT].

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and to my colleague from South
Carolina and my good friend, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS],
I commend the gentleman on the work
product he brought to the floor.

| want to address in the time allotted
to me a common misperception now
out in the public and a misstatement
that is likely to be made a number of
times before this debate is over, and
that is that the reason this budget is
stretched so tight that it is so difficult
to come up with extra funds to do
things we would like to do is that the
Clinton administration has not asked
for more money for national defense. In
fact, the facts tell a different story.

Last year’s budget resolution in the
last Congress was the last blueprint we
received from the Republicans on what
they would spend on national defense.
That resolution spelled out, budget
function by budget function, what
every different function would be fund-
ed at. And for the function we call 050,
which is national defense comprehen-
sively, the Pentagon and the Depart-
ment of Energy both, the requests over
5 years, the amount of money allotted
to national defense over 5 years in that
budget resolution was $1 trillion 371
billion. That was the Republican budg-
et resolution which passed the House
last year, 1 trillion 371 billion for the
period 1998 through 2002.

When the President sent his budget
up this year for that same period of
time, 1998 through 2002, the President
requested and proposed spending $1
trillion 383 billion on national defense
comprehensively over that same 5-year
period of time. This is $12 billion more
than the amount of money that was
provided in the last budget resolution
passed by the House, which was a Re-
publican-sponsored plan.

This year, this was $12 billion ahead
of where we left off. We then entered
into negotiations which the adminis-
tration fully supported, and as a result
of those budget negotiations, we added
$4.4 billion to function 050, national de-
fense comprehensively.

So through this bipartisan budget
resolution, which the Democrats and
Republicans both have supported and
the President has blessed and sup-
ported himself, we have added $17 bil-
lion more to defense spending than the
Republican budget provided when we
adjourned in the last Congress. That is
a significant increment in spending.

The committee, and this is a matter
of concern to me also, the committee
has gone beyond that budget agree-
ment and has taken $2.6 billion which
were specifically provided for function
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053, the Department of Energy, specifi-
cally earmarked to certain programs
there that are necessary for cleaning
up the environmental mess that was
left over from 40 to 50 years of building
nuclear weapons, taken that $2.6 bil-
lion and put it in the Department of
Defense instead of the Department of
Energy.

Now, | would be one of the last to say
that the money is misspent. It is being
spent on some good programs, on O&M,
operations and maintenance, and on
procuring some things that | think add
to our national defense. But in fact,
the requirement for these funds, this
$2.6 billion in DOE, will not go away
simply because we do not fund it this
year. It is still there. It will come back
next year. We have simply pushed it
into the future.

In the meantime, by adding $2.6 bil-
lion to the procurement budget and to
an R&D budget, we have started up
programs which will not be fully com-
pleted and will not be fully sustained
by that $2.6 billion. So we have gen-
erated more demands for funds to com-
plete what we started this year in the
outyears, and that is going to create
fiscal problems in the outyears, as $2.6
billion that we moved out of DOE into
DOD.

Frank Raines, the very distinguished
and able Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, warned the House
in a letter on June 5 that this funding,
taken from DOE and shifted to DOD,
violates the bipartisan budget agree-
ment. And it is bound to come up again
in the conference that we will go to
when this bill comes to the floor and in
reconciliation, because we have not
settled the problem of what to do in
the future for the problems that are
not addressed with this $2.6 billion.

So | say to my colleagues who have
participated in bringing this to the
floor, | think on the whole it is a job
well done. 1 commend the Chairman
and 1 commend the ranking member
for working together, but not every
problem has been resolved and some of
the rabbits we have pulled out of the
hat to satisfy all of our demands this
year will not be there next year when
we try to do the same thing.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. HEFLEY], the chairman of our
Subcommittee on Military Installa-
tions and Facilities.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of this legislation, the
National Defense Authorization Act. In
the brief time that | have available, |
want to discuss the key parts of this
bill as they relate to the military con-
struction and military family housing
programs of the Department of De-
fense.

The Subcommittee on Military In-
stallations and Facilities, which | have
the honor of chairing, continues to be
concerned about the serious shortfalls
in basic infrastructure, military hous-
ing, and other facilities that affect the
readiness of the armed forces and the
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quality of life of military personnel
and their families.
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The budget requested by the adminis-
tration for fiscal year 1998 continued a
pattern of significant deterioration in
the funding program by the Depart-
ment of Defense for military construc-
tion, in spite of the very clear and ob-
vious shortfalls. The budget request
submitted in February was 16 percent
below current spending levels and, in
constant dollars, the administration
requested 25 percent less in funding for
military construction for the coming
fiscal year than it sought just 2 years
ago.

More significant, despite all of the
rhetoric we hear from the administra-
tion about the importance of improv-
ing the quality of life for military per-
sonnel and military families, the budg-
et request again this year cut construc-
tion funding that directly affects the
living conditions of the very soldiers,
sailors, airmen, and marines that the
President professes to support.

Military family housing construc-
tion, for example, would have been cut
by one-third, $326 million, from current
levels in spite of the fact that 64 per-
cent of the housing is classified as un-
suitable. Barracks construction would
have been cut by over $130 million, or
17 percent.

We owe the young Americans and the
young families who volunteer to serve
the Nation and defend our freedoms
more than that. Just a few months ago
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs testi-
fied before the Committee on National
Security that with regard to housing
for the troops and military families, no
one can be satisfied with where we are
today, no one, he said. He asked us to
keep the pressure on, and in this legis-
lation that is exactly what we are try-
ing to do.

This bill puts an additional $750 mil-
lion toward military construction.
That amount would restore less than
half of the administration’s cut to the
MILCON top line, but with those funds
we have brought back nearly all of the
President’s cuts to quality of life con-
struction.

This bill would authorize funding for
50 new barracks and dormitories, the
construction or improvement of 8,400
family housing units, six new child de-
velopment centers, and other quality of
life improvements. It improves public
safety and working conditions. This
bill also provides additional funding for
important operational readiness and
training facilities for the active and
the reserve components.

The House has always responded to
the clear and compelling need of the
military services. This bill reflects a
bipartisan consensus on military con-
struction. | urge the House to keep the
faith with the men and women in uni-
form, and continue our efforts to im-
prove their living and working condi-
tions. | ask for the Members’ support of
this bill.
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Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. TAYLOR].

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, | want to thank the gen-
tleman from Missouri for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, | want to encourage
my fellow Members to support this
measure. As many other people have
pointed out, it does not do everything
that we would like to do. But in a
budget environment where, unfortu-
nately, the only committee in Congress
that has had its budget reduced in real
dollars is the Department of Defense, |
do believe that we have done as much
good as we could with what we have.

There are certain disappointments
that | would like to articulate, things
that | hope that we can address during
this session. | will start by talking
about health care for military retirees.
Since most of those people have spent
at least 20 years serving their country
in the military, | think they, better
than most, understand the chain of
command, who is responsible for what.

Unfortunately, this was not a deci-
sion that could be made alone by the
Committee on Armed Services. Unfor-
tunately, the funding for the program
that they have told me they had the
most interest in, which is Medicare
subvention, flows through the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means, because the
funding for that will have to come out
of the Medicare budget. | am sorry that
as of today that committee has chosen
not to act upon this. What | mean by
‘‘acting upon this’ is to create a pro-
gram that would allow military retir-
ees over 65 years of age to continue
going to the base hospitals, and then
have the base hospital bill Medicare for
that service.

We will get a chance this year. | want
to assure the retirees that when the
Medicare portion of reconciliation
reaches the House floor, this will be an
effort that | will be a part of to see to
it that Medicare subvention becomes
the law of the land. | would hope the
leadership would allow a straight up-
or-down vote on this, it is that impor-
tant. Because quite honestly, they
were the only people in America who
were promised health care, and they
are the only people in America in that
age group who are not getting it. That
is simply not fair.

One of the other disappointments of
this session, but something | hope we
can address in future years, is the in-
equity of the way pay raises are grant-
ed. For about the past 25 years pay
raises have been granted on a percent-
age basis, which, if you are a general or
a colonel or an admiral is not so bad,
because after all, 2.8 percent of a gen-
eral or an admiral or colonel’s pay is
pretty good pay. If you happen to be an
E-1, an E-2, an E-3, an E-4, and in par-
ticular one with a family, then 2.8 per-
cent of your pay, even as a raise,
amounts to only about $20 or $30 a
month. That is not much money, and
as a matter of fact, it would barely buy
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one box of Pampers for one of your
children each month.

Mr. Chairman, | would hope in the fu-
ture that we will, as a committee, seri-
ously study an alternative to give
those people at the lower ranks who oc-
cupy better than one-half of the U.S.
Marine Corps a flat rate on the lower
scale, to allow them to make a little
bit more money and make a life in the
military, a career in the military, a
more attractive option.

Something | am very proud of, we
were able to balance the budget this
year in the Subcommittee on Military
Personnel, and it was a bipartisan ef-
fort and could not even have been done
without the help of many of my Repub-
lican colleagues, was the passage and
retention of a very good program, in
fact, the opportunity to expand a pro-
gram, called Youth Challenge.

It is a program where at-risk youth,
high school dropouts, people between
the ages of 16 and 18 who have dropped
out of school, and in many if not most
instances have gotten into some trou-
ble with the law, but have not yet been
convicted of anything, where they are
given the opportunity to get drug-free.
They go through a boot camp type en-
vironment for 22 weeks. It is run, | be-
lieve, in 15 States, and it has a 96-per-
cent success ratio.

That means that 96 percent of the
over 8,000 young people who partici-
pated in this program have gotten
their GED and have gone on to go to
work, further their education, or have
joined the military. Some of them are
doing all three by joining the National
Guard, continuing their education, and
getting a part-time job to help with
their expenses.

Mr. Chairman, | cannot think of an-
other program in the United States of
America that has a 96-percent success
ratio. We have funded this program at
$50 million this year. We have called
for an increased participation on the
part of the States, with the under-
standing that this allows the Federal
dollars to go further, and it is my hope
that every single State in the Union
will participate in this great program.

I want to compliment our sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BuYER], for taking
some steps to lessen the financial blow
to people who are on active duty who
are sent away from their families for
training. There have been a number of
measures included in this bill that will
lessen the financial blow that they
have when they are separated from
their families, because the last thing
we want people to do is actually lose
money while they are away from their
families.

Mr. Chairman, | would close by say-
ing | would encourage every Member to
support this bill. I think it is the best
we can do with the resources available.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Utah
[Mr. HANSEN], a very valuable member
of our committee who would probably
be a subcommittee chairman, were he
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not chairman of the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct.

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from South Carolina for
his courtesy in yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, years ago | walked
into this place, and every 2 years | put
my arm in the air and | take an oath to
obey the law of the land. | did that as
a city councilman, | did that as a State
legislator, and | notice even the Presi-
dent of the United States has to do
that.

In the 1980’s we passed a particular
law and we called it the base closing
law. In that particular law we said
there would be certain rounds, and how
that works is first the people in uni-
form say what they need to defend this
Nation. Then they turn it over to the
Secretary. He can add or take away.
Then he turns that over to a base clos-
ing commission. They have from March
to July to look at it. Then they turn
their work over to the President of the
United States. The President of the
United States has 15 days.

What does the law say the President
of the United States can do? He can say
yes, | accept, or no, | do not accept. If
he does not accept, it goes back to the
BRAC Commission.

In this particular instance, in the
last round of base closings in 1995, our
President, it does not matter if it was
Republican or Democrat, our President
elected to add something that is not in
the law. He added a provision that said,
however, in two very popular States
with a lot of votes, | will privatize in
place. That is not in the law. In 45 days
Congress then has the same right as
the President, accept or reject. | am
talking about what happened in the
last go-around.

I have asked for a legal opinion from
the Pentagon, tell us if the President
can do that. The chairman signed a let-
ter with me. So far, Secretary Perry
neglected to do that. Secretary Cohen
has neglected to do that. It is amazing,
though, that last year Secretary Cohen
talked in great, dramatic terms about
how important it was that they do it
right and they follow the law. Now he
is in the funny building across the
river, and we will hope that he will
obey the law.

What do we have in the chairman’s
markup this time? We have provisions
and language that will make the Presi-
dent of the United States obey the law.
What is so wrong with obeying the law?
I think we all have to do it.

That language, let me tell the Mem-
bers briefly what that does. The lan-
guage, contrary to what has been float-
ing around this floor and in these halls
of Congress, does not affect any cur-
rent private contracts. It does not re-
quire work to be moved into the public
sector. The language does not require
any service to increase the percentage
of depot workload. The language does
not define which weapon systems and
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equipment are core. The language does
not preclude further downsizing.

What does it ask them to do? It asks
that they bring the bases that are now
operating at this low capacity, that are
costing these big dollars up to the per-
cent and capacity they should have. We
asked the GAO, we said, let us know
what this is costing the American tax-
payers, all you folks in America, by
this disobeying of the law.

The GAO came back with a figure of
$468 million. Then we went to the Air
Force and asked, what does it cost be-
cause a certain group of folks are dis-
obeying the law? They came up with a
figure of $689 million because they are
not following the law.

Do we have to downsize? You bet we
do, but when we close bases and we
cannot because of political expediency,
let us keep this one in California open,
let us keep this one in Texas open, we
have to come down and say, look, ev-
erybody has to square their shoulders
and do this right.

The Navy had six depots, they closed
three, and they lived with it. The Air
Force should do the same thing, and so
should the Army. But for political rea-
sons, | think it is abhorrent to the
American people that we do this.

Let me say, the people who will be
arguing for a certain amendment
around here are in effect saying, it is
okay to obey the law if the benefits
inure to me, but if they do not inure to
me, you cannot. | think it is just a wee
bit on the greedy side and extremely
parochial when we all say we obey the
law.

Let me say it one time, in the base
that | represent, and incidentally | had
four and three are closed now, but the
last one, | stood in front of our com-
mittee and said, if we come out very
last on the COBRA formula, | will
stand up and say, close that base. |
mean that from the bottom of my
heart. Yet, when they came out num-
ber one, how come the people who are
last now will not say the same thing?
That really bothers me.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. HARMAN].

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | note that the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS]
is temporarily off the floor, but would
like to take a second to commend his
opening remarks and him. He always
shows incredible professionalism, pas-
sion, and poetry which | believe are un-
matched in this body.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
H.R. 1119, the National Defense Author-
ization Act of 1997. | support better de-
fense forces prepared to fight the next
war, not the last one. Unlike some col-
leagues, | think we can provide that for
less money. We can do this if we make
tough choices to fund weapons that
make sense, and to cut weapons, forces,
and infrastructure that do not make
sense.

I am proud to have been part of the
bipartisan effort to draft this bill, and
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want to publicly commend the leader-
ship of the gentleman from California
[Mr. DELLUMS] and the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], the staff,
and my committee colleagues.

Mr. Chairman, this bill does much to
restore the balance between the readi-
ness of America’s forces, the quality of
life of America’s service men and
women, and the need to modernize
America’s forces to deal with future
threats. It supports our commitments
to our allies, especially through joint
programs such as the tactical high en-
ergy laser program they have with Is-
rael, programs which are mutually ben-
eficial, reduce the time required to de-
velop systems, and conserve resources.

It encourages innovative approaches
in R&D by rewarding partnerships be-
tween military and commercial enter-
prises which leverage cutting edge
technologies and save scarce dollars.
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Such cost-sharing partnerships are
now routine in the private sector but
the Pentagon, used to the cold war way
of doing business, has been slow to uti-
lize them.

As a member of the task force inves-
tigating sexual misconduct, | am
pleased to note that the bill mandates
serious study of improvements in the
selection, training and on-the job as-
sessment of all drill sergeants.

True, the bill does not go far enough
in some areas such as instituting best
business practices throughout the de-
partment to reduce infrastructure, en-
suring the rights of service women to
equal health care overseas or providing
long lead funding for nine more B-2s.

If we are to have a revolution in mili-
tary affairs that brings to the Penta-
gon the best technology, we must first
have a revolution in business affairs to
reduce the bloated overhead and help
pay for recapitalization.

We owe it to our service women and
the women who are dependents of serv-
ice members to ensure that they have
access to the same health care services
that are available to CONUS civilian
and military counterparts.

And, Mr. Chairman, we cannot
achieve the objectives of the QDR to
shape, respond and prepare without
three wings or 30 B-2s, the only system
that can fly great distances, penetrate
hostile air space and deliver massive
amounts of munitions on key targets
with acceptable, even minimal risk.
Amendments are going to be offered to
correct these deficiencies. | will be of-
fering one and will be supporting the
others.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is the bridge
between cold war military forces, cold
war ways of doing business and the
military of the future. This bill helps
build a military that is less expensive,
more effective and ready for the next
war. | urge its support.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BUYER], the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Military Personnel.
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Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, let me
congratulate the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] and the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LUMS] again for their fine work on this
bill.

I rise in strong support of H.R. 1119,
the National Defense Authorization
Act for fiscal year 1998. My support
stems in no small part to the fact that
the bill addresses major personnel is-
sues like manpower, pay, compensa-
tion, and health care that confront the
military today.

Moreover, H.R. 1119’s military per-
sonnel titles represent a bipartisan
consensus and commitment to ensuring
that the needs of the military members
are addressed directly and effectively.

As the committee began looking at
the needs of the people and quality of
life in the fiscal year 1998 defense bill,
several major challenges dominated
our focus. Among those challenges
were, insufficient military manpower
for the required range of missions and
a Quadrennial Defense Review that pre-
scribed a cut of another 155,000 uni-
formed personnel; an enduring picture
of distressing financial need being ex-
perienced by military men and women;
also increasing difficulties by DOD in
recruiting sufficient manpower of the
requisite quality; the termination of
military leave for more than 120,000
Federal employees who also have vol-
unteered to serve as members of the
Reserve components; and, for a second
year in a row, a budget request that
significantly underfunded defense
health care programs.

To address these and other issues in
this bill, we are working on the grow-
ing gap between military and civilian
pay by mandating that military pay
raises be based on a full employment
cost index [ECI], and not the ECI
minus a half percent.

We also are requiring the Secretary
of Defense to implement a system of
pay and allowance that would prevent
the loss of income for military person-
nel when they are deployed and author-
ize $50 million to facilitate the initia-
tive.

We also are increasing the housing
allowance in high cost areas to ensure
that military personnel experience the
same amount of out-of-pocket costs re-
gardless of location.

We also want to continue reducing
the out-of-pocket housing costs toward
the goal of having military personnel
absorb no more than 15 percent of the
cost of adequate housing.

We are retaining the statutory floors
on end strength for each of the services
and are also temporarily taking away
the 15-year retirement for one year. We
are increasing the funding for military
recruiting and direct a series of re-
forms to improve recruiter perform-
ance and reduce recruit attrition.

We retain military leave for Federal
civilians in the Selected Reserve and
restore the $85 million cut by the
President’s budget from the Reserve
component budgets. We restore $274
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million to the Defense Health Program,
and | appreciate the cooperation of the
Comptroller of Defense on that issue.

We also direct the Secretary of De-
fense to report to Congress on the fea-
sibility of extending a mail-order phar-
macy program to all Medicare eligible
beneficiaries who do not live near a
military medical treatment facility.

In addition, we restore the POW-MIA
provisions to the Missing Persons Act.
We also address a range of issues that
have emerged during the subcommit-
tee’s and full committee’s examination
of sexual misconduct in the military by
providing a review of the ability of the
military criminal investigative serv-
ices to investigate crimes of sexual
misconduct and mandate a series of re-
forms to drill sergeant selection and
training.

H.R. 1119 would also require an independ-
ent panel to assess reforms to military basic
training, including a determination of the mer-
its of gender-integrated or gender-segregated
basic training as a method to attain the train-
ing objectives established by each service.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1119 does many good
things for the people who serve our Nation in
uniform. For that reason, | urge my colleagues
to support its adoption.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 22 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ORTIZ].

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, as the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Military Construction, | rise in sup-
port of the military construction provi-
sion in the national defense authoriza-
tion bill, and 1 would like to express
thanks for the leadership of the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPENCE] and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS] that they have
provided throughout the course of
these hearings that we have held.

The bill has $267 million more for
military family housing, a significant
increase for the quality of life issues.
Despite the fact that the military has
seen significant downsizing, we are
still very concerned about the men and
women who serve us in the armed serv-
ices. It also contains $117 million more
for barracks and dormitories to house
the men and women who protect our
Nation including those stationed over-
seas.

We all take seriously the obligation
to address the quality of life concerns
of our military personnel. How and
where they live has a direct effect on
their lives and missions. In fact, of the
$750 million that we added to the ad-
ministration’s numbers, 63 percent is
to be spent on quality of life facilities.

Further funding of $88 million will be
spent on facilities like child develop-
ment centers, fitness centers and items
of that nature.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. HEFLEY], chairman of
the subcommittee, who is one of the
finest men in this Congress, and again
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SPENCE], and the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS], thank them
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for their support. | urge support of the
military construction authorization.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. McHuGH], the chairman of
our Special Oversight Panel on Morale,
Welfare and Recreation.

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Chairman, let me
begin my adding my words of deep ap-
preciation both to the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], the
chairman of the full committee, and
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS], the ranking member, for
their very diligent work on this par-
ticular piece of legislation.

As we have heard already, a matter
as complex as this brings about some
disagreement. | think it is a tribute to
these two gentlemen particularly but
also the entire committee that we have
been able to craft such, | think, a fair
and balanced piece of legislation in
this particular bill.

I would like to spend my time, Mr.
Chairman, on a portion of the bill on
which | think and | hope we can all
agree. That is the provision relating to
morale, welfare, and recreation activi-
ties of the Department of Defense. Let
me also add my words of appreciation
to all of the members of the MWR
panel, Democrat and Republican alike,
particularly to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MEEHAN], the rank-
ing member, for their constructive and
always, always bipartisan participation
in the panel’s work on H.R. 1119.

The Special Oversight Panel on Mo-
rale, Welfare, and Recreation of the
Committee on National Security con-
sidered several issues that year that
have significant implications for the
military resale system, for service
MWR activities, and, most impor-
tantly, for service members and their
families. The panel’s goal this year, as
it has been in the past, has been to en-
sure the health of the military resale
system, the commissaries and ex-
changes, in such a way that we pre-
serve the benefit and quality of life for
our service men and women who make
such great sacrifices in order to serve
us and to serve our country.

Perhaps just as important at a time
when we are, as we all know, under in-
creased pressure to do more with less,
the panel has tried to make the MWR
system more efficient and at the same
time more cost-effective. | believe the
provisions in this particular bill rep-
resent a significant step in achieving
these objectives. | certainly urge my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
support this bill for that reason.

Let me highlight, Mr. Chairman,
very briefly some of the more signifi-
cant MWR provisions in the bill. First,
in partial response to some of the ac-
tions of the department over the last
year, we have included a provision that
would tighten up existing merchandise
and pricing requirements at com-
missaries. Other provisions in the bill
make more rigorous the requirements
for brand-name commercial items sold
at commissaries to be acquired non-
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competitively and transfer administra-
tive responsibility for MWR programs
to the office of the Comptroller of the
Department of Defense.

We have also increased the financial
management flexibility of the Defense
Commissary Agency by expanding the
categories of revenues that may be de-
posited in that organization’s oper-
ational account. Finally, Mr. Chair-
man, we have included provision giving
the department the authority to go for-
ward with public-private ventures as

long as those activities will benefit
MWR activities and its patrons.
By supporting this initiative, Mr.

Chairman, all Members of this House
can clearly demonstrate our commit-
ment to the men and women in uni-
form. It is a good bill, good provisions.
I strongly urge its acceptance.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PALLONE].

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, | want to commend the com-
mittee for producing what is an excellent bi-
partisan effort.

| share the committee’s concern regarding
the state of Nation’s military infrastructure. The
Committee’s report on the fiscal year 1998
Defense Authorization bill, expressed concern
that military construction projects at bases
across the Nation have been underfunded.

Indeed, the committee was right to add an
additional $750 million on top of the adminis-
tration’s request for military construction.

The committee has done an excellent job in
making do with the limited resources. At Fort
Monmouth in Monmouth County, NJ, for in-
stance, the committee recognized the serious
need to rebuild the fort's firehouse. The exist-
ing firehouse, Mr. Chairman, was severely
damaged by fire in 1994. Currently, the fire-
fighters who protect the fort's childcare center,
family housing, and high-technology research
centers. Live in and operate out of a house-
trailer that does not provide minimum essential
operational and living requirements.

The committee also recognized the need to
upgrade some housing facilities at Fort Mon-
mouth that had not, other than roof and win-
dow replacements, had any major moderniza-
tions in 50 years. The importance of such im-
provements really cannot be underestimated.
Modernizing and preserving infrastructure
must be done not only to ensure our military
personnel live in safe environments, but to en-
sure they receive, in exchange for their serv-
ice, the finest possible quality of life benefits—
and along those lines | am pleased to see the
committee included a 2.8-percent pay raise for
military personnel.

Mr. Chairman, like the military construction
and personnel sections, the other parts of the
bill were well thought out and developed.
Funding for the operations and maintenance
section is at an appropriate level—a fact |
know to be of importance to Fort Monmouth,
where CECOM—the Communications and
Electronics Command—the Army’s leader in
communications and electronics research,
continues to do cutting edge work.
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Mr. Chairman, | intend to vote for this bill
and urge my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. McKEoON], a very valuable
member of our committee.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 1119, the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act. |
thank the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. SPeNCE], the chairman, and
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DeELLumMS], the ranking member, for
their work in bringing this product to
the floor.

I would like to use my time to dis-
cuss an issue of vital importance that
we will be considering as part of this
bill. This issue involves future produc-
tion of the B-2 Stealth bomber. A lot of
people think | am supportive of the B-
2 because it is built in my district and
simply is my responsibility to provide
jobs for my constituents. While we all
know that jobs are important, this is
not my motivation. At one time it was,
but the more | have learned about the
B-2 and its importance to our defense,
the more supportive | have become of
this plane.

I think we need to look beyond the
short term, beyond the issue of jobs in
our districts, beyond the next election.
We need to look down the road 30 or 40
years from now. What kind of world
will our children and our grandchildren
live in during the year 2020 or 2030?
Who will our adversaries be? We can
speculate on the answer to these ques-
tions, but we must also be prepared to
defend our national security against
whatever happens in the future.

The B-2 bomber is cutting-edge tech-
nology that is one of the cornerstones
of our future national defense strategy.
Could our future leaders depend on 70-
or 80-year-old B-52’s to defend our in-
terests 30 years from now? | do not
think so. Since World War |1, every
time we cut the defense budget, every
time we cut back, we have had to re-
build again at a cost both financial and
at great loss of human life. While the
B-2 was conceived during the cold war,
it is not a cold war weapon. Instead, it
is a deterrent. And it is deterrence that
helped us win the cold war and guard
our Nation from the threat of outside
aggression.

We will have ample opportunity to
debate the B-2 as this bill is consid-
ered. We must remember, however,
that we have already cut 18 Army divi-
sions down to 10 and 24 fighter wings
down to 13 since Desert Storm, and we
are reducing the presence of U.S. forces
overseas. Authorizing the production of
additional B-2’s will allow the United
States to compensate for these and
other reductions and deter future ag-
gression.

I respectfully urge defeat of the Del-
lums amendment and passage of this
Defense Authorization Act.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. RYUN], world record holder in the
mile event.
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(Mr. RYUN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RYUN. Mr. Chairman, as a fresh-
man member of the Committee on Na-
tional Security, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 1119, the fiscal year 1998 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act. Al-
though hampered by a limited budget,
this bill funds quality of life initia-
tives, modernization efforts and re-
forms to increase efficiency, and cut
waste in the Defense Department.

Unfortunately, the President’s re-
quest for military construction, which
includes family housing, was 16 percent
below current spending levels. This
bill, however, adds $750 million to his
request. Fort Riley and Fort Leaven-
worth, which are in the Second District
of Kansas, are historic posts that were
built over 100 years ago to help open
and expand the American frontier.
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Unfortunately, many of the buildings
at the post date from the era when
General Custer left Fort Riley to ride
off to the Little Big Horn battle. Cor-
roding pipes, lead paint, aging plumb-
ing and electrical systems are some of
the problems plaguing these struc-
tures. It is simply not right to require
our service men and women to live and
work in these conditions. The Commit-
tee on National Security recognizes
this situation and has made military
construction a priority in the bill be-
fore us today.

Finally, the committee addressed an
issue that | believe in, a very impor-
tant one, and that is the issue of active
duty end strength. It maintains our
current force levels, and | believe these
levels are necessary to carry out our
national security requirements and to
be able to fight two nearly simulta-
neous major theater wars.

I am strongly opposed to further cuts
in the military personnel. Why am | so
concerned about the number of soldiers
in today’s Army? Well, | hope these
facts will have the impact on my col-
leagues that they have had on me.

Today’s Army is the smallest active
force since 1939. It is at the highest op-
erations tempo since the Vietnam war.
From 1950 through 1989 the United
States has engaged in 10 deployments.
Since 1990 we have deployed 27 times
just in the Army.

We have asked the Army to do more
with less over these past 7 years and
their performance has been excep-
tional, but as deployments continue to
go up and the size and funding contin-
ues to go down, I am concerned that we
will reach a breaking point and that
our readiness and retention will suffer.

I urge support. | believe this is a
great measure for the country and I
hope all my colleagues will vote for it.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas, [Ms. GRANGER], a new Member
of this body, the former mayor of Fort
Worth, who is doing a great job.

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in strong support of H.R. 1119,
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the defense authorization bill. My sup-
port comes primarily because H.R. 1119
reverses the dangerous decline in de-
fense spending that past Congresses
have imposed on America’s soldiers,
sailors, airmen, and marines in recent
years.

The United States still boasts the
finest Armed Forces in the world, but
in recent years we have made our mili-
tary the bill payer for every other
function of government. Over the past
decade, domestic discretionary spend-
ing and entitlement spending have in-
creased over 20 percent in today’s dol-
lars. Our Army, Navy, Air Force, and
Marines have paid the price for this ex-
pansion.

As measured in 1998 dollars, defense
spending has declined every year since
1985, so that we are spending 37 percent
less on defense than we did that year.
As measured as a percentage of gross
domestic product, defense spending has
fallen to its lowest level since Pearl
Harbor.

This decrease in defense spending has
also endangered vital procurement
needs. We, as a nation, are spending
only one third the amount on procure-
ment as we did a decade ago. As our
military has had to endure this forced

procurement holiday, much-needed
modernization has been constantly de-
layed.

The Air Force, for example, has been
forced to rely on an air superiority
fighter, the F-15, which features tech-
nology developed in the 1960’s and
1970’s. The rest of the world has been
able to catch up with American air su-
periority, and the price which will ulti-
mately be paid if we do not recapture
our overwhelming edge, is the lives of
our men and women in uniform, lives
which will be spared if we in Congress
make the courageous decision to invest
in state-of-the-art technology.

I am a strong supporter of H.R. 1119
because it does begin to reverse the
dangerous decline in military spending.
H.R. 1119 recognizes that we need to
continue to invest in state-of-the-art
technology which will keep our superi-
ority on the battlefield alive, state-of-
the-art technology like the F-22
Raptor. Slated to replace the aging F-
15, this fighter combines stealth, super-
cruise and advanced avionics into its
design and will help preserve our over-
whelming edge in the skies, an edge
that has prevented the death by enemy
aircraft of our ground troops.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. JONES].

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, | would
also like to thank the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] and the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
Luwms] for their leadership on H.R. 1119.

Mr. Chairman, | have the privilege of
representing four military bases in
eastern North Carolina. As a member
of the Committee on National Secu-
rity, | feel doubly responsible to make
sure that our service men and women
are well equipped and trained to fight
the right fight.
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But, Mr. Chairman, | have to ques-
tion if after 3 years of United States
troop involvement in Bosnia, if it is
not time to bring our troops home. | do
not believe that the fall of the Berlin
Wall meant that the United States had
to become the world’s police force.

We have spent, Mr. Chairman, $7.5
billion to put out the fires of Bosnia.
Our job is done, yet each time an exit
strategy is planned, someone in the ad-
ministration cries foul.

Mr. Chairman, enough is enough. The
Constitution states that Congress
alone shall raise and maintain the Na-
tion’s Armed Forces. Later today we
will be debating the Hilleary amend-
ment. By supporting the Hilleary
amendment, Congress can finally take
action to assure the safe and orderly
withdrawal of United States troops
from Bosnia.

America has met its commitment to
Bosnia. It is time to bring our troops
home.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia, [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], our Top Gun
fighter pilot.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, it
was very difficult to leave the Commit-
tee on National Security to go on the
Committee on Appropriations. While |
served there, even though we differed
in great amounts, | think there was
only one time we came to clash, when
I thought | was being dealt with un-
fairly, but we have since resolved that
with my friend, the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS], and the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPENCE], a great chairman, and | think
they have done just about everything
they can do with a budget in a biparti-
san way.

But | would say, Mr. Chairman, this
budget today, we are going to get
American men and women Kkilled. Men
and women are going to die on the bat-
tlefield. They will not be trained and
they are not equipped properly because
of this budget.

I am going to support this budget be-
cause | feel they have done everything
they can with every ounce and every
dollar that they can. Are they well
equipped? No. Let me give my col-
leagues some examples.

Before we trained to go to Vietnam
and Desert Storm we had F-16’s to
train us against Mig 29’s, Mig 31’s, SU-
27’s, SU-35’s. We do not have those any-
more. We do not have the dollars to in-
vest in our adversary programs. They
are gone.

We have post Vietnam A-4’s and F-5’s
to compete with.

Captain O’Grady, when we talk about
training, Captain O’Grady that was
shot down in Bosnia, Mr. Chairman, he
was not even trained in ACM, that is
air combat maneuvering, because the
money was not available to do that.
That is a crime. We send our men and
women to war and we do not even have
the dollars to qualify them and train
them.

When we say the cold war is over,
look what the threat is. The SU-27 is
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far superior to our F-14's and F-15’s.
True. We do not have parity. Our last
airplanes we bought, the F-14 and 15,
are 25 years old. The AA-12 missile
that the SU-27 carries is far superior to
our AMRAAM. That puts our Kkids be-
hind the power curve and is going to
mean their death. The F-22, which is
stealthy, the F-18, and, yes, the B-2
which is stealthy, will keep our men
and women alive, but yet there are
amendments to cut that.

We need to do more, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. PICKETT], my distin-
guished colleague.

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and | rise in support of the bill.

The bill that is reported by the Com-
mittee on National Security is one
that does a good job in balancing rec-
ognized necessary modernization, end
strength and quality of life issues for
our people.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Military Research and Development, |
was very concerned about the techno-
logical effort that we are making to
make sure that our forces have a tech-
nological edge in any battle that they
might be called into. | think | can reas-
sure everyone here that the investment
accounts that we maintain to ensure
those basic research and development
activities have been fully funded.

We must remember that in this budg-
et we are not providing money for any
contingencies. So if our forces are
called to go and carry out any activi-
ties outside of their normal training
routine, then this has to come out of
their training funds, and an unlevel
funding stream is one of the things
that is very disruptive for our military.
I hope we can avoid this in the future,
because we find that our military is
taking money out of the maintenance
and training accounts to do contin-
gency operations, and they are not get-
ting these monies reimbursed in time
to keep a level stream of funding for
their regular activities.

In the research and development
area, Mr. Chairman, | believe that a
great deal has been done in the missile
defense program, particularly with the
theater missile defense and also in
bringing on line the required funding
for our national missile defense.

Recapitalizing our forces is an abso-
lute necessity. We have to modernize
our weapon systems and make sure
that we are prepared for the events of
the future. Capital items like ships and
submarines are expensive, but they are
long-lead items. It takes a long time to
get them repaired, built, and oper-
ational. We have to make certain that
these are available and that we have
the very latest models so that our
forces can be successful on the field of
battle in the future.

The tactical Air Force program is
one that | believe we have done a great
deal to straighten out in this bill, and
I think that it will ensure air perform-
ance and air superiority for our forces.
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Mr. Chairman, the most important
thing that we have to think about are
our people, and the people are the key
to a successful military. There has
been an undue amount of turbulence
among our people in the military. They
are concerned about health care, they
are concerned about housing, they are
concerned about other benefits like the
military resale system. And with the
increasing operations tempo and per-
sonnel tempo, we know that they are
being called upon to do more and more
with less and less.

So | think of all the things that we
do here today, trying to make certain
that we have adequate provision to
make sure that our military people and
their families are taken care of is one
of the most important things that we
will be doing.

| believe that t