June 23, 1997

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Salmon Smith, Adam Torres
Sanchez Smith, Linda Towns
Sanders Snowbarger Traficant
Sandlin Snyder Turner
Sanford Solomon Upton
Sawyer Souder Velazquez
Saxton Spence Vento
Scarborough Spratt Visclosky
Schaefer, Dan Stabenow Walsh
Schaffer, Bob Stearns Wamp
Scott Stenholm Waters
Sensenbrenner Stokes Watkins
Serrano Strickland Watt (NC)
Sessions Stump Watts (OK)
Shadegg Stupak Waxman
Shaw Sununu Weldon (FL)
Shays Talent Weldon (PA)
Sherman Tanner Weller
Shimkus Tauscher Wexler
Shuster Tauzin Weygand
Sisisky Taylor (MS) White
Skaggs Taylor (NC) Whitfield
Skeen Thomas Wicker
Skelton Thompson Wise
Slaughter Thornberry Wolf
Smith (MI) Thune Woolsey
Smith (NJ) Thurman Wynn
Smith (OR) Tiahrt Young (AK)
Smith (TX) Tierney Young (FL)

NOES—2
Moran (VA) Murtha

NOT VOTING—17

Barrett (WI) Lipinski Owens
Blunt Maloney (NY) Schiff
Cox Manton Schumer
Eshoo Mclintosh Stark
Gordon Mollohan Yates
Kilpatrick Nadler

0 1812

Mr. MORAN of Virginia changed his
vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no’’.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman, | was

necessarily absent for this vote for medical

reasons.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BUYER
The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-

ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BUYER] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

redesignate the

The Clerk redesignated the amend-

ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will

minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 417, noes 0,
not voting 17, as follows:

be a 5-

[Roll No. 227]
AYES—417

Abercrombie Barrett (NE) Bliley
Ackerman Bartlett Blumenauer
Aderholt Barton Boehlert
Allen Bass Boehner
Andrews Bateman Bonilla
Archer Becerra Bonior
Armey Bentsen Bono
Bachus Bereuter Borski
Baesler Berman Boswell
Baker Berry Boucher
Baldacci Bilbray Boyd
Ballenger Bilirakis Brady
Barcia Bishop Brown (CA)
Barr Blagojevich Brown (FL)

Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
DelLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest

Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara

Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
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Scarborough Souder Turner
Schaefer, Dan Spence Upton
Schaffer, Bob Spratt Velazquez
Scott Stabenow Vento
Sensenbrenner Stearns Visclosky
Serrano Stenholm Walsh
Sessions Stokes Wamp
Shadegg Strickland Waters
Shaw Stump Watkins
Shays Stupak Watt (NC)
Sherman Sununu Watts (OK)
Shimkus Talent Waxman
Shuster Tanner Weldon (FL)
Sisisky Tauscher Weldon (PA)
Skaggs Tauzin Weller
Skeen Taylor (MS) Wexler
Skelton Taylor (NC) Weygand
Slaughter Thomas White
Smith (MI) Thompson Whitfield
Smith (NJ) Thornberry Wicker
Smith (OR) Thune Wise

Smith (TX) Thurman Wolf
Smith, Adam Tiahrt Woolsey
Smith, Linda Tierney Wynn
Snowbarger Torres Young (AK)
Snyder Towns Young (FL)
Solomon Traficant

NOT VOTING—17

Barrett (WI) Lipinski Riggs
Blunt Maloney (NY) Schiff
Cox McDade Schumer
Eshoo Mclintosh Stark
Gordon Mollohan Yates
Kilpatrick Nadler

0 1819

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, on the
night of June 19 when the House held a

series of votes

in succession on the

DOD authorization bill, 1 was given in-

correct

information and mistakenly

voted “‘yes’ on rollcall No. 217. I had
intended to vote ‘‘no.”’

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman, | was

necessarily absent for this vote for medical
reasons.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman,
on rollcall No. 225, the Bachus amendment,
had | been present | would have voted “aye.”

Mr. Chairman, on rolicall No. 226, the Talent
amendment, had | been present | would have
voted “aye.”

Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No. 227, the
Buyer-Kennedy of Rhode Island amendment,
had | been present | would have voted “aye.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, earlier
today | was unavoidably out of the
Chamber when three rollcalls occurred,
and | want to ask that it would be re-
flected in the RECORD that had | been
present | would have voted in the af-
firmative. | would have voted ‘‘aye’ on
rollcall No. 225, and ‘‘aye’ on rollcall
No. 226, and ‘‘aye’ on rollcall No. 227.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, | was un-
avoidably detained on rollcall votes
225, 226 and 227. Had | been present, I
would have voted ‘“‘aye’ on each one of
the three. | ask that the statement be
included in the RECORD immediately
following the votes.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to section
5 of House Resolution 169, it is now in
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order to consider amendment No. 7
printed in part 1 of House Report 105-
137, as modified by section 8(a) of
House Resolution 169.

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. DELLUMS

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. DELLUMS:

At the end of title | (page 23, before line 7),
insert the following new sections:

SEC. 123. B-2. AIRCRAFT PROGRAM.

(a) PROHIBITION OF ADDITIONAL AIRCRAFT.—
None of the amount appropriated pursuant
to the authorization of appropriations in sec-
tion 103(1) may be obligated for advanced
procurement of B-2 aircraft beyond the 21
deployable aircraft authorized by law before
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) PRODUCTION LINE CURTAILMENT.—None
of the amount appropriated pursuant to the
authorization of appropriations in section
103(1) may be obligated for reestablishment
of the production line for B-2 aircraft. The
Secretary of the Air Force may use up to
$21,800,000 of funds available for the B-2 air-
craft program for curtailment of the B-2 pro-
duction line.

(c) FUNDING REDUCTION.—The amount pro-
vided in section 103(1) for procurement of air-
craft for the Air Force is hereby reduced by
$331,200,000.

SEC. 124. INCREASE IN AMOUNT FOR GUARD AND
RESERVE EQUIPMENT.

The amount provided in section 105 for pro-
curement of equipment for the reserve com-
ponents is hereby increased by $331,200,000.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from California
[Mr. DELLUMS] and a Member opposed,
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SPENCE] each will control 45 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 22%> minutes of the 45 minutes al-
located to this gentleman for the pur-
poses of debate to the distinguished
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FOLEY]
and | ask unanimous consent that he
be permitted to control that time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Chairman, this is perhaps the
most significant vote that Members
will make on the Department of De-
fense authorization bill for this fiscal
year. Contained in this budget is
$331,200,000 to begin advance procure-
ment for 9 additional B-2 bombers.
That is what is in the bill. What this
amendment does is to strike that
$331,200,000 from the B-2 account and
places it in another account that I will
discuss a little later.

What is clearly before us, Mr. Chair-
man, is whether or not we ought to go
forward with the B-2 bomber. The de-
bate is not about having B-2 bombers.
We already have 21 of them that we
have paid for, that we have either de-
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veloped, or are in the final stages of de-
velopment. It is not about do we have
B-2’s. It is about spending $27 billion to
restart production for an additional 9
B-2’s for which significant authorities
have not asked for, stated that they do
not want, and stated that they do not
need. A $27 billion program that no-
body has asked for, no one wants, ex-
cept the contractor and the sub-
contractors.

This is a weapons system that no one
wants. Where do we get this $27 billion
figure? From the Congressional Budget
Office, the people with figures so accu-
rate that a number of my colleagues in
these Chambers were prepared to shut
down the Government if the CBO was
not part of providing the statistical
basis, the budgetary basis for what we
have done. That means that people
have great faith in their figures. $27
billion, $13.6 billion that will be spent
in the 5 years of the so-called budget
agreement, $13.2 billion beyond the 5
years for maintenance and operation,
to a tune of nearly $27 billion.

Mr. Chairman, there is a point that |
will make throughout this debate that
the world has now significantly
changed. It is no longer the same. This
is a zero sum game.

You cannot have a 5-year balanced
budget, strap on your back a $27 billion
program and try to force it into the
budget unless you force something out.
You do not have to be too smart to re-
alize that. Just plain old mother whip
helps you understand that.

Balanced budget. You did not budget
for this program because somebody
wants to push it in. You push in $27 bil-
lion, you push out something. I am
going to keep repeating that. This is a
new day, it is a different world, it is a
zero sum game.

The budget resolution, Mr. Chair-
man, that Members went home and
lauded as they voted for this 5-year
budget agreement adds over and above
the President’s request $17.5 billion.
The Quadrennial Defense Review
sweeps up all of that $17.5 billion for
their 5-year defense plan. Now here
comes a program that will spend $13.6
billion on a new weapons system that
nobody budgeted for.

What about unbudgeted and unfore-
seen circumstances, like pay raises for
the military, not budgeted? Mr. Chair-
man, my colleagues may not know
this, but 3 years ago when | was the
chairman of this committee, my col-
leagues submitted letters requesting
$10 billion for programs above and be-
yond the budget request. This year my
colleagues sent letters to the distin-
guished chair and the ranking member
totaling $20 billion, add-ons, above and
beyond what the Pentagon requested,
what the administration requested,
what Members wanted. In the real
world, those add-ons and those Mem-
bers’ requests are going to keep on
coming. Emergency crises are going to
keep coming. Desire for pay raises and
other things are going to keep coming.
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I would assert aggressively, Mr.
Chairman, that the $17.5 billion is al-
ready overly subscribed. Colleagues al-
ready competed for this money two or
three times. They can only spend a
buck in one place, they cannot spend
the same dollar in three different
places. Now only a fool can accept that
argument.

This is real, Mr. Chairman. As | said,
the world is changed. This is different.
We cannot cram $27 billion.

Now, Mr. Chairman, | want to come
directly on this budget issue to a num-
ber of my colleagues here.

To those who have said in the past |
am going to give my vote on the B-2 to
a friend of mine, that charge is going
to cost $27 billion. It cannot be given
away any more because in the context
of a balanced budget, we push some-
thing in, we push something out. We
cannot just turn our vote over for $27
billion for a friend, my colleagues
handicap their own constituents, and |
am going to argue that point aggres-
sively before | finish.

For those of my colleagues who said,
well, 1 am doing a Member a favor;
they came to me first, and | am just
going to give them my vote. Twenty-
seven billion dollars; we cannot just
give away our vote. My colleagues are
in a balanced budget environment;
push something in, push something
out.

For those of my colleagues who have
interests in military affairs and who
have interests in other weapons system
and other programs, they cannot just
give away their vote.

| served on the Committee on Armed
Services. | have watched the horse
trading and the dealing for years. When
Members did not have any problem:
“I’ll buy your B-2, you buy my F-16,
my F-22,” ad infinitum. That day is
over, it is dead, it is gone. My col-
leagues are in a balanced budget envi-
ronment. Colleagues push $27 billion in,
colleagues push something out.

And then there are Members who
want the B-2, the F-22, they want the
joint strike fighter, they want every
weapon system on the face of the
Earth, but they do not want to make a
decision as to which one they had rath-
er have as opposed to something else.
The balanced budget now forces them
into this. This is now a tradeoff, my
colleagues, no more skinning and grin-
ning, no more smiling, my colleagues
have got to make a serious decision.

For those Members in these Cham-
bers who represent the poorest con-
stituency in America, how do they
then go home in the context of a bal-
anced budget and say they took welfare
reform, they reduced welfare, they re-
duced education, they reduced housing,
they reduced jobs, when somebody can
march into the well and say, ‘“‘But you
voted for a $27 billion budget program
that ripped across a 5-year budget plan.
How can you argue on both sides?”’

For those who represent constituents
who have thousands and thousands of
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young people at risk, who need the
right to a good education, good train-
ing, good employment and living in a
good environment, how do they then
say in the context of a 5-year budget
agreement that they embraced a $27
billion weapon system that is going to
come out?

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues have
two options. Adding B-2’s will force
tradeoff of higher priority programs in
the Defense Department. 1 have al-
ready tried to make that argument.
The Department of Defense makes this
argument. But | also want to talk to
those people who are really not inter-
ested that much in all these things.
They say, ‘“Ron, you take care of the
military budget. I'm interested in do-
mestic programs.”” Remember this: We
are in a 5-year budget agreement where
there are so-called fire walls for the
first 2 years. That means there is a
wall between defense spending and non-
defense discretionary spending. My col-
leagues cannot take money out of the
military budget and put it in domestic
programs or vice versa for 2 years.

Now this is a 5-year budget deal. My
colleagues, | just said this is a $27 bil-
lion program. Wake up. Where do my
colleagues think this $27 billion is
going to come on the other side of
those 2-year budget walls? Out of edu-
cation, out of housing, out of the pro-
grams to serve our rural Americans,
suburban Americans, and urban Ameri-
cans.

My colleagues have got to be smart
enough to understand this is a zero
sum game. They may not like it be-
cause they think | am the skunk at the
party raising these issues, but, my col-
leagues, | have got to put it in their
face because that is the reality. We
have got to wake up. There is no more
dreaming any more. When my col-
leagues decided to go into a balanced
budget environment, they put them-
selves there. Dignity and integrity and
honesty require that they step up to
that.

If my colleagues want this B-2, then
it is so that they do not want other
systems. If they want this B-2, absorb
that we may not have other programs.
For those of my colleagues who are
concerned about the fragile nature of
our ecological system and the environ-
ment, understand that in this bill we
took $2.6 billion out of the Department
of Energy’s budget, a lot of it to clean
up the environment where we have a
responsibility to clean up some of the
worst waste in America on these mili-
tary reservations and bases, to buy
more weapon systems.

This is a big one, my colleagues. It is
coming out of our hide one place or the
other.

So if my colleagues got these poor
people, if they got these children at
risk, if they have got people who are
concerned about their health and their
welfare, if they got people who are con-
cerned about the environment, if they
have got in their district other weap-
ons systems, if they are committed to
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other policies, understand that my col-
leagues are jamming a $27 billion weap-
on system into a budget that cannot
stand it.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me go fur-
ther. On the B-2 program itself there
were five, not four, not three, not two,
not one, five independent studies that
all said we cannot make a case for
more B-2 bombers. We had one study in
1995, the heavy bomber force study by
the Institute for Defense Analysis. It
said, quickly, did not make the case for
more B-2’s, additional quantities of
precision-guided standoff munitions
are more cost effective than additional
B-2’s, planned upgrades to the B-1 are
more cost effective than additional B-
2’s, planned bomber force with preci-
sion-guided standoff munitions can
meet the requirements of the two
major regional contingencies.

Second study, 1995, Commission on
Roads and Missions, did not make a
case for more B-2's. Additional B-2’s
are less cost effective than additional
precision-guided munitions, on and on.

Third study, heavy bomber industrial
capability study, because many Mem-
bers said, gee, we have got to build B-
2’s because we are going to lose the in-
dustrial base. Do my colleagues know
what the study pointed out? There is
no such thing as a bomber industrial
base. If someone can build a plane,
they can build a bomber. The people
that built the B-2 did not build the B-
1. The people that built the B-1 did not
build the B-2. There is no such thing as
a bomber base.

Finally, from 1962 to 1986, from 1962
to 1982 we never built a bomber, 20
years. But do my colleagues know
what? When we needed to build one, we
built one. A bomber is just a plane, big-
ger, longer, or whatever. But it is just
a plane. So that argument about bomb-
er base does not make sense.

Now the question of the technology,
we need stealth. Well, that stealth
technology that we learned out of the
B-2 is going into the F-22, the joint
strike fighter, and it is also in our
technology base.

Third study is the quadrennial de-
fense review. They came up with the
same notion. Forces with more B-2’s
cost more than currently planned
forces, et cetera, et cetera, and then
the deep strike weapons mix study also
this year concluded, 1997, same thing.
Forces with more B-2’s were less capa-
ble in strike warfare than those traded
off, et cetera. Forces traded off perform
roles the B-2 cannot.

My colleagues will argue that, well,
we can trade off some of these other
weapons systems for B-2’s because we
urgently need them. Mr. Chairman, we
are not going to have these nine B-2’s
for 10 years. So if it is all that impor-
tant for us to have them, then what
about these 10 years, what do we do?
Do we go in a closet because we are
fighting to death that we do not have
these nine additional B-2’s? We got 21.
We have a silver bullet.

And remember, when we flew in the
Persian Gulf, Mr. Chairman, we fought
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what President Bush said was the
fourth largest army in the world. We
never flew one B-2, we never flew one
B-1, and within 24 hours we had air su-
periority; within 72 hours, diminish.

My colleagues may not know this; |
think you do, Mr. Chairman, because |
know of your position: We have greater
accuracy in our standoff capability,
more of that accuracy and more of it
deployed than when we were in the
Persian Gulf. Five studies.

Now one thing: When | was chairman
of the committee 3 years ago, | walked
in a room with Sam Nunn. He is the
most articulate supporter of the B-2.
They thought | was the most articulate
opponent. They said if Sam Nunn and
RoN DELLUMS can walk in a room and
work something out, everybody can
live with it on a bipartisan, bicameral
basis. We walked in, | shook hands
with Sam and said, ‘“‘Let’s do it fair,
let’s have an honest study, Mr. Chair-
man, an independent study. If you win,
you win.”’

Guess what? A lot of my colleagues,
including the gentleman from Ohio,
said ‘“‘RoN, you just bought into a suck-
er bet. That study is going to come
out, it is going to blow you away.”

Do my colleagues know what hap-
pened? The study came out and sup-
ported me, and that ended it for the
most part, and Sam Nunn supported it
at that point. He said, well, if the ad-
ministration does not want it, the
study does not support it, he started to
walk away.

I put all my chips on the table with
honesty and integrity, Mr. Chairman,
and | said let the study determine it. If
my arguments do not make sense, if no
one else carries my argument, then
maybe | am talking to myself.

But | was not. Five additional, five
independent, studies pointed this out.

Now | could talk about the B-1. |
hope someone else does. The B-1 car-
ries more of these weapons, flies the
same distance, but let us come down to
the last point: Jobs.

Some people have argued that this is
going to keep more people employed in
these communities that are presently
building B-2. Not true, Mr. Chairman.
This is a restart, not industrial-based
preservation. Air Force sources have
estimated that the production capabil-
ity for the B-2 right now as we speak is
no more than 30 percent, 30 percent.
Only 6 percent of the personnel re-
quired to produce nine B-2’s are cur-
rently on the program. Not according
to RoN DELLUMS, not according to Mr.
FOLEY, or Mr. KAsSICH or the Pentagon.
Do my colleagues know whose data?
The contractor’s data.

Mr. Chairman, | am sorry, 16 percent.

Many vendors and suppliers began
exiting the program early in 1992. When
we make a contribution and have done
it, we exit. People have been walking
away from this program since 1992.

Summarize, Mr. Chairman. This is
not an argument about B-2. We have 21
of them. We have got 95 brandnew
shiny B-1's converted with the capabil-
ity to destroy life beyond comprehen-
sion.
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Mr. Chairman, this is a budget bust-
er. Mr. Chairman, we cannot sell, we
cannot rope-a-dope people, we cannot
push $27 billion into a weapons system,
into a budget and assume that it is not
going to come out hurting somewhere,
and if the people on the committee
work it out and manage to buy each
others B-2’s and F-22’s and joint strike
fighters, | say to the gentleman from
New York, “Who do you think they are
coming after after the end of 2 years?”’
He knows. Jump on the other side of
those fire walls and come after domes-
tic programs, hurt us, hit us where we
hurt across the board, and that is what
this whole thing is about.

We cannot push this forward. No one
wants this program except a few Mem-
bers pushing it, the contractor and the
subcontractor. Two Presidents did not
want it, two Secretaries of Defense did
not want it, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs did not want it, the CINC’s do
not want it. Who wants it? Why would
we push a $27 billion program? If our
warriors do not want it and we are not
out there fighting wars, what makes us
think we want to supplant them? We
all know what this is about.

But the day is different now. This is
a zero sum game. Make a deal, pay for
it. Make a deal, the community pays
for it. Make a deal, the constituency
pays for it.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to support this amendment. It is the
right thing to do, it is the intelligent
thing to do. It is assuming our fidu-
ciary responsibilities. It is the eco-
nomical thing to do.

Mr. Chairman, with those arguments
I reserve the balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, as a fa-
mous commentator recently said,
“Now it is time for the other side of
the story.”

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
the amendment to strike the B-2 fund-
ing from the bill. | oppose efforts to
terminate the B-2 program as | did 2
years ago when the House twice re-
jected similar amendments. Although
buying an additional nine B-2 bombers
will not come inexpensively, the case
for another squadron of these stealthy
bombers that the Nation will rely on
for the next 40 years is compelling.

This debate reminds me, | just lis-
tened to the gentleman refer to the
fact that the President, the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs, the Secretary of
Defense, all these people in the Penta-
gon do not want the B-2 bomber. Re-
minds me of another President, Jimmy
Carter. We were debating this B-1
bomber the gentleman referred to at
that time. And the same situation pre-
vailed. The President, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, the Secretary of Defense
all of them were opposed to the B-1
bomber, and the Congress voted for it.
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It was overturned by the President.
He vetoed the bill and we did not get it.
Then, later on, President Reagan was
elected, and the same question came
back up, and President Reagan held
over the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
at that time, General David Jones, who
sat down before the committee and
said we do not want this B-1 bomber.
But guess what? Under President
Reagan, that same man who said we
did not want it then said he wanted it,
because President Reagan wanted it.

I have to make the point that these
people in the administration have to
carry water for the administration.
They cannot very well take the oppos-
ing view from the President on matters
of this kind.

As a supporter of the B-2, I would
like to quote from a letter that retired
Senator Sam Nunn wrote to the Com-
mittee on National Security earlier
this year. Senator Nunn’s letter stated,
and | quote, ‘I continue to believe that
the 21 B-2 bombers will not constitute
an adequate force level to deal with
many likely future contingencies and
crises, and that no other military sys-
tems in existence or on the drawing
boards can adequately substitute for
the capabilities that the B-2 bomber of-
fers.”

While many share this view, unfortu-
nately, as | said earlier, most current
and former Clinton administration
Secretaries of Defense do not. Con-
sequently, the fate of the B-2 bomber,
like the fate of the nuclear submarine,
the conventional cruise missile, the F-
117, and the V-22 before it, rests with
Congress, for only Congress can inter-
vene in these matters and has in the
past.

It intervened, for instance, with Ad-
miral Rickover, the father of the nu-
clear Navy, able to build the nuclear
submarine because Congress dictated
it; were options to build the conven-
tional cruise missiles not negotiated
away, thus protecting Tomahawk
cruise missiles, whose performance in
Desert Storm and in Bosnia were ex-
ceptional; a second squadron of F-117
Stealth fighters procured. The can-
cellation of the V-22 tiltrotor, the Ma-
rine Corps’ future air transport, all of
these things overturned because of
Congress when the administrations
were opposed to it.

Mr. Chairman, | only hope that the
wisdom of Congress today and the wis-
dom Congress exhibited in reaching
these historic decisions on these weap-
on systems will prevail here today on
the B-2.

We will hear a lot of stories in this
debate about the expense of buying
more B-2’s. We will hear that procuring
nine more aircraft will cost $10 billion
or $15 billion and that operating them
for the next 20 years will cost another
$10 billion to $15 billion. Even if these
figures are correct, they need to be put
in proper context.

Consider the capability the B-2 will
provide this Nation well into the next
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century, and then consider the cost in
the context of the funding that our
country will spend on just three tac-
tical aircraft programs: The F-22, the
F/A-18E/F, and the Joint Strike Fight-
er. These three programs are slated to
cost $350 billion, a figure which is not
even adjusted for inflation, just to pro-
cure in the decades ahead. And they
will probably cost a like amount to op-
erate over their 20 or so year life spans.
In this context, $20 billion to $25 billion
to buy and operate another squadron of
B-2’s over the next 20 years seems
small.

So while cost should be a critical
variable in any debate over a major
weapons system, | urge my colleagues
to consider first the capability. If the
B-2 provides a capability that the Na-
tion needs, and | believe that it will for
decades to come, we ought to be able to
find the money in an annual defense
budget of $250 billion to do it. If we do
not believe that the Nation will want a
more robust B-2 capability than the
currently planned 21 aircraft in the
decades ahead, then my colleagues
should vote for this amendment.

| believe that another squadron of B-
2’s represents a prudent investment in
our future, and therefore, | urge all of
my colleagues to vote no on the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. HUNTER], the chairman of our
Subcommittee on Procurement, con-
trol the remainder of the time in oppo-
sition to this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Chairman, this issue is not about
simply the defense of our country. This
is not about short-changing the men
and women who serve our military.
This is not about military prepared-
ness. This is about a discussion that
needs to go forward on a weapons pro-
gram, the B-2 bomber, that is clearly a
very, very expensive budgetary item.

There will be a lot of rhetoric about
the pros and cons of the B-2 bomber,
and there is divided opinion. We read
the editorial papers, we listen to de-
fense experts, we listen to our col-
leagues, and one can come to the con-
clusion that the B-2 is the best thing
we have ever invented, or that it is an
extreme waste of money.

We have to start talking about the
budget of this Nation like we talk to
our families at home, about making
priorities fit within the confines of
money available.

Now, clearly, if we have an unlimited
Treasury, which we have proven we do
not, in fact, my side of the aisle has
been one of the strongest proponents of
balancing the Federal budget and say-
ing no to other things that we cannot
afford. Well, | think clearly, if we want
to put something right on the table as
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a meaningful attempt to save the tax-
payers’ dollars, the B-2 comes to the
top of the list.

According to the Pentagon, again, |
have to suggest that many in this body
suggest let the experts decide, let
sound science rule the day, and let
those charged with determining the fu-
ture success of our military operations
be brought into the discussion and
make recommendations. The current
fleet of 21 B-2 bombers, according to
the Pentagon, is sufficient to meet the
two-war scenario, the ability to fight
and win two wars at the same time.

The B-1 bomber was mentioned ear-
lier, which offers a greater payload and
essentially the same range and weap-
ons suite as the B-2. It is a logical com-
plement to the 21 B-2 bombers author-
ized under current law. Again, we have
21 B-2 bombers. It is not as if we are on
the floor today to determine should we
get a B-2 bomber. We have 21 B-2
bombers that we paid for.

Now, we received a letter. The gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KAsIcH] asked
the Congressional Budget Office that
was referred to by my colleague:

At your request, the Congressional Budget
Office has estimated the cost to acquire and
operate nine additional B-2 bombers. CBO es-
timates that adding nine bombers to the cur-
rently-planned fleet and operating each of
them for 20 years would cost about $27 bil-
lion.

Some may assume that today’s budg-
et item of $331 million is what we are
talking about. We are not talking
about $331 million; we are talking
about a total outlay over 20 years of $27
billion.

Most importantly, we have to discuss
the fact that there are 95 B-1's in the
fleet already bought and paid for by
the U.S. taxpayer. The massive deep-
attack weapons mix study conducted
by the Pentagon concluded that it
would not be cost effective, not be cost
effective, to buy more B-2 bombers.

The Dellums-Kasich-Foley amend-
ment is important because it elimi-
nates the $331.2 million in B-2 funding
that would be allocated this year, but
again, that figure is a mere fraction of
the real cost. No money is programmed
in any balanced budget plan to pay for
the outyear cost, as was mentioned by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS] that would be forced by au-
thorization of nine additional B-2’s.
Small down payment today, folks, to
keep the line operating; the big ticket
comes in the outyears. Can we face the
taxpayers to tell them the bill is in the
mail and it is on its way?

If Congress allows this fiscally im-
prudent spending to occur, we will be
forced to confront untold trade-offs in
the future. Balancing the budget is a
very difficult task. We have seen it on
the floor, we have read about it in the
newspapers, we have heard from our
constituents, so yes, we do have to
make some spending decisions now, not
later.

Let me tell my colleagues what we
could buy for one B-2 bomber. One B-2
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bomber costs about $1.5 billion. Now,
the proponents of the B-2 say that is
because we are not ordering enough of
them and we can get the cost down on
a relative per-unit cost if we can just
buy a lot more of them. The argument
is not about buying efficiency in weap-
ons system, it is about do we even need
them to begin with.

But let us go over what a B-2 bomber
will provide the United States of Amer-
ica taxpayers as a trade-off for some-
thing else. Fifty-six thousand, six hun-
dred and four elementary school teach-
ers at $26,000 a year, that is what one
B-2 bomber buys; 86,108 deputy sheriffs
to patrol our streets at $17,420 per year;
57,692 clergymen to go out and spread
the message of the Bible in our commu-
nities at $26,000 per year; 46,000 firemen
to protect our buildings and our public
safety. Here is one some may not agree
with, but 47,928 newspaper reporters.
We may not agree that we need that
many, but they are there at $31,297 per
year.

Thirty-six thousand, five hundred
eighty six new prison beds to lock up
our most violent offenders in prisons
with the price of 1 B-2 bomber; not the
fleet, one. Take those numbers forward
and see what they will do for us. Buy
188,372 brand-new GEO economy cars.
Buy groceries for 1 full year for 360,577
families. For one B-2 bomber, I am
going to tell 360,577 families, no grocer-
ies for a year. Now, we can go to public
education, 224,000 students for 1 full
academic year at a public 4-year col-
lege.

Why do | mention these figures? Be-
cause it is about choices. It is about a
parent sitting down with their children
and saying yes, | want to take you to
Disney World this summer, and yes, we
are going to try hard, but, Kids, if we
do that, we are going to sacrifice a lit-
tle bit this year. Maybe not go to the
movies during the weekend, maybe not
order the pizza from the delivery man,
maybe sacrifice a few items in order to
do what we would like to do as a fam-
ily, go to Disney World.

Now, maybe this is a simple analogy,
but | got elected to Congress from a
small town in Florida. | used to drive a
tow truck, I worked at a gas station
pumping gas, | opened my own res-
taurant at the age of 20. 1 found that
every cent mattered in my life, because
for me to open up the following Mon-
day my restaurant caused me to be ec-
onomical in my pursuit of excellence in
that restaurant, and | could not waste
money.

I got to Washington, DC, and people
talk about billions as if we are talking
about somebody’s walking around
money. It is only $27 billion, or maybe
less, maybe $20 billion. CBO says 27 bil-
lion, the proponents of the program
may say it is only a couple billion dol-
lars. Members decide. Members decide.
Because April 15 every year when | ask
people to send their money to the IRS
to run this Government, part of those
dollars they are sending, Mr. Chair-
man, is for things like the B-2 bomber.
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Now, we can spend billions of dollars
to build up our society in public edu-
cation, in housing, in infrastructure.
Imagine that, building and creating
our roads in America, strengthening
our bridges, fixing the potholes in
Washington, DC. What a novel thought,
to think the American taxpayers will
actually see some of their dollars at
work domestically rather than flying
planes we cannot see over in the Middle
East somewhere.

Let us talk about our personnel. I
was on the floor proudly supporting the
flag burning amendment, because our
veterans, our military personnel, went
to war and died for the symbol of our
democracy, the flag. | went home and
they said, that is just rhetoric. The
Constitution gives us the right of free
speech, so putting a constitutional
amendment about flag burning is just a
gesture. Men and women died for that
flag, and the debate today is about do
we treat them as human beings.
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Do we give them the housing they so
richly deserve for protecting our Na-
tion? Do we get our own personnel off
of food stamps so they can proudly
raise their own children? Do we give
them the flight training and equipment
up to standards that they desperately
need? Or do we go off on a tangent and
buy more weapons that the President
and others have clearly said we do not
need?

The Boston Globe, Pentagon’s high
tech delusions. The Pentagon insists on
purchasing weapons systems that have
little utility in a real crisis because
they either are irrelevant to the threat
or technologically wholly dispropor-
tionate to the threat or so costly that
commanders are inhibited from using
them. The B-2 stealth bomber is the
obvious and controversial case in
point.

Kansas City Star, hardware versus
troops. Pentagon continues against all
logic to insist no tough choices be
made between the two.

Kansas City Star, again, with the
cold war over, the need does not exist
for all three fighters.

I can read from almost every edi-
torial regarding this expenditure. De-
fense Secretary William Cohen, a Re-
publican, is constantly being urged to
kill sacred cows and must do so. Our
own recommendation for cuts, includ-
ing dropping the joint strike fighter
and the B-2 bomber and cutting back
the Marine Corps to free money for ur-
gent needs particularly airlift and sea
transportation.

Mr. Chairman, if we look at the facts,
look at the groups supporting the Del-
lums-Kasich amendment, we will clear-
ly come to the conclusion that while
the B-2 is a very valuable weapons sys-
tem, the fact remains we have 21. The
fact remains we are equipped. The fact
remains we have not shirked our duty
to protect our Nation. The fact re-
mains we are advancing techno-
logically to develop weapons systems
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that are more adequate for today’s
needs. We are looking at conflicts that
are arising around the globe.

I just got back from Asia with the
Speaker of the House. We talked to
people in China about their defense ca-
pabilities. The average pilot in China
trains 2 hours a month. Their equip-
ment is antiquated. Their resources are
limited. So who is the threat? | am not
suggesting China is not a threat. Un-
derstand, there are components within
China that could operate to our det-
riment. Russia is broke. Boris Yeltsin
was at the summit. He is broke. They
are broke. They do not have the money
to put toward weapons systems. They
are no longer a threat.

There are threats, | recognize that. |
am not so naive to suggest that this is
a perfect world. Iran, lIragq, other na-
tions pose threats to us. But is the B-
2 going to be called into service for
those nations that may be hostile to us
or will it be an F-22, which | do sup-
port? Will it be a more versatile, more
mobile force?

Let me read a letter that went to the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPENCE] from the Secretary of Defense
on June 18, 1997. Let me just under-
score one statement: The loss in com-
bat capabilities from retiring current
weapons systems to pay for additional
B-2’s, the loss due to forgoing invest-
ment in other needed capabilities and
the additional cost of the B-2 far out-
weigh the benefits from adding more B-
2 aircraft to the fleet.

I will read that once more. Bill
Cohen, appointed by President Clinton,
Republican Senator from Maine, a
thought conscious, strong individual
who has supported our military. The
loss in combat capabilities, our young
men and women on the front line, from
retiring current weapons systems to
pay for additional B-2’s, the loss due to
forgoing investment in other needed
capabilities and the additional cost of
the B-2 far outweigh the benefits from
adding more B-2 aircraft to the fleet.

The only former Defense Secretary
that | think they could find to sign the
letter of support was Cap Weinberger
under the Reagan administration. |
may stand corrected and | would look
forward to it if | am.

Mr. Chairman, the debate is signifi-
cant. The debate is about providing
moneys, supplies, necessary weapons to
our troops to defend America’s inter-
ests both here and abroad. We are
going down a path of spending billions
of dollars on a weapons system that we
clearly do not need by most all rec-
ognizable experts.

I hope my colleagues will join on the
side of the righteous, if you will, and
support  the Dellums-Kasich-Foley
amendment. It is a financially signifi-
cant opportunity to show both our sup-
port for the defense of this Nation and
for the conservative principle of saving
money in a time when our budget is ex-
tremely stressed.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let us start with
stealth because, that is an important
part of the B-2 story. In Vietnam, we
lost 2,300 aircraft. In fact, in the last
phases of the war, when we threw B-
52’s against surface-to-air missile sys-
tems from Russia, then the Soviet
Union, we lost 10 percent of our B-52
force that was used in that theater in
11 days. And America turned to her sci-
entists and said, we may be on the
verge of having our Air Force become
obsolete if you do not figure out a way
to beat those Soviet-made radar sys-
tems and surface-to-air missile sys-
tems.

And our scientists, the great sci-
entists that we have in this country,
responded. They came up with some-
thing developed by Democrat and Re-
publican administrations, announced
first by President Jimmy Carter, with
what was known as stealth. Stealth is
the ability to avoid enemy radar. That
means very simply that a guy like the
gentleman from Texas, Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON, who is sitting right here, who was
a POW for a number of years in Hanoi,
could fly an aircraft through a SAM
missile battery without it acquiring
him, without it seeing him and shoot-
ing him down. It gave survivability to
American pilots. So we started devel-
oping stealth. And that is what the B-
2is.

My colleagues have talked about
these wonderful ways to give quality of
life to the people who serve in the
Armed Forces. The way to give quality
of life to the people who serve in the
Armed Forces is to bring them back.
And the way you bring them back is by
letting them fly the best equipment.

Let me just put this argument in per-
spective in terms of cost. President
Clinton has a program to buy short
range aircraft over the next 20 years
for $350 billion. Many Members here
who are arguing on the other side have
signed on at least initially to that pro-
gram. We need those aircraft. That is
short range theater aircraft.

President Clinton says we need $35
billion for short range aircraft and for
long range aircraft, for bomber aircraft
that can go from the United States to
stop an armored invasion in another
country thousands of miles away. He
put down zero. Not a dime for long
range aircraft. That is why the study
that | think is the best study, the inde-
pendent study, not a budget-driven
study but the independent study by
General Scowcroft recommends that
we continue to build the B-2 line.

So here is what we are recommending
today, what is in our budget, one thir-
ty-fifth of the amount of money that is
spent on short range aircraft of that
$350 billion, that is about $12 billion for
the construction, according to CBO, of
B-2 bombers, one thirty-fifth of what
we are spending for short range air-
craft, let us spend it for long range air-
craft so you have the ability to move
from the United States to stop an
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armor attack halfway around the
world.

I am a Navy guy. | come from a Navy
town, San Diego. | am an advocate of
carrier air power. However, it takes a
long time to steam a carrier some-
place. You cannot count on an enemy
like Saddam Hussein being right out of
central casting and waiting for you to
build up in theater with these 200- and
300 mile airfields that are just a couple
hundred miles away from your targets.
You have to stop armor early.

Does the military want it? My col-
leagues, the gentleman from California
[Mr. DELLUMS] and the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. FoLEY], have said the
military does not want that. Here is
what President Clinton’s chief of staff,
General Fogleman says, at a hearing
just a few weeks ago: More B-2’s would
be extremely valuable in the halt
phase, that is when you stop his armor
attack, and in fact in all phases, as we
would go.

My question back, and would they
save lives? General Fogleman, yes.

So to my friend the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. FOLEY], if we want to give
the best quality of life to a person in
uniform, that is, to save his life, then
you want to have B-2’s.

Let us go back to the Clinton admin-
istration’s proposal if this Congress
does not act, does not keep our pack-
age intact. President Clinton had a
problem. The problem is, how are we
going to maintain our long range
bomber force if we are spending $350
billion for short range aircraft and not
a dime over the next 20, 30 years for
long range aircraft. The answer was,
we are going to fly B-52’s. Those are
the planes that were shot down easily
by SAM batteries in 1968. We are going
to fly them for 80 years. So the pilot
that the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
FOLEY] cares so much about is going to
be flying an airplane that is older than
his great grandfather.

We have talked about cost a little
bit. Let us talk about bases. We had 81
bases for our short range aircraft in
1961. As the years went by, we lost
those bases, sometimes because of po-
litical action, sometimes because we
just could not afford to operate them.

We have gone from 81 major overseas
U.S. air bases to 14. Let me tell you
what is going to happen on the Korean
peninsula. We all know this. It is in all
the open reports. The North Koreans
have the capability to put nerve gas on
every single short range airfield on the
Korean peninsula. Limited detoxifica-
tion capability. The first crew that dies
because of nerve gas on the runway at
one of those tactical air bases is going
to eliminate us as a tactical presence
on the Korean peninsula.

Last week the Japanese started to
hedge on our ability to base our fighter
aircraft in Japan in a second Korean
war. We Americans have to be able to
rely on our technology to stop an
enemy, to deter an enemy with a flight
that comes out of the United States
and goes to that particular area, wher-
ever it is around the world.
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So the Air Force does not want it.
That is not what the Air Force says.
General Fogleman says, more B-2’s
would be extremely valuable in the
halt phase and in fact in all phases as
we would go.

Last part of the cost argument, every
Member of this House has voted just a
few days ago on the reform package
that reforms the Pentagon, that cuts
the bureaucracy. CBO’s estimate of
that reform package is that we save in
5 years $15 billion. That means in 5
years we have saved $3 billion more
than CBO says we would need to build
this entire tranche of nine B-2’s.

So, no, we are not going to take it
out of Geo sales in America. We are not
going to take it out of pay. We can af-
ford to get by spending one thirty-fifth
of what we are spending on short range
aircraft by spending that $12 billion on
long range aircraft and taking that
from the reform package.

Mr. Chairman, let me just say that
this will be the first time, if we do not
keep the B-2 in the budget, this is
going to be the first time that this Na-
tion has had the technology to allow
our pilots to survive in an adverse en-
vironment and we have not given it to
them. Let us give it to them. Let us
give them the very best.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNTER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | want to
commend the gentleman from Califor-
nia. | think it was a very thoughtful
statement. | think all the statements
this evening have been very well
thought out.

| happen to agree with his statement.
Let me also make another point. In the
gulf war, for the first time we used the
F-117. The Air Force wanted 27. Con-
gress said no. We think you should buy
more. You need 54. We are going to
make you buy two squadrons. The
Chairman tonight was one of the lead-
ing figures in that decision, and we
went out and we bought 54.

In the first 14 days of the gulf war,
they represented 2 percent of the as-
sets, but because they were stealthy,
because, as the gentleman pointed out,
they could go into the target and come
back out without that large package of
aircraft, they destroyed 40 percent of
the targets and all the most difficult
ones. It proved that stealth works.

And what the B-2 gives us is a plane
that goes five times as far, carries
eight times as many weapons, and
weapons, by the way, that are $13,000
apiece. JDAM'’s are $13,000. Sixteen of
them are $208,000. That is one-sixth the
cost of a cruise missile. What the gen-
tleman from California suggests is that
we rely on the old bombers that are not
stealthy. That means we have to use
these very expensive weapons.

But what would it allow us to do?
Saddam stopped himself. He gave us
the time to build up our forces and
then we destroyed him with air power.
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They came out and surrendered to a
Marine Corps RPV. What the B-2 does
is allow us to hit those same tanks,
that same army that Saddam had from
41,000 feet, day and night, no matter
what circumstances, no matter what
the weather is. This is a revolutionary
military capability. We can destroy a
country, and we can destroy the army
that it sends in the field by air power.
We have never been able to do this be-
fore. What that does, to make this
point, what that does is to allow us to
save American lives.

To my friends on the Democratic
side, what | believe this gives us is the
potential of having a conventional de-
terrent. Think if we had had the B-2,
which we did not have in the gulf war,
and the President could have deployed
it to the Gulf and said, Saddam, if you
come south, | will destroy your divi-
sion before you get into Kuwait; and
we now have the military capability
with centrifuged weapons to do just
that. We could have not had to fight
the war. We would not have had to send
500,000 kids to the Gulf. We could have
saved $10 billion it cost us to move
them out there and $60 billion to fight
the war.

The B-2 gives us the potential, a rev-
olutionary conventional potential, to
have a deterrent; and that is a capabil-
ity worth having. Yes, it is expensive.
But it is not as expensive as losing
American lives. | would guarantee my
colleagues today that at some future
date, if the proponents win this amend-
ment tonight, there will be a cir-
cumstance in which we will not have
the capability that we needed, and that
will mean that we will lose more lives
than had to be lost and that would be
a tragedy.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
HUNTER] is right; let us send them in
our best. Stealth means survival.
Stealth means survival.

And 1 will just tell my colleagues
this. 1 have studied this issue. | was
there when Harold Brown, a Democrat,
came up. By the way, there is a letter
here signed by Mel Laird, Jim Schles-
inger, Donald Rumsfeld, Harold Brown,
Cap Weinberger, Frank Carlucci and
Dick Cheney saying, keep the B-2 pro-
gram going. That is seven Secretaries
of Defense, not one.

This is an important issue that de-
mands the attention of this House.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, along with seven
Secretaries of Defense, Gen. Chuck
Horner, who ran the air war, if we are
going to listen to the war fighters, to
the warriors, who now is free to speak
his mind because he does not have to
do what the President tells him to do,
has said very strongly that the B-2
should be supported. That is the guy
who ran the air war in lragq.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman would yield, and 50 former gen-
erals of the Strategic Air Command
also wrote the President saying, keep
this capability alive, keep this line
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open. And they talk about building
stealth bombers like it is just a piece
of cake. | want my colleagues to know
something. That is not true. | went to
my friends at Boeing and they said it is
very difficult, putting stealth into an
aircraft is enormously difficult.

When we shut this down, we would
have shut down the ability to build
these kind of bombers, which is worth
saving. This is something we need.
What if a crisis occurs over the next 10
years? Then we have to come back to
this. It will cost us $40 billion to pay
for the R&D to do a B-3. So get the
right number while the production line
is open and it will save us money in
terms of avoiding taxpayer cost.

So we save money that way, we save
American lives, and we do the right
thing. This is the most important con-
ventional weapon that has ever been
developed by any country anywhere,
and it gives America an enormous ad-
vantage.

What we are going to do is not get
the right number. The studies that
were done by Rand, the studies that
were done by Gen. Jasper Welch, say
that the right number is significantly
more than 21. We are here saying let us
do at least three squadrons, three
squadrons so that we could have 20 for
the first major regional contingency
and 10 for the second.

This a very reasonable proposal. And
the gentleman mentions the numbers.
The contractor says we can do it for
about $9 billion. The Defense Depart-
ment | think says $12 billion. And 1
think over a period of years, that is af-
fordable. Any plane we buy has to have
life cycle cost. And we may take out
some of the older planes to offset and
make room for it.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield, even if we take
the highest number, even if we take
the CBO number, we are asking in the
committee’s package to spend ¥ss, that
is 3 percent, for long-range aircraft,
that is our B-2, of what we are spend-
ing for short-range aircraft. At a time
when our overseas bases have shrunk
from 81 overseas bases to 14, that
makes sense.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from California mentioned
something else called lockout. What if
the enemy uses chemical and biological
weapons on those tactical airfields so
we cannot get the airlift in to set up
the TAC air? Then we bought the
wrong weapon system. We need some-
thing that can come from outside the
theatre, assuredly, to be able to pro-
tect and stop the enemy before he gets
there.

I think the possibility of lockout is
something that we need to study, that
the National Defense Policy Panel
needs to study, because that is a very
real potential. By the way, in the deep
attacks weapons mix study, in every
scenario in which there was lockout or
very little warning, the B-2 was better
than any other conventional weapon.
And we lost some of the wars because
we did not have enough B-2’s.
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So let us, at least, buy the nine addi-
tional we are talking about here. It
will save lives and save money. | sup-
port the chairman in this. We need to
keep this money in the budget. We
need to keep this option alive.

Mr. Chairman, I include the following
for the RECORD:

Congressman DUNCAN HUNTER,
Chairman, Military Procurement Subcommittee,
House National Security Committee.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: You requested that
my colleagues and | provide your committee
with an independent look at the adequacy of
the nation’s heavy bomber force. This is an
important issue as we move into the new se-
curity era and we greatly appreciate the op-
portunity to offer our counsel to you and
your committee.

In our review, we first examined the
planned future of the bomber force, its role
in supporting U.S. national security, and the
potential offered by the B-2. We then exam-
ined the sources of Pentagon opposition to
additional B-2 production and the recent se-
ries of studies the Department of Defense has
sent to the Congress regarding the bomber
force.

We reached two fundamental conclusions.
First, long-range air power will be more im-
portant than ever in the decades ahead. Con-
sequently, we do not believe that the
planned force of 21 B-2s will satisfy foresee-
able U.S. military requirements. Second,
Pentagon opposition to further B-2 produc-
tion is shortsighted and parochial. It reflects
a consensus across the services that long-
range air power can be safely abandoned in
the long-run—a view with which we strongly
disagree.

Based on these conclusions we offer a set of
legislative recommendations regarding the
bomber force.

The following contains an executive sum-
mary and the overall report.

Sincerely,
BRENT SCOWCROFT.
INDEPENDENT BOMBER FORCE REVIEW
1. INTRODUCTION

Whether the United States should retain
enough modern, heavy bombers to support
U.S. national security strategy is, foremost,
a strategic choice. We believe strongly that
the future of America’s long-range bomber
force should be decided fundamentally on the
basis of what best serves the national de-
fense. Unfortunately, the Department of De-
fense (DoD) has made this strategic choice
on a de facto basis in light of short-term
funding and force structure preferences. If
this decision is allowed to stand, the end re-
sult will be a force structure that relies al-
most entirely on short-range air power.

Pentagon preferences for short-range in-
stead of long-range air power raises a puz-
zling contradiction. The long-range bomber
fleet is an element of the force structure
that appears ideally suited to the demands of
the new security environment and national
military strategy. We also have a weapon
system—the B-2—which is now in production
and if produced in substantial quantities,
could revitalize and sustain that force. Yet
the DoD has consistently opposed continued
B-2 production.

Our analysis addresses this contradiction
to help the Congress make a vital decision
over the future of the bomber force. We first
examine the planned future of the bomber
force, its role in supporting U.S. national se-
curity, and the revolutionary potential of-
fered by the B-2. We then examine the
sources of Pentagon opposition and how this
opposition has manifested itself in the recent
series of studies the DoD has put forth to the
Congress. We then offer a set of rec-
ommendations regarding legislation.
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1l. THE FUTURE OF THE BOMBER FORCE

To put the matter simply, under current
plans the bomber has no future. A de facto
strategic choice has been made to rest the
future of American air power on short-range
fighters. Unless immediate corrective action
is taken, the long-range heavy bomber will
gradually disappear as a meaningful element
of America’s armed forces.

The clearest evidence of the bomber fleet’s
condition is its size and age. Since the late
1950s, the general trend has been for U.S.
force structure to shrink, with capability
sustained or improved with advancing tech-
nology. But in recent years, bombers have
been reduced more than any other major
force element (such as army divisions, air-
craft carriers, and USAF fighters). There
were 360 active bombers in 1980. The force
dropped to about 300 in 1990. Under current
plans, the operational bomber force in the
year 2001 will consist of 130 aircraft: 44 B-52s,
70 B-1Bs, and 16 B-2s.

Unlike the fighter force, bomber force
shrinkage is not being offset by substantial
deployments of new planes and new models.
So as the fighter force is improved, bomber
force capabilities will inevitably decline over
the long-term. The average bomber is al-
ready roughly twice the age of the average
fighter, and current USAF plans are to main-
tain the remaining B-52s in service until
they are at least 60 years old, and possibly as
old as 100. We may soon be in the extraor-
dinary circumstance where America’s bomb-
ers will be older than America’s oldest air-
craft carriers.

The bomber’s loss has been the fighter’s
gain. Although in Congressional testimony
the distribution of Air Force procurement is
frequently portrayed as a cycling among
transports, bombers, and fighters, in reality
fighters have consistently maintained a plu-
rality of the budget, and will overwhelm-
ingly dominate the budget over the next two
decades.

TABLE 1: APPROXIMATE SHARE OF USAF PROCUREMENT
BUDGET

[In percentages]

- Bomb-  Fight-

Airlifters ers ors
1970's <5 5 95
1980's 10 40 50
1990's 30 35 35
2000-2020 <5 <5 95

A corresponding indicator of fighter domi-
nance is the steadily growing ratio of fight-
ers to bombers in the USAF operational in-
ventory. This ratio increases from about 4-1
in the 1950’s, to 6-1 in the 1970’s, to 10-1 in
the 1990’s, and trending toward about 14-1 in
the near future.

With rare exceptions, Air Force actions on
existing bomber programs illustrate an
underwhelming amount of concern about the
bomber’s future. The B-1B bomber, which en-
tered service in 1986, was not used in the Gulf
War because of conventional mission defi-
ciencies. Moreover, its upgrade program has
been so stretched out that a 20-year gap be-
tween deployment and conventional upgrade
is entirely likely (leaving only 10 years of ex-
pected system life until planned retirement).
The B-2 fleet, which had been planned for 132
aircraft as late as 1990, was capped at 20
planes in 1992, with little Air Force dissent.
Even more remarkable, the Air Force has ac-
tively resisted efforts by Congress to author-
ize production of additional B-2s. USAF lead-
ers have even gone so far as to exclude bomb-
ers from their ““wish list” of desired but
unbudgeted items supplied to Congress every
year. In 1996, for example, the Air Force in-
cluded requests for re-engineering the RC-135
and the AWACS, and production of addi-
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tional F-16 fighters, on the same wish list
that omitted production of more B-2s.

The DoD has no plan to keep the bomber
force viable in the long run. Every other
major weapon system—fighter, submarine,
destroyer, carrier, tank, etc.—has either a
system in continuing production or a
planned, programmed replacement. JSF will
replace F-16. The New Attack Submarine
will replace the Los Angeles (688) class at-
tack submarine. But no new bomber model is
planned in the numbers required to replace
the B-52 or B-1B. The current, uncontested
DoD plan will inexorably vitiate the bomber
force through age, attrition, and obsoles-
cence.

Furthermore, recent congressional testi-
mony by Air Force Chief of Staff General
Ronald Fogleman revealed that the Air
Force has no plan for replacing the mission
capabilities lost as the bomber force disinte-
grates. When questioned about bomber re-
placement General Fogleman said, ‘“‘between
now and 2020, we have lots of things we’re
going to look at.”” But the General concurred
that no replacement was actually in the Air
Force plan—meaning no funding in either
the Five Year Defense Plan (FYDP) or the
Ten Year Plan. With no planned funding
there will no more B-2s, and almost cer-
tainly no B-3.

In sum, all evidence indicates that bomb-
ers have no future:

The bomber force structure has been cut
disproportionately.

Budgetary investment in bombers has
shrunk almost beyond visibility.

All bomber production programs have been
capped and terminated.

All Congressional efforts to initiate new
bomber production programs have been ac-
tively opposed.

The Air Force has consciously excluded
any new, future bomber type from both the
FYDP and the ten year plan.

There is no plan of any kind to replace the
bomber capabilities being lost by any other
means.

The bomber force is aging, shrinking from
attrition, and glaringly absent from future
R&D and procurement plans. With no fund-
ing, no modernization plan, and no evident
concern for their absence, the bomber force
faces inevitable extinction. Whether by ac-
tive choice or default, this evidence means
that the DoD has indeed made the fundamen-
tal strategic choice to rely in the future al-
most exclusively on short-range fighter avia-
tion. Unfortunately, emerging trends in the
security environment identified by the Pen-
tagon would seem to call for a renewed em-
phasis on long-range air power.

111. THE BOMBER FORCE IN THE NEW SECURITY

ENVIRONMENT

During the Cold War, long-range heavy
bombers proved to be vitally important as-
sets to U.S. national security. Not only did
these aircraft support nuclear deterrence as
part of the ‘‘triad” of nuclear forces, but
their flexibility also allowed them to also
conduct conventional bombing missions in
three separate conflicts (Korea, Vietnam,
and Desert Storm). We believe that modern
long-range bombers will be of increasing
value in the coming decades. Many of the
reasons are spelled out in the recent Quad-
rennial Defense Review (QDR), which pro-
vides a useful overview of the future security
environment and national military strategy.

Through 2015, the QDR postulates that the
United States will face a variety of regional
dangers and ‘‘foremost amongst these is the
threat of coercion and largescale, cross bor-
der aggression against U.S. allies and friends
in key regions by hostile states with signifi-
cant military power.” Beyond 2015, a ‘“‘near-
peer’’ global competitor could also emerge.
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The QDR posits that three elements—shap-
ing, responding, and preparing—define U.S.
defense strategy. But boiled down to essen-
tials, the QDR observed that the ‘“‘primary
purpose of U.S. forces is to deter and defeat
the threat of organized violence against the
United States and its interests.” If deter-
rence fails, ‘““the high end of the crisis con-
tinuum is fighting and winning major thea-
ter wars. This mission is the most stressing
requirement for the U.S. military.”

The QDR offered a strong rationale for the
need to deal with two near simultaneous re-
gional conflicts. And in fighting such wars,
the QDR strategy stated that two aspects de-
served special attention—(1) stopping the
enemy advance as quickly as possible; and (2)
dealing with the “‘likely conditions” that fu-
ture wars will involve ‘“‘the threat or use of
chemical and biological weapons (CBW) * * *
including in the early stages of war to dis-
rupt U.S. operations and logistics.””! Forces
best able to halt aggressors armed with
weapons of mass destruction, then, should
logically enjoy highest priority.

We would add that forces capable of exe-
cuting this operation independent of theater
bases and under conditions of surprise would
be of even greater value. A range of powerful
foreign and economic pressures will inevi-
tably cause a further contraction in the U.S.
overseas basing infrastructure and forward-
based force levels. Indeed, planners should
also assume that we will be taken by sur-
prise in future conflicts; this was highlighted
in the 1993 Bottom Up Review and is the rec-
ommendation of all analysts who have stud-
ied surprise attack in any detail. The wis-
dom of such a policy can be seen in the 1990
invasion of Kuwait and the two recent crises
with Iraq (October 1994 and September 1996),
all of which took us by surprise. The lessons
from the two more recent crises are particu-
larly relevant.

In 1994, Iraq rapidly mobilized forces near
the frontier with Kuwait. Despite intensive
intelligence focus on Iraq since the Gulf War,
we not only failed to recognize this buildup
early on, but also were unable to deploy suf-
ficient forces until well after Iraq was in a
strong position to attack. According to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the United States and
its allies faced at least a 2-3 day ‘‘window of
vulnerability”” through which Iraq could
have invaded Kuwait and possibly threatened
the Saudi oil fields.

In September of 1996, Iraq mobilized forces
in its northern areas and pressed an attack
into the Kurdish ‘‘safe haven.” Once again
we were taken by surprise. Worse yet, for
various reasons all members of the Gulf War
Coalition denied immediate access to their
bases for combat operations against Iraq,
leaving our land-based fighters on the scene
without suitable bases from which to strike
the invading force. Carrier-based fighters lo-
cated in the Gulf apparently did not possess
the range to reach the scene of combat and
the lack of stealthy carrier-based assets
raised survivability concerns. In the end, we
were reduced to largely symbolic strikes
against Iraqi air defenses in the south using
ill-suited cruise missiles launched from ships
and B-52 bombers. Iraq was free to do as it
wished in the north.

The lessons of these two crises in combina-
tion with the evolving security context re-
veal that bombers are ideally suited for the
new era. They are the only force element ca-
pable of stopping surprise enemy aggression
while operating outside the range of theater
weapons of mass destruction. They do not re-
quire bases in the immediate combat theater
(which also has the benefit of minimizing the
number of Americans placed at risk). Fi-

Footnotes at end.
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nally, as explained below, bombers, though
expensive when viewed on a per-unit basis,
are extremely cost-effective compared to
other force elements.

Bombers like the B-52, B-1B, and B-2 typi-
cally feature unrefueled ranges and payloads
5-10 times greater than fighters. Long range
is a vital attribute for the new security era.
Long range allows bombers to respond more
rapidly than any other force element—from
the CONUS if necessary—in the case of sur-
prise aggression. Long range provides strate-
gic agility; bombers can shift firepower from
one theater to another. Long range also al-
lows bombers to fight from beyond the range
of adversary weapons, which will be of in-
creasing importance as weapons of mass de-
struction proliferate. In the Gulf War, for ex-
ample, Iragi missiles in development or serv-
ice outranged all of our land-based and sea-
based fighter aircraft (whose operating loca-
tions were thus at risk). And just as long
range provides a sanctuary to the bomber
force, it denies any sanctuary to the enemy,
who cannot base assets outside the reach of
bombers. Finally, long range also greatly ex-
pands the number of basing options available
to the force should we wish to deploy the
bomber force forward to signal resolve (and
increase sortie rates). The longer the range,
the greater the number of potential bases
that are available, and the greater the num-
ber of countries available for negotiating ac-
cess to bases.

The large payload of bombers allows a
small number of aircraft to assume a dis-
proportionate amount of the warfighting
burden. In Vietnam, for example, the bomber
force comprised on average only 7 percent of
the force and delivered 44% of the bomb ton-
nage. In the Gulf War, the B-52 force only
represented 4% of the force, but delivered
32% of the bomb tonnage (more than twice as
much as the entire carrier force combined).

Previously, a primary virtue of these mas-
sive bomber payloads was their shattering
psychological effect on enemy forces; in the
Gulf War, for example, General Schwarzkopf
drew on his Vietnam experience with B-52
strikes to demand that Iragi forces be ex-
posed to the same kinds of heavy bombard-
ments which had proven so devastating to
North Vietnamese forces. In future wars, the
advent of precision weapons will allow bomb-
ers to accurately strike many different tar-
gets on a single sortie, which dramatically
increases the bomber’s value to the
warfighting commander. The Gulf War illus-
trated the revolution afforded by precision,
which increases air power’s lethality by sev-
eral orders of magnitude compared to
unguided weapons.

In an era of declining budgets, the nation
must procure the most cost-effective weap-
ons possible. The ability to deliver large pay-
loads of precision weapons makes each
bomber sortie extremely effective; the low
life-cycle cost of bombers (compared to other
force elements) makes them extremely cost-
effective. Bombers are very expensive weap-
on systems; producing a new B-2 costs about
$1 billion, roughly the cost of a DDG-51 de-
stroyer. But like warships, bombers enjoy
long useful service lives and can operate ef-
fectively for three decades or more; the ini-
tial investment in the force is thus spread
over many more years than most other sys-
tems. In addition, bombers are not people-in-
tensive to operate. Personnel costs are typi-
cally a driving force in determining life-
cycle costs for military forces. The annual
personnel costs of a B-2 wing are about half
that of a fighter wing and substantially less
than that of an aircraft carrier or division.
Overall, a B-2 wing’s 35 year life-cycle cost
(that is, total personnel, operations, and pro-
curement cost) is about the same as a fighter
wing; about ¥s that of an aircraft carrier bat-
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tle group; and about ¥ that of a heavy divi-
sion.2

Personnel issues are related to casualty
considerations, which typically play a criti-
cal role in crisis decision-making (and ac-
cordingly should also play an equally impor-
tant role in determining what sorts of forces
the nation should invest in). Bombers from
this standpoint also are very attractive as-
sets, since they only place a small number of
people in harm’s way. For example, deploy-
ing a wing of fighters to a theater base can
put 2,500 people or more at risk; a carrier
battle group up to 10,000 people; a division
15,000 or more. Each member of these units is
at risk to attack by enemy weapons. A
chemical warhead delivered by a ballistic
missile against a theater airbase or deployed
division has the potential to kill thousands;
as would a strike by a sea-skimming cruise
missile against an aircraft carrier. In con-
trast, the 1,300 personnel associated with a
bomber wing would typically be operating
from bases well beyond the strike range of
an adversary, thus exposing the lives of the
aircrew only.

In this same light we should also recognize
the nuclear capability of the bomber force. If
American theater forces were to be attacked
by weapons of mass destruction—and par-
ticularly if they were attacked by nuclear
weapons—there are compelling reasons why
the United States might have to reply in
kind. Bombers are the weapon of choice for
nuclear response because the weapons re-
main under strict human control up to the
very moment of launch near the target, and
because the variable payload of the bomber
gives it the widest possible variety of weapon
delivery options. Moreover, since strategic
arms control with the former Soviet Union
and with Russia strictly limits the size of
our nuclear arsenal, bombers could be used
in counter-strikes without depleting our far
more limited, single-use ICBM and SLBM as-
sets. Inasmuch as our plans must hedge
against the eventual emergence of a ‘“‘near-
peer’” competitor, preservation of our re-
maining nuclear forces is a relevant consid-
eration. Looking to the longer term, and un-
derstanding that no other nuclear-capable
delivery systems are in production or
planned, the bomber’s dual capability (both
conventional and nuclear) would allow a
strengthened bomber force to sustain the na-
tion’s nuclear capability as other nuclear
force elements inevitably age and retire.3

Overall, bombers appear uniquely well-
suited to satisfy America’s strategic require-
ments in the future security environment.

IV. SPECIFIC ADVANTAGES OF THE B-2

In looking at the bomber force, we need to
discuss one additional, but revolutionary
characteristic that the B-2 brings to the
bomber force: stealth. Stealth shrinks the ef-
fective detection distance of a variety of sen-
sors, particularly radar, and the basic phys-
ics involved in this set of technologies ar-
gues against the development of effective af-
fordable counters. The B-2 thus combines
four key characteristics—range, payload,
stealth, and precision—in one platform.
Range, payload, and precision allow a single
B-2 sortie to strike with the effectiveness of
multiple fighter sorties; stealth opens the
door to a military revolution.

The traditional operational style that we
have developed for the employment of air
power relies upon large force packages to
suppress enemy air defenses and shoot down
enemy fighters. Stealth reduces the need for
such support packages, which has a number
of important effects. First, it greatly in-
creases the cost-effectiveness of stealth plat-
forms. Analysis conducted for the Commis-
sion on Roles and Missions (CORM) showed
that the 42 F-117 sorties (which combined
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both stealth and precision capabilities) flown
on the opening night of the Gulf War were al-
most equivalent in terms of target coverage
to the rest of the land-based air-strike forces
combined.4 Another way to look at this is
that each F-117 sortie was worth 16 non-
stealth sorties.5 The Air Force illustrated
this same point after the Gulf War by show-
ing that one or two B-2s can do the job of 60
fighters and 15 tankers.® This greatly reduces
the costs of executing the mission; according
to CORM analysis of the Air Force data, a B—
2 would be seven times more cost-effective
than the 75-aircraft force package.”

Stealth enables appropriately configured
B-2s the potential to operate autonomously,
which places this aircraft in a totally dif-
ferent category than the B-52 and B-1B.
These older bombers must be supported with
theater-based fighters until enemy air de-
fenses are eliminated or equipped with ex-
pensive cruise missiles that can be fired from
outside the range of enemy air defenses. De-
pendence on land-based fighters makes the
non-stealthy bombers dependent on the Unit-
ed States gaining base access in a timely
manner and raises a whole host of political
and operational constraints. Cruise missiles,
though valuable, suffer from a variety of
operational constraints (targeting flexibil-
ity, ability to deal with relocatable targets,
warhead size, etc.) and are too expensive to
rely on to fight a sustained conflict (the con-
ventional Air Launched Cruise Missile car-
ried by the B-52 force, for example, is over
100 time more expensive than a Joint Direct
Attack Munition delivered by a B-2).

This autonomous capability puts the B-2
in an entirely new class as of weapon system.
It is truly the nation’s only ‘““modern’ bomb-
er and the nation’s only global precision
strike asset. Indeed, we believe that the B-2
has the potential to revolutionize this na-
tion’s very approach to strategy making and
force structuring. As General Michael Loh,
then the commander of Air Combat Com-
mand, stated in late 1994: ‘| see the B-2 as
the centerpiece of an emerging national se-
curity strategy that places increasing impor-
tance on projecting immediate, responsive
power from the U.S. to a regional crisis any-
where in the world. The B-2’s qualities of
range, payload, stealth, and sense of imme-
diacy are uniquely applicable to be the cen-
terpiece of this strategy.”

A substantial force of B-2s would allow the
United States to project overwhelming and
decisive power against any adversary any-
where on the planet. To put matters in per-
spective, the addition of one more B-2 squad-
ron (8 operational aircraft) would give the B-
2 force sufficient punch to strike the same
number of aimpoints as those targeted by
over 1,200 combat aircraft over the first 24
hours of the Gulf War. Clearly, procuring
even greater numbers would open up new
strategic avenues. As former Air Force Sec-
retary Dr. Donald Rice has written, such a
force would “‘allow the nation to seize this
rarest of opportunities: a revolutionary leap
in military capability, and with it, long term
global military pre-eminence—American
style.””8 No nation could confidently launch
an armored assault on its neighbors. No dic-
tator could think that his most prized stra-
tegic assets were immune to attack. No tar-
get would be more than a few hours away
from attack. No defense could be counted on
to protect key targets. In response to height-
ened tensions, the mere possession of a sub-
stantial force of B-2s could provide a new
way to manage crises. Instead of going
through the complex and risky steps of gain-
ing base access, deploying forces, and esca-
lating tensions, the President could simply
order B-2s in the United States to be placed
on higher alert. Even under the prevailing
conditions of surprise and base access denial,
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a substantial force of B-2s could have made
an enormous difference in the Iraq crisis of
1994 and 1996.

The first job of the American military is to
provide our political leadership with tools
for deterrence and coercion so the nation
does not need for fight wars. Preventing wars
is far superior to fighting wars. A substan-
tial force of B-2s would have a unique con-
ventional deterrent capability. As two noted
scholars of deterrence have written:

“If U.S. national military strategy is de-
signed with regional deterrence in mind, for-
ward presence and/or rapid crisis response
become key elements in this strategy. . . .
Optimally, this . . . means stationing all the
forces necessary between the adversary and
his objective, but even the United States
lacks the resources to meet such a require-
ment in more than a few cases simulta-
neously. Therefore, strong incentive exists
for the United States to explore capabilities
that . . . are so rapidly deployable into an
area as to be ‘virtually’ stationed there.?®

This is the potential capability offered by
the B-2. And that is the potential vision that
the Pentagon is turning its back on my mak-
ing the fundamental strategic choice to rely
on short-range fighter aviation.

V. WHY DOES THE PENTAGON OPPOSE
ADDITIONAL B-2S?

If additional B-2 bombers could make a
revolutionary contribution, why does the
Pentagon oppose them? Basic principles of
bureaucratic politics go far in explaining the
Pentagon’s position. We believe there is such
strong opposition to the B-2 precisely be-
cause it is so revolutionary—because sup-
porting the B-2 would imply far reaching
changes in core organizational interests,
such as manpower, budget roles, missions,
and autonomy. It is helpful to begin with the
perspective of the service that develops the
B-2.

The B-2 is an Air Force system and one
might imagine that the Air Force would be
predisposed to support is continued produc-
tion and improvement. The oppose is true. In
any large bureaucracy, interests and pro-
grams tend to be identified with a particular
organizational entity or bureaucracy. His-
torically, Strategic Air Command (SAC) was
the heart and strength of bomber advocacy
in the Air Force. Through the 1960s and into
the 1970s, SAC influence in the Air Force
R&D and procurement budgets. Accordingly,
““bomber generals’’ often held top service po-
sitions.

When SAC and Tactical Air Command
(TAC) were nominally ‘“merged” into Air
Combat Command in 1992, it was in reality
much more akin to a hostile corporate take-
over: TAC absorbed SAC. With the dissolu-
tion of SAC, the institutional foundation for
bombers disintegrated. Consequently, bomb-
er advocacy within the Air Force has vir-
tually collapsed, and no funds have been
budgeted to support any major new bomber
program. Furthermore, as in the corporate
world, management personnel from the leas-
ing entity discovered that they had little
power. In the words of retired Air Force Gen-
eral Chuck Horner, bomber-oriented officers
have been *“‘funneled out of the Air Force. 10
Today the top service positions are typically
held by “fighter generals,” with hardly a
bomber general to be found.

The roots of ‘“‘fighter’” opposition to the
bomber force are complex. First, many offi-
cers with predominantly fighter backgrounds
simply do not believe that the B-2 can per-
form as advertised. Having served all their
lives in an Air Force where bombers were ba-
sically old, vulnerable and obsolete, they
find it difficult to accept that the B-2 is dif-
ferent—that it can truly penetrate safety
through defenses, or that it can strike tar-
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gets at least as accurately as fighters. Their
skepticism is reinforced by intense personal
attachment to fighters and fighter oper-
ations. At a time when the Air Force budget
has been in decline for more than a decade
and so many fighters are on the verge of re-
tirement, accepting the B-2 revolution might
in their minds mean cutting fighter procure-
ment programs. It might also mean accept-
ing an entirely new approach to warfare in
which the fighter sometimes might not even
be relevant, let alone the dominant air in-
strument. Thus the number of fighter air-
craft, fighter squadrons and wings—ulti-
mately fighter pilots could be substantially
reduced.

It is crucial to understand the USAF
“fighter opposition’ to the B-2 is well mean-
ing. Everyone, Air Force officers included,
have a powerful human tendency to trust in
what they know, in what they have invested
their careers, and in what has worked in the
past. For the current Air Force leadership,
this means a strong predisposition to trust
in fighters.

The failure of the bomber revolution to
succeed in the Air Force precluded any possi-
bility of wider acceptance in the Pentagon.
The inevitable consequence of an expanded
role for bombers is an expanded bomber
budget, and the new funds could come only
by diversion from other existing military ac-
counts. More bluntly, for bombers to receive
increased funding, the non-bomber Air
Force, the Army, the Navy, and Marines be-
lieves they may have to accept less. If the
Air Force has not yet accepted changes in
air power strategy implicit in the B-2, how
much more would the Navy and Army refuse
the even greater changes which a revolution-
ary bomber force would mean for broader na-
tional military strategy, and hence for their
budgets?

The Army continues to maintain its tradi-
tional view that the decisive battles of any
war are fought on the ground. Victory is
achieved through mass troop deployments
and close-in engagements, with the Air
Force providing ‘‘support.” If the Air Force
doesn’t believe in long-range strike, arguing
instead for the importance of air superiority
and the primacy of air-to-air platforms, one
certainly can not expect the Army to believe
that air power has become the decisive com-
bat arm (with the army providing ‘‘support”
in consolidating the victory). An Air Force
dedicated to air superiority and strikes near
the forward edge of battle will remain dedi-
cated to supporting the army.

In like manner, the Navy continues to be-
lieve that ‘“‘presence’ in an irreducible Navy
mission, and that carriers will generally be
first on the scene and first to fight in any
theater conflict. The Navy has no reason to
relinquish this view so long as the Air Force
insists on making war with fighter assets
that take weeks to months to deploy, and so
long as the bomber force is so small and fee-
ble that it provides no meaningful alter-
native for performing ‘‘carrier missions.”
And the Navy is right. Unless the Air Force
builds more bombers and changes its strat-
egy, the Navy must continue to have full re-
sponsibility for fulfilling all of its tradi-
tional missions.

Seen from this perspective there is in fact
an inter-service consensus on which to resist
the B-2 revolution. An Air Force that be-
lieves in applying air power using short-
range fighters must have forward access, for-
ward basing, and extensive logistical sup-
port. This in turn requires a massive ground
presence, and inherently perpetuates a
ground-warfare strategy. It also requires a
massive sea-borne logistical tail, inherently
perpetuating traditional navy views on sea
control and sea power.
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Overall the bomber force and the B-2 in
particular has suffered from two major prob-
lems. First, it has lost any institutional, bu-
reaucratic advocate with the demise of Stra-
tegic Air Command. Support for the B-2
means that something else must suffer—and
no institutional champion or leader has
emerged to lead that struggle. Second, sup-
port for the B-2 inherently means recogni-
tion of a revolutionary new form of warfare
which threatens all other services and non-
bomber interest groups. Affirming the B-2
ultimately implies major changes in strat-
egy, in service budget shares, in service size
and manpower, and in strongly held personal
convictions. United Pentagon opposition to
the B-2 is thus perfectly understandable.

VI. THE PENTAGON STUDIES

Understanding the institutional resistance
to the B-2 within the Pentagon helps shed
light on the recommendations of three stud-
ies recently conducted by the DoD on the B-
2. These studies were not done willingly. The
triggering event was congressional legisla-
tion in 1994 mandating that the Pentagon
prepare an evaluation of the adequacy of the
nation’s bomber force. This action resulted
in the three DoD studies that are evaluated
below: (1) the DoD’s 1995 Heavy Bomber
Force Study; (2) the 1995 Heavy Bomber In-
dustrial Capabilities Study; and (3) the 1997
Quadrennial Defense Review’s study of the
B-2 issue. In addition, we examined one addi-
tional study conducted by the staff of the
Commission on Roles and Missions (CORM),
entitled Future Bomber Force.

In examining the DoD studies, we would
like to emphasize two points. First, the stud-
ies studiously ignored the fundamental stra-
tegic choice at hand: should we maintain a
bomber force or go to a force structure based
primarily on short-range air power? Second,
in formulating scenario and modeling as-
sumptions (which inherently drive study
outcomes) the analysts had to go to extreme
lengths to ensure that study results sup-
ported the status quo and recommend
against additional B-2s.

Our overall assessment of the DoD studies
is that Pentagon politics took precedence
over analytical objectivity and national se-
curity concerns. The basic problem with the
Pentagon studies is that they fly in the face
of common sense. The following seems to be
an appropriate analogy for the current situa-
tion. We must plan to face an adversary
armed with a sawed off shotgun (a metaphor
for weapons of mass destruction). Given a
choice between short-range pistols and long-
range rifles, the Pentagon studies try to
argue that pistols are preferable, even
though this choice requires that we move
within shotgun range to shoot the adversary.
We believe that striking the enemy promptly
and accurately from a distance is the better
choice in many scenarios, particularly since
it appears the long-range option is cheaper
over the long term.

The 1995 Heavy Bomber Force Study and
its industrial base counterpart were care-
fully constructed to come up with the de-
sired answer (no additional B-2s required).
The CORM bomber study came up with the
wrong answer (additional B-2s are very at-
tractive) and was quietly shuffled aside. The
1997 study initially came up with the wrong
answer (additional B-2s was the most cost-ef-
fective option available), and was reshaped
to provide the desired answer (no more B-2s
required).

THE 1995 HEAVY BOMBER STUDY

The 1995 Heavy Bomber Study was con-
ducted by the OSD, the Joint Staff, and the
Institute for Defense Analyses.1l Following
its chilly reception in Congress, the Depart-
ment has so far proven reluctant to publish
a final scripted report of the study. As noted
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by Dr. Glenn Buchan, a distinguished and ex-
perienced bomber analyst at the RAND Cor-
poration,

“The fundamental problem with the heavy
bomber study is . whoever framed the
study cooked the books. They allowed a set
of assumptions that led to a preordained out-
come by essentially ruling out all the things
that would have led them to other re-
sults.”” 12

Buchan also noted that once the assump-
tions were laid out,

““one could have concluded in somewhere
between 30 seconds and, perhaps if one were
very careful and thoughtful, two or three
minutes, how this was going to come out,
not necessarily having to go through all the
computer runs and all the analysis.”” 13

The Heavy Bomber Study assumed the fol-
lowing scenario as its base case. The United
States would receive approximately two
weeks of strategic warning. Acting imme-
diately on this warning, the United States
would have these two weeks to deploy large
numbers of fighters and aircraft carriers to
the theater (without encountering any base
access or logistical support problems). The
enemy, having watched and waited as the
U.S. deployed overwhelming force into the
theater (at unprecedented rates) would then
attack anyway. American fighters would
then fly at sortie rates far beyond those
achieved during the Gulf War to defeat these
enemy forces.

To the thousands of fighters in combat, the
analysts then added 20 additional B-2s to
planned bomber force (for a total of 40 B-2s).
Using a land war simulation, the analysts
then assessed the impact of the additional B-
2s (which were flown at lower sortie rates
than that achieved by B-52s in the Gulf War)
on the overall campaign. In other words, the
capabilities of 20 B-2s, an approximately $25
billion investment over the next two dec-
ades, were compared to those of a force
structure costing about $5 trillion over the
same period. As Dr. Paul Kaminski, the
study leader, observed in his briefing:
““. . . we have ten times more tactical air-
craft than bombers. . After everything
has arrived, the bomber results get lost in
the overall aggregate.” 14

The conclusion of the study was that the
planned bomber force could meet all de-
mands ‘‘for anticipated scenarios and reason-
able excursions.” But testimony revealed
that the excursions were carefully scripted.
For example, one scenario was supposed to
look at the effects of a no tactical air power
case—that is, if we encountered difficulties
in deploying fighters or were concerned that
an adversary might strike our bases or car-
riers with weapons of mass destruction. But
it was revealed in testimony that through
some unexplained development, a wing of
fighters were always assumed present to sup-
port B-52 and B-1B bombers. What would
happen if those fighters weren’t there? This
case, dismissed as ‘‘unreasonable’, was never
considered.

Moreover, results that showed the B-2 in a
favorable light were never considered in the
decision-making process. For example, in
testimony to the Senate Armed Services
Committee, Senator Sam Nunn asked Dr.
Kaminski about the likely results if the U.S.
was taken by surprise and theater access was
a problem. Kaminski replied: “Then | am
going to need a lot more bombers than I have
in the current force.” But this conclusion
was never incorporated into the study rec-
ommendations.

The second major conclusion of the study
was that it would be more cost-effective to
invest in additional munitions, not addi-
tional B-2s, since additional weapons in-
creased overall force effectiveness. This is an
odd argument. By the same logic, one could
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argue that it would make more sense to in-
vest in jet fuel stocks rather than fighter
aircraft, since sufficient jet fuel is needed to
make the force more effective.

What the study should have looked at was
how an additional buy of B-2s compared to
buys of other planned force elements. But
this is something the Pentagon resisted.
Simply discussing the tradeoffs ended up
causing such internal friction in the Penta-
gon that the topic was removed from the
study. An unbiased analysis would quickly
illustrate the B-2’s superior cost-effective-
ness compared to other planned (and pre-
ferred) force elements—and thus would
throw the careful balance of interests in the
Department into disarray.

THE 1995 BOMBER INDUSTRIAL CAPABILITIES

STUDY

The Bomber Industrial Capabilities Study
was directed by Congress, chartered by the
DOD, and conducted by The Analytic
Sciences Corporation (TASC). The study con-
cluded that additional B-2 production was
not necessary to maintain the bomber indus-
trial base because, with enough time and
money, we could eventually recreate the ca-
pability to build B-2s in the future.

Eliminating time and money from consid-
eration avoids the dominant real world is-
sues. Obviously, with enough time and
money, we can recreate anything. The real
question is: how much time and money com-
pared to the option under consideration by
Congress—continued production. On that
question, the industrial base study was en-
tirely silent.

Although used to validate the decision
against more B-2s, the TASC industrial
study provides critical strategic data. The
dominant Pentagon argument against the B-
2 is affordability. Yet their own industrial
study estimates that building a new bomber
type, a B-3, could easily cost in excess of $35
billion for research and development alone
(with unit flyaway costs about the same as a
B-2) and raised questions about the afford-
ability of such a program. If building more
B-2s—with research and design already com-
plete—is too expensive, then certainly the
cost of a B-3 is prohibitive. Deciding against
B-2 production is therefore a de facto deci-
sion against any future bomber production.
It is a strategic decision to abandon the
bomber force.

THE QUADRENNIAL DEFENSE REVIEW AND THE

1997 B-2 STUDY

Congress clearly had little confidence in
the preceding Pentagon analyses, and in 1995
appropriated funds to resume B-2 produc-
tion. In February 1996, President Clinton or-
dered these funds spent on bringing the
original test B-2 (Air Vehicle 1) up to oper-
ational configuration. In addition, and at
Congress’ behest, he ordered the Pentagon to
once again re-examine the B-2 issue. This
time, the Pentagon was to compare the B-2’s
cost-effectiveness to that of other deep at-
tack systems. The absence of such a cost-ef-
fectiveness comparison was widely viewed by
critics as one of the 1995 Heavy Bomber
Study’s major failings.

The Pentagon, though receiving this direc-
tion in February 1996, conducted no specific
B-2 analysis until March 1997. Over the space
of several weeks, analysts from the Joint
Staff, OSD, and the Institute for Defense
Analyses—the same group that conducted
the 1995 bomber force study—ran their com-
puter models and developed a summary
briefing. The analytic results of this study
obviously caused alarm bells among the Pen-
tagon hierarchy. Simply put, the results
showed that B-2s were more cost-effective
than any other force element.

Before proceeding further, let us examine
the analysis. Four scenarios were developed:
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a two conflict scenario with warning (allow-
ing time for deployment), a similar scenario
with short warning, a similar scenario with
short warning and base-access problems; and
a two conflict scenario with warning where
one of the conflicts featured a ‘‘near peer”’
competitor.

The Pentagon then assumed the immediate
retirement of the following forces: 2 fighter
wings (plus 10 percent of Marine air); 4 fight-
er wings (plus 20 percent respectively of Ma-
rine air); 2 carriers and their air wings
(though not the entire battle group); 3 car-
riers and their air wings; and all the B-1Bs.

With the funds freed up by these individual
retirements over the next 20 years, the study
then looked at how many B-2s could be pur-
chased. In general, retiring a carrier would
allow the purchase of 12-14 B-2s; a fighter
wing about 8-12 B-2s.

Using a complex computer simulation, the
analysts then looked at how many B-2s were
needed to replace the various retired force
elements in each of the four scenarios. In al-
most every case, savings enabled more B-2s
to be purchased than were required to re-
place the retired systems’ military capabil-
ity in the conflict scenarios. In other words,
B-2s proved more cost-effective than the
planned forces.

These were not the desired answers. What
the analysis showed in general was that very
small numbers of B-2s could potentially re-
place large groups of planned—and thus pre-
ferred—forces (such as the entire B-1B fleet).
And the cost of those B-2s was substantially
less than the forces they were replacing. In
the wrong hands, these results could be used
to argue that a B-2-based force structure
could support U.S. national security at lower
budget levels—exactly what had been pre-
dicted by B-2 supporters in Congress after
the Heavy Bomber Study debacle. Accord-
ingly, arguments were developed to counter
these results.

One tactic was to break up the warfighting
results into two phases: (1) the halt phase;
and (2) the counter-offensive. The halt
phase—the period during which U.S. forces
would stop an enemy offensive—was high-
lighted by the QDR strategy as being ex-
tremely crucial and the results once again
showed the B-2s cost-effectiveness; very few
B-2s were needed to replace carriers, fight-
ers, or B-1Bs. For the counter-offensive (that
is, the period when our ground forces had
built up and had launched an offensive after
months of aerial bombardment), the analysts
calculated the number of weapons each force
element could deliver compared to a cost-
equivalent number of B-2s. These results
showed that the other forces would be able
to deliver more weapons in a given period of
time (unlike the fighter forces, however, the
B-2s were not allowed to deploy forward to
increase their sortie rates).

But the counter-offensive results really
showed how carefully the metrics had to be
arranged to achieve the desired outcome.
Weapons delivery potential after we have
stopped the enemy advance, destroyed his
army, ripped apart his strategic infrastruc-
ture, chopped up his lines of communication,
attacked his leadership, and destroyed his
air force and air defenses, hardly matters.
The issue of winning or losing is no longer in
doubt. Assuming performance in the
counter-offensive to be as important as in
the halt phase contradicts the QDR strategy
that presents the halt phase as being abso-
lutely vital to meeting national security ob-
jectives. In addition, if the analysis had used
ton-miles as a metric instead of just tons,
the B-2 would have proven superior. Ton-
miles, which is calculated by taking tons of
weapons delivered times miles flown, is a
useful measure because it incorporates the
important metric of range.

However, the most revealing illustration of
the Pentagon’s orchestration of the results
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was found in the ‘‘capability gap’ charts,
which emerged as the centerpiece of the ar-
guments used against the B-2 since the quan-
titative results had proven so problematic.
Here, the Pentagon claimed that retiring a
single aircraft carrier, for example, would
greatly reduce the nation’s capability to do
drug interdiction, peace enforcement, anti-
ship warfare, the sea control, among others.
Similar claims were made for the retirement
of fighter wings. This line of argument raises
more questions than it answers. First, the
‘‘capabilities’ were completely undefined
and the B-2s unjustifiably excluded as poten-
tial contributors. Why couldn’t the B-2s con-
tribute to some of these missions? For exam-
ple, B-2s could destroy drug manufacturing
facilities with precision bombs, provide sea
surveillance, or fire anti-shipping missiles to
assist in sea control. Second, it is unclear
that a small reduction in the total force
would have any effect on these missions. In-
deed, but a small fraction of the force would
be required to fly a few ‘‘drug interdiction”’
missions. Third, and most important, the
missions selected are hardly core missions.
What is more important, conducting drug
interdiction or preventing the seizure of the
Persian Gulf oil fields? What the Pentagon
was trying to obfuscate was the fact that the
B-2 was more cost-effective than the planned
forces in fighting major theater wars. And

that was an unacceptable answer. =~
The clearest illustration of the bias inher-

ent in the 1997 study can be found in a closer
examination of the ‘“‘capability gap’ issue.
Specifically, not a single chart was dedicated
to highlighting the capabilities currently
missing from the current and planned force
that would be generated by expanding the B—
2 fleet. For example, we currently cannot
halt a large-scale armored assault without
tactical air forces in-theater prior to the
outbreak of hostilities. How do we plan to do
so in the case of a surprise attack? How do
we plan on conducting a large-scale pre-
emptive strike against an adversary’s facili-
ties for producing weapons of mass destruc-
tion? How do we plan on deploying forces in
the face of chemical and biological attack—
something the QDR says should be assumed?
How do we plan on conducting a large-scale
pre-emptive strike against an adversary’s fa-
cilities for producing weapons of mass de-
struction? How do we plan on striking facili-
ties that lie outside fighter range, such as
terrorist camps in northwestern Iran? No-
where in the briefing are the advantages of
an expanded B-2 fleet articulated, much less
highlighted. How could the Pentagon adver-
tise this as an unbiased analysis if no consid-
eration was ever given to the formidable ad-
vantages offered by the B-2? The lack of such
consideration is the clearest evidence that
the Pentagon planners preferred to stay
rooted in the concepts and force structures
of the past—and not consider the future.
THE 1995 CORM BOMBER STUDY

In 1994 legislation, the Congress also ap-
pointed a Commission on Roles and Missions
(CORM). As one of their tasks, the CORM
was asked to provide an opinion on the size
of the B-2 force. The CORM sidestepped this
issue in their final report—only stating that
if one believed the assumptions of the Heavy
Bomber Force Study study, one could believe
its conclusions. But what the CORM staff did
conduct was a most interesting study—pri-
marily, it seems, because it was performed
outside of the DOD’s influence. Future
Bomber Force, however, was filed away until
published by the Air Force Association in

1996.
Future Bomber Force offered a fresh view

of the B-2 issue. It was the only government
study to provide empirical insights into the
value of stealth technology. Like the QDR’s
quantitative results, it showed that B-2s
were the most cost-effective weapon system
available when compared to other preferred

June 23, 1997

forces. However, it did so using simple
‘“‘spreadsheet’” calculations instead of com-
plex computer simulations. Most signifi-
cantly, Future Bomber Force was the only
bomber study to show a grasp of the revolu-
tionary potential offered by the B-2. Listed
below is its “Summary of Findings’’:

“The synergy of advanced munitions with
the range and payload of long-range bombers
may be more important to the Department
of Defense in the years ahead than at any
time during the Cold War. Combined with
the stealth of the B-2, precision munitions
with long-range bombers have the potential
to provide key capabilities not available
from any other forces to meet critical future
national security requirements. Specifically,
these capabilities include:

“The potential to halt an armored force in
a matter of days from long-range; the ability
to survivably operate against an enemy from
beyond reach of enemy weapons (particularly
missiles armed with weapons of mass de-
struction); guaranteed responsiveness—inde-
pendent from forward basing or carrier
prepositioning; the ability to achieve strate-
gic or operational surprise quickly, imposing
wide-spread attack and paralysis upon an ag-
gressor with minimum exposure of friendly
personnel; the ability to swing survivable
and effective force from one MRC to another
rapidly; the psychological impact of strike
without notice; the ability to induce enough
uncertainty in a potential aggressor to deter
hostile activity conventionally while the
U.S. is militarily engaged elsewhere; and
greatly reduced support assets, personnel,
and basing requirements to achieve equiva-
lent effects with non-stealth and/or smaller
payload, shorter range aircraft.”

VIl. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our review of the bomber issue concludes
that current plans for the long-range air
power force are woefully deficient. We be-
lieve that the nation’s long-range air power
capabilities will be more important in the
future than they have been in the past. In-
deed, the changing shape of the security en-
vironment makes long-range air power ideal-
ly suited to the protection of American secu-
rity interests in the decades ahead. More-
over, we believe that proper exploitation of
the B-2 could radically change the way in
which we think about and employ military
power, leading ultimately to a much more
affordable and effective military posture.

The only option for maintaining the viabil-
ity of the bomber force over the long term is
to continue production of the B-2 stealth
bomber. Our review of the DoD’s studies in-
dicates that the B-2 issue has become so cap-
tive to Pentagon bureaucratic politics that
the Department has made the wrong strate-
gic choice. By following the DoD’s rec-
ommendations, the bomber force itself be-
comes a wasted asset. The nation will be
abandoning a weapon system that is becom-
ing very cost-effective as precision weapons
are introduced. This capability will become
increasingly vital to supporting U.S. na-
tional security in this very challenging new
era. This is not the way to conduct rational
national security decision-making. By allow-
ing organizational politics and short-term
affordability concerns to dominate the B-2
debate, we will turn our backs on the future.
Moreover, we will risk U.S. national security
interests and the lives of thousands of young
Americans.

We believe Pentagon opposition will even-
tually ameliorate once military planners
gain greater appreciation of the advantages
offered by the B-2. But until that time, the
future of the bomber force and this revolu-
tionary weapon system lies with Congress.
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The situation is similar to that of the F-117
in the 1980s. The Air Force insisted that a
single squadron of these revolutionary air-
craft was all that was needed; Congress di-
rected a doubling of the buy, an action that
saved many American and allied lives in the
Gulf War. Today, once again, only Congress
can set in motion the steps needed to main-
tain production of the B-2.

Additional B-2s are affordable within
planned budgets. The Pentagon plans to in-
crease procurement spending approximately
50% by 2001 and those funds should be spent
on the most cost-effective systems, such as
additional B-2s. We make the following rec-
ommendations:

Fund at a minimum one additional B-2
squadron (9 aircraft), but keep open the pos-
sibility of increasing the production rate and
planned force size;

Direct the Department of Defense to de-
velop and provide to the Congress a five-year
procurement plan that contains a full fund-
ing plan for one additional squadron of B-2s;
and

Hold a hearing to assess whether to re-es-
tablish an operational command in the Air
Force dedicated to long-range strike, headed
by a four star general, who can ensure that
bomber issues are given appropriate consid-
eration in national security decision-mak-
ing.

The fundamental strategic choice is up to
you in Congress. An enhanced bomber force
centered on a larger B-2 fleet could make
revolutionary contributions to our national
security. We urge you to take the steps nec-
essary to make sure that the opportunity af-
forded by the B-2—a better, more effective,
and more affordable military—becomes re-
ality.
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Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, how
much time do we have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] has 4%
minutes remaining, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. FOLEY] has 7% min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from California [Mr. HUNTER] has 23%2
minutes remaining.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |

yield myself 30 seconds to make a re-
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sponse to the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. Dicks], who just spoke.

Mr. Chairman, when the gentleman
talked about conventional deterrents,
it is not in the platform, it is in the
weapons. And the weapons are standoff
smart bombs and precision-guided mis-
siles. Second, remember, we do not
have zero, we have 21 of these planes. |
think it is a flight into fantasy, it is a
bit of hyperbole to think if we jump
from 21 to 30, the world will tremble. If
that is the case and we cannot see the
Stealth bomber, tell the world we have
a thousand of them. They cannot see
it. How would they know? That would
really be a deterrent and we would save
a whole lot of money.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds to respond to the
comments of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS].

The standoff weapons, Mr. Chairman,
are extremely expensive. They are over
$1 million apiece. That is our air
launch cruise missiles. In fact, closer
to a million and a half apiece. That is
compared to $23,000 for the short-range
weapons once your bomber has pene-
trated.

Mr. Chairman, we are sending out
our Navy ships that have missile tubes
with no missiles in them because the
Navy and the other services have not
bought enough missiles. It is difficult
to get these very expensive standoff
weapons that the gentleman says we
are going to be buying. The smart buy
is the B-2 bomber.

Mr. Chairman, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. SKELTON], the ranking
member of the subcommittee.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | was
sorry to hear a few moments ago the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FOLEY]
say this is not about the defense of our
country. It is about the defense of the
young men and young women in uni-
form, those who are on the firing line,
those who are nearing battle, those
who may be called upon unless we have
a weapons system that slows down or
stops the enemy. The question is asked
by my friend from California, who
wants it? The young men and young
women on the ground want it. Talk to
the young soldiers who saw the bom-
bardment and what the F-117’s did to
help them win in the Persian Gulf war.

Mr. Chairman, this is an important
decision. It is not something we should
take lightly. We should also be very
careful in what we do this evening and
not do something against the interest
of America. Often, historically, this
Congress has done that. We should not
step into that hole once begin.

It is rather interesting that the re-
play of something back in 1925, a cou-
rageous Brigadier General by the name
of Billy Mitchell spoke openly and
forcefully for a bomber force. And here
we are again, in 1997, saying the same
thing, only with a more sophisticated
bomber force that has stealth, that has
long range, that can save American
lives.
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It is interesting that the second part
of this amendment has not been al-
luded to, the $331 million that goes
elsewhere. | say to my colleagues that
the Senate in conference | think will
invade this budget for $331 million for
their programs because not one heli-
copter, not one truck, not one artillery
piece is singled out for these dollars.

This Stealth B-2 bomber has a mis-
sion, it has an important mission to
fulfill the strategy set forth in the re-
cent quadrennial defense review of
shaping, responding and preparing. In-
sofar as shaping the battlefield, the F-
117, the Stealth, did work. It had short
range. We had several air bases nearby.
And as time goes by, as already has
been mentioned, those will be fewer
and fewer. This allows us to respond
within hours rather than the days and
the weeks it takes to get fighter bomb-
ers, to get aircraft carriers into posi-
tion. We cannot count on local host
airfields.

Mr. Chairman, long-range air power
will be more important than ever in
the decades ahead. Consequently, we do
not believe that a mere force of 21 B-2’s
will satisfy foreseeable U.S. military
requirements. The changing shape, the
security environment makes long-
range stealthy precision strike power
ideally suited to the protection of
American security interest in the dec-
ades ahead and that the Nation’s long-
range air power capabilities will be
more important in the future than
they have been in the past.

The B-2’s ability to strike independ-
ently within hours anywhere in the
globe from bases in the United States
leaves it uniquely well-suited among
all U.S. force elements for dealing with
unexpected challenges. And we have
had those in our history: Pearl Harbor,
Kuwait. They are there.

The only realistic option for main-
taining the viability of the long-range
stealthy precision strike force over the
long-term is to continue production of
the B-2. The B-2 is there for a critical
national asset which is uniquely capa-
ble of performing these vital missions.
That is reality. That is reality, Mr.
Chairman. Being able to strike the
enemy promptly and accurately from a
distance is the best choice in many sce-
narios, particularly since it is more ef-
fective and less costly than other op-
tions when all costs are considered.

Mr. Chairman, | urge a no vote on
this amendment.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], Navy top
gun, my seat mate from San Diego.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
Shoeless John Kasich, tell me it is not
so. Tell me an individual who is a car-
ing individual would send our men and
women off to combat. In Vietnam, we
lost 10 percent of our bomber force in
11 days, B-52s. And that is what we are
asking our kids to go forward in. Not
with standoff weapons, like the gen-
tleman says, but our kids are going to
die.
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Shoeless JOHN KASICH, put yourself in
an airplane that is on fire, coming
down, not knowing if you are going to
die or you are going to be a prisoner of
war. | cannot tell my colleague, | have
been through that. And there is no
Benson and Hedges in white scarf.
When they told my mom | was shot
down, they had to take her to the hos-
pital; she had a nervous breakdown.

That is what we are talking about in
these families. And why, why the B-52
in the first place? You take an F-22
which the Air Force is going to escort
a bomber in, the SU-27, the SU-35, and
the SU-37, which Russia is shipping all
over the country today, with its big
radar, can knock down our airplanes.
That puts us inside the envelope when
they shoot their AA-12, which outranks
and outflies our RAM. Our Kids are
going to make it because the F-22 and
the B-2 get in undetected before the
MIG’s, and they are going to die in-
stead of ours.
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But put them there with a B-52 and
that thing is going to illuminate the
whole sky. Everybody is going to know
where your force is and they are going
to attack it, and our Kkids are going to
die.

Shoeless John Kasich, tell me it ain’t
so. Tell me that you would not put our
kids in harm’s way and put them out
there where they are not going to come
back.

The gentleman from Florida says he
supports the flag. | appreciate that.
But we damn near died for the flag, and
I do not want our Kkids to die coming
back in B-52’s and antiquated B-51’s, or
B-1's. Give us a chance, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
7Y minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KasicH], the chairman of the
Committee on the Budget.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, let me
just suggest to all the people that talk
about the fact that people’s lives are
being put at risk, | do not know wheth-
er my colleagues know it or not, but
the military does not want this plane.
They do not want it. If they wanted it,
they would ask for it and they would
make space for it. Why? Because they
think there are other priorities that
are going to protect people’s lives, that
there are other requests that ought to
be honored, that are going to work to
save people in time of conflict.

By attacking the people who do not
support buying more planes, and to
somehow bring into question the fact
that there is some question about our
commitment to the ability of the Unit-
ed States to succeed in war, is not just
to attack us but to attack the mili-
tary, the Pentagon, the ones that fight
the war. They do not want the plane.
They do not want it because they do
not believe we can afford it and, frank-
ly, a number of them believe that it is
a cold war relic.

The B-2 was built. Its purpose was to
fly inside the Soviet Union in the mid-
dle of a nuclear war to hunt down mo-
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bile targets. We could not find mobile
targets in Iraq. Here we were to fly
into the middle of the Soviet Union, in
the middle of a nuclear war. That is
why the plane was designed. That was
its purpose. 1 was there when we first
heard about what its purpose was. Any
other new mission is a mission that
was created here, in this House, by
some people who were concerned about
national security and some people who
were concerned about jobs. | respect
that, but | do not support jobs bills
coming out of the Federal Government.
I used to fight them up here. Jobs are
to be created in the private sector.
That is why we are trying to balance
the budget and get lower interest rates.

The simple fact of the matter is it
does not have a mission anymore. | will
suggest to Members that | was engaged
in the negotiations with our Secretary
of Defense and with the people at the
Pentagon and we signed up to an agree-
ment, 20 planes. That is what they said
they needed. | talked with our former
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Cheney, who
said, contrary to any letter he signed,
“l want 20.”” We made an agreement to
build 20. We are going to spend $44 bil-
lion to buy 21 B-2’s. Every time | look
at the math, the math gets creative.
We get creative math. “Well, the next
set is going to cost less.”” | know this.
Show me the money. The money is, for
21 planes, we spent $44 billion, and we
will have 21 of these planes that will
function.

Second, the bombers. The last time |
checked, the bombers worked pretty
good in Irag. In fact, the statement was
it made the rubble bounce. They
worked well.

We need standoff weapons. If we want
to talk about putting people at risk,
why would we want to develop a sys-
tem where you fly over the enemy if
you can actually stand outside, away
from the enemy, and destroy the same
targets? The response to that is, ‘“We
can’t afford those standoff weapons.”

Well, if we did not spend another $27
billion on a plane that the Pentagon
does not want, maybe we could buy the
standoff weapons. The last time |
checked, there was a big report that
came out that said we had a severe
readiness problem that jeopardized the
ability of the military to function ef-
fectively. In this bill, we have not sig-
nificantly increased the amount of
money for readiness. Some people
argue we cut it. There was a study that
just came out and said we were not
ready.

I would suggest we take the $351 mil-
lion we have and put it into readiness,
help the guard, the reserve. Help them.
Give them the money they need. The
fact is, is that passing more B-2 bomb-
ers in my judgment undermines the
ability to have a strong national de-
fense because it puts our money in the
wrong priority items.

I am a supporter of the F-22 for one
reason: Air superiority. We need it. |
am for it. | believe in it. | believe in
the F-16. Did my colleagues see the
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number of F-16’s that would have to be
canceled over the lifetime of this to
buy a weapon the Pentagon does not
want? | know this in my career around
here. When the Pentagon wants some-
thing, we give it to them. And when
the Pentagon does not want something,
we give it to them.

The simple fact is, is that my friend,
the gentleman from California, | hold
in the highest regard. He is absolutely
committed to a strong national defense
and | salute him for it. And | salute a
lot of my opponents on this issue. |
really do. | have high regard for the
work that they do in the House. But
this is really a matter of judgments
and a matter of priorities, not a matter
of who is more for us to win and be ef-
fective and provide for the security of
our people.

We firmly believe that with the B-1’s,
with the 21 B-2’s, and with B-52’s that
have not flown, that in fact there are
appropriate missions for all of those
bombers. Just this last week we de-
feated additional D-5 missiles that go
in the submarines, that are another
standoff weapon.

The age of the future is about tech-
nology, and it is about air superiority,
and it is about mobility. But not nec-
essarily mobility as it relates to a
plane like the B-2, which the military
itself says does not fit in their plans
for mobility. The fact is we are going
to move into the next century. The
cold war is over, and the cold war relics
that are associated with the cold war
have to be put in their place.

Do we have a hedge? Do we have a
hedge against some potential threats
out in the future? The answer is yes.
But what we should not do is under-
mine our ability to allow the Depart-
ment of Defense in working with the
Congress to set the right priorities for
the next century, to have a military
budget that right now cannot all be
funded and not to stick another pro-
gram in that costs $27 billion, that will
in fact undermine our ability to have
effective conventional weapons and our
ability to have a high state of readi-
ness for the American soldier and sail-
or and airman.

I would say to my colleagues, the de-
bate is not over the 21 bombers. Mr.
Chairman, I am not asking the House
to Kill the 21 B-2's that cost the $44 bil-
lion. I am asking the House to stay
with the agreement. I am asking the
House to reject the idea that we can af-
ford another $27 billion to buy addi-
tional B-2’s.

I am asking the House to cast a vote
for national security, for national de-
fense, and for the fighting men and
women, so that in fact we can be more
effective. Let us not undermine the
ability to win the wars and to pursue a
good national security strategy by put-
ting too many things in a bill that the
military itself says we do not need.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume,
just to respond briefly to the remarks
of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Ka-
SICH].
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Mr. Chairman, first, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KasicH], for whom |
have great respect, said the cold war is
over and the B-2 is a cold war relic.

The problem with the Soviet Union
dissolving is they did not dissolve their
SAM production. That is surface-to-air
missiles. They are designed to do one
thing, and that is kill American air-
craft. That is how they shot down
Scott O’Grady over Bosnia. Basically a
little batch of teenagers in uniform
with 3 weeks’ training time in SAM
missiles delivered from the Soviet
Union, now Russia, were able to shoot
down an American high-performance
aircraft.

Mr. Chairman, the red on this map of
the world denotes all of the nations
that have SAM sites: Libya, Syria,
North Korea, and China have lots of
SAM sites. That means that if Ameri-
cans drive nonstealth aircraft into
those SAM sites as the gentleman from
California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] said, a
number of them are going to die. Sec-
ond, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA-
SicH] should be happy to know that we
have saved in the reform part of this
budget according to CBO $15 billion
over the next 5 years. That is enough
according to CBO to purchase the $12
billion buy of B-2’s and, once more, it
is 1/35th of what we are going to spend
for short-range aircraft.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNTER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KAsICH] says stealth does not mat-
ter. Stealth helped us win the gulf war.
But this was after Saddam had already
grabbed Kuwait. We then blew him out
of the ground, in essence, with the F-
117. What we are saying is with the B-
2, we can stop him from getting Ku-
wait. That is the big difference.

Mr. HUNTER. The gentleman makes
a good point. Saddam Hussein gave us
6 months to build airfields and acquire
airfields. We cannot guarantee that in
every situation.

Mr. DICKS. If we could stop him be-
fore he gets there, we could save bil-
lions of dollars and save many, many
lives.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. HARMAN], a very articu-
late member of the committee.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] was
talking about priorities. | rise in sup-
port of the B-2 and its priority role in
American military strategy. This
amendment offers us the wrong
choices. This issue is not about the re-
serve components or about whether the
B-2 is capable of doing what it is adver-
tised to do. In future warfare, tech-
nology will be more important than
manpower. Using large forces, whether
for combat or to support forces en-
gaged in combat, will be very risky
given the lucrative target they present
for weapons of mass destruction.

The reserve components are being
drawn down, and that is an appropriate
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course of action given likely warfare
scenarios. Trading the B-2, a vital
asset for all parts of our strategy, to
fund reserve component accounts that
will be substantially reduced in the fu-
ture does not make much sense. The
question is not whether the B-2 does
what is promised, as some would have
us believe, or whether other platforms
can do the same job, because B-2 per-
formance exceeds standards. We have
heard about its stealth, we have heard
about how it can meet the QDR re-
quirements of shape, respond and pre-
pare. It is the only system that can fly
great distances, penetrate hostile air-
space and deliver massive amounts of
munitions on key targets with accept-
able, even minimal, risks.

During last week’s debate on the de-
fense authorization bill, 1 repeatedly
stated my view that we can buy a bet-
ter defense for less money. We can. We
can and we must fund essential weap-
ons systems including long-lead fund-
ing for 9 more B-2s. We can and we
must cut outmoded weapons systems
and excess infrastructure. That is the
right trade. The trade in this amend-
ment is the wrong trade.

I urge a “‘no’’ vote.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment cuts $331 million, a down
payment on 9 B-2 bombers that we do
not need, and it moves the money to
the guard and reserve. It is simply that
simple. But this is not about just $330
million. This will remove a $27 billion
time bomb from the budget.

O 1945

In my view, this provision represents
Congress at its very worst. It jams
more weapons into this bill without
having any way to pay for those weap-
ons over the long term, it gives the
contractors the goodies that they have
lobbied for for so hard and long, but it
does not cut out other low-priority
items in order to pay for the long-term
costs of the system, and we are not
talking about loose change.

For the cost of just one of these
bombers, we could pay for the under-
graduate tuition for every single stu-
dent at the University of Wisconsin for
the next 11 years. Now that is not
small potatoes. For the cost of just two
of these bombers, we could double the
cost of cancer research in this country.

Which investment do my colleagues
think will protect more families from
the threat that they really face? An in-
vestment in two more B-2 bombers or a
doubling of cancer research in this
country?

There have been five studies that
have indicated that this weapon is not
needed in preference to other weapons.
There have been five studies which say
do not go ahead with it. Secretary
Cohen’s quarterly defense review or
quadrennial defense review said this in
part in opposing the B-2: It said exist-
ing forces would have to be retired im-
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mediately to pay for the additional B-
2’s. Even then the savings from retiring
the forces are not enough to offset the
large upfront investment for the B-2’s,
and there would be a loss in war-fight-
ing capacity during the decade or more
between when the outgoing forces were
retired and all the B-2’s were delivered.

Mr. Chairman, that alone ought to
tell my colleagues vote for this amend-
ment.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, former POW,

great Thunderbird driver, and great
pilot.
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.

Chairman, as my colleagues know, we
forgot what we are here for, and that is
to protect the United States of Amer-
ica. The B-2 is expensive, but we know
it is the only available system that can
directly attack heavily defended areas
anywhere in the world from the United
States within hours. We do not have to
deploy, we do not have to escort, we do
not have to create a big force. It means
that B-2 is likely to carry most of the
burden in any war.

To say that we have 21 and that
should be enough is naive and dan-
gerous. That number was kind of pulled
out of the air anyway, | think. The
gentleman from California, Mr. DuUN-
CAN HUNTER, mentioned earlier that 10
percent of our B-52’s missions were de-
stroyed in Vietnam.

I was in Vietnam. | was a POW there
for nearly 7 years, and let me tell my
colleagues something. | watched the
missiles fired around us until we
thought the sky was going to be like
daylight. It was night. | watched three
B-52’s get hit in the air. Do my col-
leagues know what? That airplane is
old. It cannot get in anywhere without
getting hit. They exploded right there
in the air, right in front of my eyes,
and | saw some of our countrymen die
on the spot, burn to death, and those
that got out, bailed out, got to Earth,
and do my colleagues know what? They
got imprisoned just like | was, and one
of the tail gunners had his leg cut off
by a Vietnamese because they were
mad at him.

Do we want that? | do not think so.
I think we want to protect our men. We
need to provide the equipment, the
military equipment, the most modern
equipment that we can provide for
them so that if we ever get into any
situation like that again, and it does
not have to be like Vietnam, it can be
as was stated before, a mission to de-
stroy the tanks in a place like Iraq be-
fore they get moving.

We must protect our troops. Give
them the airplane. Vote against this
amendment.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman 1 yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. McKEON] a very articulate
Member.

Mr. McCKEON. Mr. Chairman, | want
to thank the gentleman for all the
work he has done on this bill. As my
colleagues know, | had a speech pre-
pared, but | think we are to the point
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on this debate after many years, that
everything has been said and everyone
has not said it yet, so | would like to
say something a little different.

I had a new grandson born today,
John Wells Morrison 111, and as my col-
leagues know, my big concern is that
when he is my age he is still here, and
I am really concerned that when we de-
termine that we can foresee 20 and 30
years out into the future and say that
we no longer need this kind of equip-
ment, | have real concern because it is
not going to matter to me, | am not
going to be here. But I am concerned
about my 15 grandchildren, and | think
that | have been where this plane is
built, I have seen the capability of this
plane. And then when we hear like the
gentleman from Texas, Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON, who had to go to war, fly a mis-
sion that he was ill-equipped to fly, the
plane was not the right plane for the
mission, and yet he had to fly into
harm’s way and then spend 7 years in a
prisoner-of-war camp, | think it is
criminal that we would send our young
people out with equipment that is not
the best that we can provide them
with.

Mr. Chairman, we need this plane,
and we are talking about nine, nine
planes. How many planes did we have
flying in World War 11?7 And in Viet-
nam? And in Desert Storm? We are
talking nine planes to give us three
wings, three divisions, that we can
place around the world that would be a
strong deterrent, strong help.

We need this. Defeat this amend-
ment.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. TIAHRT] a B-2 proponent and ex-
pert.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, | appre-
ciate the opportunity because | have
kind of a unique perspective. I am
probably the only Member in Congress,
I believe I am the only Member in Con-
gress, that actually came out of aero-
space, and | worked on some of the
specifications for the B-2 so | know
that the mission was not just to fly
over Russia. It was to fly anywhere
globally and attack any target that
was protected by surface-to-air mis-
siles.

But the reason | support the B-2 is
really twofold. No. 1, it is economical
in terms of human risk. If my col-
leagues look at the initial strike in
Desert Storm, there were in excess of a
dozen targets. It took 75 aircraft, plac-
ing more than 140 servicemen at risk
by those initial strikes, and yet that
same group of tasks, those same tar-
gets, could have been accomplished by
just two B-2’s, placing only four pilots
at risk. So in human terms of human
risk, this is a very economical weapon
to have in our inventory.

And the second one is just the pure
cost of maintaining the 75-plus air-
craft, the procurement, the mainte-
nance, the keeping them up. If we bal-
ance that with the cost of B-2’s, it is
more economical.
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So it may be costly, but yet it is eco-
nomical, and vote no on the amend-
ment.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. ROHRABACHER], my friend.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
first of all let me say | respect my col-
leagues, the gentleman from California
[Mr. DELLUMS] and the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KasicH] but | disagree with
them on this issue.

We are making a decision today of
what options our leaders will have 20
years from now. That is what is impor-
tant when the gentleman from Califor-
nia’s, Mr. MCcKEON’s, grandson is
around and we are not. Twenty years
from now we do not want the option of
our American political leaders just to
be to go nuclear or to put hundreds of
thousands of Americans at risk on the
ground or to send in aircraft carriers
with thousands of Americans on those
and putting those people at risk.

I was in the White House when Presi-
dent Reagan was forced to bomb Libya.
We put thousands of Americans on
American aircraft carriers at risk. We
had to fly out of American bases in
England. We are not going to have
those American bases in England
throughout the world 20 years from
now. We need weapon systems today
for our leaders 20 years from now that
will project power from the United
States of America and put the fewest
Americans at risk that can possibly be
put at risk.

This is a cost-effective weapon when
we look at the cost of this as compared
to thousands of American lives in an
aircraft carrier. We want to give future
American leaders the option. | ask to
defeat this amendment.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, |
did not originally support the B-2. |
once made a statement, ‘““Why build
them? Tell the Soviets we have 500.
They can’t see them, they can’t hear
them; how are they going to know?”’

The wisdom of this House built the
B-2. B-2 is an advantage. B-2 gives us
the edge. Yes, it is costly, but how do
you quantify the value of the lives of
our troops? How many more Scot
O’Gradys, America, might experience
those types of disasters?

But there is one other thing today
because today’s debate is not about
money, it is maintaining the position
of strength to negotiate.

Ronald Reagan said America must al-
ways negotiate from a position of
strength. The B-2 maintains America’s
position of strength. That is the great-
est deterrent we have in international
possible conflict.

Now, yes, we must balance the budg-
et, but our major job here is to protect
the national security. And, my col-
leagues, America cannot do it with the
Neighborhood Crime Watch. We have
got to step up.

The time to Kill B-2 was at the begin-
ning. Congress went ahead. Now to Kill
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the B-2 is not cost effective. The major
production costs have already taken
place. Now the copies can come for-
ward.

We cannot protect America with the
Neighborhood Crime Watch. We must
negotiate from a position of strength.
Ronald Reagan was right about that.
B-2 gives us the edge. Take the edge.

| oppose the amendment.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
45 seconds to my friend, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON].

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, | do
not think | need 45 seconds to tell ev-
erybody to come over here and vote for
this vital piece of weaponry that we
need desperately in this country.

| associate my remarks with the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. He
makes more sense every day. | hope he
does not run for Governor, | hope he
stays here. But let me tell my col-
leagues something.

For those like my good friend from
Florida, Mr. FOLEY, who sat in my of-
fice listening a few minutes ago, as my
colleagues know, if they wonder, | sug-
gest they put on a uniform every week
and go and fly on those B-52 bombers
that are in such bad condition that we
do not know whether they are going to
stay in the air from one day to the
next. And my colleagues talk about
young men and women serving in the
military and giving the best money can
buy. That is what we need to do right
now is to come over here and vote for
this B-2 piece of legislation.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DELAY], the majority whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, we do have a very im-
portant choice to make tonight, and it
is a choice between a policy that short-
changes the men and women that risk
their lives in defense of our Nation or
it is a policy that will provide those
men and women with equipment and
the tools that