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to exact a recall and to freeze the as-
sets of the companies that are attrib-
utable to that drywall that is manufac-
tured in China. They have that author-
ity. 

If they are not going to act on that 
authority, then the Congress is going 
to have to act for them. That is the bill 
Senator LANDRIEU and Senator VITTER 
and I and others also who have joined 
have filed. 

I thank the Senator from Oklahoma, 
Mr. INHOFE, our dear friend. I did not 
even know this, but the Senator must 
have heard some of this problem in his 
State of Oklahoma. This is a problem 
of monumental proportions. 

I will close by saying, because of that 
report yesterday from the staff of the 
commission to the staff of the Senate 
committees, there are a couple of news 
articles today: ‘‘Drywall Clamor Is In-
tensifying.’’ Another headline cries 
out, ‘‘Agency Outlines Strategy To 
Deal With Chinese Drywall.’’ Another 
headline cries out, ‘‘Efforts On Chinese 
Drywall Fix Too Slow.’’ 

I close with this: Put yourself in the 
place of the poor homeowner. They are 
there with their children. This is their 
dream home. They have put all of their 
assets into their home. They are cur-
rent on their mortgage, and suddenly 
they start realizing the symptoms they 
and their children have had over the 
last several months, and in some cases 
years, is attributable to this. They now 
understand why they have replaced 
their air-conditioning unit three times. 
They now see why they cannot keep 
their silver polished. They now know 
why the refrigerator metal and the 
dishwater metal is constantly cor-
roding, and their pediatrician is telling 
them to get their child out of that 
house. As a result, they have vacated 
their dream home. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. So I close by 
saying my plea to the Senate is to in-
sist, if we have to, through the passage 
of this legislation, to address this prob-
lem head on. It is a major problem fac-
ing the people of this country. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, it is my 

understanding that I have 1 hour. I did 
not mind the Senator going over. I was 
enjoying the comments of my friend 
from Florida. But I want to make sure 
I still have that hour. 

I ask unanimous consent that I do. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

GUANTANAMO BAY 
Mr. INHOFE. Let me say this to my 

friend from Florida. Coincidentally, I 
was talking to my friend, Senator 
VITTER, who went over this with me. I 
have instructed my staff to add me to 
the Senator’s bill as a cosponsor. 

As the Senator from Florida will re-
member, he and I have agreed on a lot 

of the problems we are having today 
with China; for one thing, the threat 
that is out there, both in terms of en-
ergy and military buildup. I have been 
very much concerned as I go through— 
and my friend from Florida and I are 
both very active in trying to get things 
done in Africa—as we go through Afri-
ca, individually or together, we notice 
one of the major things we see taking 
place there, particularly in the area of 
the Sea of Guinea and other places in 
Nigeria where they have huge oil re-
serves, is the Chinese are building all 
of these new and shiny bridges and all 
that, which is competing with us since 
we have the same problem they have in 
terms of a lack of energy. 

So I would enjoy joining him in some 
of these problems we see that we are 
having with China. 

I wanted some time this morning. I 
actually have four causes going on 
right now. I am not going to have time 
to address all four of these. But I will 
just briefly say what they are, then I 
will start with the one I think is the 
most critical right now. First of all, 
one of my causes is having to do with 
Guantanamo Bay. 

The fact that people are talking 
about closing it, President Obama has 
stated—actually in his inaugural ad-
dress he did not, but then later on said, 
yes, we are going to close it in spite of 
the problems that would come to us if 
we did close it. 

I am anxious to have time on the 
floor to talk about the frequent visits I 
have made to GITMO. One of the few 
good deals the Government has today 
is Guantanamo Bay. It might be that 
the Presiding Officer is not aware of 
the fact. It is one of the good deals out 
there. We only pay $4,000 a year, the 
same thing we paid in 1903, for the use 
of this great facility. 

There has been no evidence of any 
kind of abuse of prisoners or detainees. 
They have a judicial center that is un-
like anything in the United States. 
These are tribunals. 

We cannot put these terrorists, these de-
tainees, into our prison system. That is not 
going to work. If it does, I would like to 
know which Member of the Senate wants to 
have those detainees housed in their own 
State. I am sure the Presiding Officer is not 
excited about having them in Illinois. I am 
not excited about having them in Oklahoma. 

What would happen is, anyplace 
where they would be detained in the 
United States would be a magnet to 
terrorist activity. But I hope I will 
have a chance to talk about that. 

CLIMATE CHANGE 
The next thing would be on some of 

the recent developments in what they 
used to call the global warming prob-
lem. Since we are in the fifth year of a 
cooling period, they are trying to 
change that to ‘‘climate change.’’ But 
this is something a lot of people in this 
body are pursuing. 

I would say this: There are not the 
votes for a major tax increase. A cap 
and trade on carbon would now con-
stitute somewhere between $350 and 
$400 billion each year as a tax increase, 

and it is something that would not ac-
complish anything. 

In fact, if there are a few people still 
remaining out there who believe global 
warming is caused by carbon dioxide 
and we need to restrict it in some way, 
let’s keep in mind, if we do something 
unilaterally in the United States of 
America, then what few manufacturing 
jobs we have left in this country are 
going to go to places where they can 
provide energy in places such as China 
and Mexico, where they have no re-
strictions on emissions on CO2. 

So I would only say I hope we have 
time to talk about that. 

TARP 
The last thing is TARP, the program 

that started here. I was critical of the 
Bush administration back in October 
when then the Secretary of the Treas-
ury came along and talked about, well, 
we have to have $700 billion to buy 
damaged assets. I looked at that thing 
and read it. There was nothing in there 
that compelled the Secretary of the 
Treasury or the President to use that 
$700 billion for anything. There is no 
accountability to Congress. It is un-
precedented. 

So I was criticizing the Bush admin-
istration, only to find out it was Tim 
Geithner, who is now the Secretary of 
the Treasury, who was behind this 
whole thing. He started the Bear 
Stearns problem. So I no longer criti-
cize the Bush administration and Hank 
Paulson. 

But, nonetheless, if you stop and 
think, it is so hard for me and for other 
people to envision what $1 trillion is or 
$100 billion is. The $700 billion, if you 
will do your math, you take the num-
ber of households who file tax returns 
and pay taxes and that is $5,000 per 
household. That is shocking when you 
tell people. 

A lot of people who voted for that in 
the first place, in fact, 75 of the Sen-
ators who voted for that monstrosity 
back in October now are regretting 
that they did. Their comments are, 
well, they lied to us. They said that 
was going to be used for damaged as-
sets. 

They did lie to us. They flat lied. 
They never had any intention of using 
that money to buy damaged assets. 
Now, after they have bailed out several 
banks and put billions of dollars in 
banks, now they are saying, well, we 
need to buy damaged assets. Well, 
where were they when the problem was 
there? 

I do want to talk about that and will 
be talking about that in a lot of detail 
as time goes by. 

f 

MILITARY BUDGET 

Last Monday, I did not have much 
time on the Senate floor to get into the 
problem that I see, and the problem 
was with the announcement that was 
made by Secretary Gates, the Sec-
retary of Defense. It happens by coinci-
dence that I was in Afghanistan when 
that happened. I was looking around 
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and I saw the Bradleys going back and 
forth and the helicopters and these 
kids getting ready to go on their pa-
trols and I was thinking: Wait a 
minute. Why is the President of the 
United States gutting the military 
right at a time when we are at war? 
This has never happened before. 

So I did a YouTube from there. I 
talked about the problems I had with 
the announcement made by Secretary 
Gates. I had to say, and I will repeat it 
over and over during the course of this 
discourse, it is not really Secretary 
Gates. He is in a position where he is 
given a number—I know he cannot say 
this, and he will probably deny it—he 
is given a number to say: You try to 
defend America within the confines of 
this number. 

So what do we have? We have the F– 
22, the only fifth generation fighter 
that is being stopped. We have China 
and Russia, both of them, with vehicles 
that are fifth generation, but our kids 
are not going to have that if they are 
successful in making these cuts, and I 
do not think they are going to be suc-
cessful in making these cuts. 

The C–17—we all remember the C–17 
is the best high-lift vehicle this coun-
try has ever seen or that the world has 
ever seen. We need many more of them, 
but they have stopped this. The na-
tional missile defense system—we will 
get into all of this, the future combat 
system, the fact that we are sending 
kids out there with equipment that is 
not as good as some of the prospective 
adversaries. 

Nonetheless, I happened to be re-
sponding to the Gates statement from 
Afghanistan. This new thing—I don’t 
understand all the technology, but I 
was using YouTube. They said: Just 
talk on this, and they will pick it up. 
And I mean, it hit the fan. I came back, 
and every liberal journalist in America 
was just outraged. 

MSNBC’s Ed Schultz featured my 
video as part of his regular beat, the 
so-called ‘‘Psycho Talk.’’ He said: 
INHOFE is as wrong as he could be. 
Keith Olberman said I should do the 
math. And his guest, an unbiased 
guest, was Speaker PELOSI. And they 
said my criticism of Obama’s defense 
budget was simply desperation, and on 
and on and on. 

Not to be left out, Rachel Maddow 
used the same talking points and said, 
once again, the budget was actually 
going to increase. Then she brought on 
a guest, Eugene Robinson, associate 
editor and columnist, who is supposed 
to be some unbiased party, saying: 
INHOFE is making this stuff up. He is 
lying. 

Rich Sanchez didn’t want to be out-
done. That is CNN. He came on and 
talked about: I am going to do a fact 
check and it is ridiculous. 

It is interesting how hateful these ex-
tremists are. All you have to do is say: 
We need to put America in a position 
where we have the best of everything 
because we don’t know what contin-
gencies are coming, and they go crazy. 

Fortunately, there are more respon-
sible people around. I enjoyed the edi-
torial, after getting all this criticism, 
in the Wall Street Journal where they 
are talking about how the Navy is left 
with a fleet of fewer than 300 ships. Is 
that adequate? I don’t think it is. I can 
remember when it was 700. Now we see 
the piracy, all the problems. We know 
there is a need for more carriers, and 
yet this cut is being made. 

They criticized the Gates decision for 
killing the stealthy F–22 fighter. That 
is true. Originally, we were going to 
have 750 F–22s. Now he wants to stop it 
at 187—totally inadequate—saying that 
the F–35 is going to be cheaper. That is 
technology down the road. The mission 
isn’t the same. It certainly can’t com-
pete with the F–22. 

They criticized the Gates budget pri-
orities as giving no indication as to 
how the Pentagon is going to ensure 
military dominance and extend the 
battlefield to the future in outer space. 
Outer space is where the future battles 
are going to be fought, but not accord-
ing to this report, $1.4 billion cut. This 
is out of the Wall Street Journal edi-
torial. I already have this in the 
RECORD. I put it in last Monday. 

This is something we are talking 
about. Many of us were concerned over 
the ability, in some places such as 
Iran—could be Serbia, someplace else, 
Syria perhaps—of being able to hit 
Western Europe and then, with the 
longer range, hit the east coast of the 
United States. So we went to the Czech 
Republic, talked personally with the 
President Vaclav Klaus. He is one of 
the best Presidents in the history of 
Eastern Europe. Their Parliament 
agreed to let us put radar in there. And 
then next door in Poland, their Par-
liament agreed to have us put in a 
launching system. Now we are coming 
along and pulling the rug out from 
under them, and this is all covered. 

By the way, if you don’t like the Wall 
Street Journal, there is an organiza-
tion called the Center for Strategic and 
International Studies. I defy anyone to 
criticize this organization. The chair-
man of that organization is Sam Nunn. 
We all remember him. I served with 
Sam Nunn. If you look at the people on 
this—Richard Armitage, former De-
fense Secretary Bill Cohen, Bill Frist, 
Henry Kissinger—you can’t find a 
heavier list of people. James Schles-
inger, Brent Scocroft were a part of 
this organization. They came through 
and talked about all of the systems 
proposed for termination by Secretary 
Gates as very valid missions and real 
requirements. None of them is a waste-
ful program. These are Democrats and 
Republicans. This is not partisan. 

They go on to say that Congress 
should legitimately question spending 
priorities and perhaps take the next 
step, which we intend to do. I am sec-
ond ranking member of the Armed 
Services Committee. Certainly, the 
Presiding Officer is serving on that. I 
will be looking for his support to try to 
look at these cuts and see what is real-

ly necessary for us to keep to defend 
America. 

They talk about the B–52 bomber. By 
stopping the advanced bomber, which 
is in this program, the Obama program, 
we are going to be relying upon this B– 
52 that has been in existence for 50 
years. It is twice the age of the pilots 
who are flying it. We can’t continue to 
do this. 

I want to go ahead, after the conclu-
sion of my remarks, and put in this re-
port, which is the report of the CSIS, 
the Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. INHOFE. The problem is focused 

on one number. If they talk about that 
this is not a cut in defense spending, 
we need to look and examine that, 
which I will do in a few minutes. Actu-
ally, thanks to the Obama administra-
tion, overall defense spending has been 
cut by $10.7 billion in 2009. You might 
say 2009 was not his year. It was. The 
second half of the emergency supple-
mental fell under his jurisdiction, so 
that is an accurate figure. It would be 
cut again in fiscal year 2010, based on 
projected inflation and the potential 
use of what is now being called over-
seas contingency. I call that the global 
war on terror. They want to rename it 
now. It sounds a little more palatable 
to some of these editorial liberals to 
whom I have already referred. 

We have reached a crossroads where 
we will have to choose to either invest 
in the modernization and readiness of 
our military or kick the can down the 
road. That is what we have been doing 
for a long time. 

We had a hearing yesterday in the 
Readiness Subcommittee, chaired by 
EVAN BAYH. The ranking member is 
RICHARD BURR. We went over all of this 
with some of the top people in the mili-
tary. Quite frankly, they agreed with 
all these comments that I am making 
today and I made yesterday on this 
committee. Based on the projected de-
fense budget for the next 10 years, it 
looks as though the administration is 
taking us down the same path that led 
to a weaker and poorly equipped mili-
tary. 

It is interesting that a lot of the peo-
ple over the years who have been crit-
ical of defense spending—talking about 
liberals who are here in this Chamber— 
are the same ones now saying: Wait a 
minute, our Guard and Reserve can’t 
handle the op tempo. That is a term 
used, ‘‘operation tempo,’’ number of de-
ployments and all this. The problem we 
have is that we gone through—and I 
will show this in a minute—a period of 
time in the 1990s where we downgraded 
the military, and then we turned 
around and along comes 9/11. All of a 
sudden, we have a President who has to 
prosecute a war, at the same time try-
ing to build a military. 
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The plan he announced is intended to 

reshape the priorities of America’s de-
fense establishment and profoundly re-
form how DOD does business. I agree 
that we need to have procurement re-
forms in the Pentagon. There is no 
question about that. But let’s don’t use 
that for an excuse to cut moderniza-
tion programs. 

I was in Afghanistan at the time this 
decision was announced, and it comes 
at a time in our history when we have 
dramatically increased our domestic 
spending in trillions of dollars under 
the umbrella of emergency bailouts 
and stimulus packages and all of that. 
If you stop and think about the amount 
of money this administration has real-
ly spent—look at the $700 billion bail-
out. Then you have the $789 billion 
stimulus package. Then you have the 
omnibus bill that is $410 billion. That 
adds up to $2 trillion. That is in the 
first 3 months. So when you look and 
think of the stimulus package, how 
much better would it have been if we 
could have had more defense spending 
at that time. There is nothing that em-
ploys more people, that better stimu-
lates the economy than defense spend-
ing. We tried to do that. Of course, that 
was defeated. So this President is on 
track to grow this country’s obliga-
tions to 22 percent of our GDP while he 
shrinks defense spending probably 
down to 3 percent. Right now, it is at 4 
percent of GDP. As I calculate, it will 
be down to 3 percent. 

Let’s see the chart. I would like to 
show people so there is no question 
about this. The chart we have here 
shows what happened back in the 1990s. 
The black line on top is when Bill Clin-
ton came into office. That is fiscal year 
1993. As it is projected forward for the 
next 8 years, the black line would say— 
let’s say we want to keep defense 
spending in terms exactly as it is 
today, back in 1993, except for infla-
tion. That black line is where it would 
be if we had kept that level of defense 
spending. The red line was the Clinton 
budget. That is what I am saying. We 
are going through the same thing now 
percentage-wise, almost the same 
thing that we went through there. So 
the difference between the Clinton 
budget and what would have happened 
with the level of spending is $412 bil-
lion. So you can say that is a $412 bil-
lion cut. 

Many of us on the floor of the Senate 
in the 1990s—me probably more than 
anybody else—talked about these dra-
matic, massive cuts in procurement 
and modernization. With very few ex-
ceptions, our soldiers, sailors, airmen, 
and marines have been using the same 
weapons systems while fighting a two- 
pronged war for 8 years, weapons and 
weapons systems from back during the 
Cold War, the same ones we are using 
today. We have been unsuccessfully 
trying to get past this bow wave cre-
ated in the 1990s when the military 
budget was cut by $412 billion and ac-
quisition programs and research and 
development were pushed to the right. 

That is a term we use that means if 
you are going to delay something, you 
push it to the right. 

The cost of kicking our military 
modernization down the road is twofold 
in that the increase in the cost to mod-
ernize and the increased cost to de-
velop and fuel new weapons is an in-
creased cost to operate and maintain. 
It gets to the point where it is like the 
car you drive. You buy a new car. You 
drive it for 20 years. At least that is 
what I do. You finally get to the point 
where you are paying more to maintain 
that car than if you would get a new 
one. A lot of that is because of the ac-
counting system that Government has. 
It is somewhat guilty of forcing this 
type of thing. But that is what has hap-
pened. We have forced ourselves to use 
older and older stuff. 

Our major combat systems that our 
troops are using today are those devel-
oped and procured during the 1980s. 
Some of them go all the way back to 
the 1950s. The Reagan administration 
was handed a military, everyone agrees 
now, that was a hollow force. No one 
questions that. At that time, people 
thought: There is not going to be any 
problem now. And then when the Cold 
War was over, everyone had this eupho-
ria: We no longer have a threat out 
there. The Cold War is over. The term 
they used, if you will remember, was— 
I can’t remember what it was now. It 
was a great benefit to put that money 
into social programs, which is what we 
are doing today. A peace bonus, that is 
what it was. 

So anyway, our combat systems are 
older and older, and the Reagan admin-
istration expanded the military budget, 
increased troop size, reenergized weap-
ons procurement, revived intelligence 
capabilities, and returned this country 
to its superpower status that it had 
been in the past. He guaranteed the su-
periority of the U.S. military’s weap-
ons systems capabilities through long- 
term investments and ensuring that 
our troops were provided with the most 
advanced equipment available. 

Secretary Gates said in January of 
2009: 

Our military must be prepared for a full 
spectrum of operations, including the type of 
combat we are facing in Iraq and Afghani-
stan, as well as large-scale threats that we 
face from places like North Korea and Iran. 

I want to say one more time that I 
don’t blame Secretary Gates. I am glad 
he is the Secretary of Defense. I just 
wish he had a better hand dealt him so 
he could do a better job. I think he is 
operating under the limitations of a 
White House that is just not a 
prodefense White House. Far too often, 
we have learned the hard lessons that 
we don’t have a crystal ball to pre-
cisely predict what our needs will be in 
the future. 

This actually happened to me. The 
last year I served in the House was 
1994. 

I was on the House Armed Services 
Committee at that time. I will always 
remember we had someone come in and 

testify and say that in 10 years we will 
no longer need ground troops. They 
were talking about all the precision 
stuff the Air Force does and the tech-
nology that was coming. That was tes-
timony a lot of people rejoiced to hear 
so they could start cutting the Marine 
Corps and the Army, which is exactly 
what happened. Then what happened? 
Then we had Bosnia and we had Kosovo 
and we had Iraq and we had Afghani-
stan. Now, after 7 years engaged in the 
war on terror, we know he was wrong. 

The strategic environment has be-
come increasingly complex, dynamic, 
lethal, and uncertain. Today, our mili-
tary is fighting with equipment that is 
decades old and with a force structure 
that is 40 percent less than it was in 
the 1980s. That is essentially what was 
cut during this timeframe right here. 
It was a cut of about 40 percent, if we 
take the budgets at the beginning and 
the end of it. 

So we are talking about force struc-
ture and modernization. Right now, the 
Air Force has 2,500 fewer aircraft. The 
Navy has cut its fleet size in half. The 
Army has reduced its force to half the 
number of divisions it had during the 
first gulf war. This all happened in the 
1990s. For the past 17 years, our mili-
tary has been asked to do more with 
less. 

One of the concerns I had back dur-
ing the 1990s, when they were cutting 
the force strength—that was back dur-
ing the time they were all rejoicing 
with this euphoric attitude I men-
tioned that the Cold War was over and 
we do not need a military anymore—so 
they were cutting it back at that time 
and believing we were not going to 
have to have the needs we were going 
to have. Unfortunately, what took less 
than a decade to field in the 1980s will 
now take us several decades to field. In 
the case of KC-X, the KC-X was sup-
posed to be online. We were supposed to 
actually have it by this time. Right 
now, our fueling capability is done 
with KC–135s. 

I will say this: At Tinker Air Force 
Base, they do a great job of taking 
these ancient aircraft and continuing 
them in service. But there will come a 
point where we can no longer continue 
to do that. In the United States, we are 
going to have to build and sustain mili-
tary capabilities required to respond to 
possible future threats across the spec-
trum. 

Wouldn’t it be great if we knew what 
the next war was going to be like? We 
have never been in that position. We 
have tried to guess, but we have always 
been wrong. The next war will not be 
like the past one or even like the one 
we are in now. History has taught us 
that very hard lesson. It also does not 
mean the next war will be like the one 
we might have to fight 5 or 10 years 
from now. The decisions we make 
today on the Senate floor will set the 
stage for what happens in the next 40 
years. I wish there were time. I wish we 
could instantly determine what our 
needs will be 20 years from now and not 
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have to prepare in advance. We cannot 
do that. Does anyone want to hazard a 
guess what the world will be like in 20 
years? 

There is a Marine Corps general. I 
have his name down here somewhere. 
In just this past February, he made 
this statement to a bunch of young ma-
rines. I was over there at the time he 
made it. This is a quote I want to read: 

You say the next conflict will be a guer-
rilla conflict. I say, it depends. In my life-
time, we have been in 5 big fights and a 
bunch of little ones. In only one of those 5 
big ones— 

And Desert Storm is what he was re-
ferring to— 
had we prepared for the type of war we 
wound up having to fight. 

That is one out of five. 
It is one thing to say that a certain type of 

fight is more or less likely; it is quite an-
other to say it is certain to be one or the 
other. In war, the only thing certain is un-
certainty. 

He went on to say: 
It may be that nobody can beat us in a con-

ventional fight today, but what we buy today 
is what we will have to fight with in 2020. 

Furthermore, advertising that our focus of 
effort is on the low-to-mid intensity fights of 
the future reduces the deterrence that pow-
erful conventional capabilities demonstrate 
to traditional state actors. Non-state actors, 
guerrillas, terrorists are not likely to be de-
terred by our capabilities. Nation-states are. 

See, we are used to that. He is dead 
right in this case. We knew during the 
Second World War who the enemies 
were: Germany and Japan. We knew 
their capabilities. During the Cold War, 
we knew the capabilities. I sometimes 
look wistfully back on the days of the 
Cold War because at least then it was 
predictable. We knew how they 
thought, their thinking process. We 
knew their capabilities. 

He goes on to say: 
We had better well have the capability to 

fight the guerrilla and the nation-state, re-
gardless of which of these is more or less 
likely. 

That is a very wise man. He is advis-
ing his young marines, and they lis-
tened, and it makes sense. 

We were not able to predict the fall 
of the Soviet Union, the rapid growth 
of the ballistic missile capability of 
North Korea, or the rise in the asym-
metric warfare in which we are cur-
rently engaged. It does not matter how 
great our military leaders or intel-
ligence is, our strategic thinking will 
always be imperfect. We have a lot of 
smart generals out there, and they are 
going to try to tell us what we are 
going to need 10 or 15 years from now, 
and they are going to be wrong because 
they have always been wrong. They un-
derstand that, as that Marine Corps 
general stated. 

In order to provide stability, America 
is going to have to be able to deter or 
defeat any threat, be it an insurgency 
or a challenge from a near-peer com-
petitor. We cannot any longer fool our-
selves that we are still sending our 
sons and daughters out with the best 
equipment. 

When I talk to people around the 
country, there is an assumption out 
there that when we go to war, regard-
less of what kind of war—asymmetrical 
or conventional warfare—we are send-
ing our kids out with the best of equip-
ment. That is not true. 

In a minute, I am going to show you 
that there are other countries that 
have things that are better than what 
we have in our defense capability, in 
our effort to conduct warfare. But be-
fore I do that, let me at least address 
what all these critics of me were say-
ing when we talked about how much 
less money right now we are going to 
be projecting into our force structure, 
in our military spending, if we do the 
math. So let’s go ahead and do it. 

As I stated earlier, we need to look at 
the total defense budget—what DOD 
actually spends on all its operations. 

During the Bush administration, the 
sources that funded our defenses were 
not all just DOD or the Department of 
Defense, appropriations and authoriza-
tions. They were also the DOE funds. 
DOE has a lot of funds for nuclear ships 
and weapons. We have certainly war-
time supplementals. All of those added 
up to what we spent on defense. What 
they are trying to do now is say, well, 
the DOD appropriations are actually 
going to be greater today than they 
were in fiscal year 2009. Well, that may 
be true, but that is not the total 
amount of defense spending. That is 
just a small part of it. 

I think the best evidence of that is to 
see what systems we have to cut in 
order to act under the confines of this 
budgeting. 

First, there is a net loss in defense 
spending in 2009 of $10.7 billion. This is 
the second increment of the supple-
mental that came under the jurisdic-
tion of the current administration, the 
Obama administration. President Bush 
increased the total defense budget in 
2009 by $37.2 billion. 

He also approved $65.9 billion in sup-
plemental funds for the first part of fis-
cal year 2009. 

President Obama’s supplemental re-
quest of $75.5 billion for defense needs 
funds an increase of 21,000 troops. Well, 
I agree with his message that we need 
to increase the number of troops and 
increase the number of troops in Af-
ghanistan. That is very reasonable. But 
we are going to have to pay for those 
troops, and we cannot pay for those 
troops with the same amount of money 
we had when we had 21,000 fewer troops. 

The GAO report on the cost of the 
Iraq withdrawal said it will be a ‘‘mas-
sive and expensive effort’’ . . . that 
costs would more often increase in the 
near term. In other words, as you draw 
down in Iraq, that is going to increase 
the actual cost. 

It went on to say that the cost of 
equipment repairs, replacements, clos-
ing, and turning over 283 military in-
stallations in Iraq and moving troops 
and equipment home ‘‘will likely be 
significant.’’ 

Unfortunately, defense spending ac-
tually decreases in 2009 by $10.7 billion 

due to President Obama’s decreased 
total supplemental request from $189 
billion to $141 billion. 

So let’s compare 2009 to 2010, where I 
have been accused of not being able to 
do the math. 

Defense spending does increase from 
2009 to 2010 by $14.9 billion. But accord-
ing to President Obama’s letter to 
Speaker PELOSI, there will be no more 
supplementals. If we take the 
supplementals out, then it is a dra-
matic reduction in spending. That 
would mean DOD would have to fund 
all wartime operations out of the hide 
to the tune of $100 billion-plus. 

However, President Obama does fence 
off $130 billion for ‘‘Overseas Contin-
gency Funds.’’ Well, that is within the 
budget, and I guess that is what he now 
calls the war on terror. Even adding 
the $130 billion to defense spending— 
which is never the case with supple-
mental funding—the overall increase in 
defense spending for 2010 is $3.5 billion. 

I say that because we know when we 
have an emergency supplemental, ev-
erybody puts everything they can into 
it, and that is where the effort is tak-
ing place. 

Now, we add the accelerated growth 
of the Army and Marine Corps—a 65,000 
and 22,000 increase, respectively—at a 
cost of approximately $13 billion to 
cover pay and health care costs, and we 
start to see the beginnings of how our 
military modernization gets gutted. 

The DOD has certain ‘‘must pays,’’ 
things they have to pay. They have to 
pay personnel, operations and mainte-
nance, ongoing wartime, and contin-
gency operations. With a zero supple-
mental fund, the money to pay for 
these ‘‘must pays’’ will be taken from 
the base Defense budget, and the areas 
that are always hit are research and 
development and acquisition. There we 
are talking about modernization. 

So what I would like to do—well, 
first of all, just look at what is being 
cut. We know about the Future Combat 
System. I am going to cover these in a 
minute, but there are the F–22s, the C– 
17s, the national missile defense sys-
tem, the future bombers, and it does 
not stop in 2010. 

As we look at the projected defense 
budget through 2019, we see a decreas-
ing defense budget compared to GDP 
starting at 3.8 percent in 2010 and end-
ing with 3 percent in 2019. 

This is interesting to compare, to use 
the percentage of GDP. If we go back 
and look at what happened in the en-
tire 20th century—for 100 years—and 
we take the average of defense spend-
ing as a percentage of GDP, it is 5.7 
percent—5.7 percent. I have been ask-
ing to just keep it at no less than 4 per-
cent. Right now, it is a little under 4 
percent, but it would go down to 3 per-
cent with the budget expectations we 
are looking at right now. 

So when compared to a sustained an-
nual defense investment of 4 percent of 
GDP to recapitalize and modernize our 
military, the 10-year proposed Obama 
defense budget is $1.3 trillion in the 
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red. It is so similar to what we went 
through in the 1990s. I do not like to be 
overly critical, but there are a lot of 
people who are liberal people who gen-
erally, in their own mind, do not think 
we need a military. I have listened. 
They will never admit it. But they say, 
well, if all nations would stand in a cir-
cle and hold hands and unilaterally dis-
arm, all threats would go away. 

I respect people who have this opin-
ion, even though the opinion is wrong. 

So we have ships and naval aircraft 
that currently average being 18 years 
old, and Marine Corps aircraft that 
now average being over 21 years old. 
Refueling tankers—I am talking about 
the KC–135s—are over 44 years old; Air 
Force fighter aircraft, 19 years old; spe-
cial operations aircraft, over 27 years 
old. Special ops—everyone realizes 
what a great job they are doing. It is 
kind of like the Marine Corps. They al-
ways have to make do with older equip-
ment but never complain about it. 

In order to keep 40-year-old KC–135s 
in the air, the DOD had to reprogram 
almost $3 billion from the KC-X to re-
pair KC–135s. For the KC-X, we might 
remember—that was kind of con-
fusing—a contract was let, and that 
contract was challenged. That would 
have given us—not immediately, cer-
tainly, but over the next 20 years, we 
would be able to replace the KC–135s. 

I think it is easier—rather than to 
spend any more time talking about 
very complicated things in terms of 
budgeting—to just look and see service 
by service. The Army’s current fleet of 
combat vehicles was developed and pro-
cured between 30 and 60 years ago. 

We have the M1 Abrams tank, which 
has done a great job, that was devel-
oped back in the early 1970s and fielded 
in the early 1980s. The M2 Bradley 
Fighting Vehicle—we are still using 
that right now, and it is 25 years old. It 
is on its third significant modification, 
and it has been crucial in defending our 
troops against the IEDs the RPGs. 
Both of these combat-proven vehicles 
continue to undergo fleetwide resets. 
Yet they are so old. 

So let’s look at another particular 
one, the best artillery piece we have in 
the U.S. Army. It is called a Paladin. 
The Paladin is a technology developed 
in World War II. You actually have to 
get out after each shot and swab the 
breech. 

Now, it has gone through some new 
reiterations, and currently there is an-
other one that is taking place. But 
again, this is what we have. There are 
five countries now, including South Af-
rica, that make a better artillery piece 
than our Paladin. This is one of the 
programs that is a part of the FCS pro-
gram that is going to be cut. Secretary 
Gates didn’t say it was completely cut; 
he just said it is delayed. That is a nice 
way of saying it is cut, it is gone. 

So I would hope one thing: That when 
we are going through what they call 
the PIM Program—the Paladin Inte-
grated Management Program—we keep 
these running, to upgrade them so they 

will be somewhat competitive in the 
battlefield. I would say at the very 
least we should keep that PIM Pro-
gram going if we cut the future combat 
system. We should keep the future 
combat system on track, but if we 
dump the FCS, we don’t want to dump 
the PIM with it. So even with that PIM 
update, the Army expects to keep the 
Paladin in use until 2060, and that is 
100 years on the battlefield. 

Our Army is long overdue for a thor-
ough and comprehensive moderniza-
tion. I would just go back again to 1994 
when we had people testifying that in 
10 years we would no longer need 
ground capability or ground fighters. 
The proposed Defense budget would 
cancel the Army’s future combat sys-
tem and the modernization programs 
intended to replace the Paladin. FCS 
would bring improved armor and would 
save lives. Nonetheless, that was one of 
them that was cut. 

Let’s go to the Air Force. For nearly 
two decades, our Air Force has domi-
nated the skies and ensured air superi-
ority. But a recent GAO study stated 
that air sovereignty alert operations— 
the post-9/11 operations that protect 
our homeland—are at risk due to aging 
aircraft and insufficient procurement. 
The Air Force grounded 259 of its 441 F– 
15 Eagles from November 1997, and last 
May the service parked 500 of its T–38 
Talons, the trainers. A lot of those 
were taking place at Vance Air Force 
Base in my State of Oklahoma. They 
don’t have quite enough of them yet, 
but again, that is part of the problem 
we are having right now. Our aging 
fleet is out of service. Last October, 
the Air Force ordered more than half of 
its 356 A–10 fighters to stay put because 
of cracks inside the wings. While we 
have enjoyed the benefit of investment 
during the 1980s of the F–15, the F–16, 
the A–10, the F–117, which is now out of 
service, the service is talking about re-
tiring 137 F–15s, 177 F–16s, and 9 A–10s. 
I say that creates a problem. 

We had a very courageous general 
named John Jumper. John Jumper 
ended up being the Chief of the Air 
Force, but before he was Chief of the 
Air Force—and this was about 1998, so 
it was during the Clinton administra-
tion, and it took a lot of courage for a 
uniform to stand up and admit pub-
licly, with his background that no one 
would question, that now—back in 
1998—he said the Soviets—the Rus-
sians—are making the SU series that 
are really fifth-generation fighters and 
we don’t have anything that can really 
compete with them that is better than 
our F–15s or F–16s, which is all we had 
at that time. So in spite of all of the 
above, President Obama is shutting 
down the F–22, the only fifth-genera-
tion fighter we have. Remember, we 
were going to have 750 of them, and he 
is going to stop at 187. If you stop the 
production line at 187, we are not going 
to be able to produce any more of these 
things. 

If some President comes along in 4 
years and says: No, they made a mis-

take 4 years ago, we are going to have 
to get that line going again, the first 
ones would cost about twice. So this is 
one of the problems we are having. 

They are talking about increasing 
the F–35s—that is the Joint Strike 
Fighter—but that is a different mis-
sion. It certainly can’t compete with 
the F–22. 

Well, we have a very serious problem. 
Again, it gets down to, do we really 
have an expectation in America—we 
send our kids into battle in the air or 
on the ground—that we are going to 
get them the best equipment to work 
with? I wish that were the case, but it 
is not the case. 

The Navy. At a time when the U.S. 
Navy is being called on to project its 
presence in more parts of the world 
than ever before, the recommendation 
that is coming from the White House is 
that the Navy shrink its carrier fleet 
to 10 aircraft carriers by 2012 and delay 
the acquisition of the other portions of 
its fleet. We see what is happening 
now. We have these aircraft carriers 
staged all over the world, and to be 
cutting that fleet, to me, is totally ir-
responsible. 

I remember when I was first elected 
to the House. My first year was 1987. 
The first weekend I was in the House of 
Representatives, and I was going to be 
on the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, I spent the weekend down off 
the coast of Virginia on the USS Coral 
Sea. I went out there and landed on the 
carrier. I thought I had died and gone 
to heaven, it had such capability. At 
that time, in 1987, as we looked as the 
Sun was coming up, we could see the 
Soviet ships that were going around 
with their periscopes, the submarines, 
looking at what we had. Now that is 
out of commission; the Coral Sea is 
gone. These things don’t last forever. 
The opposition—China, right now, is 
building these things. We have to stay 
better than they are. Yet we are cut-
ting our carrier fleet. 

This reduction of aircraft carriers 
goes further below the previous QDR— 
that is the Quadrennial Defense Re-
view—of 12 carriers required for mod-
erate risk. So we have a situation 
where we need 12 carriers—not 10 but 
12—for moderate risk. Moderate risk is 
a term that is used in the military as 
to lives. If you have no risk, you are 
not going to lose human lives. If you 
have high risk, you are going to lose a 
lot of human lives. This is moderate. 
So we are saying we are willing to cut 
two aircraft carriers below what we 
call moderate risk or loss of life. I am 
not willing to do that. 

In the last few weeks, we have seen 
how important the Navy is in watching 
some of the pirate counterterrorism 
operations off the coast of Africa. I was 
over there in Somalia and in that area 
just a week ago. We are having some 
successes in our battle with the pi-
rates, but again, a very critical part of 
that is our carrier capability. 

Meanwhile, Russian and Chinese sub-
marines continue to be a threat to our 
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forces, with China operating over 60- 
something quieter subs. Since the 
1990s, China has been unilaterally hedg-
ing its maritime power to exclude the 
U.S. Navy from the Taiwan Straits and 
along China’s coasts. We all know that. 
Now we have China, Japan, Australia, 
India, Malaysia, Pakistan, Indonesia, 
Singapore, Bangladesh, and South and 
North Korea either now or planning to 
acquire submarines to compete against 
ours. In all, we now have found it ac-
ceptable in this budget that is coming 
out of the White House to cut our total 
ships down to 300. I remember when 
there were 700 ships. 

Missile defense. This is something I 
think everyone should understand now. 
We think about the tragedy of 9/11. We 
think, as bad as that was, how much 
worse it would have been if they had 
had the capability of the nuclear war-
head on a delivery system, hitting a 
major city in America. We wouldn’t be 
talking about 3,000 deaths; we would be 
talking about 300,000 or maybe 3 mil-
lion deaths. 

On February 3, Iran launched a sat-
ellite on the 30th anniversary of the 
1979 Islamic revolution, demonstrating 
key technologies of propulsion, stag-
ing, and guidance. This is what they 
did. We are talking about just 2 months 
ago in that demonstration. Then, going 
all the way back to 1979, I recall in—I 
was concerned in 1998 as to what the 
capability was going to be for North 
Korea in terms of having a multistage 
rocket capability, and the administra-
tion at that time, the Clinton adminis-
tration, said it will be from 8 to 10 
years, on August 24 of 1998. Seven days 
later, even though they said it would 
be 8 to 10 years before they had the ca-
pability, they fired one, and that dem-
onstrated the capability they had. 

It makes you wonder how accurate 
we are right now in our assessment of 
their capability. Nonetheless, this 
budget recommended a 16-percent cut 
in the missile defense budget by $1.4 
billion, and this is something that is 
totally unacceptable. We are going to 
have to reverse this. 

It wasn’t long ago that we recognized 
we had to have a capability in the 
Czech Republic and in Poland. We 
wanted to have a radar capability in 
the Czech Republic and an interception 
capability in Poland, next door. Why 
do we need this? Because as they de-
velop their capability in Iran and they 
want to come and shoot something at 
Western Europe and possibly to get to 
the east coast of the United States of 
America, the only place we can reli-
ably, with our technology, shoot that 
down would be in that area of Eastern 
Europe. 

So we went and negotiated with the 
Parliaments. I was there. Vaclav 
Klaus, the President of the Czech Re-
public, who happens to be one of my fa-
vorite people in the world—and he is 
one who helped us get this through 
Parliament. It wasn’t easy. The think-
ing was: Well, is this going to be a 
threat? Are we going to have Russia 

coming down and complaining, saying 
this is an act of aggression? No. We are 
just trying to knock down a missile 
that might be coming from a place 
such as Iran or Syria or someplace else 
going toward Western Europe and the 
United States. Well, they finally 
agreed. The Parliaments of Poland and 
the Czech Republic agreed, and now we 
pull the rug out from under them with 
this proposed budget. 

The airborne laser—where is the 
chart on the missile defense? 

All right. I know this is heavy lift-
ing, and this is not an easy thing to un-
derstand. But if you look at a missile 
defense system—let’s keep in mind, 
this is the 26th anniversary of Ronald 
Reagan, saying SDI—members of the 
Strategic Defense Initiative—everyone 
criticized them: No one will ever be 
able to hit a bullet with a bullet. Well, 
they hit a bullet with a bullet. We have 
had several tests demonstrating that 
we can do it. Well, how do you knock 
down a missile coming in? You have 
three phases. There is a boost phase, a 
midcourse phase, and a terminal phase. 
We are currently in good shape on the 
midcourse phase and the terminal 
phase, but the main area where we are 
stark naked is in the boost phase. We 
don’t have anything. 

We have the airborne laser. That is 
getting very close to being able to de-
ploy a system to knock down an in-
coming missile when it is easiest to hit 
them. That is the boost phase, before 
they are going all that fast. And they 
cut that out of this budget. 

We need to have—we decided on a 
policy several years ago, and certainly 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
as well as on the House Armed Services 
Committee that was headed at that 
time by DUNCAN HUNTER and I think 
agreed to by the Democrats and Repub-
licans at that time, that we need to 
have redundancy in all three areas if 
we are going to be able to knock down 
an incoming missile. 

I don’t think there is anyone in 
America today who denies that the ca-
pability of, No. 1, hitting America is 
there and, No. 2, of being able to knock 
it down is there if we continue with 
this program. But we have to have that 
capability in the boost phase, and this 
budget takes that out. I am just as 
concerned about that as I am about the 
fact that we really lied to the Czech 
Republic and to Poland and put them 
in a very awkward position. 

So I guess in conclusion I agree with 
the President and Secretary Gates that 
we are going to have to reform our De-
fense acquisition system. There is a lot 
of waste in that. The Presiding Officer 
and I both serve on the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, and we know we 
need to do some work, but we don’t 
want to be doing this at the risk and at 
the expense of properly modernizing 
our services. I have stated many times 
in this Chamber that the greatest trust 
placed upon Congress by the American 
people is to provide for their security 
by maintaining a strong national de-
fense. 

TOM COLE, a House Member from 
Oklahoma, said it best the other day. 
He said that eloquence and charm are a 
poor substitute for a strong national 
defense. You can be very eloquent, as 
our President is, and very charming, as 
our President is, and talk about these 
things and act as if the threat is not 
there, but we need to have a strong na-
tional defense. 

I think Ronald Reagan said it better. 
He said just to be sure we are prepared. 
He said: Trust but verify. Trust but 
verify. We trust these guys over there 
that they are not going to attack us, 
but let’s verify it. 

We can avoid this far too frequent de-
bate on the defense budget by ensuring 
a minimum level of funding for our 
military. 

So this is where we are today in our 
situation. I again look at something 
totally unprecedented. I have some-
thing here, if I can find it, that is rath-
er interesting to compare. What we 
have done—and this is something no 
one has seen yet because we are still 
working on it, but we are taking a 
comparison of 1993 and today. That was 
the year President Clinton was elected. 
He also had control of the House and 
the Senate and the White House, just 
as the Democrats do today. And we 
went through the election process. We 
understand that. But the things they 
are doing, that President Clinton did at 
that time and President Obama is 
doing today, are just remarkably simi-
lar. 

In the military, the Army was cut 
back in the Clinton administration by 
18 divisions down to 12 divisions, and 
here we are doing the same thing 
today. At that time on health care— 
right now, the President is talking 
about a universal Government-run 
health care system. Back then, they 
called it Hillary health care. 

They called it Hillary health care, 
the same thing. Gun control, the same 
type of thing. I will wait and do this all 
at once. I am trying to get to the 
amount of money. I was on the floor 
criticizing President Clinton because 
he proposed $243 billion in tax in-
creases. The current President is talk-
ing about $1.4 trillion in tax increases. 
The budget they are operating with 
right now—I don’t have it here—at that 
time, he talked about a budget of $1.5 
trillion. That was Bill Clinton in 1993. 
Now it is over twice that much. These 
are numbers we never thought about 
before. If you add together the $700 bil-
lion bank bailout, the $789 billion stim-
ulus plan, and the $410 billion omnibus 
spending bill, that adds up to over $2 
trillion, which is unheard of. It is very 
similar. It is just on a larger scale than 
that of 1993. 

That is the concern I bring to the 
floor today. I have only a few minutes 
left. I will cover one of my other three 
concerns. I have talked about the 
TARP funding on the floor. The TARP 
funding was supposed to be used to buy 
damaged assets. At that time, in Octo-
ber of 2008, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury promised that if we would give him 
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$700 billion, he would spend it to buy 
damaged assets. Some in this Chamber 
believed him. I didn’t. I said put it in 
writing, let’s get it into the law. But 
they were in too big a hurry and said: 
We have to do it now or we will have 
another Great Depression. He spent the 
money to bail out many banks that 
didn’t even want to be bailed out and 
banks that previously both Geithner 
and Paulson were associated with. So 
that was a problem and we should now 
try to salvage what we can out of that 
program. So that is another subject— 
one I have spent quite a bit of time on 
over the last 7 years. 

Seven years ago, when the Repub-
licans had a majority in the Senate, I 
became chairman of the Environment 
and Public Works Committee. At that 
time, we were very close to ratifying 
the Kyoto Treaty. We remember this 
all started with the United Nations and 
then, of course, the people in Holly-
wood, the Hollywood elitists, 
moveon.org, and the Michael Moores of 
the world—and they had a right to do 
it—were saying we are going to have to 
stop emissions of greenhouse gases, and 
that the anthropogenic gases and man-
made case gases were causing global 
warming. 

I remember so well, in 1975, in the 
State legislature, at that time the 
same magazines that are putting on 
the front page this idea that global 
warming is taking place—they are not 
doing it now, but they were up until 
about 5 years ago. Back then, they 
were saying: Get ready, another ice age 
is coming, we are all going to die. I re-
member using the term that this has to 
be the greatest ‘‘hoax’’ ever per-
petrated on the American people. 

Fast forward to the late 1990s, when 
Kyoto was there, when I was chairman 
of the committee and I believed that 
manmade gases were causing global 
warming, until the Wharton Business 
School came out with the Wharton 
econometric survey. They showed 
clearly that if we were to sign on and 
ratify the Kyoto Treaty, it would cost 
the American people in the range of be-
tween $300 billion and $330 billion a 
year. Then, if you fast forward that to 
the next McCain-Lieberman bill, it was 
even more than that, and the Warner- 
Lieberman bill was even more than 
that. 

When I looked at it at that time, 
back when we were very close to ratify-
ing the treaty, I found out that the 
science was not there. A lot of sci-
entists were saying it was there, but it 
wasn’t. Today, if anybody wants to get 
into my Web site, inhofesenate.gov, 
you can see all of the scientists. We 
have over 700 of them who used to be 
on the other side of this protecting 
their grants. They had to play this 
game to do it. They are now coming 
over to the skeptic side. 

As we listen to the current adminis-
tration, they are now going to try to, 
by regulation, impose this giant tax on 
the American people because they 
know they cannot get it through this 

Chamber. We defeated it a year ago 
today—the last effort to have a cap- 
and-trade tax on the American people— 
by almost a 2-to-1 margin. They are 
going to try to do it again. When you 
talk about the $700 billion bailout and 
the stimulus bill, at least that is a one- 
shot deal. With this, you are talking 
about a regular annual tax increase on 
the American people of about $350 bil-
lion. The estimates are between $3,000 
and $4,000 a year per family. What good 
would that do? Even if it is true, if peo-
ple listening to me today, including 
fellow Members, believe manmade 
gases are causing global warming—if 
they believe that to be true, what good 
would it do us in the United States to 
unilaterally say we are going to impose 
these restrictions and pay $400 billion a 
year? And what good will it do if we do 
that, because our manufacturing base 
will go into countries where they have 
no restrictions. That would happen. 

I inquire as to the time remaining? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator has 40 seconds. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I think 

the other speakers are here. Later on, 
I will talk about the assets we have, 
and that we have to keep Guantanamo 
Bay—Gitmo, as it is referred to. It has 
performed well for us since 1903. I can-
not think of one statement, other than 
political statements, as to why we have 
to get rid of that great asset. 

With that, I thank the Chair for his 
tolerance and I yield the floor. 

EXHIBIT 1 

To: CSIS J. Board of Trustees, Advisers, and 
Friends 

From: John J. Hamre 
Date: April 13, 2009 (Number 298. Two pages) 
Re: Cancelling weapons systems 

I was out of the country last week when 
Secretary of Defense Gates announced his 
recommendation for wholesale termination 
of a large number of weapon systems. This 
was such a big deal that he skipped the 60th 
anniversary celebrations of the founding of 
NATO in order to prepare for the announce-
ment. 

Secretary Gates epitomizes what Ameri-
cans want in public service—fairness, deci-
siveness and decency. And he clearly cap-
tured broad public support with his rec-
ommendations. In dozens of conversations, I 
always heard some version of ‘‘it is about 
time we had a leader that did this.’’ This is 
usually followed up by a question ‘‘do you 
think he will be reversed by Congress?’’ 

There is a myth in American politics, that 
defense contractors are powerful manipula-
tive forces in Washington. Ever since Presi-
dent Eisenhower coined the term ‘‘the mili-
tary-industrial complex’’ the popular sense 
is that defense companies manipulate the 
Department and the Congress to get what-
ever they want. I have been in and around 
the defense business for 30 years. My experi-
ence has been that they are not the all-pow-
erful force of popular imagination. Defense 
contractors are hugely vulnerable because 
they are entirely dependent on the attitude 
of one customer—the Defense Department. If 
the Secretary of Defense decides we don’t 
need something (and the Joint Chiefs go 
along with the decision—a crucial factor), 
defense contractors have virtually no re-
course. 

Yes, Congress has occasionally reversed 
the decision of a defense secretary. I remem-

ber when the Congress kept the B–1 bomber 
alive after President Carter recommended its 
termination. But the B–1 would never have 
been built had it not been for President 
Reagan who used it to symbolize his dif-
ferent approach to defense policy. 

I suspect that most of the Secretary’s rec-
ommendations will hold. Every year the Con-
gress receives the president’s defense budget, 
tears it apart and puts it back together, and 
usually approves 97% of what is requested. A 
powerful member of congress can add $10–20 
million here or there for something, but add-
ing billions of dollars to reverse the Sec-
retary’s decision on a single weapon system 
is almost impossible. We are again returning 
to an environment when adding something 
to the defense budget must be offset by cut-
ting something out. A congressman can 
strongly plea to add $2 billion for program X, 
but very rarely offers offsetting cuts in other 
programs. And with each instance, the plead-
ing congressman has to ultimately argue 
‘‘my judgment is superior to that of the Sec-
retary of Defense’’. 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES AND COUNSELORS 
CSIS trustees are drawn equally from the 

worlds of public policy and the private sec-
tor. They contribute a wealth of expertise to 
the Center’s mission and management. One 
asterisk (*) denotes a member of the Execu-
tive Committee and two asterisks (**) denote 
a CSIS Counselor. 

Chairman: Sam Nunn* **—Cochairman & 
CEO, Nuclear Threat Initiative since 1999. 

Vice Chairman & Co-Founder: David M. 
Abshire—President, Center for the Study of 
the Presidency and Congress. 

Chairman of the Executive Committee: 
William A. Schreyer*—Chairman Emeritus, 
Merrill Lynch & Co., Inc. 

President & Ceo: John J. Hamre*—Presi-
dent & CEO, CSIS. 

Trustees: George L. Argyros—Chairman & 
CEO, Arnel & Affiliates; Richard Armitage— 
President, Armitage International; Reginald 
K. Brack—Former Chairman & CEO, Time, 
Incorporated; William E. Brock**—Counselor 
and Trustee, CSIS; Harold Brown**—Coun-
selor and Trustee, CSIS; Zbigniew 
Brzezinski**—Counselor and Trustee, CSIS; 
William S. Cohen—Chairman & CEO, The 
Cohen Group; Ralph Cossa—President, Pa-
cific Forum/CSIS; Richard Fairbanks—Coun-
selor and Trustee, CSIS; Henrietta H. Fore— 
Former Administrator of the USAID; Wil-
liam H. Frist—Trustee, CSIS; Michael P. 
Galvin*—President, Harrison Street Capital, 
LLC; Helene D. Gayle—President & CEO, 
CARE USA; Linda W. Hart*—Vice Chairman 
& CEO, The Hart Group, Inc.; Ben W. 
Heineman, Jr.—CSIS Trustee and Senior Ad-
viser; Thomas O. Hicks—Chairman, Hicks 
Holdings LLC; Carla A. Hills**—Chairman & 
CEO, Hills & Company; Ray L. Hunt—Chair-
man of the Board, President and CEO, Hunt 
Consolidated, Inc.; E. Neville Isdell—Chair-
man, The Coca-Cola Company; Muhtar 
Kent—President and CEO, The Coca-Cola 
Company; Henry A. Kissinger**—Chairman & 
CEO, Kissinger Associates, Inc.; Kenneth G. 
Langone—President & CEO, Invemed Associ-
ates, LLC; Chong-Moon Lee—Chairman of 
Board of Directors, Nara Bancorp, Los Ange-
les; Donald B. Marron—Chairman & CEO, 
Lightyear Capital; Joseph Nye—Distin-
guished Service Professor, Harvard Univer-
sity, Kennedy School of Government; Thom-
as Pritzker—Chairman & CEO, The Pritzker 
Organization, LLC; Joseph E. Robert—Chair-
man and CEO, The J.E. Robert Companies 
(JER); Felix G. Rohatyn—Vice Chairman, 
FGR Associated, LLC; David M. 
Rubenstein—Cofounder and Managing Direc-
tor, The Carlyle Group; Charles A. Sanders— 
Former Chairman & CEO, Glaxo Inc.; James 
R. Schlesinger**—Former Secretary of De-
fense and Energy; Brent Scowcroft**—Presi-
dent, Forum for International Policy; Rex 
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Tillerson—Chairman & CEO, Exxon Mobil 
Corporation; Frederick B. Whittemore*—Ad-
visory Director, Morgan Stanley. 

Trustees Emeriti: Betty Beene—Former 
President & CEO, United Way of America; 
Amos A. Jordan—President Emeritus, CSIS; 
Murray Weidenbaum—Hon. Chair, 
Weidenbaum Center, Washington University; 
Dolores D. Wharton—Retired Chairman and 
CEO, Fund For Corporate Initiatives, Inc. 

Counselors: William E. Brock—Counselor 
and Trustee, CSIS; Harold Brown—Counselor 
and Trustee, CSIS; Zbigniew Brzezinski— 
Counselor and Trustee, CSIS; Frank C. Car-
lucci—Counselor, CSIS; Richard Fairbanks— 
Counselor and Trustee, CSIS; Carla A. 
Hills—Chairman & CEO, Hills & Company; 
Zalmay Khalilzad—Counselor, CSIS; Henry 
A. Kissinger Chairman & CEO, Kissinger As-
sociates, Inc.; Theodore McCarrick—Coun-
selor, CSIS; Sam Nunn—Cochairman & CEO, 
Nuclear Threat Initiative; James R. Schles-
inger—Former Secretary of Defense and En-
ergy; Brent Scowcroft—President, Forum for 
International Policy; John Warner Coun-
selor, CSIS. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Utah is recog-
nized. 

(The remarks of Mr. HATCH per-
taining to the introduction of S. 897 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

f 

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF 
THE CHAIR 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. I must interrupt the Senator 
from Utah. There is an emergency. 

The Senate stands in recess subject 
to the call of the Chair. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:41 p.m., 
recessed subject to the call of the Chair 
until 12:47 p.m. and reassembled at 
12:47 p.m., when called to order by the 
ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore (Mr. 
BURRIS.). 

f 

REMEMBERING STEVE MOSLEY 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I was 
saddened to learn about the passing of 
a man who gave many long years of 
dedicated service to this Capitol. 

If you only know this Senate through 
C–SPAN, it is likely you never saw 
Steve. 

But if you had the privilege to work 
in this beautiful building, Steve’s work 
was indispensible. 

Steve was a valued member of the 
Senate Sergeant at Arms’ Capitol Fa-
cilities team for 32 years—since he was 
20 years old. 

He was part of the team of hard- 
working men and women who care for 
this historic building. 

If a room in the Capitol needed to be 
set up for a meeting, set up again an 
hour later for a hearing, and set up 
again for a reception, you knew you 
could count on Steve to do the work 
right, and on time. 

When a filibuster seemed imminent, 
Steve was part of the crew that would 
retrieve the cots from storage and set 
them up in the Capitol—just in case. 

Steve’s willingness to be helpful was 
invaluable. Not long after I moved into 

my office on the third floor of the Cap-
itol, Steve was in my office to install a 
rug. 

He saw that there was a problem. He 
told my staff that he had seen the 
problem in another office—the way the 
rug was to be laid out, visitors would 
trip on the corner of the rug and might 
fall. 

This was just one example of how 
Steve cared for this institution and the 
people who visited this building every 
day. 

Whatever it took to make this Cap-
itol work for visitors and employees, 
Steve did—with pride and profes-
sionalism. 

Steve was a friendly man who liked 
almost everyone—except the Dallas 
Cowboys. 

He was a generous man who never 
called attention to his generosity. If a 
coworker needed a ride, Steve was the 
first to offer. He brought Easter bas-
kets to his friends’ children. 

Steve Mosley died suddenly and un-
expectedly Wednesday night of a heart 
attack. 

I join my colleagues and all who 
work in this Capitol in offering our 
deep condolences to Steve’s wife of 26 
years, Michelle, and their only child, 
Steven Jr., whose 25th birthday is 
today. 

He was much admired and he will be 
much missed, in this Capitol and 
among those who knew him. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO THE CUMBERLAND 
GAP NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to one of the 
great national parks in the Common-
wealth of Kentucky, Cumberland Gap 
National Historical Park, located 
southeastern Kentucky, near 
Middlesboro. The park will celebrate 
its 50th anniversary this year. 

In the 1920s, the idea of creating the 
Cumberland Gap National Historical 
Park was formed, and after 30 years of 
planning and hard work, the park was 
finished and dedicated, 50 years ago 
this coming July. 

The park will hold several special 
events in July celebrating the anniver-
sary of the historic dedication, includ-
ing the gathering of oral histories from 
people who were present during the 
creation, early days, and dedication of 
the park. 

At the time of the dedication, Cum-
berland Gap National Historical Park 
included 20,184 acres—10,679 in Ken-
tucky, 7,478 in Virginia, and 2,027 in 
Tennessee. Until 1980, it was the larg-
est historical park in the country. It is 
estimated that more than 1 million 
people will visit the park this year. 

Efforts have been made by the Na-
tional Park Service since 1997 to pre-
vent surface coal mining in the area 
surrounding Fern Lake. In cooperation 
with my friend in the House, Congress-
man Hal Rogers, we were able to pass 
legislation that authorized the Sec-
retary of the Interior to acquire Fern 

Lake and the surrounding watershed to 
preserve this natural resource. 

I value the importance of this park 
and have consistently secured funds to 
help acquire and preserve the lake. Lo-
cated just southeast of Middlesboro, 
Fern Lake serves as the primary water 
source for the community and is visible 
from the Pinnacle Overlook, which is a 
popular visitor attraction at the Cum-
berland Gap National Park. 

This park shows the importance Ken-
tuckians place on our natural environ-
ment, and I applaud the work of the in-
dividuals who helped make this park a 
reality and those who continue to safe-
guard its natural beauty for many gen-
erations to come. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
join with me in celebrating the 50th an-
niversary of the dedication of one of 
our Nation’s most beautiful historical 
parks. 

f 

94TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I wish to 
recognize the 94th Anniversary of the 
Armenian genocide. 

Ninety-four years ago today, the 
Ottoman Empire—now modern-day 
Turkey—began the systematic destruc-
tion of the Armenian people. Arme-
nians were driven from their homes 
and villages, marched to their deaths 
in the deserts of the Middle East, and 
slaughtered in cold blood. Before it was 
over, approximately 1.5 million Arme-
nians lost their lives in the first geno-
cide of the 20th century. 

Recently, the Armenian and Turkish 
Governments announced important 
progress toward achieving the full nor-
malization of relations between their 
two countries. I support this effort, and 
am hopeful that this process will lead 
the Turkish Government to finally ac-
knowledge the irrefutable truth of the 
Armenian genocide and also to greater 
peace and prosperity for the people of 
Armenia. 

As President Barack Obama has said, 
‘‘The Armenian Genocide is not an al-
legation, a personal opinion, or a point 
of view, but rather a widely docu-
mented fact supported by an over-
whelming body of historical evidence. 
The facts are undeniable.’’ There is no 
need for further study or debate be-
cause we must never legitimize the 
views of those who deny the very worst 
of crimes against humanity. 

On this solemn anniversary, we re-
member those who were lost in the Ar-
menian genocide, while honoring the 
survivors and their descendants who 
have done so much to make America 
and the world a better place. I am per-
sonally grateful that so many of those 
individuals have chosen to call Cali-
fornia home. 

We also take pause to acknowledge 
that such crimes are continuing today. 
There is perhaps no more fitting exam-
ple than the genocide that is raging in 
the Darfur region of Sudan. 
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