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legal representation from the legal pro-
fession to take and present their cases. 

I believe this bill is well and long 
overdue. 

If I can refer to what Mr. KENNEDY 
said, I have a little experience myself. 
A dear friend of mine, who was a friend 
of my late wife, used to get beat up by 
her husband because he was drinking 
all the time. My wife asked: Why don’t 
you just hit him? 

She said: Well, I couldn’t do that. Vi-
olence begets violence. 

Well, my wife at that time was very 
young, and she said: Well, I wouldn’t 
put up with it. 

About 2 weeks later, there was a 
knock on our door and my wife an-
swered. She opened the door and our 
friend said: I did it. 

She said: What did you do? 
The woman said: My husband beat 

me up. He passed out, and I hit him 
with a frying pan when he was asleep. 

I wouldn’t suggest that solution, but 
she had no other recourse, no way to be 
represented legally to go to the courts. 

I am saying this should be passed. To 
have representation in the courtroom 
is a good piece of legislation. 

Again, I thank Mr. GOODLATTE for 
bringing this bill to the floor, Mr. SUL-
LIVAN, and all those people involved 
with it. It is long overdue. 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Domestic violence is a reign of terror 
for people who are caught up in it. His-
torically, of course, domestic violence 
was bolstered by a compliant or indif-
ferent, sexist criminal justice system 
and laws that were inadequate to the 
task. 

Even today, in many parts of the 
world, from Afghanistan to Saudi Ara-
bia to India, women are still subject to 
domestic violence and to indifferent 
and hostile treatment from their legal 
systems. But in America, we have ad-
vanced far beyond that. Still, there is a 
lot more we can do to address the prob-
lems of domestic violence, dating vio-
lence, sexual assault, and stalking. 

One thing we know we can do is to 
get lawyers for women when they have 
been attacked. The information and 
the assistance that they will get from 
the lawyers will help them get out of a 
desperate situation. 

The information and assistance that 
we provide under this legislation in 
public events will indeed advance the 
power of survivors to get out of domes-
tic violence, dating violence, or a 
stalking reign of terror. 

We support enactment of this legisla-
tion as well as the additional efforts we 
have mentioned to provide counsel for 
survivors, to promote their ability to 
access the resources of our criminal 
justice system. 

We look forward to working with 
Chairman GOODLATTE and other col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
for rapid passage of this important, bi-
partisan measure and further legisla-
tive efforts that will strengthen the po-
sition of people who are victims of do-
mestic violence. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a very good bill. 
I thank the Senator from Alaska, Mr. 
SULLIVAN, for working with me and my 
staff. On the minority side as well, I 
thank Congressman KENNEDY, Mr. 
RASKIN, and the ranking member on 
the Judiciary Committee. 

This is truly a bipartisan effort to 
help educate people who are the vic-
tims of domestic violence about better 
ways that they can protect themselves 
and avail themselves of good represen-
tation in court. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the legislation, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WESTERMAN). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, S. 717, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

EXPRESSING SENSE OF THE 
HOUSE THAT THE NATION FACES 
A MORE COMPLEX AND GRAVE 
SET OF THREATS THAN AT ANY 
TIME SINCE THE END OF WORLD 
WAR II 

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 995) expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives that 
the Nation now faces a more complex 
and grave set of threats than at any 
time since the end of World War II, and 
that the lack of full, on-time funding 
related to defense activities puts serv-
icemen and servicewomen at risk, 
harms national security, and aids the 
adversaries of the United States. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 995 

Whereas the United States now faces a 
more complex set of threats than at any 
time since the end of World War II; 

Whereas the National Defense Strategy re-
leased on January 19, 2018, highlights these 
threats and acknowledges a return to great 
power competition; 

Whereas countries like Russia and China 
are heavily investing in military moderniza-
tion and developing capabilities that the 
United States may not be able to defend 
against while also expanding their influence 
across the globe; 

Whereas North Korea’s nuclear program 
continues to be a serious threat; 

Whereas the National Defense Strategy 
states that ‘‘Iran continues to sow violence 
and remains the most significant challenge 
to Middle East stability’’; 

Whereas the National Defense Strategy 
states that ‘‘terrorist groups with long reach 
continue to murder the innocent and threat-
en peace more broadly’’; 

Whereas the United States continues to 
fight a war against terrorism and has troops 
deployed in hostile regions throughout the 
globe; 

Whereas, on January 19, 2018, Secretary of 
Defense James Mattis stated, ‘‘As hard as 
the last 16 years have been on our military, 
no enemy in the field has done more to harm 
the readiness of the U.S. military than the 
combined impact of the Budget Control Act’s 
defense spending cuts, worsened by us oper-
ating, 9 of the last 10 years, under continuing 
resolutions, wasting copious amounts of pre-
cious taxpayer dollars’’; 

Whereas fiscal year 2009 was the last fiscal 
year the Department of Defense received on- 
time funding; 

Whereas the House of Representatives has 
passed an annual appropriation bill for the 
Department of Defense before the start of 
the next fiscal year in each of those fiscal 
years; 

Whereas article I, section 8 of the Con-
stitution gives Congress the responsibility to 
‘‘provide for the common Defence and gen-
eral Welfare of the United States’’ and calls 
on Congress to ‘‘raise and support Armies’’ 
and ‘‘provide and maintain a Navy’’; and 

Whereas Secretaries of Defense appointed 
by Presidents of both parties have warned 
about the damage funding uncertainty has 
on the readiness of our Armed Forces: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House 
of Representatives that— 

(1) failing to provide our military with full, 
stable, and on-time funding allows our adver-
saries to close critical military capability 
gaps, putting our servicemembers at in-
creased risk, and severely harms our mili-
tary’s ability to prepare for, deter, and, if 
needed, defend against these capabilities, 
putting United States national security at 
greater risk; 

(2) providing full, stable, and on-time fund-
ing for the Department of Defense is criti-
cally necessary to preventing these increased 
risks; and 

(3) the House of Representatives is com-
mitted to ending the funding uncertainty for 
the Department of Defense and providing the 
resources United States servicemembers 
need to defend the Nation, and that the Sen-
ate should join the House of Representatives 
in these efforts. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
Wyoming (Ms. CHENEY) and the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Wyoming. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
sert extraneous material on the resolu-
tion under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Wyoming? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of my 

resolution, H. Res. 995, which expresses 
this House’s commitment to providing 
the full, on-time funding our men and 
women in uniform need to defend our 
Nation. 

This week and next, Mr. Speaker, we 
will be spending time on this floor dis-
cussing the devastating impacts nine 
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consecutive continuing resolutions 
have had on our military’s readiness 
and on our ability to deter and defend 
against our adversaries. Despite the 
fact that this House has consistently, 
and normally in a bipartisan fashion, 
completed our work on time, we have 
repeatedly seen partisan politics, par-
ticularly in the Senate, prevent the 
Congress from delivering a funding bill 
to the President’s desk on time. In 
fact, since Republicans took control of 
the House in 2011, the House has never 
failed to pass a Defense Appropriations 
bill on time. 

Just a few weeks ago, we passed H.R. 
6157, the Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act for Fiscal Year 2019, with 
an overwhelmingly bipartisan 359–49 
vote. 

Today’s resolution, Mr. Speaker, ex-
presses the sense of this House that 
failing to provide full, on-time, stable 
funding increases the risk to our serv-
icemembers and aids our adversaries. 
The resolution expresses our commit-
ment to ending the funding uncer-
tainty our military faces and urges the 
Senate to similarly complete its work 
so we can provide the on-time funding 
our armed services require. 

Mr. Speaker, we must stop forcing 
our men and women in uniform and 
their families to pay the price for our 
dysfunction. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, we will consider 
three resolutions. 

H. Res. 995, which I have introduced, 
acknowledges the unprecedented global 
threat environment we face and the 
negative impact these continuing reso-
lutions have had on our military’s abil-
ity to confront this environment and 
deter and, if necessary, defeat our en-
emies. 

We will also consider H. Res. 994, of-
fered by my colleague and fellow mem-
ber of the Armed Services Committee, 
Mr. GALLAGHER from Wisconsin. Mr. 
GALLAGHER is a marine with two de-
ployments to Al Anbar province in 
Iraq. His resolution details the nega-
tive impact of CRs and funding insta-
bility on the readiness of the U.S Ma-
rine Corps. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, we will con-
sider H. Res. 998, offered by Mr. WITT-
MAN of Virginia, chairman of the 
Seapower and Projection Forces Sub-
committee of the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee. Mr. WITTMAN’s resolu-
tion lays out the damage that the CRs 
and unpredictable funding have done to 
the United States Navy. 

Next week, Mr. Speaker, we will con-
sider resolutions addressing the impact 
of unstable funding on the United 
States Air Force and the United States 
Army. 

We know, Mr. Speaker, that not 
every Member of this body is on one of 
the defense-related committees, but we 
also know that every Member of this 
body is committed to the security of 
our Nation. I take the opportunity 
today, along with my colleagues, to lay 
out in detail the threats we face and 
the impacts our actions in this House 

can have on our military’s ability to 
keep us safe. 

Reflecting on the challenges facing 
our Armed Forces, Secretary Mattis 
put it this way: ‘‘As hard as the last 16 
years have been on our military, no 
enemy in the field has done more to 
harm the readiness of the U.S. military 
than the combined impact of the Budg-
et Control Act’s defense spending cuts, 
worsened by us operating 9 out of the 
last 10 years under continuing resolu-
tions.’’ 

Secretary Mattis went on to explain 
the consequences of Congress’ failure 
to provide reliable, on-time, sufficient 
funding: ‘‘Ships will not receive the re-
quired maintenance to put to sea; the 
ships already at sea will be extended 
outside of port; aircraft will remain on 
the ground, their pilots not at the 
sharpest edge; and eventually ammuni-
tion, training, and manpower will not 
be sufficient to deter war.’’ Not suffi-
cient to defer war, Mr. Speaker. 

No experience, Mr. Speaker, has had 
a greater impact on me during my time 
as a Member of this body than having 
the Secretary of Defense testify in 
front of us as members of the Armed 
Services Committee and say that con-
gressional abrogation of our constitu-
tional duty to fund our military is put-
ting our servicemembers at greater 
risk. 

While our military has suffered under 
this burden of continuing resolutions 
and dangerous policies of our previous 
administration, our adversaries have 
been making steady gains. Never before 
in recent history have we seen the gap 
between our capabilities and those of 
our adversaries widen at such a breath-
taking pace—and not in our favor, Mr. 
Speaker. 

China is pursuing an aggressive 
strategy to overtake our military and 
economic advantage globally. They are 
developing technologies that are spe-
cifically targeted to diminish our abil-
ity to project our force. They are devel-
oping weapons systems against which 
we may not be able to defend. 
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They have utilized deficiencies in our 
current CFIUS process to attempt to 
acquire critical U.S. technology. Chi-
nese companies like Huawei and ZTE 
have made significant efforts to embed 
themselves in the United States, put-
ting our telecommunications networks 
and, potentially, our defense supply 
chain at risk. 

Militarily, economically, in cyber-
space, in space, on land, in air, and at 
sea, the Chinese have made clear their 
objective is to achieve global pre-
eminence, which means they must at-
tempt to displace us. 

The Russians continue to modernize 
their nuclear arsenal, as they violate 
their commitments to us under the 
INF Treaty. They, too, are developing 
advanced and threatening weapons sys-
tems and attempting to exercise their 
hegemonic ambitions across Europe. 
They have violated the borders and 

sovereignty of their neighbors. In the 
words of the National Defense Strat-
egy, they are making efforts ‘‘to shat-
ter the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation and use emerging technologies 
to discredit and subvert democratic 
processes in Georgia, Crimea, and east-
ern Ukraine.’’ They have attempted to 
subvert our own democratic processes, 
as we saw in last week’s indictment of 
12 members of the GRU, Russian mili-
tary intelligence. 

We have seen in Russia and China a 
return to great power competition, and 
8 years of Obama-era policies facili-
tated these developments. At the same 
time, we continue to face significant 
threats from rogue regimes like Iran 
and North Korea. 

The Iranians benefited tremendously 
from the payments they received from 
the Obama administration, over $1.5 
billion, when they entered into the 
Obama nuclear deal. This deal paved 
the way for a nuclear-armed Iran with 
no real verification provisions, no com-
plete disclosure of their past activity, 
no cessation of their enrichment activ-
ity, and it lifted restrictions on their 
ballistic missile program. 

President Trump was right to with-
draw from this disastrous deal, but we 
are still living with the consequences 
of an emboldened Iran, enriched with 
U.S. taxpayer dollars and a pathway to 
a nuclear weapon. Their support for 
terrorist groups like Hamas and 
Hezbollah has grown, while they con-
tinue to pose an existential threat to 
the State of Israel. 

The North Koreans, similarly, con-
tinue to pose a serious threat, Mr. 
Speaker, with an arsenal of nuclear 
weapons, an ongoing ballistic missile 
program, and continued pursuit of bio-
logical and chemical weapons. 

Despite recent success on the battle-
field against ISIS, radical Islamic ter-
rorism continues to pose a threat to 
our Nation. We have got troops de-
ployed today, Mr. Speaker, around the 
globe in the fight against terrorism. 

As we face all of these threats, we are 
also living through an era of increas-
ingly rapid technological development. 
The very nature of warfare is changing. 
The ability and the agility required to 
successfully respond to these threats 
requires funding sufficiency and cer-
tainty. 

Mr. Speaker, that certainty simply 
cannot be provided through continuous 
continuing resolutions. In the face of 
all these threats, Mr. Speaker, we in 
this body must resolve not to add to 
the risk our troops are facing. We must 
resolve to fulfill our constitutional 
duty and provide sufficient, on-time, 
reliable funding. 

It took many years for the readiness, 
manpower, and training crises we face 
to develop. We in this House and in the 
Senate must be part of the solution 
today and for many days and years into 
the future. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to read something that the Chief of 
Naval Operations, Admiral John Rich-
ardson, said before the House Armed 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 00:49 Jul 18, 2018 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K17JY7.042 H17JYPT1lo
tte

r 
on

 D
S

K
B

C
F

D
H

B
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6287 July 17, 2018 
Services Committee last year in a 
hearing about the damage of con-
tinuing resolutions: 

‘‘I have a hard time believing,’’ he 
said, ‘‘that I am sitting before you now 
to discuss the potential that we might 
take steps to make our sailors’ mis-
sions more difficult, to give our adver-
saries more advantage. . . . ‘’ 

Think about that, Mr. Speaker. That 
is what this debate is about. That is 
what this resolution is about. Insuffi-
cient, unreliable funding gives our ad-
versaries an advantage. We must not be 
part of that any longer. We must re-
solve to get our work done on time, in 
the House and in the Senate, and to 
fulfill our constitutional obligation. 

We must, in this Congress, Mr. 
Speaker, be worthy of the sacrifices 
our men and women in uniform make 
for us every day. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
this resolution, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, to begin with, the reso-
lution that is presented before us is 100 
percent accurate, and I completely 
agree with it. 

We have had uncertain funding for 
going on almost 8 years now for the De-
partment of Defense. It has been a se-
ries of continuing resolutions, two gov-
ernment shutdowns, multiple threat-
ened government shutdowns, and an 
unbelievable amount of uncertainty. 
From one month to the next, the Pen-
tagon does not know how much money 
they have to spend. That uncertainty, 
without a doubt, has undermined our 
ability to provide an adequate national 
security for this country. 

So I agree with the maker of this mo-
tion that budget certainty would help 
enormously in terms of preparing our 
national security—well, preparing the 
men and women in our Armed Forces 
to face the threats that are in front of 
us. Beyond that, there was a lot said in 
the opening remarks there that I don’t 
quite agree with. 

Also, it is really important to sort of 
understand the context. Why are we in 
this situation? Why do we have budget 
uncertainty year after year? 

I don’t agree that it is simple incom-
petence or Congress just isn’t feeling 
like doing its job. We have deep-seated 
differences of opinion about where to 
spend our money, and also, we have no 
fiscal policy as a country. 

Well, that is not true, actually. Our 
fiscal policy is really rather clear. We 
want a balanced budget; we want tax 
cuts; and we don’t want to cut spend-
ing. 

Everything you need to know about 
why we have this problem can be con-
tained in three votes that the United 
States House of Representatives took 
over the course of about a 4-month pe-
riod. As I tell you about these three 
votes, I want you to know that 134 Re-
publican Members of Congress voted 
for all three of these things. 

Number one, a roughly $2 trillion tax 
cut. Number two, a budget deal that in-
creased spending by $500 billion. Some 
of that was for defense; a lot of it 
wasn’t. Then, in the ultimate irony, a 
week later, those 134 Members of Con-
gress, Republican Members of Con-
gress, voted for a constitutional 
amendment to balance the budget. 
They want to cut taxes by $2 trillion; 
they want to increase spending by $500 
billion; and they want a balanced budg-
et. 

And, oh, by the way, we are roughly 
$22 trillion in debt and running up a 
deficit that is projected to go up over 
$1 trillion going forward. That is not a 
responsible fiscal policy. 

Now, I serve on the Armed Services 
Committee with all of my colleagues 
who are here today, and I hear the 
same things that Congresswoman CHE-
NEY hears about how our military is 
suffering under the uncertainty. 

The readiness crisis is 100 percent 
real. It is getting better as we have 
gotten some funding the last couple 
years, but it is still a major challenge. 
But the reason for all of that is because 
of decisions that are made on the front 
end. You can’t cut taxes by $2 trillion— 
after, by the way, over the course of 
the 15 years prior, we had already cut 
them by multiple trillion dollars—and 
then stand up and say DOD doesn’t 
have enough money. You cut revenue 
and then complained that you don’t 
have enough revenue. It doesn’t really 
make sense. 

The second point that I would make 
is it is not just the Department of De-
fense that is suffering under budget un-
certainty. There are a whole bunch of 
different examples. I won’t go into all 
of them, but the entire discretionary 
budget suffers under this uncertainty. 
And one big chunk of the discretionary 
budget is infrastructure, the bridges 
and roads and airports and a whole 
bunch of other things that basically 
enable our economy to function, which 
generates revenue and helps pay for 
things like national security. 

Also, we have got bridges collapsing 
all over the country. There are, lit-
erally, United States citizens who have 
died as a result of our lack of invest-
ment in infrastructure. 

So it is not just the Department of 
Defense. If we are going to address the 
uncertainty, if we are going to address 
the problems with dealing with our na-
tional security strategy, we have to ad-
dress fiscal policy. 

For going on 8 years now, we have 
been having this conversation in the 
Armed Services Committee, and most 
times my Republican colleagues stern-
ly rebuke me for raising issues that are 
supposedly not directly related to the 
Armed Services, saying: We are the 
Armed Services Committee. We are not 
here to talk about the debt or the def-
icit or infrastructure or any of that 
other stuff. 

Well, it all goes together, and what 
we as a congressional body have to do 
is come up with a plan that actually 

makes sense, that actually there is 
money for. If we do that, then we can 
have the stability for the Department 
of Defense. 

Now, I will tell you, if we are $22 tril-
lion in debt—and the deficit is pro-
jected to be pretty close to $1 trillion 
this year and quickly north of $1 tril-
lion going forward—we are going to 
have to deal with that problem or there 
is not going to be as much money as 
we’d like for defense or infrastructure 
or education—or anything, for that 
matter. 

So we have to address the fiscal irre-
sponsibility of our budgeting process 
across the very long period of time, and 
certainly we can’t keep cutting taxes. 

Now, as far as what does that Na-
tional Security Strategy look like, as 
was described, we face an incredibly 
complex threat environment. I agree 
with that. 

I don’t agree that getting rid of the 
Iran nuclear deal so that Iran can pur-
sue nuclear weapons with absolutely no 
inhibition whatsoever is a step forward 
in the right direction, nor do I agree 
that sitting down with Kim Jong-un 
and agreeing, basically, to back off of a 
whole bunch of things and getting 
nothing in return—I know that, in the 
President’s mind, North Korea is 
denuclearized, but they are not. They 
haven’t taken a single, solitary step in 
that direction. 

Lastly, the final point I want to 
make is the complex threat environ-
ment that we face is extraordinarily 
difficult. I will tell you one thing of 
which I am 100 percent confident. 
There is no way that, on our own, the 
United States of America can confront 
that threat environment. 

We need allies. We need friends. We 
need countries that are willing to work 
with us to meet the national security 
threats that we face, which is why the 
trip that the President just took is so 
troubling. He spent the first part of it 
telling our allies, basically—sorry, I 
can’t say that on the floor—just saying 
that he didn’t need them, insulting 
them over and over and over again, al-
lies that we are really going to need to 
meet the threats not just from Russia, 
but China, the terrorism threat that 
was described. 

Our NATO allies are going to be cru-
cially important to that, and the Presi-
dent, at one point, said he’s not even 
sure why we are in NATO, insulted the 
EU and insulted all of our allies, and 
then turned right around and sided 
with Vladimir Putin against our intel-
ligence communities, against our Jus-
tice Department, on the subject of Rus-
sian interference in our election. 

So, in a complex threat environment, 
you don’t want to make it easier for a 
country like Russia that threatens us 
and make it more difficult for coun-
tries ranging from Canada to Germany 
to Great Britain, who actually want to 
work with us, to meet that threat envi-
ronment. So, on that point, we need 
more allies, and we certainly don’t 
need to take the side of a dictator who 
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is threatening our country over our 
own intelligence agencies. That is not 
in the best interest of national secu-
rity. 

Overall, we have to have a fiscal pol-
icy. We can have the argument about 
the defense budget all we want, but if 
we keep cutting taxes and have no pol-
icy whatsoever to get our budget even 
close to under control, we are not 
going to have the money to spend on 
our national security needs or other 
things. 

Now, I will close it out with this. 
General Mattis, Secretary Mattis, likes 
to say, ‘‘We can afford survival.’’ That 
is a nice phrase. Unfortunately, it is a 
little bit unclear on what it means be-
cause, what do you have to spend to 
survive? By and large, DOD doesn’t en-
gage in that sort of black-and-white 
way of looking at it: We spend this 
money, we survive; we don’t spend this 
money, we die. 

What they do, and what they’ve said 
over and over again, is they manage 
risk: If we don’t spend the money here, 
that increases the risk by this amount. 

I think that is a better way of look-
ing at it. It is not a matter of whether 
or not we can afford survival, because 
we don’t know exactly what China is 
going to do or Russia or any of these 
other folks are going to do or how we 
are going to manage it. It is a matter 
of managing risk. 

It is very true that, if we continue to 
have an uncertain defense budget— 
heck, I would submit, if we continue to 
have an uncertain fiscal policy and an 
uncertain infrastructure budget, we are 
increasing the risk of our country’s 
ability not so much to survive but to 
prosper and live in a peaceful world. 

So this resolution is fine. It is hor-
ribly insufficient to actually give us 
the certainty and predictability in our 
budget that we need. To get there, we 
need to honestly address the fiscal 
challenges that our Nation faces and 
come up with a coherent fiscal policy 
that takes into account all the needs of 
our country in a balanced and coherent 
way so that we manage those risks in 
the best way possible and in the best 
interests of the American people. 

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

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and just want to say I enjoy very much 
the opportunity to serve with my col-
league, Mr. SMITH, on the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and I appreciate his 
support for this important resolution. 

b 1430 
We disagree on several points. I know 

that Mr. SMITH knows that the defense 
budget is not what is driving the debt 
in this country. I don’t disagree that 
we need a fiscal policy and that we 
have got to address our fiscal concerns, 
but it is also the case that we have the 
votes, that we have the ability, as we 
have done in this House and as they 
could do in the Senate. 

We saw, in the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, the Defense Appropria-

tions bill passed out 30–1. So it is a bi-
partisan bill that we ought to pass. We 
passed it across this floor. We ought to 
pass it across the Senate floor. We 
ought to get it to the President’s desk 
so that he can sign it, instead of being 
in a situation where we are holding it 
hostage to a whole range of other 
issues and concerns. 

Mr. SMITH and I do have big disagree-
ments. You know, to talk about some-
how that the tax cuts are impacting 
the Defense budget ignores the history 
of the fact that the Defense budget was 
being strangled when Barack Obama 
was in office. And as far as I know, no-
body is accusing President Obama of 
cutting taxes too much. 

So the challenge that our military is 
facing and the challenge of reliable suf-
ficient funding isn’t directly tied to tax 
policy. I think what we have got to do 
is decouple these things. 

If we don’t get the funding for the 
military right, as Mr. SMITH said—you 
know, Secretary Mattis has said we 
can afford survival. Another way to say 
that is if we don’t get this right, noth-
ing else we do will matter. And the sit-
uation is so serious and so significant 
that if we let ourselves one more time 
go down the path of holding this fund-
ing hostage to other concerns and 
other issues, basically holding our men 
and women in uniform hostage, I would 
submit that we are not doing our job, 
and we are not fulfilling our constitu-
tional obligation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. BYRNE), 
my colleague from the Rules Com-
mittee and from the Armed Services 
Committee. 

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of H. Res. 995. 

As many of us have stood on this 
floor and said, We have planes that 
can’t fly, ships that can’t sail, and 
troops that can’t deploy. 

Under the Obama administration, we 
saw an alarming trend where we al-
lowed our Armed Forces to be hollowed 
out, and we allowed a critical readiness 
crisis to develop. 

Over the last 2 years, members of the 
House Armed Services Committee and 
others have fought tirelessly to ensure 
our military gets the level of funding 
they need, not only to fix our current 
readiness crisis but also to build up our 
force to a size to match the current 
threat environment, which is the most 
complex one we have faced since World 
War II. 

While I am proud of the work we 
have done so far to raise the top line 
Defense number, there is another crit-
ical piece to the puzzle. Continuing res-
olutions are just as detrimental to our 
national security as the Budget Con-
trol Act caps. Every day we don’t pass 
the Defense Appropriations bill, we are 
denying resources to our servicemem-
bers and making it harder for them to 
do their job. 

Continuing resolutions and budg-
etary uncertainty also end up costing 

the taxpayers more money. The Sec-
retary of the Navy has said that the 
Department of Navy alone wasted $4 
billion since 2011 because of continuing 
resolutions. That is $4 billion of real 
money that could have been used to 
fund more ships, more planes, or more 
maintenance. 

Under a continuing resolution, the 
Department of Defense and the services 
are not allowed to enter into any new 
contracts. Every year we have delayed 
the timelines of scheduled mainte-
nance availabilities and procurement 
schedules. All of these things are cru-
cial to maintain deployment rotation 
and ensure the U.S. presence is felt 
around the world. 

Compare this to your personal fi-
nances. For half the year you are able 
only to pay your current expenses, like 
car payments and utilities. You know 
you will get money later in the year 
for new things you want to buy or in-
vest in; however, you don’t know how 
much you will get or whether you will 
get it. Does that sound frustrating and 
ineffective? 

We have the world’s greatest mili-
tary. Yet, we are hamstringing them 
with an irresponsible funding cycle. 
Let me put this in very blunt terms. 
The inability of Congress to pass gov-
ernment funding bills on time has en-
dangered the health, safety, and lives 
of our servicemembers. Just look at 
the aviation accidents and recent colli-
sions of Navy ships. These incidents 
can be blamed, at least in part, on the 
readiness crisis. 

As Members of Congress, we have a 
responsibility here. We are not the 
ones on the front lines and deployed 
around the world, but we play an inte-
gral role: getting those servicemem-
bers their funding on time. 

In a time where we face great power 
competition with Russia and China, 
radical Islamic extremism in the Mid-
dle East, and Iran and North Korea, 
there is no shortage of national secu-
rity priorities. 

Here, in the House, we have passed 
our Defense funding bill on time yet 
again, but we need our colleagues in 
the Senate to follow suit. I know it is 
a priority for my Alabama colleague, 
Senate Appropriations Chairman RICH-
ARD SHELBY, to get our military fund-
ed, so I hope we can do our job respon-
sibly and on time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield an 
additional 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, let’s not 
let petty political games get in the way 
of funding our Nation’s military, pro-
tecting our servicemembers, and ensur-
ing the safety and security of the 
American people. Let’s pass this reso-
lution and demonstrate our strong 
commitment to passing a Defense fund-
ing bill before the end of the fiscal 
year. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 
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Mr. Speaker, just a couple of quick 

points. The Department of Defense 
budget is 18 percent of the overall Fed-
eral budget, and you would be a pretty 
bad businessperson if you looked at 
your books and said that a thing that 
takes 18 percent of the budget has 
nothing do with the deficit. It all adds 
up piece by piece. It absolutely is a big 
part of what contributes to us having a 
deficit and a debt, so we cannot ignore 
what we spend on Defense and how it 
impacts everything else. 

Now, you can make that policy deci-
sion that, you know, defense is just so 
much more important than infrastruc-
ture or healthcare or education or So-
cial Security or Medicare or whatever, 
but to say that it doesn’t impact the 
debt and the deficit is not, well, fis-
cally accurate. 

And second, as far as tax cuts are 
concerned, yes, President Obama cut 
taxes repeatedly and by way, way too 
much and contributed to this problem. 
Most notably was in 2012 with the per-
manent extension of all of the Bush tax 
cuts. So, we did that, and then with the 
stimulus package back in 2009, there 
was about a $400 billion tax cut. 

We have repeatedly, in this Con-
gress—and I didn’t vote for any of that. 
We have repeatedly in this Congress 
prioritized tax cuts over the men and 
women who serve in the military. That 
is what I find so ironic. We hear all 
these complaints about how we are 
underfunding the military, the com-
plaints about readiness, and what the 
gentleman from Alabama said, when he 
talked about the impact that this is 
having on the men and women who 
serve, he is absolutely right. The con-
tinuing resolutions are devastating to 
the way we try to function within the 
Department of Defense. 

I will again submit that they are also 
devastating to every other aspect of 
our discretionary budget, and that 
should not be ignored. But to cut taxes 
by trillions upon trillions of dollars 
and then look up and say, Gosh, how 
come we don’t have enough revenue to 
fund our defense is hypocritical. 

All I am asking is: Make a choice. If, 
in fact, we need to spend the amount of 
money on DOD that you are all saying 
we are, then let’s raise the revenue and 
pay for it, okay. That is fine. That is a 
choice. But to both say, we are going 
to give away massive tax cuts pri-
marily to the wealthiest people in this 
country, who, by the way, have been 
doing quite well for quite some time, 
and then come up and say, Gosh, it is 
just so irresponsible that we are not 
funding defense, that is not consistent 
and it is not a fiscal policy. 

And, again, I will come back to the 
fact that this is all very well and good. 
I mean, what all these resolutions are 
saying is if we could just pass the De-
fense Appropriations bill, then every-
thing would be fine. We have a $4 tril-
lion plus budget. We have multiple lay-
ers of problems here. If we do not ad-
dress the underlying fiscal issues that 
we are facing that I have described, 

then the men and women who serve in 
our military will face the brutal uncer-
tainty that is very accurately de-
scribed by my Republican colleagues 
over and over and over again. 

We have to address the underlying 
issue, not just come out and make 
empty statements about how we want 
to support our men and women in the 
military after putting in place a budget 
and a tax policy that makes it next to 
impossible to do that. We have to deal 
with the issue up front so that we are 
in a position to actually provide what 
my colleagues have said we need to 
provide. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, again, I appreciate very 
much my colleague’s support for this 
important resolution. I look forward to 
having his support as we go forward on 
these resolutions that lay out very 
clearly how important it is to fund our 
men and women in uniform. 

He and I have very serious and sig-
nificant disagreements over tax policy. 
I believe—I know that the private sec-
tor is the engine of growth in this 
economy; that tax cuts, in fact, gen-
erate economic growth, and economic 
growth generates revenue; that if you 
really want to deal with the debt in 
this Nation, then you have got to gen-
erate additional revenue. 

The way to do that is not by taxing 
people more. It is by letting people 
keep more of what they earn so they in 
fact can reinvest so we can see the kind 
of economic growth we need. 

But I would say my colleague’s focus 
on that issue today points out the 
problem that we have been facing. We 
face a number of critically important 
challenges in this body and in the 
United States Senate, but we have got 
to ensure that we don’t hold our men 
and women in uniform hostage while 
we deal with those other issues. 

We are, today, not at a time when we 
have got an international environment 
that is one in which we can feel safe in 
our predominance, in which we can feel 
safe in our ability to continue to 
project our power. We are in one where 
the threat to us is growing, and it is 
significant. 

When you have got servicemen and 
-women, when you have got service 
chiefs, when you have got the Sec-
retary of Defense telling us things like: 
our adversaries have weapons systems 
we might not be able to defend against, 
that policies and budget processes and 
votes that are undertaken in this body 
are increasing the risk to our men and 
women in uniform, those are things we 
have got to pay attention to. And I 
would say we have an obligation to pay 
attention to those things that is higher 
than any other obligation that we 
have. 

We have to commit, Mr. Speaker, to 
fulfilling that constitutional obliga-
tion to providing full and on time fund-
ing for our troops. 

And, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
close today with something that Gen-
eral Dunford said in his testimony be-
fore the House Armed Services Com-
mittee earlier this year. He said: ‘‘The 
Joint Force must continue to receive 
sufficient, sustained, and predictable 
funding for the foreseeable future to re-
store our competitive advantage and 
ensure we never send our sons and 
daughters into a fair fight.’’ 

Every single time we have to deploy 
our forces, Mr. Speaker, we must en-
sure that they have everything they 
need to prevail. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I urge adop-
tion of the resolution. I urge a contin-
ued focus on completing the Defense 
funding process on time and getting 
the bill to the President’s desk. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Wyoming (Ms. 
CHENEY) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 995. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the resolu-
tion was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

EXPRESSING SENSE OF THE 
HOUSE THAT THE UNITED 
STATES NAVY’S TOTAL READI-
NESS REMAINS IN A PERILOUS 
STATE 
Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 998) expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives that 
the United States Navy’s total readi-
ness remains in a perilous state due to 
high operational demands, increased 
deployment lengths, shortened training 
periods, and deferred maintenance all 
while the Navy is asked to do more 
with less as financial support for crit-
ical areas waned in the era of seques-
tration and without consistent Con-
gressional funding. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 998 

Whereas Navy readiness could further dete-
riorate in areas such as training, ship con-
struction, ship repair, and deployability if 
Congress does not provide stable funding for 
the Department of Defense; 

Whereas the USS Fitzgerald, a United 
States Navy destroyer, collided with a con-
tainer ship while transiting through Sagami 
Bay near Japan on June 17, 2017, resulting in 
the deaths of seven sailors and hundreds of 
millions of dollars in damage; 

Whereas the United States Navy’s inves-
tigation of the USS Fitzgerald collision con-
cluded that the event was ‘‘avoidable’’ and 
that numerous failures included failure to 
plan for safety, failure to adhere to sound 
navigation practice, failure to execute basic 
watch standing practices, failure to properly 
use available navigation tools, and failure to 
respond deliberately and effectively when in 
extremis; 
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