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Mr. DOGGETT changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

Mr. MOLLOHAN changed his vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ‘‘A bill to authorize appro-
priations for the United States Cus-
toms Service for drug interdiction, and
for other purposes.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
164, I was unavoidably detained. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the last
order of business this evening will be a
rule which will make in order two
hours of general debate only, no
amendments, and then tomorrow the
first order of business will be taking up
another rule on the defense authoriza-
tion bill which will then make in order
amendments. But for this evening,
there will be no further votes if there is
no vote on this rule.

I would ask the gentleman from
Texas if it is his understanding that he
does not intend to ask for a vote on
this rule.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I do not in-
tend to ask for a vote on this rule. I
know of no one on my side of the aisle
who is going to ask for a vote on this
rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if we
can then proceed with the debate on
the rule, we do not intend to use much
time on it and then we can go right to
the general debate.

NOTICE OF INTENT TO OFFER MO-
TION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 2400, BUILDING EFFI-
CIENT SURFACE TRANSPOR-
TATION AND EQUITY ACT OF 1998

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
clause 1(c) of House Rule XXVIII, I
hereby notify the House of my inten-
tion tomorrow to offer the following
motion to instruct House conferees on
H.R. 2400, Building Efficient Surface
Transportation and Equity Act of 1998:

I move that the managers on the part
of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the bill, H.R. 2400, be instructed to in-
sist that no provisions to prohibit or
reduce service-connected disability
compensation to veterans for smoking-
related illnesses be included in the con-
ference report on H.R. 2400 to offset
spending for highway or transit pro-
grams.

f

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 435 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 435

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3616) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 1999 for
military activities of the Department of De-
fense, to prescribe military personnel
strengths for fiscal year 1999, and for other
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed two hours equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Na-
tional Security. After general debate the
Committee of the Whole shall rise without
motion. No further consideration of the bill
shall be in order except pursuant to subse-
quent order of the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON)
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FROST), a very strong
supporter of the defense budget, pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 435 is
a rule providing for general debate con-
sideration of H.R. 3616, the Fiscal 1999
Defense Authorization Bill. The rule
waives points of order against consider-
ation of the bill and provides two hours
of general debate only, which we will
take up in just a few minutes. Further
consideration of the bill will be gov-
erned by a rule that the Committee on
Rules will report out later today.

This rule is necessary simply to get
the ball rolling on this massive, com-
plex bill which always requires a great
deal of floor time.

Mr. Speaker, the annual defense au-
thorization bill is without question one
of the most important bills we consider
in this body each year. In doing our
business that sometimes seems rou-
tine, we should never lose sight of the
fact that the number one duty of the
Federal Government is the protection
of national security and that is exactly
what this bill is all about here tonight.
As usual, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) and the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON)
and their staffs have done outstanding
work, and I commend them and urge
support for the rule so that they can
get on with their business tonight.

Mr. Speaker, it is absolutely impera-
tive that this bill contain adequate
funding for our military personnel who
are right now out in the field standing
vigilant on behalf of all Americans all
over this world.

Mr. Speaker, it is imperative that
this bill set out the policies which are
consistent with and seek to maintain
the unique warrior culture of our mili-
tary, and that is exactly what it is, it
is a warrior culture and that is what it
has to be, for without that we cannot
win wars, and that is what militaries
are for. Some people seem to have for-
gotten that over the course of years.

Mr. Speaker, to the best extent pos-
sible this bill does all of that within
the budget restrictions we have to live
by. I congratulate and I commend both
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPENCE) and the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) and again their
staffs for their outstanding work on be-
half of military preparedness.

At $270.8 billion, this bill once again
adds money to the President’s annually
inadequate defense budget request.
Very importantly, the bill provides for
the first time in 13 years an inflation
adjusted increase in procurement
spending. That means in being able to
purchase the hardware that is going to
give the best state of the art to young
men and women that serve in the mili-
tary today. This is exceedingly impor-
tant.

This account provides for the weap-
ons and equipment that we send our
young men into battle with and it has
been cut by nearly 70 percent since
1985. I will bet Members did not know
that, did they? It is well past time that
we reversed this trend.

These accounts contain adequate
funding for the President’s request of
$36 billion for research and develop-
ment. Again, if we do not have the re-
search and development, we will not
have that state of the art equipment
that will give our men and women the
best. These accounts contain adequate
funding for the weapons systems of to-
morrow, such as the F–22 Stealth
Fighter, the Marine Corps V–22 troop
carrier, and the next generation of air-
craft carriers and submarines. These
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accounts also contain funding to bring
us one step closer to developing and de-
ploying defenses against ballistic mis-
siles, something we may need even
sooner if certain U.S. businesses con-
tinue to assist China missile programs
with a wink and a nod from the Clinton
administration, and we will be debat-
ing this at length during this upcoming
debate.

This bill also contains, very impor-
tantly, a 3.6 percent pay raise for our
military personnel and adds significant
funding increases for the barracks, for
the family housing and for child care
centers. We have to keep in mind, Mr.
Speaker, that when I served with some
of my colleagues in the Marine Corps
more than 45 years ago, almost all of
us, noncommissioned officers, as I was,
were single. Almost all of the commis-
sioned officers were single under the
grade of colonel. Today that is abso-
lutely reversed. Therefore, it is impera-
tive that we do provide housing and
child care centers for our military in
order to keep the kind of personnel
that we want in the military.

Despite all of these excellent provi-
sions in this bill, Mr. Speaker, let me
go on the record once again as I have
for several years now. We continue to
provide inadequate, yes, I will repeat,
inadequate funds for this Nation’s de-
fenses. Despite our additions to the
President’s request, this bill will rep-
resent the 14th straight year of infla-
tion adjusted cuts to this budget. Our
military is vastly smaller and it is
older than during Desert Storm and,
God forbid, if we had to go back and
have the same kind of rearm go that
we had in Desert Storm, we could not
do it today and that means the men
and women that we put in danger’s way
are going to be very, in very serious
condition. Most experts agree, not just
with me, that such a mission would
simply be impossible today.
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Worse, this smaller force is being
asked to do more and more and more
and more by the administration. We
are bogged down in a fanciful nation-
building mission in Bosnia. We also
have a seemingly never-ending mission
in Iraq.

And I support the Iraq mission, but
my point is that our military is
stretched almost to its breaking point,
my colleagues. Our men and women are
being asked to do too much, with less
training, less support and with older
and older equipment.

The predictable results are that the
recruiters are unable to meet the
quotas. If my colleagues do not believe
it, they should go back into their dis-
tricts and go and sit down with the Ma-
rine Corps and the Navy and the Army
and the Air Force recruiters, and they
will tell my colleagues that they are
having trouble recruiting a real cross-
section of America today.

Air Force and Navy pilots are resign-
ing in droves today because they do not
think that the career is there. Are they

going to be able to advance up the pro-
motion ladder? And under today’s mili-
tary level of funding, the answer is no.
They know they will be cashiered out
at an early age and, therefore, how can
they afford to stay in the military and
still support their families? They can-
not. And that is why we have to pass
this bill today.

All this, as the world just gets more
and more dangerous. We have a nuclear
arms race going on right now in South
Asia, aided and abetted by the increas-
ingly aggressive Communist China, and
we will debate that at length for about
4 hours tomorrow morning. The Middle
East peace process is in deep trouble.
Saddam Hussein, according to the U.N.
weapons inspectors, continues to con-
ceal his weapons of mass destruction
capabilities, and North Korea remains
as dangerous as ever.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, history
has not ended and conflict among na-
tions has not ceased, nor will it in my
colleagues’ lifetime and mine. But in
order to deter conflict and to prepare
for all contingencies, we need the
strongest, best trained, best equipped
and most ready military force that we
can possibly have. We have had that,
but have taken ourselves to the verge
of squandering it over the past several
years with these budget cuts.

For several years running, the Com-
mittee on National Security and the
Committee on Appropriations have
made valiant and worthy attempts to
correct this increasingly dangerous sit-
uation by adding to the President’s
budget request. But it has not been
enough. Mr. Speaker, somehow we are
all going to have to figure out a way to
get more money allocated to defense
before we come to regret what we have
done here on this floor over the years.

Despite all this, I nonetheless urge
support of the rule and this bill as we
debate through this week. It is vital
legislation and it is simply the best we
can do at this juncture. And once again
I would commend the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. FLOYD SPENCE),
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. IKE
SKELTON), and the Committee on Na-
tional Security and their staff for the
excellent work on bringing this bill to
the floor.

Let us pass this rule quickly, get on
to the general debate, and then get
into the amendment process tomorrow.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is a noncontrover-
sial rule which merely facilitates the
work of the House. The Committee on
Rules has also reported a rule which
provides for the consideration of the
amendments to the Department of De-
fense authorization for fiscal year 1999.

However, as in the years past, the
Committee on Rules has recommended
this separate rule providing for general
debate on the DOD authorization in an-
ticipation of another rule which will
set the terms of debate on the many

substantive issues relating to the oper-
ations of the Department of Defense.

Mr. Speaker, there is a matter relat-
ed to the consideration of this rule by
the Committee on Rules I would like to
call to the attention of the House. Last
Thursday afternoon, just minutes be-
fore the Committee on Rules convened
to consider this noncontroversial rule,
the chairman announced from the floor
that the committee would be consider-
ing two resolutions which had not been
previously noticed to the committee.
This chairman said these matters were
being brought to the Committee on
Rules solely because the Democratic
leadership had earlier that day offered
a privileged resolution relating to the
conduct of the investigation on cam-
paign finance by the chairman of the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

Mr. Speaker, I only raise this issue
because these matters were brought to
the Committee on Rules with no notice
to the Democratic members. The chair-
man of the committee, my friend the
gentleman from New York (Mr. SOLO-
MON), did call the ranking member to
inform him of his decision to bring
these matters before the committee as
emergency matters, but he did so only
moments before going to the floor to
make this general announcement, dur-
ing which he said the committee was
due to meet in 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I do not dispute the au-
thority of the chairman to bring those
matters that he chooses before the
committee for its consideration. What
I would merely like to point out is that
the manner in which these resolution
were brought to the committee only
perpetuates a problem he is seeking to
remedy.

That being said, Mr. Speaker, let me
add that I have no objection to this
rule providing for general debate on
the authorization for the programs of
the Department of Defense for fiscal
year 1999, and I urge its adoption.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS) be al-
lowed to manage the rest of the time
on this rule.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield

31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN).

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this bill and of this rule as
the minimum support necessary to
meet our basic security requirements
around the world. I sincerely hope that
over the year we can begin to debate
our responsibility in solving the many
challenges facing our military.
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With the passage of this bill, the Con-

gress has joined the President in re-
sponsibility for underfunding the criti-
cal functions of national security. The
duty now rests squarely with the Con-
gress to provide sufficient resources for
a strong and ready military force capa-
ble of meeting our global responsibil-
ities while keeping faith with the men
and women in uniform who sacrifice so
much for this country.

I had hoped the President would lead
on this issue, laying out the case for
the American people that it is still a
dangerous world and the United States
must be prepared to lead and to act
whenever our interests are at stake. I
am not hopeful that he will.

The revelations of China’s influence
in White House policy and the very
troubling transfer of missile tech-
nology to the Chinese military have
gravely damaged our national security
and may have ignited a new wave of
proliferation and arms race throughout
Asia. Meanwhile, at home, the Presi-
dent continues to put campaign prom-
ises and jobs in California ahead of
complying with the base closure law
and hundreds of millions of dollars in
savings represented by the consolida-
tion of excess capacity.

I do not expect too much leadership
from a White House that promised a 1-
year mission to Bosnia for a cost of $1
billion, and now our military is stuck
in an endless stalemate that will cost
well over $10 billion and even more in
eroded military readiness.

That leaves it to us. It is the prin-
cipal job of the Congress to provide for
the national defense. We do not need a
bigger Department of Defense, but we
do need a more modern one with ade-
quately supported professionals and
clearly defined goals.

After 14 straight years of real decline
in defense spending, it is long past time
for a change. If we are to remain great
and free and respected around the
world, we need the courage and fore-
sight to provide for a strong and ready
force. George Washington warned that
the only way to ensure peace was to be
prepared for war. I am afraid today
that we are prepared for neither.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff and the CBO
tell us the national military strategy
is underfunded by nearly $15 billion per
year for the next 6 years. At less than
1 percent of the Federal budget and
one-tenth percent of our GDP, I ask
each of my colleagues, if we cannot af-
ford this investment now, when times
are good and we have the first balanced
budget in a generation, when will we
afford it? Let us commit what modest
investment in national defense will be
included with debt reduction and fam-
ily tax cuts as we reprioritize Federal
expenditures under a budget surplus.

Our military readiness is already bro-
ken. Retention and recruiting are at
nearly all-time lows. Morale is falling.
The only thing holding our military to-
gether is the tireless effort, dedication,
patriotism and self-sacrifice of the men
and women who volunteer to serve in

our armed forces. They can only bear
this burden so long before health, safe-
ty and family fall victim to relentless
operational tempo.

I salute these people and thank them
for all they do. We owe it to them to
show our full support before we ask the
last full measure of their devotion. I
hope we in the Congress can show that
kind of leadership.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

I think it is unfortunate that we are
having and will have the debate to-
night on the largest single expenditure
of the government of the United
States, late at night with virtually no
Members in attendance.

Further, it is unfortunate that as the
bill moved forward, that there were
two copies of the report on this bill
available in the anteroom of the com-
mittee for the 435 Members of the Con-
gress. If any Member wanted to at-
tempt to develop an amendment, they
could have gone down and sat in the
anteroom and tried to pore through the
hundreds of pages of the bill, because
the amendments were due on Thursday
and the reports were issued to the
Members’ offices today. I think that is
equally unfortunate.

And what we can expect from that is
that many vital issues will not get the
scrutiny that they should have on the
floor of the House of Representatives
or in the Congress.

Procurement reform. No one can
argue that the procurement system of
the Pentagon works well. The scandals
are still there. If it is not toilet seats,
it is screwdrivers. If it is not screw-
drivers, it is fasteners. If it is not fas-
teners, it is whole weapon systems that
do not work.

These things should be adequately re-
viewed. But profits come before effi-
ciency, or even come before national
security, and certainly come before the
troops.

We are not going to address effec-
tively in this bill the fact that 15,000
enlisted families are eligible for food
stamps in the military. The small
across-the-board raise given in this bill
is not going to boost those families up
above that level.

We are not going to effectively ad-
dress the much more cost-effective al-
ternative of the National Guard as an
alternative to full-time standing mili-
tary for the defense needs of our coun-
try. We are still going to short the Na-
tional Guard in this bill.

People say, well, there is not enough
money to go around. Well, the Penta-
gon is spending a lot of time pushing
some other big programs that are of
dubious value, another generation of
attack submarines. When the last one,
Seawolf, was launched, a senior chief
said, ‘‘Now, if we could just find some-
body to fight with.’’ Well, now we are
going to develop another generation of

submarines, even more sophisticated,
even though there are none as sophisti-
cated as the last ones we are still
launching.

We are still going to invest $3.8 bil-
lion in ballistic missile defense, some
of it oriented toward theater defense to
defend our troops, but some of it still
following the fantasy launched by Star
Wars $50 billion ago with not yet one
successful test. There will be no
amendments on that issue here on the
floor of the House. There will be very
little discussion of that issue here on
the floor of the House.

These are things that deserve scru-
tiny. These are things that should have
amendments oriented toward them.
But the process that was adopted here,
two reports available, amendments due
by Thursday, reports issued today to
Members, did not lead to that and the
debate late at night does not either.

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

The gentleman from Oregon, I know
he is getting ready to leave the Cham-
ber, but I think he needs to be aware,
because he is probably going to be em-
barrassed by the fact that he was not,
that hundreds of copies of the commit-
tee print were available a week ago
Monday. Last Monday a week.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MCINNIS. I will not yield.
Mr. DEFAZIO. If the gentleman will

yield.
Mr. MCINNIS. I have not yielded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS)
has the time.

Mr. DEFAZIO. That is an inaccurate
statement.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask for
order on the floor. I have time on the
floor.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS)
has the time.

Mr. MCINNIS. Furthermore, I would
advise the gentleman that over 100
amendments have been filed. So what I
would surmise from this is that a num-
ber of our colleagues have determined
that this is a very open process. They
have taken the time to file over 100
amendments.

The fact that the gentleman from Or-
egon neglected to do this or neglected
to watch the schedule, he should not
then come down here on the floor and
say that this rule is not fair.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, my staff
contacted the committee. They were
told two copies were available in the
anteroom. Beyond that, we know that
the process is preloaded.

I have just reviewed the list of
amendments that are being allowed.
There is not one single amendment
that would cut $1 from any program.
There is not one single amendment
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being allowed that would review the ef-
ficiency or the effectiveness of the pro-
curement program.

This has been going on for years here
on the floor of the House. Members can
take the amendments up there and
they will not be allowed to talk to
them on the floor. The only amend-
ments here on the floor are going to be
amendments that enhance the spending
under this bill.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume
once again to correct. I mean the gen-
tleman from Oregon makes it sound
like there were lots of amendments up
there to decrease spending and none of
them were allowed on the floor.

Only one amendment was filed, Mr.
Speaker. Only one amendment. I think
we need to show the whole story, show
the whole picture here before we re-
flect upon our colleagues some kind of
Committee on Rules that is theoreti-
cally disorderly and not fair. It is emi-
nently fair.

This rule has had over 100 amend-
ments. We are going to have lots of de-
bate in the next few days. And, quite
frankly, the gentleman needs to be a
little more accurate, in my opinion, in
regards to the action the Committee on
Rules has taken.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. THURMAN).

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I also want to take this
opportunity to thank the chairman,
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPENCE), and the ranking member,
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
SKELTON), for what I see as a very im-
portant issue that has been included in
this authorization bill, which is to ex-
tend the national mail order pharmacy
program to Medicare eligibles.
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While Congress has authorized a

mail-order pharmacy program and al-
lowed retirees who live near those
areas that the bases have been des-
ignated to be closed, they are allowed
to participate, but this has left out
hundreds of thousands of other brave,
retired servicemen and women who
have continued to be locked out of this
process.

Currently, this program does not in-
clude the vast majority of our Nation’s
Medicare-eligible military retirees.
That is why last year I introduced
some legislation, H.R. 1773, to expand
the mail-order program to all Medi-
care-eligible military retirees. This
measure has been supported by both
the Air Force Sergeants Association
and the Army Retirement Council,
both of which have worked tirelessly
on this issue.

I would also like to point out that
the hard work of one of my constitu-
ents who serves on one of these com-
mittees, Mr. Ebitz, first brought this
issue to my attention.

The legislation before us today will
require that the DOD submit a plan to
Congress by March 1, 1999. This plan
must provide for a system-wide rede-
sign of the military mail-order phar-
macy system, which includes a system-
wide drug benefit for all beneficiaries,
including Medicare-eligible bene-
ficiaries.

I think the DOD and this Congress
have an implied moral commitment to
provide this care to all military bene-
ficiaries. By supporting the expansion
of the mail-order program, we can send
a clear message that the passage of
time does not either erase the service
of our military retirees and what they
have given to us nor our Government’s
obligation to their well-being.

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, may I
ask how much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. MCINNIS) has 17 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FROST) has 22 minutes remaining.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to take this op-
portunity to speak against this rule
and the rule that will come up tomor-
row.

Mr. Speaker, about $18 billion of our
Nation’s money, most of it coming
from the Department of Defense, is
spent on the war on drugs. In February,
to my knowledge, we had a special
forces aid team in Colombia training
the Lance Arrows. I visited that group
a week before the Lance Arrows were
ambushed. Out of 125, I think 18 strag-
gled back. The rest were killed or cap-
tured.

We also have Seals down there. We
have E–3s flying. We have P–3s flying.
We have surveillance C–130s, one of
which was shot up by the Peruvians.
An American airman fell to his death I
think 11,000 feet out of the plane.

The point that I am trying to make,
Mr. Speaker, is that I offered an
amendment to the Committee on Rules
to require all Department of Defense
employees to be tested for drugs. Be-
cause we have some Department of De-
fense employees, particularly our uni-
formed personnel, who are literally
putting their lives on the line as we
speak. So should we not know that all
of the people within the Department of
Defense are pulling for the same team?

The uniformed military personnel
and some civilians are required to be
drug tested. We know from conversa-
tions that have been intercepted from
the drug lords that they know when
the planes are flying, they know when
the ships are patrolling; and I suspect
there are some people within the De-
partment of Defense that are giving
this information away.

Is it for money? Is it for drugs? I
think we deserve to know. And I think
the American people deserve a Depart-

ment of Defense, as a matter of fact,
the American people deserve a Federal
workforce that is drug free. And the
best way to see to it that that happens
is to allow drug testing as a condition
of employment.

That is why I must express my deep
anger that every single Republican
member of the Committee on Rules
voted against bringing this amendment
to the floor. I do want to congratulate
my Democratic colleagues who voted
for that. But that is one of the 100
amendments that should have been
voted on. That is why I will be voting
against the rule both tonight and to-
morrow.

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

The amendment of the gentleman
sounds good. I think the amendment
has a lot of merit to it. However, this
amendment was offered last year. It is
going to be addressed at the Committee
on Government Oversight and Reform.
Other committees are going to take a
look at it. That is a more appropriate
location.

I would urge my colleague to go
ahead and support the rule. That is
what is going to allow us some good de-
bate.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

This is the rule for general debate
only. We will have the opportunity to-
morrow to consider a rule which will
provide for the consideration of various
amendments. I urge the adoption of
this rule, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

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

I also urge that we pass this bill. We
are going to have appropriate time for
general debate this evening. The next
few days are going to be consumed on
the issue of defense. It is absolutely
critical.

I think the good congressman, the
gentleman from the State of Utah (Mr.
HANSEN), stated it very well in his re-
marks. He quoted George Washington,
‘‘The best way to be prepared for peace
is to be prepared for war.’’

I think these are key issues. I think
both sides of the aisle have a lot of
keen interest in seeing that our defense
is strong and appropriate. And, there-
fore, I urge the first step in this proc-
ess, and that is passage of the bill. I
urge a yes vote.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HEFLEY). Pursuant to House Resolution
435 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill, H.R.
3616.

The Chair appoints the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CAMP) as chairman
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of the Committee of the Whole, and re-
quests the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. PEASE) to assume the chair tem-
porarily.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3616) to
authorize appropriations for fiscal year
1999 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for fiscal year
1999, and for other purposes, with Mr.
PEASE (Chairman pro tempore) in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the bill is considered as
having been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) and the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON) each will control 1 hour.

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

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

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

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, on May
6, the Committee on National Security
reported H.R. 3616 on a bipartisan vote
of 50–1. Although this kind of support
may leave everyone with the impres-
sion that all is well with our military
and that crafting this bill was easy, the
truth was far different.

Caught between an international geo-
political environment that requires an
expansive United States national secu-
rity strategy and a domestic political
environment bounded by declining de-
fense budgets locked in place by the
Balanced Budget Act, the Committee is
left to figure out how best to manage
risk; and there should be no illusions
about the level of risk associated with
the problems that our military con-
fronts in carrying out its mission.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff recently as-
sessed it as moderate to high. Thus,
our actions in this bill are intended to
protect as best we can those programs
that will help lower the risks to our
national security interests by improv-
ing readiness, enhancing quality of life,
and increasing the pace of which the
rapidly aging equipment is modernized.

When the fiscal year 1999 defense
budget is measured by any of last
year’s Quadrennial Defense Reviews
three central requirements for the U.S.
military, shaping the international en-
vironment, preparing for uncertain fu-
ture or responding to the crisis of war,
it is inadequate.

Despite the Nation’s extensive na-
tional security requirements and the
administration’s heavy use of the mili-
tary all over the world, the fiscal year
1999 defense budget continues for the
14th consecutive year a pattern of real
decline in defense spending.

The President’s budget request rep-
resents a 1.1 percent decline from cur-

rent defense spending levels and is $54
billion short of even keeping pace with
record low inflation over the next 5
years. The spending levels authorized
in this bill are almost 40 percent lower
than those of little more than a decade
ago and, in fact, represent the lowest
level of inflation-adjusted defense
spending since before the Korean War.

Earlier this year, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the Nation’s military leaders,
testified that their fiscal year 1999
budgets contained shortfalls of more
than $10 billion. Over the 5-year de-
fense plan, the Chiefs of Staff testified
that their shortfalls amounted to more
than $58 billion.

Mr. Chairman, I will submit a sum-
mary of the shortfalls identified by the
Service Chiefs along with my state-
ment.

Unfortunately, it is not hard to ap-
preciate why the unofficial motto of
today’s military is ‘‘doing more with
less.’’ Force structure and resources
continue to decline, while missions
continue to increase.

Since 1987, active duty personnel
have been cut by more than 800,000.

Since 1990, the Army has been re-
duced from 18 to 10 divisions.

Since 1988, the Navy has reduced its
ships from 565 down to 346.

Since 1990, the Air Force has reduced
its fighter wings from 24 down to 12.

And since 1988, the United States
military has closed more than 900 bases
and facilities around the world and 97
bases and facilities here at home.

At the same time, our military is
shrinking, operations around the world
are increasing:

Between 1960 and 1991, the Army con-
ducted 10 operational events. In just
the last 7 years, they have conducted 26
such operational events.

In the 7-year period from 1982 to 1989,
the Marine Corps participated in 15
contingency operations. However, since
1989 and the fall of the Berlin Wall,
they have participated in 62 such con-
tingency operations.

Similarly high operation national
tempos are also impacting the Navy
and the Air Force.

The threats and challenges America
confronts around the world today and
the resulting pressures they have
placed on a still shrinking United
States military have been
underestimateed by the administration
and by many in Congress. At this criti-
cal point in history, the mismatch be-
tween the Nation’s military strategy
and the resources required to imple-
ment it grows larger every day. Con-
sequently, a wide range of quality of
life, readiness and modernization
shortfalls have developed. If left unre-
solved, these shortfalls threaten the vi-
ability of today’s all-volunteer force,
risk a return to the hollow military of
the late 1970s and jeopardize America’s
ability to effectively protect and pro-
mote its national interests around the
world.

And these are not just my own per-
sonal conclusions. They reflect a con-

sensus view held by the Committee on
National Security’s senior leadership
on both sides of the aisle.

Back on April 22, I joined the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. Skelton)
and the committee’s senior Republican
and Democrat members in publicly
calling upon the President and the con-
gressional leadership to provide for in-
creased defense spending in the face of
these worsening military shortfalls.

The letter we signed stated, in part,
and I will read from that:

Despite several years of aggressive Penta-
gon reform, it is apparent that even if the
most optimistic estimates of reform-gen-
erated savings materialize, they will fall far
short of adequately addressing underfunded
quality of life, readiness and modernization
requirements as well as the inevitable de-
ployments in the years ahead. Having just
concluded our initial oversight hearings on
the fiscal year 1999 defense budget request, it
is our collective judgment that, short of an
unwise retrenchment and overhaul of United
States national military strategy, fixing the
Nation’s long-term defense program will re-
quire increased defense spending. Without
additional defense resources to reverse the
14-year pattern of spending decline, the mili-
tary services will be unable to stabilize their
shrinking force structures, protect quality of
life and readiness and modernize rapidly
aging equipment.
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Mr. Chairman, I will submit a copy of
the complete April 22 bipartisan letter
along with my statement.

Despite the Committee on National
Security’s attempt to manage the
growing risk, we can only make im-
provements at the margin in the ab-
sence of additional defense resources.
The magnitude of the shortfalls is so
great that they cannot be eliminated
simply through a wiser allocation of
resources contained in the President’s
request.

By reprioritizing the President’s re-
quest, the committee has provided the
military services some of the tools
they need to better recruit and train
quality personnel, better train person-
nel to the highest possible standards,
and better equip them with advanced
military technology.

At the same time, the committee has
tried to provide those who wear their
uniform and their families with a qual-
ity of life more commensurate with
that of the American citizens they are
sworn to protect. As a result of these
improvements, H.R. 3616 received
strong bipartisan support in committee
and should receive the same in the full
House.

Nonetheless, every Member of the
House should be deeply troubled that 14
years of a shrinking military and de-
clining budgets have left the world’s
only superpower running a moderate-
to-high risk when it comes to protect-
ing and promoting its national security
interests around the world.

Mr. Chairman, I will leave discussion
of the many specific initiatives in the
bill to my colleagues on the Committee
on National Security who have worked
very hard since February to get us to
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the point here tonight. However, I
would like to recognize the hard work
of the subcommittee and panel chair-
man and ranking members. Their lead-
ership and bipartisan approach to
issues have permitted the committee,
even without additional resources, to
significantly improve upon the admin-
istration’s request in this bill.

I would specifically like to single out
and thank the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON), the committee’s
new ranking member, for all of his
help, support, and hard work. The gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) is
not only a relentless advocate for a
strong military defense, he works very
hard to ensure an open committee
process. His handiwork is evident in
the overwhelming bipartisan support
H.R. 3616 received in the committee.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like
to thank the staff for their enormous
dedication and effort. While the staff is
usually the first to get the blame, they
rarely receive any of the credit. All

you have to do is take a look at the
size and complexity of this bill to un-
derstand the importance of the com-
mittee staff to the defense authoriza-
tion process.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of this
bipartisan bill.

Mr. Chairman, the material I referred
to is as follows:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY,

Washington, DC, April 21, 1998.
MEMORANDUM FOR HNSC MEMBERS

From: Chairman Floyd D. Spence
Re unfunded requirements of the military
services

During the committee’s March 12, 1998
hearing, I asked each of the four service
chiefs to identify all underfunded or unmet
quality of life, readiness and modernization
requirements in the five year budget plan
and to estimate how much it would cost to
fully fund these requirements over the next
five years.

The lists that the services forwarded reveal
substantial underfunded requirements. In fis-
cal year 1999 alone, these shortfalls total

over $10 billion; for the five-year period end-
ing in fiscal year 2003, the shortfalls amount
to over $58 billion. Moreover, if you study
the chiefs’ responses, I believe a compelling
case can be made that the shortfalls may be
understated. It is particularly troubling that
these shortfalls have been identified at a
time when the Balanced Budget Act of 1997
(BBA) has set defense spending at levels that
continue the fourteen year trend of real de-
cline for the next five years.

It is also interesting to note that the five-
year defense budget plan called for in the
BBA falls more than $54 billion short of
keeping pace even with today’s record low
inflation (see attached chart). And, were in-
flation to increase even modestly to histori-
cal averages, the five-year plan could fall
short of inflation by as much as $100 billion.

The attached table presents the under-
funded or unmet requirements by service in
each of the next five years. Should you re-
quire additional information or have any fur-
ther questions, please contact Andrew Ellis
(5–9648) or Dino Aviles (6–0533) on the com-
mittee staff.

Attachments (2)

MILITARY SERVICES UNFUNDED PRIORITIES
[millions of current year dollars]

Fiscal year—
Total

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Army:
FY 99 Contingency Ops (Bosnia) ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,390.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,390.0
MIL-Tech Restoration ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 36.5 .................... .................... .................... .................... 36.5
Real Property Maintenance .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 463.5 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 2,463.5
Base Operations ............................................................................................................................................................................................................... 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 2,500.0
ARNG & USAR OPTEMPO .................................................................................................................................................................................................. 199.8 250.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 1.999.8
Military Pay ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 120.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 120.0
MILCON ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 214.4 .................... .................... .................... .................... 214.4
Soldier Life Support ......................................................................................................................................................................................................... 72.1 .................... .................... .................... .................... 72.1
Embedded Diagnostics (TMDE) ........................................................................................................................................................................................ 39.5 .................... .................... .................... .................... 39.5
Comanche (2nd prototype acceleration) .......................................................................................................................................................................... 24.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 24.0
Crusader ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 11.5 .................... .................... .................... .................... 11.5
AFATDS ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 20.7 .................... .................... .................... .................... 20.7
HMMWV ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 65.7 .................... .................... .................... .................... 65.7
Apache 2nd FLIR .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 50.3 .................... .................... .................... .................... 50.3
Command and Control ..................................................................................................................................................................................................... 22.5 .................... .................... .................... .................... 22.5
Engineer Equipment ......................................................................................................................................................................................................... 46.9 .................... .................... .................... .................... 46.9
Demonstration of New Technology ................................................................................................................................................................................... 39.8 .................... .................... .................... .................... 39.8
Tactical Vehicles and Trailers ......................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.7 .................... .................... .................... .................... 92.7
Family of Medium Tactical Vehicles ................................................................................................................................................................................ 88.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 88.0
Blackhawk Helicopters (8 for ARNG) ............................................................................................................................................................................... 78.5 .................... .................... .................... .................... 78.5
C3 Equipment ................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.9 .................... .................... .................... .................... 92.9
Apacher Longbow (training devices) ............................................................................................................................................................................... 40.2 .................... .................... .................... .................... 40.2
Small Arms ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 41.8 .................... .................... .................... .................... 41.8
Javelin .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 37.9 .................... .................... .................... .................... 37.9
Test Equipment and Facilities ......................................................................................................................................................................................... 10.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 10.0
Ammunition Production Base .......................................................................................................................................................................................... 39.3 .................... .................... .................... .................... 39,3
Test Equiipment and Range Improvements .................................................................................................................................................................... 34.6 .................... .................... .................... .................... 34.6
Depot Maintenance .......................................................................................................................................................................................................... .................... 400.0 400.0 400.0 400.0 1,600.0
Training and Support ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... .................... 350.0 350.0 350.0 350.0 1,400.0
Ammunition, Force XXI, night vision, soldier modernization, combat support/combat service support, and C3I ......................................................... .................... 2,000,0 2,000.0 2,000.0 2,000.0 8,000.0
Critical Modernization (Abrams tank, Bradley FV, Apache Longbow 2nd gen FLIR, digitization) ................................................................................. .................... 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000.0 4,000.0

Army total ............................................................................................................................................................................................................... 3,873.0 5,000.0 5,000.0 5,000.0 5,000.0 23,873.0
Navy:

Aviation Spares ................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 45.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 45.0
OPTEMPO (Steaming days for mine warfare) .................................................................................................................................................................. 20.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 20.0
Ship Depot Maintenance .................................................................................................................................................................................................. 90.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 90.0
Real Property Maintenance .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 391.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 391.0
Reserve Pay (ADT & ADSW) ............................................................................................................................................................................................. 20.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 20.0
TOMAHAWK Missile Recertification .................................................................................................................................................................................. 27.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 27.0
Shipbuilding (CVN–77 and ADCX) ................................................................................................................................................................................... 550.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 550.0
Aircraft Procurement (E–2C and AIP) ............................................................................................................................................................................. 143.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 143.0
MILCON–QOL and Other ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 273.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 273.0
RDT&E (Aviation Programs) ............................................................................................................................................................................................. 45.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 45.0
LANTIRN Pods ................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 8.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 8.0
Submarine equipment and RDT&E .................................................................................................................................................................................. 94.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 94.0
Ship Self Defense systems .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 30.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 30.0
CVN RDT&E (technology insertion) .................................................................................................................................................................................. 33.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 33.0
Cooperative Engagement Capability (CEC) ..................................................................................................................................................................... 20.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 20.0
IT–21 Procurement and O&M .......................................................................................................................................................................................... 143.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 143.0
O&M–QOL (BEQ furnishings) ........................................................................................................................................................................................... 10.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 10.0
O&M–Other (NSIPS, ATMs, Recruiting) ............................................................................................................................................................................ 93.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 93.0
STANDARD Missile Procurement ...................................................................................................................................................................................... 48.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 48.0
Family Housing ................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 53.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 53.0
Shipbuilding Rates .......................................................................................................................................................................................................... .................... 600.0 600.0 600.0 600.0 2,400.0
Aircraft Procurement Rates ............................................................................................................................................................................................. .................... 750.0 750.0 750.0 750.0 3,000.0
RDT&E (next generation combatants) ............................................................................................................................................................................. .................... 400.0 400.0 400.0 400.0 1,600.0
Recruiting, Training and Retention ................................................................................................................................................................................. .................... 400.0 400.0 400.0 400.0 1,600.0
MILCON ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .................... 700.0 700.0 700.0 700.0 2,800.0

Navy total ................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 2,136.0 2,850.0 2,850.0 2,850.0 2,850.0 13,536.0
Marine Corps:

Personnel Support Equip/Initial Issue ............................................................................................................................................................................. 64.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 64.0
Other Personnel Education and Training ........................................................................................................................................................................ 2.6 .................... .................... .................... .................... 2.6
Family Housing ................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 82.1 .................... .................... .................... .................... 82.1
MILCON—QOL .................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 100.7 .................... .................... .................... .................... 100.7
USMCR OPTEMPO & ADSW .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 6.7 .................... .................... .................... .................... 6.7
Recruiting & Advertising ................................................................................................................................................................................................. 22.4 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 142.4
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MILITARY SERVICES UNFUNDED PRIORITIES—Continued

[millions of current year dollars]

Fiscal year—
Total

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Depot Maintenance .......................................................................................................................................................................................................... 20.7 .................... .................... .................... .................... 20.7
Base Operations Support ................................................................................................................................................................................................. 10.4 .................... .................... .................... .................... 10.4
Operating Forces Support ................................................................................................................................................................................................ 16.1 .................... .................... .................... .................... 16.1
Miscellaneous Readiness Activities ................................................................................................................................................................................. 23.0 .................... .................... .................... .................... 23.0
Aviation Modernization (MV–22, AV–8B, etc) ................................................................................................................................................................. 290.5 750.0 750.0 750.0 750.0 3,290.5
Ground Equipment Modernization .................................................................................................................................................................................... 265.4 650.0 650.0 650.0 650.0 2,865.4
Amphibious Equipment Modernization (LCAC) ................................................................................................................................................................ 32.8 .................... .................... .................... .................... 32.8
Real Property Maintenance .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 72.0 120.0 132.9 102.8 95.5 523.2
MILCON—Other ................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 74.0 176.0 181.0 143.0 141.0 715.0
Personnel Mgmt & Other ................................................................................................................................................................................................. 2.6 .................... .................... .................... .................... 2.6
Increase Equipment Maintenance ................................................................................................................................................................................... .................... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 400.0

Total Marine Corps ................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,086.0 1,826.0 1,843.9 1,775.8 1,766.5 8,298.2
Air Force:

Spares .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 219.6 295.8 311.5 240.9 208.8 1,276.6
Depot Maintenance .......................................................................................................................................................................................................... 182.4 121.9 168.7 198.2 208.2 879.4
Engines ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 274.4 321.7 254.6 221.9 231.8 1,304.4
Training ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 73.3 59.5 60.8 62.1 63.4 319.1
Technical Orders .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 24.0 57.5 38.4 29.5 26.2 175.6
Real Property Maint ......................................................................................................................................................................................................... 363.0 424.0 499.0 608.0 508.0 2,402.0
Base Operating Support .................................................................................................................................................................................................. 294.4 205.9 170.6 172.5 189.9 988.3
Aircraft Systems ............................................................................................................................................................................................................... 157.3 157.3 166.5 182.3 255.5 918.9
Space Launch Ranges ..................................................................................................................................................................................................... 28.3 24.3 32.3 33.4 22.2 140.5
MILCON—Readiness ........................................................................................................................................................................................................ 310.6 272.3 231.3 216.2 209.8 1,240.2
War Reserve Material ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 64.0 13.0 .................... .................... .................... 77.0
MILCON—QOL .................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 464.4 439.9 416.2 410.8 411.1 2,142.4
Communications .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 96.4 99.7 99.1 85.5 87.4 468.1
Special Purpose Vehicles ................................................................................................................................................................................................. 50.0 52.8 46.9 41.7 42.6 234.0

Air Force Total ......................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2,557.1 2,545.6 2,495.9 2,503.0 2,464.9 12,566.5

Total, All Services ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 9,652.1 12,221.6 12,189.8 12,128.8 12,081.4 58,273.7

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY,

Washington, DC, April 22, 1998.
Hon. WILLIAM J. CLINTON, President of the

United States of America.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, Speaker of the House.
Hon. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT, House Minority

Leader.
Hon. TRENT LOTT, Senate Majority Leader.
Hon. TOM DASCHLE, Senate Minority Leader.

DEAR SIRS: The fiscal year 1999 defense
budget request represents the fourteenth
consecutive year of real decline in defense
spending that has occurred under Adminis-
trations and Congressional majorities of
both parties.

The fall of the Berlin Wall brought with it
an opportunity to reduce the nation’s Cold
War defense structure. We believe, however,
that the threats and challenges America con-
fronts today and the resulting pressures they
have placed on a still shrinking U.S. mili-
tary have been underestimated. At what we
believe to be a critical point in history, the
mismatch between the nation’s military
strategy and the resources required to imple-
ment it is growing. Consequently, a wide
range of quality of life, readiness and mod-
ernization shortfalls have developed that, if
left unchecked, threaten the long-term via-
bility of today’s all-volunteer force. Compel-
ling our men and women in uniform to ‘‘do
more with less’’ risks a return to a hollow
military and jeopardizes America’s ability to
effectively protect and promote its national
interests around the world.

Make no mistake, the men and women who
serve in uniform today comprise the finest
military force in the world. They are truly
America’s best and brightest. It took almost
a generation following the Vietnam War to
build the force that quickly and decisively
won the Persian Gulf War just seven years
ago. Yet as the pace of military operations
increases against a backdrop of declining re-
sources, we must recognize that our all-vol-
unteer force is under stress. We need to take
better care of our men and women in uni-
form.

Despite several years of aggressive Penta-
gon reform, it is apparent that even if the
most optimistic estimates of reform-gen-
erated savings materialize, they will fall far
short of adequately addressing underfunded
quality of life, readiness and modernization

requirements as well as the inevitable de-
ployments in the years ahead. Having just
concluded our initial oversight hearings on
the fiscal year 1999 defense budget request, it
is our collective judgment that, short of an
unwise retrenchment and overhaul of U.S.
national military strategy, fixing the na-
tion’s long-term defense program will re-
quire increased defense spending. Without
additional defense resources to reverse the
fourteen year pattern of spending decline,
the military services will be unable to sta-
bilize their shrinking force structures, pro-
tect quality of life and readiness and mod-
ernize rapidly aging equipment.

In the context of the first federal budget
surplus in three decades and today’s strong
economy, we call on you, the nation’s bipar-
tisan political leadership, to reopen negotia-
tions on the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 in
order to provide for a sustained period of real
growth in defense spending. We understand
that other issues would be part of any such
agenda. However, the inevitable result of ad-
hering to an agreement that ensures declin-
ing defense budgets indefinitely will be the
hollowing of the U.S. military. Because we
believe that to ‘‘provide for the common de-
fense’’ is the federal government’s first, and
most important, responsibility, we stand
ready to work with you to ensure that Amer-
ica maintains a military befitting our na-
tion’s superpower status—a military that re-
mains second to none.

Sincerely,
FLOYD D. SPENCE,

Chairman, Commit-
tee on National Se-
curity.

DUNCAN HUNTER,
Chairman, Sub-

committee on Mili-
tary Procurement.

CURT WELDON,
Chairman, Sub-

committee on Mili-
tary Research and
Development.

HERBERT H. BATEMAN,
Chairman, Sub-

committee on Mili-
tary Readiness.

JOEL HEFLEY,
Chairman, Sub-

committee on Mili-

tary Installations
and Facilities.

IKE SKELTON,
Ranking Member,

Committee on Na-
tional Security.

NORMAN SISISKY,
Ranking Member,

Subcommittee on
Military Procure-
ment.

OWEN B. PICKETT,
Ranking Member,

Subcommittee on
Military Research,
and Development.

SOLOMON P. ORTIZ,
Ranking Member,

Subcommittee on
Military Readiness.

NEIL ABERCROMBIE,
Ranking Member,

Subcommittee on
Military Installa-
tions and Facili-
ties.

GENE TAYLOR,
Ranking Member,

Subcommittee on
Military Personnel.

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

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, Members of the
House, I rise to offer my support and
make the following observations on
H.R. 3616, the National Defense Author-
ization Act For Fiscal Year 1999.

Allow me, first, to congratulate the
distinguished gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) for his commit-
ment to having the work on the com-
mittee carried on in a bipartisan fash-
ion, as was reflected as such in this
bill. Not only did he and I work to-
gether on a number of issues, but the
staff that worked for the minority had
numerous occasions to work with the
staff on the majority to influence and
improve the overall product of this
bill. Overall, this truly was a biparti-
san effort and can be best summarized
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by the overwhelming support that the
bill received in the committee, 50 votes
for with only one against.

This will also be the last time, Mr.
Chairman, that the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. HARMAN) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MCHALE) will participate in these de-
liberations. I want to thank them for
their fine work over the years and
their contributions to the work in this
committee. Their presence will cer-
tainly be missed.

As we begin consideration of this bill,
let me underline the point that this
year we are operating under the re-
strictions of the Balanced Budget Act
of 1997. The totals on defense were
agreed to by both executive and legis-
lative branches last summer. As a re-
sult, the overall total for the defense
budget today, $270 billion in budget au-
thority, which we handle on our com-
mittee, is as much a reflection of con-
gressional priorities as it is of execu-
tive priorities.

As a result of that agreement, the
task of trying to address the many
issues affecting the Armed Forces has
become much more difficult to manage
this year than in past years. Over the
past 3 years, the committee and this
Congress added funds to defense. We
did not have that option this year and
worked within the confines of the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997.

Let me try to set the scene a bit as
we consider this defense bill. The fallen
Berlin wall in 1989 and the subsequent
collapse of the Soviet Union 2 years
later brought with it the end of the
Cold War. It also brought with it the
opportunity to substantially reduce
both the size of our Armed Forces and
reduce the burden of defense expendi-
tures on our Nation.

In 1989, we had over 2.1 million active
duty service members in an Army of 18
divisions, a Navy of over 540 ships, and
an Air Force of 24 fighter wing equiva-
lents. Today, the military is about 1.4
million active duty service members in
an Army of 10 divisions, a Navy with
315 ships, and an Air Force with 20
fighter wing equivalents.

The percentage of Gross Domestic
Product, the GDP, devoted to defense
in 1989 was 5.7 percent. For the current
fiscal year, we are spending 3.2 percent
of the Gross Domestic Product on de-
fense. Next year will be 3.1 percent, the
smallest share we will have spent on
defense since 1941 when the Japanese
attacked Pearl Harbor.

I cite these figures simply to high-
light the point that, with the end of
the Cold War, we made substantial re-
ductions in both the size of our Armed
Forces and the burden of defense spend-
ing. It was proper to do both.

Since the end of the Cold War, we
have had five different reviews of our
defense structure.

Our current defense strategy is a sub-
set of our national security strategy.
As described in the Quadrennial De-
fense Review, our defense strategy
calls for shaping the international en-

vironment in ways favorable to United
States interests, responding to the full
spectrum of crises when it is in our in-
terest to do so, and preparing now for
an uncertain future.

In short, Mr. Chairman, we are trying
to deal with the problems of today in
anticipating the needs of tomorrow. It
is the right strategy to have at a time
of change and uncertainty.

However, as we have reduced the size
of our forces since 1989, we have also
increased the pace of our military de-
ployments. This is serious. An Army
cut almost 40 percent since 1988 has ex-
perienced a 300 percent increase in its
operational pace. An Air Force that
has undergone similar personnel reduc-
tions has experienced a fourfold in-
crease in its operational pace.

Each of the services is struggling
with a task of adjusting the size, com-
position, mission of its forces to deal
with the implications of operating in
this more demanding post-Cold War en-
vironment.

Our Armed Forces today are ready.
However, if we keep up the current
pace of operations and deployments, we
may not be ready 5 years from now.
Let me just say again, I believe we
were right to reduce our forces and de-
fense spending when the Cold War came
to an end. I also believe we are right to
have a defense strategy that promotes
our involvement in the world.

But I believe that we may have re-
duced the size of our forces and the size
of the defense budget a little too much.
I believe we have a mismatch between
the demanding goals we have set for
ourselves and the resources we are will-
ing to spend to obtain those goals.

That is why, about a month ago, sen-
ior committee leaders of both parties
wrote the President and senior leaders
in this Congress that the current strat-
egy required increased defense spend-
ing.

Because of the changed economic
conditions in which we find ourselves, I
believe we should place an increase in
defense spending on the national agen-
da. I believe that we can increase de-
fense spending without having to re-
duce domestic spending; that we can
increase defense spending and also re-
duce the national debt; that we can in-
crease defense spending by also saving
Social Security. But we will also have
to arrive at a new national consensus
to do so.

The world is still a complex, ever-
changing, and dangerous place. In
many ways, yesterday’s solutions have
spawned today’s problems. The chal-
lenges we face are numerous: the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion, the intentions and actions of
rogue states, the threat of terrorism,
the possible emergence of China as a
hostile power in the 21st century, the
uncertain future of Russia, drug traf-
ficking, the security of our information
systems, regional hot spots, and last,
but not least, humanitarian crises.

We have an opportunity to promote a
more peaceful, prosperous, and stable

world than those of us who lived
through the troubling middle years of
this century would ever have thought
possible. However, we must be vigilant
and remain engaged abroad. An impor-
tant part of that engagement effort is
a properly sized, trained, equipped, and
ready military to protect our national
interests.

As we consider this bill, I hope my
colleagues will keep these concerns in
mind. Despite the constraints of the
Balanced Budget Act, I believe we have
fashioned a pretty good bill.

We have provided a pay raise of 3.6
percent, half a percent more than the
Department of Defense requested, sup-
ported the Department’s requested real
increase in the procurement budget for
modernization, and maintained strong
support for the cooperative threat re-
duction program, which is very impor-
tant, to accelerate the dismantlement
of former Soviet strategic offensive
arms that threaten our country.

One important matter that I want to
highlight concerns a report the com-
mittee has requested by the Depart-
ment on Counterterrorism and Defense
against the use by terrorists of weap-
ons of mass destruction on United
States territory.

Since 1994, Congress has expressed in-
creasing concern about this threat. It
is a very difficult, complex issue re-
quiring Federal, State, local efforts,
and coordination. Our effort is simply
one more step to try to deal with the
issue in a comprehensive fashion. Much
work has been done in this area, and
much more needs to be done. My con-
cern is that we do so in a well-planned,
well-coordinated effort at the State,
Federal, and local levels.

In addition to the report, I will co-
sponsor, Mr. Chairman, an amendment
with the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. WELDON) addressing this impor-
tant anti- and counterterrorism issue.

In a defense bill recommending $270.8
billion in budget authority, there were,
of course, issues of contention. The de-
cision to include two recommendations
of the Kassebaum-Baker panel on gen-
der-integrated training stirred one of
the most substantive debates at both
the subcommittee and full committee
mark-up sessions. I did not support in-
cluding those recommended in our bill.

As one who believes that we need to
provide for a sustained period of real
growth in defense spending, I believe
that we undermine our case by funding
unnecessary programs and weapons. In
our bill, we have added seven C–130s
that were neither requested by the
Pentagon in its budget request nor
even placed on the services’ unfunded
requirements list. At the same time,
we did not fully fund the administra-
tion’s request for the F–18 E/Fs, which
the Navy has told us is their number
one requirement.

Despite these flaws, overall, this is a
good bill.

I will defer to other members of the
committee on both sides to discuss the
many important initiatives found in
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this bill. They have worked hard, and I
compliment all of the members of the
committee. Those on our side of the
aisle have been very, very cooperative,
and they have worked very hard. This
is especially true of the subcommittee
and panel chairman and ranking mem-
bers.

Allow me to thank the staff who so
ably assist us. Their dedication and ex-
pertise and capacity for hard work, Mr.
Chairman, cannot be underestimated.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. HUNTER), the Chairman of our
Subcommittee on Military Procure-
ment.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), chairman of the
full committee, who wrapped this
package together along with his coun-
terpart, the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. SKELTON), and commend them for
doing more with less this year.

I want to thank also the wise gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SISISKY),
who is my good partner on the Sub-
committee on Military Procurement,
for all the work that he did.

Having thanked those gentlemen, Mr.
Chairman, let me say that this has
been a thankless year for this commit-
tee, because we have been forced to
preside over the decline of America’s
defenses, a very dramatic decline.

Anyone who looks at this chart and
looks at the various functions, manda-
tory outlays which have increased from
1991 to fiscal year 2001 by over 38 per-
cent, domestic discretionary outlays,
that includes all the social programs
that have increased some 15 percent in
that same period of time.

Finally, look at defense going down
33 percent over that period of time. We
understand that we have reversed our
priorities and that we no longer con-
sider the security of this Nation to be
the number one priority. That mistake
we have made in the past, my friends;
and, in the past, it has cost American
lives.
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If we get specific, we can talk about
the reductions in force structure that
we have made. We have gone down
since Desert Storm from the 18 Army
divisions we had to only 10 today, the
same number of divisions we had when
South Korea was invaded in 1950; we
have gone down from 24 to 13 fighter
air wings, cut our air power almost in
half; and we have cut our ships from 546
ships to about 333 ships.

At the same time, we have put enor-
mous strain on our people, and we are
losing our people. The other day, when
I had a chance to go up with the C–5 re-
fueling with some of our great Air
Force personnel and had a chance to
talk with some of those personnel
about whether or not they wanted to
stay in the Air Force, the answer that
all of us got back was disturbing, be-
cause we are projected to be 835 pilots
short this year. And it is not just a

money problem. It is a fact that we
have such a small force now and such
major obligations around the world
that our pilots are not able to spend
that graduation with their daughter, or
go to their son’s wedding, or do the
other things that the men and women
in uniform like to do, that is, to have
a family life. So we are dropping down
radically on personnel.

The Commandant of the Marine
Corps told us a couple of months ago
that at times he has had the highest
OPTEMPO, that means the most Ma-
rines staying the longest time away
from home since World War II. You can
go right through the personnel prob-
lems and see that we are in fact ap-
proaching that time in 1979 when, as a
guy in San Diego, I could look at our
naval personnel and see that we had
1,000 chief petty officers a month leav-
ing the Navy. That was a dramatic
problem. We are approaching that same
problem today across the array of mili-
tary services.

Now, with respect to our moderniza-
tion accounts, this account is about $60
billion less in real dollars than it was
in the 1980s. That means we are using
tanks, planes and ships much longer
than we used them in the past. We are
running out their lifetime. As a result
of that, we have grounded some 907
Huey helicopters because they are not
safe to fly anymore. We are building
five ships this year. We are building to
a 200 ship Navy. Just a few years ago
we had almost a 600 ship Navy, and
none of our projections for projecting
the American power and foreign policy
have lessened. So we have dramatically
cut the national security budget.

We had just a few cents to spend on
what I call platform items this year.
We bought a few Blackhawk heli-
copters, two F–16 fighters, probably
fewer F–16’s than Sweden is going to
buy this year, and just a few other
platforms. That is all we could afford
to add to the budget this year. We are
buying some 66 total tactical aircraft,
and that is in fact about 11⁄2 times the
buy that Switzerland made a couple of
years ago on aircraft.

So we are rapidly disserving our mili-
tary people in a most critical way.
That is, we are not giving them the
equipment they need to do the job.
That is just as important as giving
them pay, giving them quality of life,
giving them good living quarters. So,
Mr. Chairman, we can a lot with the
few dollars that we had this year.

I want to thank all of the folks that
worked so hard on the other side of the
aisle, all of our staff members. I hope
the House will pass this defense budget,
and then come back to raise the top
line, spend more on defense, and give
us more security.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SISISKY).

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, let me say to our dis-
tinguished chairman, the gentleman

from South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), I
appreciate everything he has done. Of
course, to our ranking member, the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON), and, of course, my chairman of
the Subcommittee on Procurement,
the gentleman from San Diego, Califor-
nia (Mr. HUNTER), my sincere thanks.

It is strange, this is my 16th bill, and
it is very strange what we are doing.
We are not talking about a lot of
things that happened in the bill. What
we are talking about is why we are
short in the bill. I am not opposed to
that, because I am going to say the
same thing, after I talk a little bit
about the procurement bill.

Before I do that, let me ask all of my
colleagues to support this defense au-
thorization bill. It is not a perfect bill,
but it is about as perfect as we can
make it within current budget limita-
tions. As ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Military Procurement, I
am all too aware of how budget limits
impact procurement.

Let me just pick two items. I am de-
lighted that we were able to fund the
advance funding for CVN–77, which is a
transition carrier between the CVX,
the last of the Nimitz carriers. My big-
gest concern, however, on the other
side, is we had to cut 36 F–18 E/Fs from
the Navy.

We have reduced this program so
much that these reductions threaten to
postpone the initial operational capa-
bility and first deployment, yet this
aircraft is on time, under budget and
meeting all performance specifications.
Even these marginal reductions will
force the unit costs up by $2.4 million
for each of the remaining 27 aircraft. I
completely understand why this reduc-
tion is made, but I cannot help but
think there might have been a better
solution, and I appreciate the commit-
ment of the gentleman from California
(Chairman HUNTER) to look for a better
solution in the conference.

Other than that, all Members should
realize their requests for additional
funding totalled about $6 billion. Even
with the shifting of funds from other
accounts to the procurement account,
we were only able to come up with less
than $1 billion.

Nevertheless, this bill authorizes $49
billion for procurement, an increase of
$2.8 billion over last year, and $300 mil-
lion more than the President’s request.
Despite these small gains, there re-
mains very serious shortfalls, as shown
by the unfunded priority list submitted
by the military services. These short-
falls occur in all DOD accounts, and
most of our chairmen and ranking
members have written the leadership,
as you heard, in both houses, maybe
even asking to open the 1997 budget
agreement.

The reason is we really are in danger
of having a hollow force. Our military
and civilian leaders persist in saying
that our forces are ‘‘adequate’’ or
‘‘barely adequate.’’ I am concerned,
however, that words like ‘‘adequate’’ or
‘‘barely adequate’’ are not good enough
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to send our young warriors into harm’s
way. My concern is that over the last
14 years, so this is bipartisan now, of
declining defense budgets, we have cut
so deep that we simply may not be
good enough to meet current threats
with an acceptable level of risk.

Our problem is that procurement,
readiness, training and other things
that contribute to effective military
operations are on very thin ice, and I
worry that the risks we take because
we do not have enough money in the
defense budget will come back to haunt
us. I worry we may not wake up until
we suffer some disaster, like when the
hostage rescue fell apart in 1980, or
when our positions were overrun dur-
ing the early stages of Korea.

I worry that their can-do attitude
will lead our young men and women to
stand up and salute, even when we as-
sign a task for which they are not ade-
quately equipped or trained, and they
have done that before.

The bottom line is that it took a bi-
partisan effort to get us in this hole,
and I think it will take a bipartisan ef-
fort to get us out.

So I ask all of my colleagues to sup-
port this bill, which is the best we can
do under the circumstances. But I also
ask you to ponder the risk of cutting
national security this close to the
bone. In my opinion, this budget is no
longer ‘‘adequate’’ or ‘‘barely ade-
quate.’’ We already passed that point a
year or two ago.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
four minutes to the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY), the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Military In-
stallations and Facilities.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have
always felt that the Subcommittee on
Military Installations and Facilities
has been the most bipartisan commit-
tee that I have seen since being in the
Congress, and I think this year the full
committee has indicated that they,
too, are a very bipartisan committee,
and has produced a product, which,
while we are not totally satisfied with
it, at least it is a product that I think
every Member should support in a bi-
partisan way.

I rise to support H.R. 3616, the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
1999. It is a bipartisan bill, it deserves
strong bipartisan support, and I want
to spend just the few brief moments
that I have available to highlight the
military construction aspects of this
legislation.

The Subcommittee on Military In-
stallations and Facilities continues to
be deeply concerned about the serious
shortfalls in basic infrastructure. We
are all talking about shortfalls, and
they are there, and every single sub-
committee chairman and ranking
member will probably mention this, in
military housing and other facilities
that affect the readiness and training
of the Armed Forces and the quality of
life for military personnel and their
families.

The budget requested by the adminis-
tration for 1999 continued a pattern of

significant deterioration in funding
programs by the Department of De-
fense for military construction. Over-
all, the administration proposed 7 per-
cent less in military construction’s ac-
counts than one year ago, and 15 per-
cent less than the program authorized
by Congress. Yet the military services
continue to provide testimony and
other evidence that their needs are not
being met adequately by the adminis-
tration’s program.

Based on the record, it is clear that
the construction programs of the serv-
ices would need to be at least twice as
large as they currently are to begin to
address the backlog of serious short-
falls in facilities. The evidence that an-
tiquated, obsolete, overused inadequate
facilities and military housing are an
impediment to effective training and
readiness and to the assurance of de-
cent quality of life for military person-
nel is clear to anyone who would care
to examine the record built by the sub-
committee.

Earlier this year, in response to a
question from the gentleman from
South Carolina (Chairman SPENCE)
about their unfunded requirements, the
service chiefs provided a list of short-
falls across the broad spectrum of need.
The unfunded MILCON requirement
identified by the chiefs is $7.6 billion.
The recommendations the committee
brings to the House today will help al-
leviate a portion of the backlog and
critical shortfalls.

H.R. 3616 does not go as far as I would
like. The fiscal constraints faced by
the committee prevented us from pro-
viding as much in the way of additional
resources as we have over the past
three years. This bill, however, con-
tains an additional $450 million in
added funding for military construc-
tion and military family housing,
which would permit us to buy back
about one-third of the administration’s
$1.4 billion cut in the MILCON top line.
Given the condition of facilities and
the needs identified by the services, it
is not enough, but I believe we will
make good use of these limited funds.

The bipartisan bill would provide an
additional $183 million for quality of
life enhancements. These funds would
provide additional military family
housing, troop housing, child develop-
ment centers, fitness centers and other
community support facilities that are
integral to the support of military per-
sonnel and their families. In addition,
it would provide additional funding for
military construction to support the
training, readiness and maintenance
requirements of the active and reserve
components.

In closing, I want to express again
my appreciation to the members of the
subcommittee, especially the ranking
Democrat member, the gentleman from
Hawaii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE), for their
contributions to this legislation. This
is truly a bipartisan effort, as I stated
at the outset, and I urge all Members
to support H.R. 3616.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
five minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. PICKETT).

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the com-
mittee chairman and the members and
staff for the balanced and responsive
bill we have before us. This bill has
been thoughtfully and carefully put to-
gether within the constraints of a de-
fense budget that continues to decline
in purchasing power.

In any undertaking of this kind, the
defining of and the adherence to a sys-
tem of priorities is absolutely essential
for a realistic and responsive program.
My comments will relate primarily to
the research and development part of
this bill.

The investment for basic research
and for science and technology pro-
grams has been maintained at current
levels. It is widely acknowledged that
these basic research and technology
programs have been the crucial compo-
nent in developing and fielding techno-
logically superior weapons systems
that have given our military forces a
decided advantage over their adversar-
ies.

In spite of the success in developing
and fielding improved weapons systems
and weapon systems upgrades, there a
constant struggle to appropriately and
adequately prepare our forces for the
unpredictable and speculative battle-
field of the 21st Century. The Army is
continuing development of its top pri-
ority new weapons systems, the Cru-
sader Self-Propelled Howitzer and the
Comanche helicopter. The Navy is
moving ahead with the DD–21 de-
stroyer, the follow-on to the Nimitz
aircraft carrier, and a new class of at-
tack submarine.
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The Air Force is reaching the end of

its development of the F–22 and is mov-
ing forward along with the Navy and
Marine Corps in the development of the
Joint Strike Fighter. These visible pri-
ority programs point the way to the
military of the future. Nevertheless,
the pursuit of lighter and more lethal
weapons, the development of speedier
and more stealthy equipment, and the
quest for successful leap-ahead tech-
nologies continues.

The Department of Defense has said
many times that if our forces are
called into combat, we do not want a
fair fight. We want our forces to have a
clearly superior capability, both in
weapons systems and technology. That
is the direction in which this bill con-
tinues to move our defense program,
although I must say that the move is
at a slower pace than I believe is desir-
able.

The committee and committee staff
have been alert and diligent in reallo-
cating resources to higher priority and
more timely projects. Additional sup-
port has been provided to missile de-
fense programs in an effort to make
certain that these programs are not re-
source constrained. With alarming re-
ports of continuing advances by other
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nations in missile technology, every ef-
fort must be made to develop and de-
ploy workable and defendable missile
defense systems on behalf of our Na-
tion at the earliest possible time.

The level of readiness of our military
forces continues to be the subject of in-
tense debate and discussion. After
thoughtful and careful consideration of
a wide variety of materials and testi-
mony, I am persuaded that the readi-
ness of our military has indeed de-
clined. This is an ominous sign at a
time when the shortfall for funding the
procurement necessary to modernize
our forces is approaching a deficiency
of 25 percent of the amount needed. It
is time for the Congress to provide
more resources to our military.

Mr. Chairman, within the limits of
the 1999 level of resources available to
our committee, I believe the defense
program incorporated in this bill is as
robust and effective as can be devised.
For this, I compliment the committee
and our staff and encourage all Mem-
bers to fully support H.R. 3616.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ORTIZ).

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I rise in strong support of H.R. 3616,
the National Defense Authorization
Act for fiscal year 1999. I want to spe-
cifically address the provisions in the
Act relating to military readiness.

First, I would like to express my per-
sonal appreciation to the Subcommit-
tee on Readiness leadership and to my
colleagues on both the subcommittee
and the full committee for the manner
in which they conducted the business
of the subcommittee this session. I
want to specifically thank the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPENCE), my chairman, and the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON). Although the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. BATEMAN) is
not with us today, I want to express
my appreciation for his personal in-
volvement and the extraordinary steps
that he took in getting us to where we
are.

We had the opportunity to see the
readiness through a different set of
eyes, the eyes of the brave soldiers,
sailors and airmen who are entrusted
with the awesome responsibility of car-
rying out our national military strat-
egy. We heard them talk about the
shortage of repair parts while we were
conducting hearings throughout the
continental United States, and the
extra hours spent trying to maintain
old equipment, and the shortage of
critical personnel. While we in this
body might differ on some policy and
program objectives, we on the sub-
committee were able to get a better ap-
preciation of the challenges that these
brave souls faced in trying to do more
with less. For their effort we can all be
proud. I personally remain concerned
about how long they will be able to
keep up the pace.

The readiness provisions in the bill
reflect some of the steps I believe are
necessary with the dollars available to
make their task easier. It does not pro-
vide all that is needed. I would be more
pleased if the migration of O&M funds
to other accounts did not take place.
Much more could be used. I remain per-
plexed when I reflect on the impact
that the resource shortages are having
on every facet of our military. That in-
cludes the stability of our dedicated ci-
vilian employees who are also being
asked to remain productive while at
the same time the department appears
to be trying to take away their jobs.

Mr. Chairman, I share the comments
that have often been repeated by our
subcommittee members and other
Members that readiness across the
board is in bad shape, and we need to
do something about it. At the same
time, I believe that the readiness provi-
sions represent a step in the right di-
rection. I would hope that as we con-
tinue through the passage of this bill
and go into conference with the Sen-
ate, that we will continue to search for
opportunities to increase the resources
available for the readiness accounts. I
ask my colleagues to support this great
bill.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
61⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Jacksonville, Florida (Mrs. FOWLER),
the vice-chair of the Subcommittee on
Readiness.

(Mrs. FOWLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong support of H.R. 3616,
the National Defense Authorization
Act for fiscal year 1999, and I want to
especially thank our Chairman, the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPENCE) and ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON)
for their strong commitment to na-
tional defense and for the bipartisan
manner in which they fashioned this
excellent piece of legislation.

In its continuing effort to assess
force readiness, this year our commit-
tee once again conducted a series of
field hearings at various military in-
stallations throughout the country to
hear from our operational field com-
manders and senior noncommissioned
officers from all the military services.
The overwhelming impression left with
the committee was of a force working
harder, longer, and with fewer person-
nel than ever before. Funding and
forces continue to shrink while de-
mands of the job increase.

For example, the Army has con-
ducted 26 operational events, now these
are actions other than routine training
and alliance operations, since 1991,
compared to only 10 during the preced-
ing 31 years. The Marine Corps has con-
ducted 62 contingency operations since
1997, compared to only 15 such oper-
ations since 1982 to 1989. These in-
creases in operational tempo are occur-
ring at the same time that the Army
has been reduced from 18 to 10 divi-

sions, the Navy is on a track to elimi-
nate nearly 250 ships, or almost 45 per-
cent of the fleet, and the Air Force has
been reduced from 24 to 12 fighter
wings.

Among the disturbing problems iden-
tified in the committee’s hearings and
investigations were indications of a
growing shortage of spare parts which
has led to the increased cannibaliza-
tion of frontline equipment, combat
systems being operated at a pace that
requires far more extensive mainte-
nance and repair, and the deterioration
of facilities where personnel live and
work to levels below acceptable stand-
ards.

Mr. Chairman, these are indicators of
broader trends throughout the force
that are raising doubts about present
and future readiness. To address many
of these issues, H.R. 3616 includes pro-
visions to increase funding for critical
readiness areas, including depot main-
tenance, replacement spare parts and
real property maintenance. Because
there are no additional funds to pay for
these increases, the committee had to
reprioritize several of the nonreadiness
related administrative and support ac-
counts.

Now, according to senior Pentagon
leaders, readiness is at acceptable lev-
els, or readiness is as good as it has
ever been, yet when we go out in the
field and talk to individual military
members, we hear a very different
story. To get at these discrepancies
concerning the condition of our armed
forces, H.R. 3616 contains provisions
that require DOD to expand and im-
prove its readiness reporting system. I
believe these and other provisions
found in this bill will provide necessary
up-to-date readiness information to the
senior leadership of the Pentagon and
to Congress, and will offer visibility
into readiness deficiencies before they
can become full-scale breakdowns.

Now, there is one other point I would
like to make. The committee has re-
cently heard from the Secretary of De-
fense and the entire Joint Chiefs of
Staff emphasizing the importance of
fully funding the Operations and Main-
tenance budget to ensure readiness.
Now, although I emphatically agree
that readiness must be kept at the
highest possible level, it is important
to stress that not all of the operations
and maintenance budget is directly
tied to military readiness.

Of all the major elements of the de-
fense budget, perhaps the least under-
stood is the O&M account. At $94.8 bil-
lion, O&M funding accounts for the
largest share of the President’s defense
budget request for fiscal year 1999, and
it is traditionally considered the readi-
ness account. But the O&M account, or
more precisely, accounts, includes
much more than critical readiness
spending. In addition to paying for day-
to-day military operations, training,
supply and equipment maintenance,
O&M funds administrative functions,
environmental restoration, cooperative
threat reduction efforts, humanitarian
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assistance, and many other programs.
Now, whatever the merits of these
other programs, they are related only
marginally to the readiness of U.S.
forces to fight the Nation’s wars. In
fact, only about one-half of the total
O&M account is directly related to
readiness.

After a thorough subcommittee re-
view of the administration’s O&M
budget request for fiscal year 1999, I am
convinced that it is riddled with ac-
countant-inspired gamesmanship de-
signed to inflate the O&M top line and
create the appearance of an adminis-
tration fully committed to funding
readiness. H.R. 3616 addresses the
under-funding of critical readiness ac-
counts by realigning funds from non-
readiness accounts.

Mr. Chairman, frankly, I would pre-
fer to be taking up legislation that
would provide more funding for defense
than is authorized by this bill. Fiscal
year 1999 will represent the fourteenth
year in a row in which real defense
spending declined, but given the budget
constraints under which we have to op-
erate, I believe H.R. 3616 goes as far as
it can to ensure that the Defense De-
partment receives the resources nec-
essary to provide for the most impor-
tant readiness requirements for our
military forces.

Mr. Chairman, let me close by thank-
ing the Chairman of the Subcommittee
on Readiness, my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. BATEMAN)
who was recuperating from surgery
during markup, but whose good counsel
was invaluable to me as I stood in as
acting chairman, as well as the rank-
ing member the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ORTIZ), for his outstanding leader-
ship and for his contributions and his
good friendship. The Subcommittee on
Readiness had to deal with several dif-
ficult issues transcending political
lines, and our task would have been far
more difficult if not for the expertise
and assistance of these 2 distinguished
Members and the cooperation of all of
the subcommittee’s Members.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’
for the bill.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
6 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, a while back I was visiting
the honors class at Hattiesburg High
School. One of my students asked me
that in my capacity as a member of the
Committee on National Security,
‘‘What are you? Are you the cheer-
leaders or the critics for America’s
military?’’ And my answer to her was,
we are both.

The cheerleader in me wants to re-
port that I think we did the very best
we could with what we had. The critic
in me wants to point out that I do not
think this Congress as a whole is ap-
propriating enough to our Nation’s de-
fense.

I hear on a daily basis some of my
colleagues come to the House floor and
say, well, we are pretty close to bal-

ancing the budget, so let us give our
wealthiest contributors a big tax
break. Some of my other colleagues
come to the House floor and say, well,
we are almost balancing the budget, so
let us pass a whole bunch of new social
programs. They are both wrong.

The highest priority of this Nation
has to be to defend this Nation, the
States can do almost everything else,
and I am troubled that we are not
doing it well enough. I am also trou-
bled that of the 5 people who put to-
gether the defense budget, I am sorry,
the overall budget for this Nation, the
President of the United States, the
President of the Senate, the Speaker of
the House, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget in the House, the
Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget in the Senate, not one of them
has spent one second in the uniform of
our country. It does not surprise me
that they do not think this is impor-
tant. They never did.

We have to ask ourselves, what is
going to be our legacy? President Jef-
ferson has the legacy of sending Lewis
and Clark out to chart the American
West and the Louisiana Purchase as a
result of it. Earlier in this century an
America that thought they could do
anything anywhere built the Panama
Canal.

What is this committee’s legacy? I
am sorry to say it is treading water.
Treading water because we know we
have an op tempo problem and yet we
could not find the money, the rest of
the Congress would not give us the
money to properly budget the use of
the Guard and Reserve so that we could
give some of the standing force a
break.

We know we have health care prob-
lems, not only for active duty, but for
our retirees. We know we could fix that
with Medicare subvention for about $2
billion a year, yet the rest of the Con-
gress will not let us do that.
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Every single American over the age
of 65 now gets health care, but those
people who were promised it in return
for serving their country for 20 years,
they are being turned away at the base
hospital for lack of funds. That is not
right.

A brilliant plan was put together by
our Armed Forces for a mail order
pharmacy plan for our retirees, and for
lack of funds it will not be put into ef-
fect.

There are still 12,000 fine young
Americans in uniform who have to get
food stamps in order to feed their kids.
That is wrong. It costs about $100 mil-
lion to fix it, yet the rest of the Con-
gress will not give this committee the
money to fix it.

Let me make this perfectly clear. I
think this committee is bipartisan.
The people who care about the military
are on this committee. Whether they
are Democrats or Republicans, they
care. The problem is, what is happen-
ing with the other 435? Where are they

for the thing that should count the
most? Where will they be when some-
one launches a biological attack on our
Nation and we are not ready to re-
spond?

If Members do not think it could hap-
pen, they should pick up a book called
The Cobra Event. Our Supreme Allied
Commander in Europe, General Wesley
Clark, made his staff read it because it
is so believable.

What is good about the bill? Some-
thing that I think is important is we
are going to return to separate gender
training at the basic level. A kid going
to boot camp goes from being a high
school senior, where he is on top of the
world, to suddenly he cannot do or she
cannot do anything right. They are, in
my opinion, at their most vulnerable.
When they are at their most vulner-
able, we do not need them being led by
a sexual predator. By separating the
sexes, by separating the gender of the
people running them through boot
camp, we can minimize the oppor-
tunity for that to go wrong. We can get
our drill instructors back to doing
their job and our troops going back to
basic training.

We restore the funding for the Youth
Challenge Program, a beautiful pro-
gram by the National Guard that takes
at-risk youth between the ages of 16
and 19 years old and gives them a Gen-
eral Equivalency Diploma. They go
through a boot-camp-type environment
and get themselves drug-free. To date,
on a nationwide basis, 96 percent of
those kids have gone on to get a job,
join the American military, or further
their education.

As the Chairman, the gentleman
from California (Mr. HUNTER), pointed
out, we have done as good as we could
on procurement: stepped forward fund-
ing for LST8, 3 DDGs and some Navy
vessels.

But, again, as he mentioned, there
are 900 Huey aircraft that we will not
allow to fly because we are afraid that
they and the crews in them will fall
out of the sky, because the rest of this
Congress is not putting forward enough
funds to defend our Nation.

Mr. Chairman, we have to ask our-
selves, what will be our legacy as Mem-
bers of Congress? We are only here for
so long. We need to do the best we can
with what we have.

My challenge to all of us, Democrats
and Republicans, is not to fight with
each other but spread the message to
the rest of the Congress that this has
to be our Nation’s greatest priority, be-
cause nothing else matters if we can-
not defend ourselves.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON), chairman of
our Subcommittee on Military Re-
search and Development.

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

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, first of all, let me thank our
distinguished committee chairman,
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who is one of our outstanding leaders
in this body on issues involving na-
tional security and support for our
troops and our veterans, and the rank-
ing member.

The two of them are a dynamic team.
They work together. They both come
from the same common perspective on
the defense for this Nation, and they
really set the right tone for the com-
mittee. It is because of their leadership
that we had a 50 to 1 vote to get our
bill out of committee, and most of our
subcommittees likewise had very solid
votes in reporting out their portions of
this bill, so I want to applaud both of
them and all the members of our com-
mittee who work so well together on
the issue of our country’s national se-
curity.

Mr. Chairman, I rise for this brief pe-
riod of time to say that, unfortunately,
I think we are facing a train wreck un-
like any that we have seen, certainly
in the 12 years I have been in Congress
and I think really in the history of this
country, involving national security.
The train wreck is being caused by, un-
fortunately, a number of things coming
together all at one time. I think it is
going to peak at around the turn of the
century.

I want to go through that briefly.
The American people have been led to
believe that we are spending so much
more money on defense today than we
have in the past. I use a simple com-
parison. When John Kennedy was
President, it was a time of relative
peace. It was after Korea and before
Vietnam. We were spending 52 cents of
every tax dollar on the military, 9 per-
cent of our GNP. In this year’s budget
we are spending 16 cents of the Federal
tax dollar on the military, about 2.9
percent of our GNP on defense. So, in
fact, the relative percentage of total
Federal dollars on the military has
dwindled dramatically. This is the 14th
consecutive year of real cuts in defense
spending.

Unfortunately, as that defense num-
ber comes down, some other things
have happened. First of all, in John
Kennedy’s era, we had the draft. Young
people were taken out of high school,
they served the country for 2 years,
and they were paid far below the mini-
mum wage. They were not married.
They did not have the expenses a mar-
ried person would have.

That is not the case today. We have
an all-volunteer force, well-educated,
maybe with college degrees, many mar-
ried and with children, education costs,
housing costs, transportation costs to
move these families around the world,
so a much larger percentage of that
smaller amount of money goes for the
quality of life of our troops.

Mr. Chairman, we know we are al-
ways going to fund quality of life for
our troops. But some other things have
occurred since the John Kennedy era.
In the last 6 years alone, Mr. Chair-
man, we have seen our troops deployed
25 times at home and abroad. That is a
lot of deployments.

Let us compare the last 6 years to
the previous 40 years, where our troops
were only deployed 10 times. In these 25
deployments in the last 6 years, while
defense spending has gone down dra-
matically, none of those deployments
have been budgeted for. So to pay for
all those deployments, Haiti, Somalia,
Bosnia, and the domestic deployments
here at home, we have had to take
money out of the modernization of the
next generation of equipment to sup-
port our troops. We have had to rob the
R&D accounts. In fact, Bosnia alone
will have cost us, by the end of this fis-
cal year, $9.4 billion.

We are facing a crisis, Mr. Chairman.
We do not have the money to put into
modernization. We do not have the
money for R&D. The President says,
close more bases. We are not going to
get around to base closing because the
process was politicized 3 years ago.

All of this happens at a time when, in
the year 2000, we are being asked to
fund a new aircraft carrier, a new at-
tack submarine, DD–21s. We are being
asked to fund three new tactical avia-
tion programs, the F–22, the joint
strike fighter, and the F/A–18 E&F, the
Commanche for the Army, the V–22 for
the Marine Corps. We are being asked
to fund national missile defense, thea-
ter missile defense systems, none of
which are properly budgeted. For the
Army after next, digitize the battle-
field, and give the Navy the spy war
system they need to get on the cutting
edge of technology. In addition, we are
being asked by the Defense Science
Board to put $4 million more into in-
formation warfare, and we are being
asked to put more money into
antiterrorism.

Mr. Chairman, all of those factors
add up to disaster. By the turn of the
century, if this Congress does not begin
to address defense in a realistic way,
this country is going to be in for a rude
awakening. In fact, some of our gen-
erals are already telling us, as we had
General Tilelli come in and General
Prueher of the U.S. Pacific Command.
U.S. Pacific Command reported defi-
ciencies in six of the eight measured
areas that they have responsibility for.
The Navy’s U.S. Pacific fleet has only
73 percent of the young sailors it needs.

There is an almost 10 percent short-
age in Navy noncommissioned officers.
The Hawaii-based fleet lacks 1,900 sail-
ors who have key technical skills. The
Air Force units in the Pacific area, a
serious manning shortage, which we
can correct in the short term.

We do not have enough spare parts.
We have some air wings where one-
third of the planes are not flying be-
cause we have cannibalized them to
keep the other two-thirds flying. This
same pattern exists for both the Army
and the Marine Corps.

Mr. Chairman, we are doing the best
we can this year in an impossible budg-
et situation, but this Congress had bet-
ter understand that if we do not change
direction and begin to put some addi-
tional dollars into the defense of this

country to modernize and take care of
our R&D needs, or if we do not begin to
reduce the deployment level, or get our
allies to put more money on the table
to pay for these deployments, we are
going to face I think one of the most
politically damaging situations that
this country will have ever faced in-
volving national security.

I urge my colleagues to pay attention
to this debate tomorrow on this bill.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. REYES).

Mr. REYES. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise tonight in sup-
port of this bill. I want to thank both
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Chairman SPENCE) and the ranking
member, the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. SKELTON), for their hard work to
produce the best budget possible in this
time of ever-increasing defense budg-
ets.

Although I believe the committee
produced a good bill under the cir-
cumstances, I also believe this Nation
is not providing enough for national
defense. If we continue on the course
set out in the balanced budget agree-
ment, the national security of this Na-
tion will be jeopardized. This is the
14th straight year of real declines in
the defense budget. The fiscal year 1999
defense budget request represents the
lowest real level of U.S. spending since
before the Korean War.

Although I do not endorse a $400 bil-
lion budget like those of the 1980s, I do
believe that this budget and the ones
planned for the next 5 years are criti-
cally insufficient to maintain a strong
military with a decent quality of life
for the personnel and high-tech weap-
ons needed to protect our country and
defeat any enemy.

Not only is the funding level too low,
but the size of our force is insufficient
for all of the missions they are being
required to accomplish. As an example,
Army deployments have increased 300
percent since 1989. The Army is cur-
rently funded at 488,000 soldiers. The
budget request only provided for
480,000. How can we expect the Army to
handle an increase of 300 percent with
these continued decreases in the end
strength?

At a time when the Army deploy-
ments are the highest in history, I be-
lieve it is ill-advised to endorse de-
creasing the end strength of our Army.
Our Army is losing outstanding young
men and women, both enlisted and offi-
cers, because they are away from home
far too often. When they are home,
they are required to work long hours
and not spend quality time with their
families. Because of the strain and the
pressure, many choose to end mar-
riages or, as an alternative, to save
marriages by leaving the service.

Our soldiers should not be forced to
make such unacceptable choices. It ap-
pears that the United States military
operations throughout the world are
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not decreasing. As such, reducing the
end strength of the Army can only ex-
acerbate this problem.

I am one of those many current and
former soldiers who believes that the
Army should be maintained at a mini-
mum level of 500,000. Of course, this
strength level also requires an increase
in the Department of Defense budget.

I also want to remind this Congress
of our duty to protect our military per-
sonnel. Although the Cold War has
ended, new and different threats have
emerged. It is our duty to ensure that
the weapons systems to protect our
soldiers in the field are sufficiently
funded.

One of the greatest current and fu-
ture threats is from weapons of mass
destruction delivered on short- and me-
dium-range ballistic and cruise mis-
siles. Countries throughout the world
are working feverishly to develop or
procure the technology to deliver these
types of weapons.

We talk about our concerns with
North Korea, Iran, Iraq, and Libya, but
what about other countries? India’s ac-
tions last week should serve as a wake-
up call that there are other nations to
watch and that countries may be closer
to obtaining the technology than we
are aware of. We must continue to sup-
port theater missile defense programs
to ensure that we deploy systems to de-
fend against these threats as soon as
possible.

I believe that my colleagues should
support this bill before us, but I also
urge this Congress and the administra-
tion to work together and increase the
budget for the Department of Defense.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. RODRIGUEZ).

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

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Chairman, let
me, first of all, thank the gentleman
from South Carolina (Chairman
SPENCE) for giving the opportunity to
me to serve on that committee, and
also to the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. IKE SKELTON) for allowing me also
to work with him.

Let me just share two concerns that
I have with the existing bill, and I
think they are very important. One of
the first ones is the fact, and I was real
disappointed that the Committee on
Rules did not allow an opportunity for
the language that would have struck
out the segregation language that ex-
ists in the bill. I think we have a real
serious problem in that particular bill
if we are going to segregate women. We
are going in the wrong direction in
that area.
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When we talk about separate but
equal, it was not equal for blacks, and
I can assure my colleagues that it is
not going to be equal for women. There
is a need for us and I would ask the
leadership to ask the Committee on
Rules to reconsider that opportunity.

If not, then I would ask the leadership
and the conference committee that as
they go into the conference with the
Senate, that they strike out that lan-
guage because I think it is very det-
rimental.

When we hear the arguments as it
deals with the separate but equal doc-
trine and what we want to do with
women in the military, I think that I
hear what I used to recall back in the
1960s, when we talked about co-ed edu-
cation in our universities and some of
the same language, and it is unfortu-
nate that that is the case.

I want to also share with my col-
leagues an additional concern that I
have as it deals with cost. I know we
have had a great number of individuals
come up here and talk about the need
for more resources. We also need to
look in terms of the language and what
it is in there.

Number one, I want you to look very
specifically as it deals with the C–17
language. That particular language,
number one, sets a very negative prece-
dent. Number two, it is extremely cost-
ly, and number three, when it comes to
readiness, puts us in danger. I want to
be able to share a little bit with you
when it comes to the President.

At this particular time, the language
that we have there begins to tell the
Department of Defense what should be
core and what should not. As you well
know, the last time we did the piece of
legislation, we indicated that that is
the responsibility of the Department of
Defense, not the Congress. I think we
are setting a very negative precedent.

Secondly, as it deals with cost, one of
the estimates is $500 million in terms
of the cost just by that particular
amendment alone in terms of what it is
doing, not to mention that if you begin
to move the C–17 work from the private
sector where it is right now into the
depots, we are going to have a situa-
tion that it might be up to $1.5- to $2
billion in cost. So I would ask you seri-
ously to look at that language and be
able to take that into consideration
when you make those decisions.

Thirdly, I think we are all concerned
about readiness so that if, as we move,
and if you look at that language on the
C–17, when it comes to the readiness
issue, it really sets a situation in
which the depots are not ready to deal
with that. They have not been working
with that. As Members well know, one
of the engines is a commercial engine
on the commercial flights, and moving
them towards that would be extremely
costly and, in terms of readiness, is
going to cause a situation where it
might take a year and a half to 2 to 3
years before we would even be capable,
not to mention the cost of $ 1.5- to $2
billion, so that as we talk about cost
and our concerns regarding readiness
and regarding other options, we also
need to look at the existing language
that is extremely detrimental.

I would ask that you consider those
options as we move forward as it deals
with the language on the C–17 and

again on the previous item that I had
talked to you on the segregation of the
armed forces and not allowing the
women to have equal opportunity. If
we expect them to be able to partici-
pate, they should be able to practice.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to express con-
cern with a provision in the Defense Author-
ization bill regarding the maintenance of the
C–17 cargo aircraft. The provision added in
committee will significantly increase the costs
of maintaining the C–17 by potentially billions
of dollars. This increased cost will likely re-
duce the procurement of future C–17 aircraft,
decrease Air Force readiness and airlift capa-
bility, and force the Air Force to hire more ac-
quisition personnel. The C–17 is essential for
our nation’s sustained global power projection
and the future backbone of our expeditionary
force.

Specifically, the bill preempts the Secretary
of Defense’s authority to determine what sys-
tems of the C–17 must be maintained in-
house, abrogating the depot provisions adopt-
ed in last years defense bill. The C–17 provi-
sion structures weapons systems support with-
out regard to Air Force readiness require-
ments; hobbles partnerships and competition
essential for maximizing limited budgets, and
delays defense acquisition reforms.

For years Congress called on the Depart-
ment of Defense to implement acquisition re-
form. The C–17 program is a prime example
of the Department’s acquisition reform ad-
vances in significantly reducing the life cycle
costs of new aircraft. However, this bills re-
strictive C–17 provision will reverse those ad-
vances. In addition, last years authorization bill
attempted to reduce the Department of De-
fense’s acquisition workforce, or ‘‘professional
shoppers,’’ by 25,000. However, this bill would
require the Air Force to hire hundreds more of
professional shoppers rather than streamlining
the bureaucracy.

Other fiscally irresponsible aspects of the
C–17 provision discourage public-private part-
nerships that would save taxpayers millions of
dollars while maintaining a high mission-capa-
ble rate for the C–17. The bill forces the Air
Force to waste more than $500 million to cre-
ate in-house maintenance capabilities before
an intelligent decision can be made on this
new weapon system. In addition, the engine
on the C–17 is a commercial engine devel-
oped for the Boeing 757. To create an in-
house capability for the engine, which the au-
thorization would, would cost the Air Force be-
tween $1 billion and $2 billion for the purchase
of propriety data alone.

In today’s constrained defense budget, we
cannot expect the Department of Defense to
come up with billions of additional dollars to
maintain the C–17 in an antiquated manner
that doesn’t capitalize on the strengths of both
the public and private sector and advances in
manufacturing. The C–17 was efficiently de-
signed to be maintained on the flight line to re-
duce maintenance costs. The billions of dol-
lars the C–17 provision would likely decrease
procurement of future C–17 aircraft. This is to-
tally unacceptable.

In closing, Congress should not preempt the
warfighter on the decision of maintenance of
the C–17, the C–17 provision will force the Air
Force to spend billions on the tail instead of
the essential tooth, and the measure will have
a detrimental impact on readiness.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.
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Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
I would like to add a word or two.

Out of this early general debate this
evening, it does appear that there is a
bipartisan consensus in favor of doing
better for our national security. It is a
matter of resources. It is a matter of
spending. In this good bill, we have, as
has been said, we have done well with
what we had, but I think there is that
growing understanding that we need to
place national security at the top of
the list, and I hope that this debate has
brought the attention to the other
Members of this body as well as to
those others who are interested.

I have a couple of other messages,
Mr. Chairman. One is to the, if they
were here in front of me, parents of the
young men and young women in uni-
form. I would tell them that they
should be so very, very proud of what
their family members are doing. They
are professionals. They are dedicated.
Their operational tempo at times is
horrendous, and yet they are doing
what their Nation is calling upon them
to do without complaining as commit-
ted young Americans. So I would tell
them, Mr. Chairman, that I and all of
us on this committee thank them for
their efforts.

Mr. Chairman, if the young people in
uniform were sitting here watching us
this evening, I would have a message
for them as well. My message to them
would be to stay the course. If they are
in the Navy, steady as you go, because
they are so very, very important to the
future of our country, to the national
security of our country, to where we
are as the world leader bringing stabil-
ity to the various corners of this globe.
I would tell them not to get discour-
aged. I would tell them that sooner or
later they will write some brilliant
pages in the history books of this coun-
try. Those would be my two messages,
Mr. Chairman. I am proud of the young
folks in uniform. I hope they stay the
course, not to get discouraged but to
know how so very, very important they
are.

I again thank the members of this
committee, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), the Chairman.
This has been an absolute thrill for me
to be the ranking member on this com-
mittee, and I appreciate the courtesies
that he has extended to me personally
and that the entire committee has ex-
tended to those of us on this side of the
aisle.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of this bill. The Committee has worked
hard to develop a good, bipartisan bill, and I
commend our chairman and ranking member
for their leadership.

The Cold War is long gone, Mr. Chairman,
but the world is still a dangerous place. Look
at the nuclear tests last week in India. Look at
the advanced ballistic missiles under develop-
ment in Iran. Dangers can emerge anywhere,
and with little warning. I think this bill reflects
a determination to maintain our position of
strength within that uncertain world.

No bill is perfect, and this bill is no excep-
tion. Consider the fact that our military is find-
ing it increasingly difficult to get permission to
use forward bases. This calls for an increased
emphasis on power projection.

To me, that means the B–2 Bomber, which
can strike any target in the world from Whit-
man Air Force Base, Missouri, within 24
hours. It also means the Super Hornet, which
offers a leap ahead in naval aviation attack
capabilities over the aging planes on carrier
decks today. But the B–2 production line has
been allowed to close, and three Super Hornet
aircraft were cut from the request this year.

I think we could have done more to increase
the efficiency of the Defense Department—to
squeeze savings out of the bureaucracy that
we could use for more modern weapons sys-
tems. I know that this body takes defense re-
form seriously, though, and will continue to
pursue it, if not in this bill.

I am particularly troubled by a couple of sig-
nals this bill sends to women.

First, it perpetuates the policy of barring
women serving overseas from using their own
funds to obtain legal abortion services in mili-
tary hospitals. Women who volunteer to serve
in our Armed Forces already give up many
freedoms and risk their lives to defend our
country. They should not have to sacrifice
their privacy, their health, and their basic con-
stitutional rights to a policy with no valid mili-
tary purposes.

Second, the bill prejudges its own congres-
sionally-created commission studying basic
training and instead forces the services to
segregate men and women.

Such a requirement is premature, may af-
fect unit cohesion and readiness, and will not
address the serious problems of sexual mis-
conduct and harassment confronting the serv-
ices.

The segregated training provision is op-
posed by the Army, Navy and Air Force. All
believe that the best way to train soldiers, sail-
ors and airmen is to ‘‘train the way we fight.’’
That means in integrated units.

As Navy Vice Chief of Staff Admiral Pilling
testified before the Personnel Subcommittee, if
men and women do not learn how to live and
work together during basic training, are the
confined quarters aboard ship the next-best
place? I think not.

The provision is also opposed by the top
enlisted men of all four services, including the
sergeant major of the Marine Corps, Lewis G.
Lee.

And implementing the segregated living re-
quirements required with the bill is expen-
sive—$159 million for the Army alone. It is
deeply troubling that, at a time of increasingly
scarce resources, the Committee has opted
for this expensive and unnecessary course of
action.

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, in my view, the long
term consequences of this provision will be to
roll back opportunities for women in the mili-
tary. It will reduce training resources for fe-
male recruits. And it will not reduce the inci-
dents of sexual harassment and misconduct.

Nearly 50 years ago, the Supreme Court
told us that ‘‘separate but equal’’ is inherently
unequal. Mr. Chairman, I regret the Committee
has failed to recognize this admonition.

Ms. GRANGER. Mr Chairman, I rise today
in strong support of the 1999 National De-
fense Authorization Act. I particularly want to
thank Chairman SPENCE, Procurement Sub-

committee Chairman HUNTER, and Research
and Development Subcommittee Chairman
WELDON for their very hard work to produce a
bill that meets the needs of our armed serv-
ices at a time when overall defense spending
is in its fourteenth year of real decline.

H.R. 3616 conforms to the defense spend-
ing limits established in the Balanced Budget
Act of 1997. However, I share Chairman
SPENCE’s and the defense community’s con-
cerns that these funding levels are inadequate
to meet the increasing number of threats to
our national security.

If you question the need to strengthen
America’s defenses, just take a look around
the world:

Unstable and unfriendly nations around the
world are developing medium and long range
missile capabilities that directly threaten U.S.
forces deployed abroad, and may pose a
threat to the continental U.S. in the near fu-
ture.

India and Pakistan are engaged in a nuclear
arms race that could destabilize all of South
Asia.

U.S. forces are still in Bosnia, with no end
to that operation in sight.

And, Saddam Hussein is continuing to ig-
nore the terms and conditions that Iraq agreed
to at the end of the Persian Gulf War.

Moreover, serious personnel problems are
emerging throughout the services. Readiness
has been sacrificed as the size of our military
has been reduced. Morale and retention are
low as quality of life issues are ignored or
postponed in order to pay for ongoing oper-
ations.

Our military is nothing without our brave
service men and women, and they need to
know they have this Congress’ strong support.

Strong support also means the best weap-
ons available. This is why it is so important
that the committee included funding for two F–
16s, eight V–22s, two F–22s, and continued
R&D for the multi-service, multi-role joint strike
fighter.

Many members may not realize that pro-
curement of new weapons systems have de-
clined by 70 percent over the last decade.
These are the very weapons that were crucial
to winning the Persian Gulf War. This is why
it is essential to maintain the F–16, which is
the workhorse of the Air Force’s fighter fleet,
and to proceed with procurement of innovative
new planes like the V–22 and the F–22.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I strongly support
passage of H.R. 3616, and I want to thank
Chairman SPENCE, and the other subcommit-
tee chairman, once again, for all of their hard
work on this legislation.

But, I also want to warn my colleagues that
our national security cannot be taken for
granted. Current defense levels cannot be
sustained at the funding levels contained in
the budget, and we cannot wait for a crisis sit-
uation to revisit this issue.

I am looking forward to working with Chair-
man SPENCE, and other concerned members,
to improve the condition of our armed forces
and to ensure that our military remains the
best fighting force in the world.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). All time for general debate has
expired.

Under the rule, the Committee rises.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. MORAN of
Kansas) having assumed the chair, Mr.
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PEASE, Chairman pro tempore of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 3616) to authorize
appropriations for fiscal year 1999 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, to prescribe military per-
sonnel strengths for fiscal year 1999,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.
f

PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID-
ERATION OF H.R. 3616, NATIONAL
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999

Mr. SOLOMON, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(H. Rept. No. 105–544) on the resolution
(H. Res. 441) providing for further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3616) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year
1999 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for fiscal year
1999, and for other purposes, which was
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.
f

THE ALL-AMERICAN RESOLUTION

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
today I rise to introduce the All-Amer-
ican Resolution expressing the sense of
Congress that any missile defense sys-
tem deployed to protect the U.S. from
missile attacks would include protec-
tion for Alaska, Hawaii and territories.

As we can see on this diagram right
now, Alaska comes into direct threat
by India, China, et cetera, and now the
administration sought to avoid pro-
tecting Alaska, avoid protecting Ha-
waii, and I think it is reprehensible to
have that occur.

It is time for us to recognize that
Alaska and Hawaii are part of the
United States and ought to be pro-
tected. In fact, we ought to set up our
own missile system in Alaska so that
we can counterattack in this uncertain
time. I urge the passage of this legisla-
tion.

Today I rise to introduce ‘‘The All-American
Resolution’’ expressing the sense of the Con-
gress that any missile defense system de-
ployed to protect U.S. from missile attack
should include protection for Alaska, Hawaii,
territories and commonwealths of the United
States.

The U.S. Constitution provides that it is an
essential responsibility of the federal govern-
ment to protect to all United States citizens
against foreign attack. However, the Adminis-
tration’s development plan is based on a pol-
icy of observing the restrictions of the 1972
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, which pro-
hibits the deployment of a missile defense
system capable of defending all U.S. territory.
As such, the plan excludes Alaska, Hawaii,
and territories. While this legislation does not
attempt to abrogate or amend the ABM Trea-
ty, it does express the sense of Congress that

space, sea, or land-based systems are re-
quired to include them and the common-
wealths, when a system is deployed in the fu-
ture.

A year ago the Alaska State Legislature
passed a resolution expressing the view of the
people of Alaska that they, along with other
Americans, should be defended against a mis-
sile attack. Why are Alaskans concerned
about their vulnerability to missile attack? In
1995, the Administration adopted a national in-
telligence estimate (NIE) asserting that the
U.S. did not face a threat of missile attack for
at least 15 years. To arrive at this conclusion,
the Administration excluded from the National
Intelligence Estimate (NIE) an assessment of
the threat of missile attack to Alaska and Ha-
waii. Excluding Alaska and Hawaii from the
NIE served to bypass an earlier assessment
by then-Deputy Secretary of Defense John
Deutch that territories in these two states
could be subject to attack by a North Korean
missile, the Taepo Dong 2, by the end of this
decade. In fact, the Secretary of Defense
issued a report titled Proliferation: Threat and
Response (November 1997) which exemplifies
the possible threat to Alaska from both North
Korea and China.

I believe it is reprehensible to prepare the
NIE while leaving some Americans
undefended in its pursuit of the most minimal
missile defense capability possible. My resolu-
tion also provides that Alaska and Hawaii, ter-
ritories and commonwealths must be included
in any NIE prepared by the Administration.

While Alaska and Hawaii were the only two
states excluded from consideration under the
NIE, most states and territories will be vulner-
able as well. The Administration’s missile de-
fense plan calls for the development of a sys-
tem in which a deployment decision may be
made in 2000 and deployment completed by
2003. This could leave the vast majority of
U.S. territory vulnerable to missile strikes. The
Administration’s policy views the ABM Treaty
as ‘‘the cornerstone of strategic stability.’’

I will give a quick history of the ABM Treaty.
Article I of the ABM Treaty barred the deploy-
ment of a national missile defense system ca-
pable of defending all the nations’ territory. In
fact, Article III of the Treaty, as amended by
a 1974 Protocol, permitted the deployment of
a single missile defense site that is capable of
protecting only the region in which it is de-
ployed. The U.S. designated Grand Forks,
North Dakota as this site, although the system
located there is mothballed. Taking the Grand
Forks system out of mothballs and upgrading
its capabilities may allow it to provide protec-
tion to all of America. Whether you agree with
the ABM Treaty, or not, I believe we would all
agree on the necessity to defend all of Amer-
ica, including Alaska, Hawaii, the territories
and commonwealths from the threat of ballistic
missile attacks.

I call on all my colleagues who wish to see
their constituents protected, to look seriously
at the resolution introduced today. My friends,
this act will improve the interests of all Ameri-
cans, now and into the future.
f
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, and

under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MORELLA addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. EDWARDS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. KINGSTON addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. CLAYTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

OPEN MARKETS, REMOVE SANC-
TIONS AND AGGRESSIVELY PRO-
MOTE AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to address a serious prob-
lem facing the First District of Kansas
and, indeed, all of rural America.

Over the past 2 years, prices for
wheat and other major agricultural
commodities have been in a free-fall.
Cash wheat today in Dodge City, Kan-
sas, closed at $2.86 per bushel. That is
almost $2 less per bushel than just 1
year ago and other commodities have
experienced similar price declines.

Soon the combines will start their
annual trek north from the Great
Plains of Texas to Canada. If current
harvest projections hold true, a large
U.S. wheat crop will put further down-
ward pressure on already depressed
prices.

While there is no silver bullet, there
are several important steps the Presi-
dent and Congress can take to improve
the economic outlook for this Nation’s
farmers and ranchers. According to
USDA, exports are predicted to be
down at least $4 billion this year. This
is a clear signal that Congress and the
President must be aggressive in open-
ing markets and promoting agricul-
tural exports.

We should start by using the tools we
already have at our disposal. Since
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