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sad feeling in my heart, because he
truly is a man of integrity and one
from whom I have learned a great deal
about in the Congress.

As a good neighbor, I want to thank
the gentleman. He is a man who keeps
his word. I want to thank him espe-
cially for the support that he person-
ally gave me in our land grant bill for
the people of New Mexico. The people
of New Mexico are deeply indebted to
you for your support of that. At times
it may have been a difficult thing to
do, but you are a man of your word,
and you kept your word.

We wish you the best. We have talked
a couple times about your grand-
children, and if they are like most
grandchildren, I have seen the T-shirt
that says, if I knew grandkids were so
great, I would have had them first, and
I think your grandkids, the way you
talk about them and how proud you
are, know that you feel that way.

I am going to miss you in the 106th
Congress, but I do want to thank you
for the support and the encouragement
that you have been to me. Again, you
are a man of your word, a man of integ-
rity, and it has been an honor to be a
colleague of yours.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to say to the gentleman that
there were many of our colleagues who
wanted to be here tonight to pay their
respects and to let the gentleman know
how important he has been to their
lives, but unfortunately, because of
schedules, were not able to attend. So
from them I just convey the best of
wishes, and I yield the rest of the time
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
TORRES).

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I am
deeply moved by the gentlewoman’s
gesture tonight of ordering this Special
Order on my behalf and calling forth so
many of my colleagues to come here.
The greatest honor there is is to serve
in this Chamber, the House of Rep-
resentatives, which, as everybody has
just witnessed, brings together men
and women of all walks of life in a
common purpose here. I am so thank-
ful, and I cannot find the words to tell
my colleagues. I am so thankful that
people in the 34th Congressional Dis-
trict of California sent me here 16
years ago and have reelected me ever
since until now, in the 105th session. It
is the highest tribute I dare say that
can be paid to an individual when his
constituency sends him here.

But, Mr. Speaker, getting here is not
my job alone. This took many people
along the way to do that, the people
that raised me, my mother, my grand-
mother, my teachers, the heroes that
inspired me to seek higher office be-
cause they meant something to me. My
wife, whom you have just heard about,
who is my strongest partner, my work-
ing partner, a woman that has been by
my side for some 44 years. I would not
be here, so many of us would not be
here, if it was not for our spouses. We
are nothing really without them. And I
would have been nothing without my
Arcy.

She stood by me, allowed me to give
public service, sacrificed very hard,
and I am so, I am so thankful that she
has done this for me. Not to speak of
my children who stood with me in the
picket line when they were growing up
and I was a member of the labor move-
ment, who followed me in the cam-
paigns with their bumper stickers and
their posters, who even today, my old-
est daughter Carmen is my campaign
manager. These are the people around
me that made me what I am.

The working men and women of our
country. The labor movement people,
the people in my auto factory that en-
ticed me early in the 1950s that I
should seek elective office in the union
by exposing me to that political proc-
ess and electing me for the first time
as a shop steward, a chief shop steward
at the Chrysler Corporation in Los An-
geles. That opened up tremendous win-
dows of opportunity for me to seek in
the future.

Yes, I have a lot of mentors that
have brought me to this moment here
in the people’s House.
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I could name them, so many of them.
My colleagues may not recognize all
the names, but I have to call out to
them. Frank Munoz, who was an early
mentor; the Ruther brothers, Walter
and Victor and Roy; Bobby Kennedy,
Paul Schraeg, Reverend Andrew
Young, Cesar Chavez, Tip O’Neill, Jim
Wright, these are all people who really
were my heroes.

Early in my working years some 44
years ago, when I was in the auto
plant, a rising star came forth in Los
Angeles, a young city councilman who
had finally captured the city
councilmanship. He moved my spirit
because he was like a hero to me. His
name was Edward Roybal. I yearned to
be like Ed Roybal. I wanted to be some-
body like him. He was my role model.
He went on to become a member of this
very chamber and served with great
distinction on the Committee on Ap-
propriations. Twenty-nine years later,
I joined him as I arrived here with the
freshman class of 1983. Would my col-
leagues believe that with the departure
of Ed Roybal on his retirement that I
would succeed him on the Committee
on Appropriations? Well, I did.

It was that dream I was having that
I could be here and join people like
him, but now it is my turn, it is my
turn to leave, it is my turn to turn the
page on this legislative chapter of my
life, but it is a bittersweet time for me
and my wife Arcy.

We have enjoyed our 27 years in this
area in the Nation’s capital. It is dif-
ficult to leave. It is very difficult to
leave tonight, to hear the adulations of
all my colleagues here on both sides of
the aisle. I know it is coming to an
end. The other night, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI) hosted a
dinner for the California delegation
and at least 20 of my colleagues were
there to do what I have heard here to-

night. For 2 days I walked on air, and
I know that tomorrow I will do the
same, having heard all of these wonder-
ful things about me.

I think it just speaks to the kind of
camaraderie, the kind of solidarity
that we can have in this House cham-
ber. We can have it. We have it on
many occasions; but, yes, one must
move on. There has to be change, and I
want to make it possible to have that
change.

California beckons me to come back,
and my family to come back, to be
with our children and our grand-
children. It is really a new page in my
life, for I am not retiring. I am going to
stay active on international forums. I
am going to stay active on human
rights issues. I will teach. I will write.
As some of my colleagues have said, for
sure I am going to be doing a lot of
drawing and a lot of painting, depicting
in canvas or sketch paper those scenes
that depict the life of this House of
Representatives and for people in Con-
gress.

So I want to thank all of my col-
leagues for making this evening a mo-
mentous occasion for me and my fam-
ily. I want to thank all the people in
front of me here who over the 16 years
have labored hard into the night, the
pages, the clerks, the staffers, the po-
licemen. Everybody has been a part of
this life of mine, and I now leave and
thank all the Members sincerely from
the bottom of my heart for having
made it possible for me.

I thank my colleague, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. SANCHEZ),
for allowing this to take place. Good
evening and good night.

Ms. SANCHEZ: Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. TORRES). As we noted, he will
be missed here but I know that he will
keep in touch with us and we will seek
his guidance.

f

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, announced a
bill of the following title in which concur-
rence of the House is requested:

S. 1892. An act to provide that a person
closely related to a judge of a court exercis-
ing judicial power under article III of the
United States Constitution (other than the
Supreme Court) may not be appointed as a
judge of the same court, and for other pur-
poses.

f

UNDERFUNDING OF OUR NA-
TIONAL MILITARY AND OUR NA-
TIONAL SECURITY APPARATUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I will not take the full hour
but I do want to take some time to dis-
cuss what I think is the real scandal in
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this city that we had better start to
focus on a little more aggressively and
coherently than we have done in the
past.

It seems as though all of our col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle, the
national media and the administration,
has focused on the process currently
unfolding in the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. While I am not going to dimin-
ish the seriousness of that issue and
the challenges it presents to us, I want
to focus on a lesser publicized issue
that I think presents for us a scandal
that is going to last well into the next
century. That scandal involves the
underfunding of our national military
and our national security apparatus.

Today, Speaker GINGRICH, along with
the leadership of the defense commit-
tees in the House, held a press con-
ference and signed the legislation that
we are now sending up to the President
to both authorize and appropriate our
defense funds for the next fiscal year.
We have completed our part of the
process in laying out our defense fund-
ing strategy for the year 1999.

The problem, Mr. Speaker, is that
this legislation was very tightly con-
trolled by the budget numbers that we
were given and does not really reflect
the threats that we see emerging
around the world and the commitments
that we are involving our troops in
around the world. In fact, Mr. Speaker,
both bills, while the best that we could
develop, were woefully inadequate in
terms of funding our national security
needs.

This year, Mr. Speaker, we are into
our 14th consecutive year of real de-
fense cuts. Now when our colleagues
talk about cutting the size of the Fed-
eral Government, they talk to their
constituents and they talk to each
other about what a great job we have
done; we really have controlled spend-
ing. The fact of the matter is, Mr.
Speaker, that the only real cuts that
have occurred in a significant way in
terms of workforce and in terms of
budget size is in the area of national
defense.

In fact, if one compares what we are
spending today versus what we spent,
say, in the time of John Kennedy, it
gives one a realistic view of where we
are today. In the 1960s, when John Ken-
nedy was president, it was a time of
relative peace. It was after Korea and
before Vietnam. We were spending 52
cents of every Federal tax dollar on the
military, 9 percent of our country’s
gross national product. In this fiscal
year, we are spending 2.8 percent of our
country’s gross national product and
just 15 cents of the Federal tax dollar
on the military. So we have gone, in
this short period of time, from 52 cents
of every dollar sent to Washington to
15 cents of every dollar sent to Wash-
ington to pay for national security.

We have to understand the context in
which that cut has occurred, because
back when John Kennedy was the
President, there was the draft. We took
young people out of high school, we

paid them next to nothing, they served
their country for 2 years, some stayed
on for a longer tenure but the pay and
the quality of life costs for our troops
were much different than they are
today.

Today we have an all-volunteer force.
Our young people are well educated.
Many are married. We have housing
costs, health care costs. We have the
cost of travel and transportation to
move people around. So a much larger
portion of that smaller defense spend-
ing goes for the quality of life of our
troops, and we in the Congress are al-
ways going to meet their needs. In fact,
in today’s bill, we increased the pay
raise for the military personnel by a
half a percent above what the Presi-
dent requested in his budget.

Even beyond the quality of life dif-
ferential between the sixties and today,
some other things have changed. While
we have cut our defense budget for the
14th consecutive year and while we are
now at an all time low, very close to
what we were pre-World War II, some
other things have happened.

In the last 6 years, Mr. Speaker, our
commander in chief, the President, has
deployed our troops 26 times around
the world. Currently, he is talking
about another deployment over in the
Balkans and in the region that is so
unsettled today. Twenty-six deploy-
ments and none of these deployments
were budgeted for or paid for.

If one compares that to the previous
40 years, Mr. Speaker, our troops were
only committed to 10 deployments. So
10 deployments in a 40-year time pe-
riod; 26 in the last 6 years, since this
President has been in office. None of
those 26 deployments were paid for.

Now, some might criticize my state-
ment and say what about George Bush?
He committed our troops to a very
large operation in Desert Storm, which
he did, to remove Saddam Hussein from
the illegal occupation of Kuwait. But
they must also remember that George
Bush went out and convinced the allied
nations of the world to help offset the
costs of that deployment. In fact, we
generated $53 billion in revenue to this
country for an operation that cost us
$52 billion.

So Operation Desert Storm, in terms
of dollars, did not cost the taxpayers
any additional money. The 26 deploy-
ments in the last 6 years have cost us
in excess of $15 billion. None of that
was budgeted for prior to that deploy-
ment, and except for the actions of the
Republican Congress the costs associ-
ated with those deployments were not
paid for.

So all of that money to pay for those
deployments had to come out of an al-
ready decreasing defense budget. So to
pay for those 26 deployments we in the
Congress had to take money out of
modernization, out of research, out of
quality of life, so that our defense
budget and our priorities were that
much further hurt by the actions that
this Congress was forced to take.

On top of all of that, we have to look
at what has been the most rapidly in-

creasing part of our defense funding.
Back in the 1960s when John Kennedy
was president we did not spend any sig-
nificant amount of money on what we
today call environmental mitigation.
In this year’s defense budget, we will
spend $11 billion on environmental
mitigation.

Mr. Speaker, when one takes the
changes that have occurred over the
past 30 years, the deployment rate that
has escalated dramatically, we see that
we are forced into an impossible situa-
tion of trying to meet additional
threats with decreased and continuing
diminishment of our resources avail-
able for national security.

The President has made the case that
there are no longer the same threats
that we faced when we were in the Cold
War. I would argue that is not totally
correct, Mr. Speaker. In fact, I would
make the case that Russia is more de-
stabilized today than at any point in
time under Communism, when there
was the tight control of a central gov-
ernment, when there was the rule of
law, where there was a Soviet Army
that was well paid and well cared for.
Today we have economic chaos in Rus-
sia. We have generals and admirals
being forced out of the military with-
out being given their back pay, with-
out being given housing, without being
given the pensions that they have
earned for all of these years; and in
some cases, as General Alexander
Lebed testified before my committee,
are now involved in clandestine oper-
ations, selling off technology, chemi-
cal, biological, and perhaps even nu-
clear technology, to those rogue na-
tions and states that will pay the right
fee to get those secrets that Russia has
within its control.

So I would make the case, Mr. Speak-
er, that while the threat may be dif-
ferent today, it is actually in some
cases much worse than what it was
during the Cold War, because we all to
realize, Mr. Speaker, that while we
have seen some reduction in Russia’s
strategic offensive nuclear forces, Rus-
sia still has tens of thousands of nu-
clear weapons. They still have thou-
sands of long-range ICBMs that can be
launched from submarines or from mo-
bile launchers inside of Russia. Those
long-term, long range ICBMs may, in
fact, be subjected to the concerns rel-
ative to the instability in the Russian
military.

It was just 3 years ago, in January of
1995, because of the degradation of Rus-
sia’s internal intelligence monitoring
capability, that even though Russia
had been forewarned of a rocket launch
by the Norwegians right next door to
Russia, when that rocket launch oc-
curred Russia mistook that for an at-
tack by a U.S. submarine against Rus-
sia itself. As has been documented time
and again, in the public media, in this
country and around the world, Russia
then for the first time ever, that we
know of, activated its nuclear response
which was aimed against the U.S.,
which meant that they had approxi-
mately 20 to 25 minutes to respond to a
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weather rocket being launched by Nor-
way that they had been warned of ear-
lier.

With a matter of minutes left, Boris
Yeltsin overruled the two commanding
officers who, along with him, control
the system that controls the response
of the ICBMs from Russia, at that time
Defense Minister Grachev of Russia
and General Klesnikov. He called off
that nuclear response, which would
have been an attack on our country, of
a multistage rocket that was launched
by Norway for weather sampling pur-
poses.

b 1900
These are the kinds of risks that we

now face, Mr. Speaker, that were not a
concern back in the days of the Cold
War. We face the concerns brought to
us by General Alexander Lebed last
year when he told me in a face-to-face
meeting that as Yeltsin’s chief defense
advisor several years prior, when he
was asked to account for 132 suitcase-
sized nuclear weapons, small atomic
demolition munitions, he could only
account for 48. He had no idea where
the other 70 or 80 devices were, whether
they were safe, whether they were se-
cure, or, in fact, whether or not these
devices had been sold or maybe, in fact,
were on the world market available to
be sold internationally.

The point is that the instability in
Russia today is cause for us in this
country to be alarmed. Look at some of
the evidence of what has occurred over
this past year. We said last year that
we thought the Russians, some of the
Russian institutes that were so des-
perate for hard cash may, in fact, be
cooperating with nations like Iran and
Iraq to build next generation weapons
systems. We were told by the Intel-
ligence Community not to worry, that
is not happening. That Iran, Iraq,
Libya, Syria and North Korea would
not have these kinds of technologies
that threaten this country for decades,
for years, so for us not to worry. We
have time to prepare.

It was last August when the leader of
Israel Mr. Netanyahu challenged the
U.S. by saying publicly that Israel had
evidence that Russia had entered into
secret arrangements and deals with
their space agency and the Iranians to
help Iran build a medium-range mis-
sile.

We in the Congress responded to
that. In fact, I introduced legislation
which eventually passed, in spite of the
administration’s opposition, to give us
short-term capability to protect our
troops in the Middle East, to protect
our allies like Israel and Kuwait, Bah-
rain, and the other Gulf countries,
Egypt and Jordan and so forth.

As late as February of this year, the
Assistant Secretary of Defense wrote
me a three-page letter and said, Con-
gressman WELDON, your fears are un-
founded. We will not see the Iranians
deploy a medium-range missile for at
least 2 years, and probably even longer.

July 22 came, Mr. Speaker, and the
world saw Iran launch a medium-range

missile, the Shahab-3. This missile,
which appeared years earlier than what
we were told by this administration,
this capability would, in fact, be within
the range and capability of Iran, was
tested. We now assume it is deployed,
which means that today, tomorrow,
and for the next 12 to 18 months, the
25,000 troops that we have stationed in
the Middle East, all of Israel, and all of
our allies in the Middle East are at risk
because we do not have the capability
to defend those individuals against
that system that Iran now has which
they acquired with the help of Russian
agencies and entities.

That is why this Congress voted over-
whelmingly in the House with 400
votes, in the Senate with 96 votes, to
force the administration to impose
sanctions on the Russians for cooperat-
ing with the Iranians in terms of that
technology.

This was a threat that we did not see,
that we did not feel, and did not realize
just 1 and 2, 3 short years ago. Today it
is reality.

Then we saw North Korea, Mr.
Speaker, at the end of August, on Au-
gust 31, take a step that none of us
thought would occur, certainly not in
this decade, in this century. And that
action was to fire a three-stage rocket,
which we were not even sure that
North Korea had the technical capabil-
ity to deploy, to fire a three-stage
rocket across the mainland of Japan.

Now, the trouble with that three-
stage rocket, known as a Taepodong 1
system, is that this capability, when
one does the mathematical calcula-
tions to show the potential range of
that system, now shows that North
Korea has a system that can hit the
outer fringes of Alaska and Hawaii.

Mr. Speaker, this is unheard of. We
always knew that Russia had long-
range ICBMs. We even knew that China
had long-range ICBMs. Now we face the
very difficult prospect that North
Korea has tested a system which begins
to touch the outer reaches of the 50
United States. Again, Mr. Speaker, we
have no systems or capability today to
defend this Nation against that threat.

We heard the statements by General
Lebed about small atomic demolition
munitions. We know the increasing
threat being posed by weapons of mass
destruction, chemical and biological
weapons, nuclear weapons. We have
seen, as I reported 2 months ago on the
floor of this House, 37 violations of
international arms control agreements
by Russia and China in the last 6 years
alone.

Now, this administration claims that
we can cut the Fed spending because
they can rely on our arms control
agreements to control proliferation.
The fact is, Mr. Speaker, this adminis-
tration has the most abysmal record on
arms control of any administration in
this century. Of those 37 violations
that I put in the record 2 months ago,
this administration only imposed sanc-
tions three times. In each of those
three cases, they waived the sanctions.

We saw the Chinese sending M–11
missiles to Pakistan. We saw the Chi-
nese sending ring magnets for Paki-
stan’s nuclear program. We saw the
Chinese sending special furnaces for
Pakistan’s nuclear program, and we did
not take the appropriate steps to stop
it. We saw the Russians transferring
accelerometers and gyroscopes to Iraq.
In fact, we saw it happen three times.

We saw the Russians transferring
technology to Iran for their medium-
range missile. In fact, we saw it numer-
ous times. And we have seen evidence,
Mr. Speaker, of the transfer of chemi-
cal and biological technology to rogue
nations and rogue states that now
threatens our security and the security
of our allies around the world.

So the problem we have, Mr. Speak-
er, is that while this administration
has cut defense spending dramatically
to the point now where we are facing a
situation much like the 1970s, they
have also not enforced the very arms
control agreements that they maintain
are the heart of their ability to guaran-
tee stability around the world. So we
have been hit, in effect, by a double
whammy. We have been hit by a lack of
arms control enforcement, by a policy
of proliferation that we have not con-
trolled, that this Congress has ac-
knowledged with its votes, coupled
with a dramatic series of cuts in our
defense spending.

Now, how serious are these cuts, Mr.
Speaker? Well, we have some wings of
our Air Force capability where we have
up to one-third of our fighter aircraft
that cannot fly. We have to use one-
third of the airplanes to cannibalize
the parts to keep the other two-thirds
flying.

A few short months ago we had to
ground our nationwide fleet of Huey
helicopters because of lack of re-
sources. We are asking our marines and
our Navy personnel to fly the CH–46
helicopter until it is 55 years old. This
helicopter was built during the Viet-
nam war, but because we had to pay for
all of these deployments that this
President got us into, we had to shift
the money away from buying new heli-
copters to pay for those deployments,
and more and more of our soldiers and
sailors and marines are being subjected
to increased threats because of the age
of these aircraft, because of the age of
these systems.

The Joint Chiefs now, after 4 years of
telling the Republican Congress we do
not need this extra funding, have fi-
nally awakened, and just last week in
the Senate the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs and the service chiefs each came
in and said, we were wrong, we need
more money. Our backs are against the
wall. The troops are hurting. Morale is
down.

We have got the lowest retention
rate in the last 20 years in terms of
Navy pilots and Air Force pilots. We
cannot pay them enough money to stay
in to man these missions that this
President wants to put our troops into
harm’s way with.
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Mr. Speaker, this is the real scandal

in Washington, and this is where the
American people need to focus their at-
tention. The world is not all that safe.
There are attempts to move weapons of
mass destruction around the world.
There are nations building medium-
and long-range missile systems today.
In fact, we have intelligence evidence
not just showing North Korea, not just
Iran and Iraq, but Syria and Libya and
other nations that are desperately try-
ing to get a capability to ultimately
harm the U.S. and our allies.

How could we be surprised in May of
this year when India and Pakistan
started to sabre rattle? One set off a
nuclear detonation, and the other did.
We saw that technology flowing there,
and we did not stop it. But when it oc-
curred, we raised our voices and said,
how can these two nations be threaten-
ing each other in such a civilized
world? Because of the insecurity that
is now occurring around the world by
the continual decline in our defense ca-
pability, coupled with the lack of en-
forcement of arms control regimes.

Now, Mr. Speaker, most of my col-
leagues know that I am not advocating
massive increases in defense spending.
In fact, I was one of the only Members
on my side that continuously opposed
the B–2 bomber, not because I do not
like the stealth technology, but be-
cause I felt we could not afford it. I
have opposed weapons systems. I have
criticized this administration for try-
ing to do too much.

But, Mr. Speaker, we are now be-
tween a rock and a hard place. As we
approach the end of this century, we
are facing a colossal train wreck. We
have a ton of new weapons systems
that need to be built to replace older
systems that we cannot fund. The Navy
wants a new aircraft carrier. That is a
$6 billion price tag. They want new at-
tack submarines. They want new sur-
face ships.

The Marine Corps wants the V–22 Os-
prey to replace the CH–46 helicopter.
The Army wants the Comanche heli-
copter. The Army wants to digitize its
battlefield. They want the Crusader,
and all four services want new tactical
aviation, want new fighter planes, the
F–22, the Joint Strike Fighter and the
FA–18E/F.

If we take that one area alone of tac-
tical aviation, and if we proceed, as
this administration wants us to do, to
buy all three systems, the General Ac-
counting Office and the Congressional
Budget Office has estimated in con-
gressional hearings to us that it would
cost us between $14 billion and $16 bil-
lion a year to fund those three pro-
grams.

Mr. Speaker, this year we are spend-
ing about $2.5 to $3 billion on tactical
aviation. How in the world are we
going to fund $14 billion to $16 billion 5
years down the road? The answer is we
cannot.

Mr. Speaker, my prediction is that in
the next century, in the first decade,
we will look back on this 8-year period

as the worst period of time in under-
mining our national security.

Mr. Speaker, we do not have a strong
military to necessarily fight wars, but
rather to deter aggression. No Nation
in the world has ever fallen because it
was too strong. When a Nation is
strong, despots and tyrants do not
think about challenging them. People
like Saddam Hussein and the Ayatollah
Khomeini, Muammar Gadhafi think
twice when they know a Nation is
strong and there is a price to pay for
actions they take.

When a nation begins to weaken
itself militarily, when we cannot han-
dle the level of our commitments
around the world, when we do not en-
force arms control regimes that con-
trol proliferation, that is when secu-
rity becomes a major problem. That is
what we are approaching today, Mr.
Speaker. We are approaching a situa-
tion today where we cannot meet the
demands that are being placed on our
troops.

When I traveled to Somalia a few
years ago and talked to our troops, the
one thing that those young Marines
said to us was, you know, Congress-
man, we will go any place any time we
are asked by our country, but we can-
not keep having these back-to-back de-
ployments. You send us from Haiti to
Somalia, from Somalia to Bosnia.
When do we get home to see our fami-
lies? When do we get home to see our
loved ones?

Mr. Speaker, morale in our services
is taking a nose-dive. That is not a
front page story in the Washington
Post. It is not the lead editorial in The
New York Times. It is not even the
lead story in the L.A. Times. But, Mr.
Speaker, it is real.

We are facing a situation today that
we are going to pay the price for. In-
creasing deployments, decreasing dol-
lars, increasing costs for quality of life,
lack of commitment for the resources
necessary, and a world that is increas-
ingly more troublesome in terms of
threats.
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Now, we do not just need to re-
strengthen our military, but that is, in
fact, a top priority. We need to rein-
force our commitment to enforce arms
control regimes; to make sure that na-
tions do not send their technology to
rogue operatives.

Now, I am not saying we have to em-
barrass the Russians or embarrass the
Chinese. In fact, Mr. Speaker, I have
been to Russia 16 times, and last year
I led two delegations to China. I formed
and chair the interparliamentary rela-
tionship with the Russian Duma. I do
not want to recreate the Cold War. But
in dealing with Russia and China, it is
not just the engagement espoused by
this administration, rather it is what I
call the need for us to have disciplined
engagement.

When we deal with the Russians, they
must understand we want to help sta-
bilize their country economically, so-

cially and politically, but we also want
them to understand that, as a civilized
nation in the 21st Century, they cannot
allow technology to be sold to rogue
nations, to rogue operatives. When we
deal with China and engage them eco-
nomically, they must understand that
we are going to call into question their
lack of control of sensitive tech-
nologies that they sell abroad. That is
what this administration has not been
doing well.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, I will be sup-
porting this administration when they
come and ask this body, as they have,
to replenish the IMF with money to
help Russia stabilize itself. But, Mr.
Speaker, I am going to make some
clear differences between what this ad-
ministration wants to do and what I
think is necessary.

Many of my colleagues in this body
oppose helping Russia during this time
of economic turmoil. I would say we
have no choice. Because if we do not
help Russia stabilize itself, I can tell
my colleagues where they are going to
turn, they are going to turn to those
middle eastern countries, those Islamic
nations who have the dollars, who have
the hard currency to buy the kinds of
technology that Russia has to offer,
whether it is chemical, biological or
nuclear; to buy the weapon systems
that Russia has to sell.

We need to have Russia understand
that we want to constructively engage
in a disciplined way our Russian
friends. In fact, that is why, Mr. Speak-
er, I went to Moscow the first week of
September. I met with the factions in
the State Duma. In fact, I negotiated,
with some of my friends, a series of
eight principles that I think should be
the conditions upon which we approve
additional funding for Russia through
the IMF. Those principles deal with
simple facts, Mr. Speaker, and the
irony is I came back to Washington
with agreement on the part of the Rus-
sian Duma.

Now, Mr. Speaker, this administra-
tion has complained that the Duma in
Russia has been the reason why the
economic reforms have not gone for-
ward, and that is because this adminis-
tration has totally relied on a one-on-
one relationship between our President
and President Yeltsin. In fact, we have
not established the kind of outreach to
those other power centers in Russia
that need to be addressed and need to
be consulted. Well, that is what I did,
working with my colleagues in the
interparliamentary dialogue. We nego-
tiated a series of principles that I
think lay the foundation for a new re-
lationship with Russia.

The interesting point, Mr. Speaker,
is that today, while many of my col-
leagues in the Congress oppose IMF
funding, interestingly enough, so does
the Russian Duma oppose IMF funding.
Now, why does the Russian Duma op-
pose additional American money and
western money going into Russia? Be-
cause their perception is that we are
reinforcing corrupt institutions, that
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are basically Boris Yeltsin’s institu-
tions in Moscow, that have wasted hun-
dreds of millions and billions of dol-
lars, as has been documented by both
the IMF, by our own auditing entities
in this country, and even by the inter-
nal Russian auditing agencies.

So the Duma says, why should we
support more money coming into our
country in the form of loans when we
are going to be stuck with the bill, and
when those loans are going to simply
bail out corrupt institutions that have
not helped create a middle class in
Russia. So the Duma is not stupid.
They do not want more money coming
into Russia, because they have seen
where the money has gone up until
now. It has gone down a hole. In fact,
much of it has ended up in Swiss bank
accounts, in U.S. real estate invest-
ments, by corrupt Moscow-based insti-
tutions that have not been thinking
about the welfare and the needs of the
Russian people and the Russian middle
class.

Now, there are some things the Duma
has to do. They need to implement re-
forms. But they will not do it with
Boris Yeltsin and they will not do it
for President Clinton, because they see
their policies as having failed. What,
then, did we agree to?

Mr. Speaker, first of all, we agree,
this was on the part of the Russian
Duma and the U.S. Congress represent-
atives, that any additional IMF fund-
ing, any additional World Bank fund-
ing, any additional funds from the U.S.
Government must first of all be pre-
ceded by the reforms necessary and
called for by the IMF and by President
Clinton. That means stable tax sys-
tems, that means aggressive tax collec-
tion, that means privatization of land,
that means structural reform of Rus-
sia’s economy. And the Duma agrees
with that principle.

The second principle, Mr. Speaker,
was that the regions that have taken
steps to implement reforms should be
given proper recognition by the Mos-
cow-based institutions where they, in
fact, are taking steps to privatize the
land, to stabilize the economy, and to
make programs available for middle in-
come people in Russia. In fact, this is
one of the top priorities in Russia.

And coupled with this is their initia-
tive to begin the first housing mort-
gage financing system in Russia, a pro-
gram I have been working on for the
last 14 months, set up by my colleague,
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. CHARLES TAYLOR), one of our suc-
cessful bankers in the Congress.

The third principle is that there
should be a new commission estab-
lished, made up of Members of the U.S.
Congress and the Russian Duma. This
commission would monitor every dol-
lar of money going into Russia to make
sure the money is going for the in-
tended purpose for which the money
was allocated. There currently does not
exist that kind of oversight, where we
can have access to see where these dol-
lars are ending up. And if we had had

that, perhaps we would not have seen
the hundreds of millions and billions of
dollars from the IMF go into corrupt
hands in Russia.

Another principle, Mr. Speaker, is to
force the IMF to reform itself; to sug-
gest to the IMF board that it should
convene an international blue ribbon
task force to make specific rec-
ommendations to the IMF board about
structural reforms that are necessary
to deal with world economic problems
like Russia is experiencing today,
something that everyone agrees with.
The IMF needs to reform itself and the
way it doles out its dollars and its
credits.

Another principle agreed to by the
Duma, Mr. Speaker, was to have a full
accounting of the IMF and World Bank
dollars and U.S. dollars that have al-
ready gone into Russia; to establish an
appropriate auditing mechanism to see
where those dollars went. And once
that auditing was done, to make sure
that no additional dollars from the
IMF, the World Bank, or the U.S. Gov-
ernment went back to those corrupt in-
stitutions that took that money pre-
viously and wasted it.

Now, that seems like it is common
sense, Mr. Speaker, and that is why the
Russian Duma felt this was so signifi-
cant and such a high priority; that no
additional dollars would go into cor-
rupt institutions, in Moscow or any-
place else in Russia.

Another initiative, Mr. Speaker,
would have American business leaders
making themselves available volun-
tarily to work with large corporate in-
dustries in Russia to assist them with
their own corporate problems, whether
they be management, fiscal discipline,
marketing, whatever the problems
would be, as a kind of mentoring rela-
tionship between American corporate
leaders and Russian corporate leaders;
to give them the kind of experiences
that our corporate leaders have had
such success with in this country and
to be able to apply them in Russia.

And, finally, Mr. Speaker, we agreed
that we should establish the param-
eters for a new one-shot initiative to
bring up to 15,000 college Russian stu-
dents, undergraduate and graduate,
into America to attend American busi-
ness economic and finance schools; to
get undergraduate and graduate de-
grees in the principles of our free mar-
ket system so they can become the
next generation of business leaders in
Russia’s free markets.

The stipulation that would be re-
quired of each of these students is that
they would come to America, but,
when completing their degree, must go
back to Russia to live and to work and
not be able to stay in this country; to
create a new generation of business
leaders to help Russia move into the
21st Century in terms of a free capital-
ist system.

So, Mr. Speaker, our point is a sim-
ple one. We want to stabilize Russia,
just as we want to help China stabilize
itself, but we must do it with no blind-

ers on our eyes. When Russia violates
agreements, we must call them on
those violations. And when China does
the same, we must call them. But in
the end, Mr. Speaker, we must also be
prepared. We must have a military ca-
pable of handling any situation.

Listening to the chiefs testify before
the Senate last week troubled me
greatly, because the chairman of the
joint chiefs and the service chiefs, who
are now beginning to write to us about
their shortfalls, are saying they are
desperately close to not being able to
meet the needs that they may be asked
to respond to by the Commander-in-
Chief of this country, whoever it might
be.

Mr. Speaker, that is the real scandal
in America, a scandal that needs to be
addressed, a scandal that needs to be
looked at. It is not screaming from the
front pages of our newspapers, but
when we talk to those military person-
nel serving our country, they tell us of
the seriousness of this issue.

I encourage, I implore my colleagues,
Mr. Speaker, to focus on the real scan-
dal in America, not just today but as
we approach the end of this session and
into a new election cycle, and as we
move into the next new session of Con-
gress; that we look at national security
in the context of what is occurring
today around the world.

The threats in the 21st Century are
going to be different from the Cold
War. Missile proliferation and missiles
are the weapons of choice, followed
closely by weapons of mass destruc-
tion, be they chemical, biological or
nuclear, that could be brought into our
homeland or into our allies’ territories
and set off as we saw in the World
Trade Center, the Murrah bombing in
Oklahoma City, or the Atlanta bomb-
ing at the Olympics.

And the threats of the 21st Century
are going to involve asymmetric war-
fare, the use of computers, and capa-
bilities beyond our imagination to
compromise our smart systems. If I am
an adversary and want to take out
America in the 21st Century, I am not
just going to think about missiles and
weapons of mass destruction, I am
going to try to find ways to com-
promise our smart systems. Not just
our missiles, that are all controlled by
computers; not just our battlefield,
which will be digitized in the 21st Cen-
tury; but our quality of life systems,
our electric grid system for our cities,
our air traffic control system for our
airplanes, our subway systems for our
large metro transit authorities. These
are the areas that we expect to be chal-
lenged in the 21st Century. And with-
out the resources and the commitment,
Mr. Speaker, this becomes the vulner-
ability of America in the 21st Century.

I encourage and, again, I implore our
colleagues on both sides of the aisle,
because this is a bipartisan issue. And
in the past our successes in plussing up
defense spending have all been biparti-
san. It has been Democrats and Repub-
licans working together in fighting a
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White House that has decimated our
military’s capability.

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

f

CONSTITUTIONAL IMPEACHMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BRADY of Texas). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of January 7, 1997,
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
JACKSON-LEE) is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, rising behind my very able
colleague, I would be remiss in not
joining him in saying that this is an
issue of great concern. It is a biparti-
san issue. It warrants the attention of
the Nation and of this Congress, and it
warrants a collaborative effort between
the executive and the legislative
branch.

It is for that very reason that I
thought it was almost imperative that,
1 day after the proceedings in the
House Committee on the Judiciary, I
come to the floor to discuss these
issues that now seem to take the ma-
jority of the time, of the thought and
analysis and the conscience of Amer-
ica. Today, Mr. Speaker, I rise as an
American, and I speak on the issue of
constitutional impeachment.

I am an American who happens to be
a member of the House Committee on
the Judiciary and, as well, a Democrat.
But as I speak about constitutional im-
peachment, I hope that those who may
engage in this debate or listen to this
debate will not be thwarted by the fact
that I serve on this Nation’s House
Committee on the Judiciary, may not
be thwarted by the fact that I am a
Democrat, may not label my remarks
because I am an African American or
because I am a woman.

b 1930

Frankly I welcome agreement and
disagreement. But I would hope in this
hour we would be able to get away
from what has been the characteriza-
tion of this debate over the last couple
of weeks, partisan, full of labels and
misinformation.

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, this is a con-
stitutional discussion. Because of that,
I would like to begin by reading actu-
ally from the Constitution. First of all,
I think we can all agree that the Dec-
laration of Independence which de-
clared us independent was actually the
promise and the Constitution, working
through a very difficult process, was
the fulfillment.

Alexander Hamilton in 1775 said:
The sacred rights of mankind are not to be

rummaged for among old parchments or
musty records. They are written as with a
sunbeam in the whole volume of human na-
ture, by the hand of the divinity itself, and
can never be erased or obscured by mortal
power.

Frankly, this, I think, captured the
document we now call the Constitu-
tion, for obviously writing in 1775 and
before, we know that now in 1998 those

pages would be parched. But frankly
Alexander Hamilton wanted to ensure
that these rights would be sacred, that
they would last until time was no
more. He wrote and he joined others in
collaborating and writing and debating
and speaking to the Constitution so
that it would be a living document.
Frankly, as I have said from the very
beginning of this process, the President
of the United States, who also can
claim the Constitution, is neither
above nor beneath the law. The Con-
stitution specifically points to us the
people. You are not included because
you are an elected official or excluded.

And so its beginning preamble says,
‘‘We the people of the United States, in
order to form a more perfect union, es-
tablish justice, ensure domestic tran-
quility, provide for the common de-
fense, promote the general welfare and
secure the blessings of liberty to our-
selves and our posterity, do ordain and
establish this Constitution for the
United States of America.’’

This is a living document. It is for
and by the people. Most of all, I think
the Founding Fathers coming from
places foreign to us that they felt were
despotic, domineering, overwhelming,
they wanted a country that fully re-
spected equality. They particularly
emphasized the need for the three
branches of government. They wanted
a strong executive but also the judici-
ary and the legislative. And in this dis-
cussion and in this constitutional im-
peachment discussion, I remind my
colleagues in their debate and tone, let
us not incite the American people. Let
us not create hysteria. Let us not draw
upon the tragedy and the unfortunate
events in Philadelphia, where people
lifted up in essence physically against
each other. We do that, you know, in
our words and how we define this.

So first of all, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to be able to elaborate on how we
got here. First of all, we understand we
have got a Constitution. In the wisdom
of the Founding Fathers, they estab-
lished a provision dealing with the re-
moval of the President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States and other
civil officers. In Article 2, Section 4, it
reads very simply, ‘‘The President,
Vice President and all civil officers of
the United States shall be removed
from office on impeachment for, and
conviction of, treason, bribery or other
high crimes and misdemeanors.’’ Let
me emphasize ‘‘high crimes and mis-
demeanors.’’ Different from the time
that we are in today, our Founding Fa-
thers knew that the word ‘‘high’’
meant very serious, very high, very im-
portant, very troubling, very difficult.
They did not want us to entertain friv-
olous concerns, because they were par-
ticularly concerned about us under-
standing the value of preserving this
sovereign Nation. And so as the debate
has been played out in the eye of the
American public, there are those who
would claim impeachable offenses for
the President’s allegations, or alleged
lying to the American people. I say al-

leged, for some would listen and say,
‘‘That’s already a given,’’ because the
House Judiciary Committee’s work has
not been done; but yes, it is well recog-
nized that the President’s behavior was
reprehensible. The President has ad-
mitted an untruth and admitted im-
proper relations.

Mr. Speaker, even with that, the
challenge for those of us who are given
this high calling is frankly to abide by
the Constitution and not to presume.
Now, I can say tonight that from the
minimal work and the minimal docu-
mentation, I am very uncomfortable
with even believing that there is any
premise for reaching the level of this
unconstitutional allegations or uncon-
stitutional effort, if you will, to pro-
ceed against the President for offenses
that may not rise to the level of con-
stitutional offenses.

Let me clarify what I said, for I
would never want to suggest that we
have reached an unconstitutional level
at this point. But if we follow through
in the mode in which we are now pro-
ceeding, I would think the Founding
Fathers would say that we are acting
unconstitutionally, because we are
rushing to judgment on offenses that
on their face clearly do not appear to
be constitutionally based as offenses
that would warrant a constitutional
impeachment.

Martin Luther King, whom I call a
legal scholar, trained legally, if you
will, in fighting injustices, not one
that had a law degree, but certainly re-
ceived his scholarship from being on
the front line in fighting against injus-
tice, said in his letter from a Bir-
mingham jail, which many of us are fa-
miliar with, ‘‘Injustice anywhere is a
threat to justice everywhere. Whatever
affects one directly affects all indi-
rectly.’’

So it is important for me to share
with the American public how we got
to where we are today. Frankly, we are
operating or operated under H. Res. 525.
This was a resolution that came to the
floor of the House September 11, 1998.
It came after my appearance and sev-
eral others who appeared in the Rules
Committee on September 10, 1998 and
argued vigorously that if we were to
proceed, suggesting that we should
move under Article 2, Section 4, we
should move with a very fine standard
in the backdrop, and that was that of
the Watergate proceedings; chaired by
Chairman Rodino, then the Democrats
in the minority, then a Republican
President, and, of course, Republicans
in the minority on that committee.
But even with that backdrop, Chair-
man Rodino, and history paints him
well, provided a very fair and even-
handed process. Debating, yes. A dif-
ference of opinion, yes. Political in
some sense, yes. But remember, now, in
contrast to where we are today, on Oc-
tober 6, 1998, there had been a Senate
Watergate proceedings under Sam
Ervin, there had been at least 3 months
of review of the materials that had
been laid out before the public eye
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