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Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to bring before the Senate my 
amendment to S. 4, the Soldiers’, Sail-
ors’, Airmen’s and Marines’ Bill of 
Rights Act of 1999, which would extend 
key bonuses and special payments to 
the men and women of our armed 
forces for another three years. 

Mr. President, the Secretary of De-
fense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the 
Service Secretaries have all testified 
and stated for the record that recruit-
ing and retention are the most impor-
tant challenges facing our military 
today. 

With a strong economy and the per-
ception of a reduced military threat 
abroad, the incentives to leave the 
military, or to not enlist in the mili-
tary, are greater than ever before. 
However, even with the end of the cold 
war, we have increased our military 
commitments around the world, in 
such places as Bosnia, Iraq, and Soma-
lia. We are now facing a possible use of 
American forces in Kosovo. Those 
brave individuals, who are preparing to 
respond to our Nation’s call deserve 
our every consideration and effort on 
their behalf. That is the whole reason 
of S. 4. 

The amendment I am now offering 
seeks to correct an oversight in the 
pending bill: namely, an extension of 
the authority for the services to pro-
vide special pay incentives for posi-
tions which have been hard to fill. 

The authority for many of these spe-
cial pays and bonuses will expire in De-
cember 1999. My amendment would 
simply extend funding authority 
through the end of 2002. It would give 
the Services the certainty that these 
essential retention tools will continue 
to be available. 

These incentives affect many posi-
tions within our military, ranging from 
bonuses for aviation officers to special 
pay for health professionals. Passage of 
this amendment will reinforce S. 4’s 
message that we as a nation take seri-
ously our commitment to give our 
military the ability to continue to re-
cruit and retain the finest servicemen 
and women in the world. I urge my col-
leagues to further that objective by 
adopting this amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate? 
Mr. ALLARD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado. 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, it is my 

understanding that this is included in 
the budget. So we don’t have an objec-
tion on this side. We view it as an im-
portant retention use to help keep our 
enlisted men and women in the armed 
services. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, let me 

commend our friend from Georgia for 

this amendment. He has made a num-
ber of major contributions already to 
this bill, most particularly in the 
transferability provision of the edu-
cation benefits under the GI bill. That 
is a huge gain for our men and women 
in the military and for this Nation. 

Again, as I pointed out earlier, I 
thank him for the initiative that he 
took to have that provision added in 
committee. 

The amendment he is offering this 
afternoon is an important amendment. 
It will extend the authority for 3 years 
to pay bonuses and special pay which 
are so critical to both recruiting and 
retention of our military members, and 
we strongly support this amendment. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, before 
we vote, I want to recognize that Sen-
ator CLELAND is my ranking member 
on the Personnel Subcommittee. He is 
working hard. And I am looking for-
ward to continuing to work on these 
issues that will come up during this 
year. I think our subcommittee is 
going to have some of the toughest 
challenges of any subcommittee on 
Armed Services. It is good to have 
somebody such as Senator CLELAND out 
there to help, and have somebody who 
served in the military and who walked 
in the shoes of the people whom we are 
passing legislation to have an impact 
on. 

With that, I yield the remainder of 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Georgia. 

The amendment (No. 4) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized. 

f 

KOSOVO 

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the Presiding 
Officer. I thank the distinguished Sen-
ator from Michigan and my distin-
guished friend and colleague from Colo-
rado for their time. 

This is sort of a news update on 
Kosovo, if I could describe it that way, 
because several Senators have indi-
cated a strong desire to offer amend-
ments to this bill in regard to the 
United States’ role in Kosovo. I hope 
that we won’t do that. We need this bill 
to be expedited to send a strong mes-
sage to our American men and women 
in uniform. This is not to say, however, 
that we do not need a frank discussion 
of ongoing discussions about the 
United States’ role in regard to 
Kosovo. 

I have, as of 3 o’clock this after-
noon—we are about an hour after 

that—the latest report from the peace 
talks in Rambouillet, France. Sec-
retary of State Albright has just indi-
cated that: 

After 17 days of laborious negotiations, 
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright said 
today that ethnic Albanians have agreed to 
sign a Kosovo peace agreement within two 
weeks but the Serbs continue to balk at a 
deal. 

I will go on with this very briefly. 
According to senior U.S. officials, the 

Serbs still refuse to permit ethnic Albanians 
to have a president and are unwilling to co-
operate with a war crimes tribunal looking 
into atrocities against civilians. 

* * * * * 
At a news conference by the six-nation 

Contact Group overseeing the talks, French 
Foreign Minister Hubert Vedrine announced 
that a new conference on the Kosovo conflict 
would be held in France beginning March 15. 

So we have a lull. So the peace talks 
can continue. A cynic might say we 
drew a line in the sand. And yet, at an-
other time we have gone beyond that 
line in the sand and our credibility is 
at stake. 

Robin Cook, Foreign Secretary of 
Great Britain, called for the parties to 
‘‘use these three weeks, use them to 
build peace. . . . We have done a lot 
here, even if we have not done 
enough.’’ 

The agreement came 11⁄2 hours after 
the deadline for the peace conference 
had passed. However, in regard to the 
Serbs, the news is not that good, to say 
the least. Their Deputy Prime Minister 
has described the talks as a bust, blam-
ing the United States officials, who he 
said ‘‘want the blood of the Serbs.’’ 

He said, ‘‘I am afraid the Ram-
bouillet conference failed and we must 
say very clearly who is guilty for that. 
But peace appeared as elusive’’—right 
during these talks, Mr. President. 
‘‘New fighting’’—or continued fighting. 
Actually, it is old and continued and 
new fighting—‘‘broke out between the 
Yugoslav army troops and the Serb po-
lice and the ethnic Albanian rebels.’’ 

So we still have war. 
The reason I brought all of that up is 

that there was an article in Monday’s 
Washington Post written by Dr. Henry 
Kissinger. I think Dr. Kissinger has 
pretty well summed up some of the 
concerns, at least, and the frustrations 
that many Senators have in regard to 
the lack of clarity in regard to the sit-
uation in Kosovo. And, of course, it af-
fects everything we do in the Balkans, 
not to mention Bosnia. 

Dr. Kissinger said this: 
In Bosnia, the exit strategy can be de-

scribed. The existing dividing lines can be 
made permanent. Failure to do so will re-
quire their having to be manned indefinitely 
unless we change our objective to self-deter-
mination and permit each ethnic group to 
decide its own fate. 

But in Kosovo, Dr. Kissinger cer-
tainly pointed out that option doesn’t 
exist. There are no ethnic dividing 
lines and both sides actually claim the 
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entire territory. Our attitude, the U.S. 
attitude toward the Serbs attempts to 
insist that their claim has been made 
plain. It is the threat of bombing. But 
how do we and NATO react to Albanian 
transgressions? Are we prepared to 
fight both sides and for how long? 

As a matter of fact, Secretary 
Albright indicated if the Albanians 
didn’t get along, we could not bomb the 
Serbs. That seems to me to be a little 
bit unprecedented and unique. As a 
matter of fact, I think it is a little 
nutty. 

But at any rate, are we prepared to 
fight both sides and for how long? 

In the face of issues such as these, the 
unity of the contact group of powers acting 
on behalf of NATO is likely to dissolve. Rus-
sia surely will increasingly emerge as the 
supporter of the Serbian point of view. 

And then Dr. Kissinger goes on, and I 
will not take the time of the Senate in 
regard to his entire statement, but he 
sums up by saying: ‘‘Each incremental 
deployment into the Balkans is bound 
to weaken our ability to deal with Sad-
dam Hussein and North Korea.’’ 

You draw the line in the sand. That 
time expires, and it is a problem in 
terms of our credibility. 

The psychological drain may be even more 
grave. Each time we make a peripheral de-
ployment, the administration is constrained 
to insist that the danger to American forces 
is minimal—the Kosovo deployment is offi-
cially described as a ‘‘peace implementation 
force.’’ 

Such comments have two unfortunate con-
sequences: They increase the impression 
among Americans that military force can be 
used casualty-free,— 

And obviously that is a big concern 
on the part of everyone— 
and they send a signal of weakness to poten-
tial enemies. For in the end our forces will 
be judged on how adequate they are for peace 
imposition, not peace implementation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full statement of Dr. Kissinger be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 22, 1999] 

NO. U.S. GROUND FORCES FOR KOSOVO 

LEADERSHIP DOESN’T MEAN THAT WE MUST DO 
EVERYTHING OURSELVES 

(By Henry Kissinger) 

President Clinton’s announcement that 
some 4,000 troops will join a NATO force of 
28,000 to help police a Kosovo agreement 
faces all those concerned with long-range 
American national security policy with a 
quandary. 

Having at one time shared responsibility 
for national security policy and the extri-
cation from Vietnam, I am profoundly un-
easy about the proliferation of open-ended 
American commitments involving the de-
ployment of U.S. forces. American forces are 
in harm’s way in Kosovo, Bosnia and the 
gulf. They lack both a definition of strategic 
purpose by which success can be measured 
and an exit strategy. In the case of Kosovo, 
the concern is that America’s leadership 
would be impaired by the refusal of Congress 

to approve American participation in the 
NATO force that has come into being largely 
as a result of a diplomacy conceived and 
spurred by Washington. 

Thus, in the end, Congress may feel it has 
little choice but to go along. In any event, 
its formal approval is not required. But Con-
gress needs to put the administration on no-
tice that it is uneasy about being repeatedly 
confronted with ad hoc military missions. 
The development and articulation of a com-
prehensive strategy is imperative if we are 
to avoid being stretched too thin in the face 
of other foreseeable and militarily more dan-
gerous challenges. 

Before any future deployments take place, 
we must be able to answer these questions: 
What consequences are we seeking to pre-
vent? What goals are we seeking to achieve? 
In what way do they serve the national in-
terest? 

President Clinton has justified American 
troop deployments in Kosovo on the ground 
that ethnic conflict in Yugoslavia threatens 
‘‘Europe’s stability and future.’’ Other ad-
ministration spokesmen have compared the 
challenge to that of Hitler’s threat to Euro-
pean security. Neither statement does jus-
tice to Balkan realities. 

The proposed deployment in Kosovo does 
not deal with any threat to American secu-
rity as traditionally conceived. The threat-
ening escalations sketched by the presi-
dent—to Macedonia or Greece and Turkey— 
are in the long run more likely to result 
from the emergence of a Kosovo state. 

Nor is the Kosovo problem new. Ethnic 
conflict has been endemic in the Balkans for 
centuries. Waves of conquests have 
congealed divisions between ethnic groups 
and religions, between the Eastern Orthodox 
and Catholic faiths; between Christianity 
and Islam; between the heirs of the Austrian 
and Ottoman empires. 

Through the centuries, these conflicts have 
been fought with unparalleled ferocity be-
cause none of the populations has any expe-
rience with—and essentially no belief in— 
Western concepts of toleration. Majority 
rule and compromise that underlie most of 
the proposals for a ‘‘solution’’ never have 
found an echo in the Balkans. 

Moreover, the projected Kosovo agreement 
is unlikely to enjoy the support of the par-
ties for a long period of time. For Serbia, ac-
quiescing under the threat of NATO bom-
bardment, it involves nearly unprecedented 
international intercession. Yugoslavia, a 
sovereign state, is being asked to cede con-
trol and in time sovereignty of a province 
containing its national shrines to foreign 
military force. 

Though President Slobodan Milosevic has 
much to answer for, especially in Bosnia, he 
is less the cause of the conflict in Kosovo 
than an expression of it. On the need to re-
tain Kosovo, Serbian leaders—including 
Milosevic’s domestic opponents—seem 
united. For Serbia, current NATO policy 
means either dismemberment of the country 
or postponement of the conflict to a future 
date when, according to the NATO proposal, 
the future of the province will be decided. 

The same attitude governs the Albanian 
side. The Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) is 
fighting for independence, not autonomy. 
But under the projected agreement, Kosovo, 
now an integral part of Serbia, is to be made 
an autonomous and self-governing entity 
within Serbia, which, however, will remain 
responsible for external security and even 
exercise some unspecified internal police 
functions. A plebiscite at the end of three 
years is to determine the region’s future. 

The KLA is certain to try to use the cease- 
fire to expel the last Serbian influences from 
the province and drag its feet on giving up 
its arms. And if NATO resists, it may come 
under attack itself—perhaps from both sides. 
What is described by the administration as a 
‘‘strong peace agreement’’ is likely to be at 
best the overture to another, far more com-
plicated set of conflicts. 

Ironically, the projected peace agreement 
increases the likelihood of the various pos-
sible escalations sketched by the president 
as justification for a U.S. deployment. An 
independent Albanian Kosovo surely would 
seek to incorporate the neighboring Alba-
nian minorities—mostly in Macedonia—and 
perhaps even Albania itself. And a Macedo-
nian conflict would land us precisely back in 
the Balkan wars of earlier in this century. 
Will Kosovo then become the premise for a 
NATO move into Macedonia, just as the de-
ployment in Bosnia is invoked as justifica-
tion for the move into Kosovo? Is NATO to 
be the home for a whole series of Balkan 
NATO protectorates? 

What confuses the situation even more is 
that the American missions in Bosnia and 
Kosovo are justified by different, perhaps in-
compatible, objectives. In Bosnia, American 
deployment is being promoted as a means to 
unite Croats, Muslims and Serbs into a sin-
gle state. Serbs and Croats prefer to practice 
self-determination but are being asked to 
subordinate their preference to the geo-
political argument that a small Muslim Bos-
nian state would be too precarious and 
irredentist. But in Kosovo, national self-de-
termination is invoked to produce a tiny 
state nearly certain to be irredentist. 

Since neither traditional concepts of the 
national interest nor U.S. security impel the 
deployment, the ultimate justification is the 
laudable and very American goal of easing 
human suffering. This is why, in the end, I 
went along with the Dayton agreement inso-
far as it ended the war by separating the 
contending forces. But I cannot bring myself 
to endorse American ground forces in 
Kosovo. 

In Bosnia, the exit strategy can be de-
scribed. The existing dividing lines can be 
made permanent. Failure to do so will re-
quire their having to be manned indefinitely 
unless we change our objective to self-deter-
mination and permit each ethnic group to 
decide its own fate. 

In Kosovo, that option does not exist. 
There are no ethnic dividing lines, and both 
sides claim the entire territory. America’s 
attitude toward the Serbs’ attempts to insist 
on their claim has been made plain enough; 
it is the threat of bombing. But how do we 
and NATO react to Albanian transgressions 
and irredentism? Are we prepared to fight 
both sides and for how long? In the face of 
issues such as these, the unity of the contact 
group of powers acting on behalf of NATO is 
likely to dissolve. Russia surely will increas-
ingly emerge as the supporter of the Serbian 
point of view. 

We must take care not to treat a humani-
tarian foreign policy as a magic recipe for 
the basic problem of establishing priorities 
in foreign policy. The president’s statements 
‘‘that we can make a difference’’ and that 
America symbolizes hope and resolve’’ are 
exhortations, not policy prescription. Do 
they mean that America’s military power is 
available to enable every ethnic or religious 
group to achieve self-determination? Is 
NATO to become the artillery for ethnic con-
flict? If Kosovo, why not East Africa or Cen-
tral Asia? And would a doctrine of universal 
humanitarian intervention reduce or in-
crease suffering by intensifying ethnic and 
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religious conflict? What are the limits of 
such a policy and by what criteria is it es-
tablished? 

In my view, that line should be drawn at 
American ground forces in Kosovo. Euro-
peans never tire of stressing the need for 
greater European autonomy. Here is an occa-
sion to demonstrate it. If Kosovo presents a 
security problem, it is to Europe, largely be-
cause of the refugees the conflict might gen-
erate, as the president has pointed out. 
Kosovo is no more a threat to America than 
Haiti was to Europe—and we never asked for 
NATO support there. The nearly 300 million 
Europeans should be able to generate the 
ground forces to deal with 2.3 million 
Kosovars. To symbolize Allied unity on larg-
er issues, we should provide logistics, intel-
ligence and air support. But I see no need for 
U.S. ground forces; leadership should not be 
interpreted to mean that we must do every-
thing ourselves. 

Soonor or later, we must articulate the 
American capability to sustain a global pol-
icy. The desire to do so landed us in the Viet-
nam morass. Even if one stipulates an Amer-
ican strategic interest in Kosovo (which I do 
not), we must take care not to stretch our-
selves too thin in the face of far less ominous 
threats in the Middle East and Northeast 
Asia. 

Each incremental deployment into the 
Balkans is bound to weaken our ability to 
deal with Saddam Hussein and North Korea. 
The psychological drain may be even more 
grave. Each time we make a peripheral de-
ployment, the administration is constrained 
to insist that the danger to American forces 
is minimal—the Kosovo deployment is offi-
cially described as a ‘‘peace implementation 
force.’’ 

Such comments have two unfortunate con-
sequences: They increase the impression 
among Americans that military force can be 
used casualty-free, and they send a signal of 
weakness to potential enemies. For in the 
end our forces will be judged on how ade-
quate they are for peace imposition, not 
peace implementation. 

I always am inclined to support the incum-
bent administration in a forceful assertion of 
the national interest. And as a passionate 
believer in the NATO alliance, I make the 
distinctions between European and American 
security interests in the Balkans with the 
utmost reluctance. But support for a strong 
foreign policy and a strong NATO surely will 
evaporate if we fail to anchor them in a dear 
definition of the national interest and im-
part a sense of direction to our foreign policy 
in a period of turbulent change. 

Mr. ROBERTS. The reason that I 
brought this up is that we have several 
Senators who are considering amend-
ments on Kosovo. One I think would 
simply say that the Congress would 
have to vote before any deployment of 
any American pilot in any kind of a 
military mission and/or ground troops 
would set foot on Kosovo. That is the 
extra step, if you will, to certainly in-
clude the Congress in any decision-
making. But I would point out to my 
colleagues, and I made mention of this 
when I spoke on behalf of this bill, i.e., 
the bill in regard to retirement reform 
and pay reform, and I pointed out that 
we have in the law—and let me just 
point out it is Public Law 105–262, Octo-
ber 17, 1998. It is a public law, and the 
President signed it. And there is sec-
tion 8115(a), and we say: 

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available under this Act may be 
obligated or expended for any additional de-
ployment of forces of the Armed Forces of 
the United States to Yugoslavia, Albania, or 
Macedonia unless and until the President, 
after consultation with the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, the Majority 
Leader of the Senate, the minority leader of 
the House of Representatives, and the minor-
ity of the Senate, transmits to Congress a re-
port on the deployment that includes the fol-
lowing: 

And I want my colleagues to under-
stand this. This is the law of the land. 
And the National Security Council is 
aware of this. As a matter of fact, my 
staff just an hour ago contacted the 
staff at the National Security Council, 
and we said, ‘‘Where is the report?’’ We 
keep hearing about progress and incre-
mental steps or lack of progress with 
the peace talks and yet we have 4,000, 
5,000, maybe 7,000 American troops 
ready to deploy in regard to Kosovo. 
This requires the administration to 
come to the Congress and report on the 
following things: 

The President’s certification that the pres-
ence of those forces in each country to which 
the forces are to be deployed is necessary in 
the national security interests of the United 
States. 

That is pretty basic. Does our in-
volvement really involve our vital na-
tional security interests? Can a case be 
made? 

Now, the President spoke to it in 
terms of his radio address. I think that 
is good. That is the first time he has 
spoken to it on national radio. But we 
really need to know why is our inter-
vention in Kosovo in our vital national 
security interests? Is it the future of 
NATO? I think so to some degree. Are 
we talking about we don’t want an-
other Palestine in the middle of Cen-
tral Europe? I know that. But vital na-
tional security interests? I don’t know. 

(2) The reasons why the deployment is in 
the national security interests. . . . 

(3) The number of United States military 
personnel to be deployed. . . . 

(4) The mission and objectives of forces to 
be deployed. 

(5) The expected schedule for accom-
plishing the objectives of the deployment. 

(6) The exit strategy— 

Mr. President, the exit strategy— 
for United States forces engaged in the de-
ployment. 

We are talking about a 3-year en-
gagement here. This is 4 years in re-
gard to Bosnia. 

The costs associated with the deployment 
and the funding sources for paying those 
costs. 

Now, I have quite a bit of blood pres-
sure in this regard since we have spent 
literally billions of dollars in Bosnia 
but we didn’t pay for it up front. We 
didn’t pay for it with a supplemental. 
We do pay for it when the pressure 
comes on the appropriators to come up 
with an emergency funding request. So 
we need to find out what the costs 
would be in regard to this deployment. 

And finally: 
The anticipated effects of the deployment 

on the morale, retention and effectiveness of 
United States forces. 

I made mention that one of the con-
siderations why the people are leaving 
the service today is the quality of mis-
sion, and we have the situation where 
60 percent of our service people today 
are married, obviously part of families, 
and they go to Bosnia, and perhaps 
Kosovo, and the Mideast and Korea, 
and we do not have enough people to 
really fill those billets now so they are 
deployed for 6 months, 9 months, come 
back for a month, bang, they are right 
over there again, plus the Reserve and 
the Guard. That is one of the consider-
ations in regard to operation tempo, 
personnel tempo, as to why people are 
leaving the service, but mission quality 
is also a good reason. That is No. 8 in 
regard to the anticipated effects of the 
deployment on the morale, the reten-
tion and effectiveness of U.S. forces. 

Now, we say if there is an emergency 
here in terms of our national security, 
obviously the President can intercede. 

Now, I want to see this report. We 
met with Secretary Albright, Sec-
retary Cohen, and our national secu-
rity director, Sandy Berger, about 2 
weeks ago during the impeachment 
trial. It was early in the morning. We 
made them aware of this particular 
provision in this report. Now, I under-
stand from staff of the NSC that a re-
port will be coming, because in the 
words of the staff member, ‘‘There is a 
lull over in Kosovo.’’ We have a 3 week 
time period to try to work something 
else out in regard to the peace agree-
ment. 

Let me just point out something, Mr. 
President. The Secretary of State said 
that we would not commit American 
men and women to a peacekeeping role 
in Kosovo unless there were bench-
marks for peace. I would only remind 
this administration and my colleagues, 
on behalf of all those in the military, 
that if you are a peacekeeper, there 
better be a peace to keep because when 
there is not a peace to keep, you be-
come a target. That is a whole dif-
ferent situation. 

So, consequently, I am very hopeful 
that the National Security Council will 
be coming forth with this report and 
giving the report to our leadership and 
the appropriate committee chairs. 
Since this is the law, perhaps we can 
think about delaying any other amend-
ments to this bill in regard to the 
Kosovo situation. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does any 

Senator seek recognition? 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we are 

making progress on this bill. I hope in 
short order we can address the pending 
amendment by the Senators from 
Texas and North Carolina, but I am not 
ready yet. I am trying my very, very 
best to determine what are the cost 
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ramifications of each of these amend-
ments as they come along. At the mo-
ment, we are close to isolating the fi-
nancial repercussions of the amend-
ment of the Senators from Texas and 
North Carolina. 

I see the Senator from Maine, so at 
this moment I will yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized. 

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I am honored to serve 

as an original co-sponsor of the Sol-
diers’, Sailors’, Airmen’s, and Marines’ 
Bill of Rights Act of 1999 in the name 
of the hundreds of thousands of men 
and women trained to deter, fight, and 
win our wars. 

I also thank Senators WARNER, AL-
LARD, LEVIN, and CLELAND for their bi-
partisan support of the legislation’s 
universal 4.8 percent pay raise and 
thrift savings proposals as well as the 
constructive amendments on G.I. bill 
reform incorporated in the committee- 
reported version of the bill. 

The Bill of Rights Act legalizes the 
concept that military personnel should 
receive the same retirement benefits 
based not on the arbitrary factor of 
when they joined, but on the timeless 
standard of willingness to sacrifice. 

It is notable, therefore, that the Sen-
ate’s opening legislation of the year in-
creases soldier pay for the first time in 
a generation and strips away the layers 
of unfairness in a military retirement 
system based solely on the date of 
entry rather than the length of service. 
Unlike the current arrangement, which 
is more generous to active duty per-
sonnel who started working before 1986, 
our proposal of benefits and bonuses of-
fers the same retirement package to all 
men and women in uniform who build a 
military career of at least 20 years. 

Today, we also commit ourselves to a 
comprehensive pay raise of 4.8 per-
cent—the largest since 1982—that nar-
rows the gap between military and ci-
vilian salaries. 

We commit ourselves, as Secretary 
Cohen did last month in recommending 
salary increases for noncommissioned 
and mid-grade commissioned officers, 
to retention and promotion bonuses 
that reward the skills of 21st century 
war fighters. 

We commit ourselves for the first 
time ever to making long-term savings 
plans available to uniformed service 
members so that they can build a foun-
dation for family security. 

We commit ourselves to increase the 
monthly G.I. benefit for Service people 
who serve at least for 2 years while 
eliminating the punitive $1,200 entry 
fee for young men and women who 
want to take advantage of a college 
education under this historic program. 

And we commit ourselves to financial 
independence for the junior enlisted 
ranks by making available a special 
subsistence allowance of $180 per 
month as an alternative to food stamp 

subsidies. This provision will remove 
from the welfare rolls an estimated 
11,900 military personnel in the lowest 
pay grades. 

Beginning last September and con-
tinuing through the new year, the com-
mittee constructed a public record of 
the financial and operational strains 
that our military people have endured 
in recent times. 

We found that the total value of the 
Army’s retirement package had eroded 
by 25 percent since 1986. We also found 
that inadequate pay left the Navy 
short of 7,000 sailors, the Air Force 
short of 2,000 pilots, and the Marine 
Corps short of combat engineers by a 
threshold of 30 percent. 

Last month, General Henry Shelton, 
the nation’s senior official in uniform, 
told the Armed Services Committee 
that ‘‘reforming military retirement 
remains the Joint Chiefs highest pri-
ority.’’ 

Echoing General Shelton, the Air 
Force Chief of Staff told the committee 
that ‘‘restoring the retirement system 
as a retention incentive is our top pri-
ority.’’ 

The Commandant of the Marine 
Corps told the committee that ‘‘unit 
commanders routinely cite dissatisfac-
tion with . . . retirement . . . as one 
of the foremost reasons for separa-
tion.’’ 

And the Chief of Naval Operations 
told the Committee that ‘‘pay and re-
tirement benefits rank among our sail-
ors’ top dissatisfiers.’’ 

As the chairwoman of the Armed 
Services Seapower Subcommittee, I 
must report that inadequate pay has 
directly strained our maritime Special 
Operations forces—famously known as 
the Navy SEALS. 

The SEALS conduct vital intel-
ligence-gathering and enemy infiltra-
tion activities in advance of, or as an 
alternative to, higher risk conven-
tional military campaigns. Intense 
training schedules and exciting mis-
sions have traditionally held SEAL re-
cruitment and retention levels tradi-
tionally exceed those for most other 
naval components by between 20 and 30 
percent. 

But today, the SEAL re-enlistment 
rate exceeds that for the rest of the 
Service by only 2 percent. The SEALS 
now face an overall shortfall of 300 
men, and the senior enlisted member of 
the organization told the San Diego 
Tribune last week that while morale 
was still high, the pay was too low. 

Beyond the SEALS, Mr. President, 
the Navy struggles with skilled per-
sonnel shortages throughout the Serv-
ice. Thirty-five percent of naval avi-
ators elect to take retention bonuses 
while the Pentagon’s goal in this area 
stands at 50 percent. Enlisted retention 
overall has decreased 6 to 8 percent 
below normal requirements. 

Finally, the most acute turnover 
rates faced by our sailors come from 

the ranks of those who lead them: the 
mid-level officers who command our 
surface ships and submarines. 

The Bill of Rights Act responds in an 
aggressive way to these disturbing de-
velopments. With this law, we declare 
that while Congress cannot equalize 
the financial benefits of all Armed 
Services and private sector jobs, it can 
devise compensation plans upholding 
the value of military careers regardless 
of the state of the economy. 

It’s fair to ask, Mr. President, why 
the Joint Chiefs did not identify prob-
lems like a ballistic missile strike from 
North Korea or Iraq’s chemical weap-
ons as more serious threats to military 
preparedness than pay levels or retire-
ment benefits. 

The answer rests with a fundamental 
but overlooked fact: only people can 
deliver the capabilities to protect 
America and her interests overseas. We 
must therefore ensure that the mili-
tary’s pay and retirement policies pro-
vide strong retention incentives to 
skilled and motivated troops. 

Military strength not only comes 
from adequate spending on technology 
and hardware. It also comes from com-
pensation packages that inspire offi-
cers and enlisted personnel alike to re-
main in service with fair pay and to an-
ticipate a secure retirement with a fair 
pension. 

Because the Soldiers’, Sailors’, Air-
men’s, and Marines’ Bill of Rights Act 
of 1999 recognizes the critical human 
dimension of defense preparedness, I 
urge the Senate’s enthusiastic support 
for this bill. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in con-
sultation with the ranking member 
here, and with the respective offices of 
the leadership, it is our hope and ex-
pectation that we could have a vote at 
5:30 on the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Texas and the Senator 
from North Carolina. I urge all those 
who wish to address remarks con-
cerning that amendment to proceed to 
the floor. And as they arrive, hopefully 
they can seek recognition. This is a 
very important bill. It is one in which 
there will be further discussion. 

Our colleague from Minnesota has an 
amendment, it is my understanding. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota is recognized. 
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 

first of all, let me thank both my col-
leagues, the Senator from Virginia and 
the Senator from Michigan. 

AMENDMENT NO. 16 
(Purpose: To provide for enhanced protec-

tions of the confidentiality of records of 
family advocacy services and other profes-
sional support services relating to inci-
dents of sexual harassment, sexual abuse, 
and intrafamily abuse) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk on be-
half of myself and Senator MURRAY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 

WELLSTONE], for himself and Mrs. MURRAY, 
proposes an amendment numbered 16. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
The amendment is as follows: 
On page 46, after line 16, add the following: 

SEC. 402. REPORT AND REGULATIONS ON DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE POLICIES 
ON PROTECTING THE CONFIDEN-
TIALITY OF COMMUNICATIONS WITH 
PROFESSIONALS PROVIDING THERA-
PEUTIC OR RELATED SERVICES RE-
GARDING SEXUAL OR DOMESTIC 
ABUSE. 

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR STUDY.—(1) The 
Comptroller General shall study the policies, 
procedures, and practices of the military de-
partments for protecting the confidentiality 
of communications between— 

(A) a dependent of a member of the Armed 
Forces who— 

(i) is a victim of sexual harassment, sexual 
assault, or intrafamily abuse; or 

(ii) has engaged in such misconduct; and 
(B) a therapist, counselor, advocate, or 

other professional from whom the dependent 
seeks professional services in connection 
with effects of such misconduct. 

(2) The Comptroller General shall conclude 
the study and submit to the Secretary of De-
fense a report on the results of the study 
within such period as is necessary to enable 
the Secretary to satisfy the reporting re-
quirement under subsection (d). 

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall prescribe in regulations the poli-
cies and procedures that the Secretary con-
siders necessary to provide the maximum 
possible protections for the confidentiality 
of communications described in subsection 
(a) relating to misconduct described in that 
subsection, consistent with: 

(1) the findings of the Comptroller General; 
(2) the standards of confidentiality and 

ethical standards issued by relevant profes-
sional organizations; 

(3) applicable requirements of federal and 
state law; 

(4) the best interest of victims of sexual 
harassment, sexual assault, or intrafamily 
abuse; and 

(5) such other factors as the Secretary in 
consultation with the Attorney General, 
may consider appropriate. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
this amendment is simple and it is im-
portant. It calls on the Defense Depart-
ment to issue new guidelines that will 
strengthen the privacy rights of vic-

tims of domestic violence who are 
spouses and children of our military 
employees. 

Just a little bit of background. And 
it calls for this to be done in an expedi-
tious manner, I think within a 9-month 
period. 

Mr. President, domestic violence—ac-
tually, I am sorry to say on the floor of 
the Senate—is a huge problem and a 
huge issue in our country. About every 
15 seconds a woman is battered in her 
home. A home should be a safe place, 
but all too often it is not. And this af-
fects women and children. And I say 
this is nationwide, because I would not 
want any colleague to think that the 
focus here is just on the military. 

Battering is one of the single great-
est causes of injury to women. Accord-
ing to the Department of Justice sta-
tistics, of the 1.4 million hospital emer-
gency room admissions in 1994, about a 
quarter of them were treated for inju-
ries from domestic violence. The preva-
lence of violence against women associ-
ated with the U.S. Armed Forces is 
deeply disturbing. The dependent vic-
tims of violent crimes in the Armed 
Forces are particularly vulnerable due 
to isolation, the mobile lifestyle, and 
financial security—some of which we 
are trying to deal with in our legisla-
tion. 

The Department of Defense data esti-
mates that on average 23.2 per 1,000 
spouses of military personnel experi-
enced domestic violence in the last 5 
years. According to an Army survey re-
leased to Time Magazine, spousal abuse 
is occurring in one of every three Army 
families each year. So unfortunately it 
is a problem. 

Here is the problem that we are try-
ing to rectify: In civilian society we 
recognize the confidentiality of com-
munications so that if a woman sees a 
doctor or she sees someone else, a men-
tal health worker or someone she needs 
to see to give her help, there is con-
fidentiality. But we do not have the 
same confidentiality for spouses of our 
Armed Forces personnel and their chil-
dren. And so what we are trying to do 
is to make sure that we have the same 
guarantees of confidentiality. 

When you do not have the confiden-
tiality—and, again, we believe and we 
agree that our military is absolutely 
correct that when it comes to those 
that are enlisted in the military, there 
is a problem with confidentiality be-
cause you want to know what is going 
on with that soldier if you are about to 
put that soldier in a combat situation. 
But I am not talking actually about 
the military; I am talking about the 
spouses and the children. We want to 
make sure that the victims are not re-
traumatized. 

What happens too often, I say to my 
colleagues, right now—and I think 
there is an acknowledgement of this; I 
think this amendment is a positive 
step; I really do—what happens all too 

often is that many women are afraid to 
step forward because the conversation 
they have with their doctor, or wher-
ever they go, is not confidential; it be-
comes public, it becomes released to 
too many people. And therefore what 
happens is she has to worry that her 
husband may, in fact, take action 
against her. So many women are 
afraid. They are afraid to tell anyone 
about what is happening to them. They 
are afraid to tell anyone that they 
themselves are being battered or that 
their children are being battered. 

So let me just kind of conclude with 
an example. Annette—I do not want to 
use any full names—is the former wife 
of a naval chief petty officer and the 
mother of two young children. She was 
routinely beaten by him from June 1994 
through 1996. Military protective or-
ders and civilian restraining orders 
failed to protect her and her children. 
Her ex-husband was charged with 21 of-
fenses by the U.S. Navy, including 
eight assault charges involving An-
nette. He was ultimately court- 
martialed. 

During the military’s investigation 
of abuse, she was interviewed in the 
presence of her batterer, and her 
batterer’s command was notified, 
which resulted in a brutal escalation of 
the violence toward Annette. At his 
court-martial proceedings, her dating 
and marital history were reviewed pub-
licly by prosecuting attorneys. 

We need to ensure that military 
wives and dependents like Annette are 
given the same rights of privacy and 
confidentiality as civilian victims. 
That is what this is about. It calls on 
the Defense Department to basically 
issue some guidelines that will give 
these military wives and dependents 
the same rights of privacy and con-
fidentiality that any other civilian vic-
tim has right now. 

This will make an enormous dif-
ference, I say to my colleagues. We 
bring these amendments to the floor. I 
am so pleased it is supported. I thank 
both my colleagues for this. I certainly 
hope that we will keep this in con-
ference committee. I hope I will have 
their support because this really will 
make an important difference. It is 
really very important. 

I thank Senator MURRAY. I hope she 
will have time to come down. I thank 
both my colleagues for their support. 

(Disturbance in the Visitors’ Gal-
leries.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The gal-
lery will please refrain from com-
menting on comments made by Sen-
ators. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor to urge my Colleagues to 
support the pending Wellstone amend-
ment. I want to thank Senator 
WELLSTONE for his efforts on behalf of 
battered spouses in the military and 
commend him for his diligence on this 
issue. 
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As many of you know, both Senator 

WELLSTONE and I have worked hard to 
address the needs of victims of domes-
tic violence. Stopping domestic vio-
lence should be a priority regardless of 
whether or not the batterer is a civil-
ian or member of the military. Unfor-
tunately, we have not yet done enough 
to protect military dependants who are 
victims of abuse. 

The Wellstone amendment would pro-
tect the privacy of military depend-
ent’s medical and counseling records. 
Currently, dependents of the military 
are not afforded the same assumption 
of privacy as civilian are for their med-
ical records. If a spouse of a member of 
the military is battered and she seeks 
health care services for the treatment 
of the abuse, her records should not be-
come public where they could later be 
used against her. 

We know one of the most important 
factors for domestic violence victims is 
privacy. If a battered woman seeks 
help in an emergency room or through 
a counselor, her medical records re-
main private. The records cannot be re-
leased without her consent. This as-
sumption of privacy is crucial for 
women to come forward and ask for 
help. Because there is no assumption of 
privacy for military dependents, the 
chances that these women to will seek 
medical help and counseling is severely 
reduced. 

We have heard from advocates that 
work with battered military depend-
ents. They have seen how this lack of 
privacy protection affects their ability 
to help victims of domestic violence 
and their children. They have told us 
that this change is necessary and im-
portant. I urge my Colleagues to listen 
to the recommendations of those who 
are truly on the front lines in pre-
venting domestic violence. They know 
this is the right thing to do. 

This amendment has been adopted in 
the past by the Senate and I urge my 
Colleagues to again send the message 
to battered military dependents that 
they should never fear seeking medical 
help or counseling and that they do not 
have to remain in violent, abusive rela-
tionships. 

I urge my Colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on this amendment. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. We thank the Senator 

for bringing this important initiative 
to the attention of the committee. And 
the committee accepts this amend-
ment. I hope that it will be accepted by 
all of our colleagues. Does the Senator 
require a rollcall or a voice vote? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased not 
to have a call for the yeas and nays, 
but rather a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANTORUM). The Senator from Michi-
gan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, let me 
congratulate our good friend from Min-

nesota for this amendment. This is a 
very, very, perceptive amendment. 

What he is doing here is requiring 
that the Comptroller General make a 
study in a report to the Department of 
Defense on policies that would protect 
the confidentiality of communications 
between military dependents who are 
victims of sexual harassment, sexual 
assault or intrafamily abuse or who 
have engaged in such misconduct; and 
therapists, counselors and advocates 
from whom the victim seeks profes-
sional services. The Senator has point-
ed out that without this confiden-
tiality, the victims of this kind of 
abuse and behavior are a lot less likely 
to use what is available to them in 
terms of counseling, medical services 
and protection. This becomes a very es-
sential ingredient in protecting the 
victims of this kind of abuse. Without 
this confidentiality, we don’t have the 
necessary protection that will give the 
assurance to these victims. 

I want to commend Senator 
WELLSTONE and Senator MURRAY for 
this amendment. I hope it has prompt 
and swift approval of this body. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-
leagues. Before we have the voice vote, 
I thank Charlotte Oldham-Moore of my 
staff for doing a lot of work, and I 
thank the people around the country 
for helping us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate on the amendment, 
the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 16) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 
to advise colleagues that we are pro-
ceeding toward a vote at 5:30. I am anx-
ious to receive the further comments 
from those Senators actively sup-
porting the bill of the Senator from 
Texas and the Senator from North 
Carolina. I anticipate their appearance 
here very shortly. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, leader-
ship has now authorized the managers 
of the bill to advise the Senate that 
there will be a vote at 5:30 tonight on 
the amendments of the Senators from 
Texas and North Carolina. I see both 
Senators present. I yield the floor for 
their concluding remarks. 

I wonder if I might just propound a 
question that I hope the Senator will 
address in the course of her remarks. 
My colleague and I, as managers of the 
bill, want to be careful about trying to 
limit the amount of additional funds 
put on. After careful study of the Sen-
ator’s amendment, it is my view that 
all authorization and funding is discre-
tionary. Am I correct in that? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Yes. I say to the 
distinguished chairman that we are ob-
viously saying to the Department of 
Defense that we want to improve the 
TRICARE system if they find that it is 
feasible to do so. Obviously, they are 
going to have to find it feasible. But 
the priorities that are set will improve 
TRICARE and particularly allow im-
mediately—well, when the amendment 
takes effect a year from now. But there 
will be no cost to allowing people to be 
able to go to another base and keep 
their TRICARE system in place. There 
is no cost in that. 

Mr. WARNER. So the Secretary of 
Defense would have the discretion to 
exercise within his appropriated fund 
budget in the health care account. Am 
I correct on that item? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. That is correct. 
Mr. WARNER. Is the Senator from 

North Carolina agreeing to that? 
Mr. EDWARDS. That is correct. 
Mr. WARNER. Therefore, it is the 

joint judgment of both sponsors that 
there is no point of order. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Absolutely. In 
fact, I think what we are trying to do, 
of course, is to give the Department 
the ability to do some of the things 
that it would like to be able to do to 
improve the service. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank both of my 
colleagues. Thank you very much. I 
yield the floor. We will have a vote at 
5:30. 

First, has the Chair established that 
vote at 5:30? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator wish to make that in the form 
of a unanimous consent? 

Mr. WARNER. I so make that request 
of the Chair. 

Mr. LEVIN. We have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 18 

(Purpose: To improve the TRICARE 
program.) 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON], 

for herself, Mr. Edwards, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. 
HELMS, Mr. FITZGERALD, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. 
JOHNSON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BINGAMAN, and 
Mr. SANTORUM, proposes an amendment 
numbered 18. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment is as follows: 
On page 46, after line 16, add the following: 

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 501. IMPROVEMENT OF TRICARE PROGRAM. 

(a) IMPROVEMENT OF TRICARE PROGRAM.— 
(1) Chapter 55 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting after section 1097a 
the following new section: 
‘‘§ 1097b. TRICARE: comparability of benefits 

with benefits under Federal Employees 
Health Benefits program; other require-
ments and authorities 
‘‘(a) COMPARABILITY OF BENEFITS.—The 

Secretary of Defense shall, to the maximum 
extent practicable, ensure that the health 
care coverage available through the 
TRICARE program is substantially similar 
to the health care coverage available under 
similar health benefits plans offered under 
the Federal Employees Health Benefits pro-
gram established under chapter 89 of title 5. 

‘‘(b) PORTABILITY OF BENEFITS.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall provide that any cov-
ered beneficiary enrolled in the TRICARE 
program may receive benefits under that 
program at facilities that provide benefits 
under that program throughout the various 
regions of that program. 

‘‘(c) PATIENT MANAGEMENT.—(1) The Sec-
retary of Defense shall, to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, minimize the authorization 
or certification requirements imposed upon 
covered beneficiaries under the TRICARE 
program as a condition of access to benefits 
under that program. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary of Defense shall, to the 
maximum extent practicable, utilize prac-
tices for processing claims under the 
TRICARE program that are similar to the 
best industry practices for processing claims 
for health care services in a simplified and 
expedited manner. To the maximum extent 
practicable, such practices shall include 
electronic processing of claims. 

‘‘(d) REIMBURSEMENT OF HEALTH CARE PRO-
VIDERS.—(1) Subject to paragraph (2), the 
Secretary of Defense may increase the reim-
bursement provided to health care providers 
under the TRICARE program above the re-
imbursement otherwise authorized such pro-
viders under that program if the Secretary 
determines that such increase is necessary in 
order to ensure the availability of an ade-
quate number of qualified health care pro-
viders under that program. 

‘‘(2) The amount of reimbursement pro-
vided under paragraph (1) with respect to a 
health care service may not exceed the lesser 
of— 

‘‘(A) the amount equal to the local usual 
and customary charge for the service in the 
service area (as determined by the Sec-
retary) in which the service is provided; or 

‘‘(B) the amount equal to 115 per cent of 
the CHAMPUS maximum allowable charge 
for the service. 

‘‘(e) AUTHORITY FOR CERTAIN THIRD-PARTY 
COLLECTIONS.—(1) A medical treatment facil-
ity of the uniformed services under the 
TRICARE program may collect from a third- 
party payer the reasonable charges for 
health care services described in paragraph 
(2) that are incurred by the facility on behalf 
of a covered beneficiary under that program 
to the extent that the beneficiary would be 
eligible to receive reimbursement or indem-
nification from the third-party payer if the 
beneficiary were to incur such charges on 
the beneficiary’s own behalf. 

‘‘(2) The reasonable charges described in 
this paragraph are reasonable charges for 

services or care covered by the medicare pro-
gram under title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act. 

‘‘(3) The collection of charges, and the uti-
lization of amounts collected, under this sub-
section shall be subject to the provisions of 
section 1095 of this title. The term ‘reason-
able costs’, as used in that section shall be 
deemed for purposes of the application of 
that section to this subsection to refer to the 
reasonable charges described in paragraph 
(2). 

‘‘(f) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall carry out any actions under this 
section after consultation with the other ad-
ministering Secretaries.’’. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 55 of such title is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 1097a 
the following new item: 
‘‘1097b. TRICARE: comparability of benefits 

with benefits under Federal 
Employees Health Benefits pro-
gram; other requirements and 
authorities.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(c) REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION.—(1) Not 
later than 6 months after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of De-
fense, in consultation with the other admin-
istering Secretaries, shall submit to Con-
gress a report assessing the effects of the im-
plementation of the requirements and au-
thorities set forth in section 1097b of title 10, 
United States Code (as added by subsection 
(a)). 

(2) The report shall include the following: 
(A) An assessment of the cost of the imple-

mentation of such requirements and authori-
ties. 

(B) An assessment whether or not the im-
plementation of any such requirements and 
authorities will result in the utilization by 
the TRICARE program of the best industry 
practices with respect to the matters cov-
ered by such requirements and authorities. 

(3) In this subsection, the term ‘‘admin-
istering Secretaries’’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 1072(3) of title 10, United 
States Code. 

(d) INAPPLICABILITY OF REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENTS.—The reports required by section 401 
shall not address the amendments made by 
subsection (a). 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
want to announce the cosponsors for 
whom I am offering this amendment. 
The cosponsors are Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. 
HAGEL, Mr. HELMS, Mr. FITZGERALD, 
Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. BINGAMAN, and Mr. 
SANTORUM. 

Mr. President, this is an amendment 
that I think goes very well in the bill 
before us. This is a military Bill of 
Rights. This bill is going to try to help 
alleviate a very bad situation that we 
have with our military. Right now we 
are having a hard time recruiting. We 
have had the worst recruiting year in 
the Army for the United States since 
1979. We are having a hard time retain-
ing our best people. For every two pi-
lots that we lose, we are only gaining 
one to replace those pilots. So you can 
see, if we are losing two pilots and 
gaining one, pretty soon we are going 
to have a pilot shortage in the Air 
Force, and the time has come. 

It is also going to add to the expense 
of training the pilots in the Air Force. 
The Navy has had to lower its edu-
cational standards to recruit. This is 
not good. So many of us in Congress on 
a bipartisan basis said, What can we 
do? What can we do to make sure we 
are giving quality of life to those who 
are giving their lives to protect our 
freedom? What can we do to make it 
worthwhile for them? 

The basic things we have heard that 
are a problem that cause us to lose per-
sonnel are pay, health care, and pen-
sion benefits. This bill, with our 
amendment, will address all three. The 
bill before us today is a pay raise. It 
does increase pension benefits. But 
what it hasn’t addressed until our 
amendment is health care. And when I 
go across my State or when I visit a 
base in Saudi Arabia, or Tuzla, Bosnia, 
I hear that people are worried about 
health care. They are worried that 
their families back home are not able 
to get the quality health care they 
need. 

So the amendment that Senator ED-
WARDS and I are proposing today, along 
with all of our cosponsors, would re-
form the TRICARE system. It would 
require that benefits be portable across 
the regions that are established in the 
current system. 

We all know that military personnel 
have to move every 2 to 3 years. We 
want them to be able to take the bene-
fits of their TRICARE system with 
them when they go to another base. 
That costs nothing, but it certainly 
does help ease the transition for the 
military family. 

We would ensure military coverage 
as comparable to the average coverage 
available to civilian Government em-
ployees. Many times on our bases we 
have civilian Federal employees work-
ing side by side with military per-
sonnel. We want them to have com-
parable health care. So within the 
bounds that the Department of Defense 
can produce, we want to try to make 
that comparable and equal if we can 
get it there. We want to minimize the 
bureaucratic red tape and streamline 
the claims processing. 

One of the big complaints of the doc-
tors who serve our military personnel 
from the community is that there is so 
much bureaucratic red tape that they 
can’t get their claim, and it is not 
worth the hassle. So what happens? 
The doctor says, ‘‘I’m not going to 
serve military families.’’ 

Well, we want to stop that right now. 
We would increase the reimbursement 
levels to attract and retain quality 
health care providers. Where a base 
city does not have the capability to at-
tract pediatricians or OB–GYN or key 
areas of specialty to serve the military 
families, we want to authorize the De-
partment of Defense to reimburse at 
greater levels in order to attract that 
service for our military families. That 
is what the amendment does. 
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We also allow our military treatment 

facilities, our military hospitals, to be 
reimbursed at Medicare rates from 
third party givers. This is not adding a 
cost. In fact, it will help these military 
hospitals to be reimbursed at a better 
rate so that they will be able to give 
better care to our military partici-
pants. 

So that is what our amendment does. 
We think it is a good amendment, that 
the Department of Defense will be able 
to do some of the things they have said 
they want to be able to do to get better 
health care in the TRICARE system, 
and our amendment will allow them to 
do it. 

So I appreciate very much that the 
distinguished chairman and ranking 
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee are supporting this amendment. 
I think it is essential to make a true 
improvement in the quality of life for 
our military to improve their health 
care benefits at the same time that we 
are giving them pay raises. 

At this time, I would like to yield to 
the Senator from North Carolina, my 
cosponsor, Senator EDWARDS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. EDWARDS. I thank the Chair. 
It is a great honor for me to help co-

sponsor this particular piece of legisla-
tion. The truth is that the TRICARE 
system, which covers over 6 million 
Americans and over 300,000 North Caro-
linians is broken and it needs to be 
fixed. 

Senator HUTCHISON’s amendment 
goes a long way toward addressing the 
problems of the TRICARE system. It 
begins by setting minimum standards 
which the system clearly needs. 

What I would like to do is talk just 
briefly today about why this is so im-
portant to Americans, and why it is so 
important to the people of North Caro-
lina. And there are three or four exam-
ples that I think show that very clear-
ly. 

We have had lots of correspondence, 
lots of calls about problems with the 
TRICARE system. Comdr. Ronald 
Smith, who is from the Greensboro 
area in North Carolina, Guilford Coun-
ty, which is one of the most populous 
counties in North Carolina, tells us 
stories about the fact that in Greens-
boro there is no primary care provider 
who is willing to provide medical care 
for his soldiers and their dependents. 

One example of the problem that cre-
ates is of a female soldier who had to 
travel to a different county to be treat-
ed, and when she went there, she had to 
actually write a check for a copayment 
before they would allow her to leave. 

A second problem that Commander 
Smith tells us about is the problem 
pharmacies have getting reimbursed 
for their prescriptions. An example he 
gave was a soldier who had a case of 
the flu, a bad case of the flu, and need-
ed prescription medication. But when 

the soldier went to get the prescription 
medication, she learned that she had to 
make a payment, cash payment, and 
didn’t have the money. So this soldier 
had to actually go out and obtain a 
loan in order to get the prescription 
medication that she needed to treat 
the flu. 

Another example of this problem is a 
soldier who was taking blood pressure 
medication that was critical to that 
soldier’s health. The soldier put off for 
over a week taking the blood pressure 
medication because she didn’t have the 
money to pay the cash that was needed 
to get the prescription medication. 

This is a serious problem. These are 
problems that need to be addressed. A 
Sergeant Williams, who is from Fay-
etteville, NC, where the Womack Army 
Hospital is located, told me a story 
about his daughter which was really 
amazing. His daughter had a problem 
with a small rash. She went to the 
Womack Army Hospital and got a der-
matology consult. That was easy to do 
because the hospital is located nearby. 

Then he tried to schedule a number 
of office appointments for his daughter, 
but they kept being canceled. And then 
he decided, well, maybe I need to take 
her to see a private physician, perhaps 
at Duke in Durham, which is a little 
over an hour away. And he was told if 
he did that, he would have to make an 
out-of-pocket cash payment of $300 to 
have her seen. He was finally able to 
get something scheduled for her. At the 
time of his letter to me, it had been 
over 80 days since her initial consult 
and this rash, which began as a very 
small, inconsequential rash, had then 
spread over her entire body. 

This is a serious problem. It is one 
that needs to be addressed, and it is 
one that Senator HUTCHISON’s amend-
ment addresses very directly. I do 
think that what we are here about is 
not increasing health care costs, but 
increasing efficiency. I think Senator 
HUTCHISON has some wonderful provi-
sions in this amendment to address 
that problem. 

We have an obligation to honor the 
commitment that the soldiers and 
their dependents have made to this 
country, and we need to provide qual-
ity health care to these folks. They de-
serve it. They have made an extraor-
dinary commitment to this country. 
This country needs to show its com-
mitment to the soldiers who have 
served and are serving and their de-
pendents. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to vote for this amendment. 
This TRICARE system needs to be 
fixed, and this amendment goes a long 
way towards fixing it. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
really appreciate the one-on-one expe-
riences that Senator EDWARDS has 
mentioned because that really brings it 
home, when that poor child started 

with a small rash and by the time she 
could get an appointment with a doctor 
the rash had covered her body. That is 
a terrible story, and I have heard sto-
ries like that as well. It is why I be-
came interested in trying to fix a prob-
lem that was really hurting the mili-
tary families and our ability to retain 
those military families. 

Just last week I toured Lackland Air 
Force Base. That is the basic training 
base for all Air Force personnel. A 
young drill instructor came up to me 
and said, ‘‘Senator, keep up the good 
work and fix TRICARE.’’ I told him 
that we would. Certainly, this is the 
answer to that drill instructor, because 
he clearly was having a hard time get-
ting care for his family. 

In a letter that was written to me re-
cently, a retired veteran explained the 
difficulties he was experiencing with 
TRICARE. But, he said, ‘‘Senator, 
please don’t concentrate your efforts 
on my individual problems—this is a 
systemic problem * * *’’ 

It is a problem. We are losing access 
to care because of the nightmare asso-
ciated with claims processing and the 
dismal rate of reimbursement for serv-
ices. In fact, if you go to a smaller 
community that has a base, often you 
cannot see a heart surgeon because 
they just will not see a military person 
because they know the rate of reim-
bursement is so low. We cannot allow 
that to be the case for our military 
personnel. 

General Dennis Reimer is the Chief of 
Staff of the Army. He recently said, 
‘‘This is about readiness and this is 
about quality of life linked together. 
We must ensure that we provide those 
young men and women who sacrifice 
and serve our country so well * * * the 
quality medical care that is the top 
priority for them * * *’’ General 
Reimer said, ‘‘We must help them or 
else we’re not going to be able to re-
cruit this high quality force.’’ 

When we are talking about readiness, 
we are talking about the high quality 
people that make up our Armed Forces 
and we are talking about keeping 
them. The last thing we want is a lot of 
great equipment but not people to run 
that equipment. 

We have to realize that times have 
changed in the military. No longer are 
most of our military personnel unmar-
ried. They are now married and they 
have families. They expect to have 
health care for those families and hous-
ing and good pay. That is what they ex-
pect, and that is what they deserve. We 
need to give it to them. 

That is why our amendment is so im-
portant, to be part of adding to the 
quality of life of our military. We can-
not allow the retention problems to 
continue to erode the powerful mili-
tary that we have. Our military 
strength is based on people, good peo-
ple, quality people, people who are 
dedicated, people who care about this 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 13:36 Sep 27, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S23FE9.000 S23FE9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE2780 February 23, 1999 
country and want to protect it. They 
want to protect our freedom. If they 
are going to give their lives to protect 
our freedom, I think in return they de-
serve a quality of life for themselves 
and for their families that would make 
us all proud. 

That is why Senator EDWARDS and I, 
Senator HAGEL, Senator HELMS, Sen-
ator FITZGERALD, Senator COVERDELL, 
Senator JOHNSON, Senator SANTORUM, 
Senator KENNEDY, Senator BINGAMAN, 
and Senator SESSIONS have come to-
gether on this amendment to try to 
add quality health care and improve-
ments to the TRICARE system to the 
military pay raise and the pension im-
provements that are already in this 
bill. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the leadership, there will be no 
further votes after the vote now sched-
uled to begin at 5:30. I wish to advise 
Senators that we are scheduling votes 
for tomorrow morning at 9:45 a.m. It is 
a vote on an amendment by myself and 
Senator SARBANES relating to civil 
service pay. That would be followed— 
and I presume with a 10-minute vote— 
by an amendment by Senator CLELAND, 
who will address that vote tonight. But 
it is a further expansion, and an impor-
tant one, of the Montgomery GI bill 
provisions, which Senator CLELAND put 
in the basic bill. 

So I just wished to give those pieces 
of information to our colleagues. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Also, I ask unanimous consent that a 
fellow with Senator JEFFORDS, Ernie 
Audino, be granted the privilege of the 
floor during the pendency of S. 4. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in just 
a moment we are about to request an 
order for the two votes in the morning. 
I say to my colleagues, I certainly ap-
preciate the cooperation of Senators. I 
think this bill has moved along at a 
very good pace. We had good debate on 
important subjects. I especially thank 
our two leaders, Senator LOTT and Sen-
ator DASCHLE, for giving strong sup-
port to the managers. 

Having said that, I now ask unani-
mous consent the Chair place an order 

that we will have two votes in the 
morning, at 9:45 a.m., on the Warner- 
Sarbanes amendment, and a second 
vote to follow thereafter, not to exceed 
10 minutes, on an amendment by the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia, 
Senator CLELAND. He will lay that 
down immediately following the 5:30 
vote. We will have a certain amount of 
debate, and it will be pending the fol-
lowing day. 

Do I have the concurrence of my col-
league? 

Mr. LEVIN. No objection. We support 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if there is 

a moment, I wish to commend the Sen-
ator from Texas and the Senator from 
North Carolina again on their amend-
ment. The DOD has been working hard 
to improve the delivery of medical care 
through the TRICARE program. This 
amendment gives strong encourage-
ment to the Secretary of Defense to 
broaden the services which were pro-
vided under the TRICARE system. It is 
important that these services be pro-
vided to military members and their 
families. It is important to improve 
the claims and the reimbursement 
process, and to make benefits under 
the TRICARE program uniform across 
the country. So, again, I thank the 
Senators from Texas and North Caro-
lina and their supporters for their lead-
ership on this issue. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 
may, I associate myself with those re-
marks. Indeed, it is a very important 
contribution. I have counseled with the 
good Senator from Texas for some sev-
eral months. This has been a very im-
portant part of her overall legislative 
goals for a period of time. 

Now is the time. I think we are about 
ready. 

Mr. President, I think the hour of 5:30 
having arrived—are the yeas and nays 
ordered on that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Texas. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced, yeas 100, 

nays 0, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 21 Leg.] 

YEAS—100 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 

Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 

Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 

Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 

Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 

Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 18) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we 
have two Senators desiring to lay down 
amendments tonight which will be 
voted on tomorrow, pursuant to an 
order entered into a short time ago, be-
ginning at 9:45, back to back. 

The first amendment is from my dis-
tinguished colleague, the Senator from 
Maryland, and I am his principal co-
sponsor; the second amendment is from 
the Senator from Georgia. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 19 

(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress 
that there should continue to be parity be-
tween the adjustments in the compensa-
tion of members of the uniformed services 
and the adjustments in the compensation 
of civilian employees of the United States) 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maryland [Mr. SAR-

BANES], for himself, Mr. WARNER, Mr. ROBB, 
and Ms. MIKULSKI, proposes an amendment 
numbered 19. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 28, between lines 8 and 9, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 104. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING PAR-

ITY BETWEEN ADJUSTMENTS IN 
MILITARY AND CIVIL SERVICE PAY. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Members of the uniformed services of 
the United States and civilian employees of 
the United States make significant contribu-
tions to the general welfare of the United 
States. 

(2) Increases in the levels of pay of mem-
bers of the uniformed services and of civilian 
employees of the United States have not 
kept pace with increases in the overall levels 
of pay of workers in the private sector so 
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that there is now up to a 30 percent gap be-
tween the compensation levels of Federal ci-
vilian employees and the compensation lev-
els of private sector workers and a 9 to 14 
percent gap between the compensation levels 
of members of the uniformed services and 
the compensation levels of private sector 
workers. 

(3) In almost every year of the past two 
decades, there have been equal adjustments 
in the compensation of members of the uni-
formed services and the compensation of ci-
vilian employees of the United States. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that there should continue to be 
parity between the adjustments in the com-
pensation of members of the uniformed serv-
ices and the adjustments in the compensa-
tion of civilian employees of the United 
States. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President I will 
be very brief. I appreciate the courtesy 
of the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia in allowing me to present this 
amendment before he presents his. We 
will take this up in the morning. There 
will be a very limited amount of time. 

Very simply, this is a sense-of-the- 
Congress resolution that there should 
be parity between the adjustments and 
the compensation of members of the 
uniformed services and the adjust-
ments and the compensation of civilian 
employees of the United States. In al-
most every year over the past two dec-
ades, there have been equal adjust-
ments in the compensation of members 
of the uniformed services and the com-
pensation of civilian employees of the 
United States, and this expresses the 
sense of the Congress that this parity 
in adjustments should continue. 

I know a number of Members wish to 
join in cosponsoring, and I add Sen-
ators ROBB and Senator MIKULSKI as 
cosponsors at this point. Members will 
obviously have a chance to do that 
first thing in the morning. Senator 
WARNER and I can speak to it briefly in 
the morning. 

It is a very straightforward amend-
ment. I don’t know of any opposition 
to it. I very strongly urge my col-
leagues to be supportive of this amend-
ment. 

I again thank the Senator from Geor-
gia for his kindness, and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this is 
my 21st year in the Senate, and I have 
had the privilege to work with my good 
colleague and other members of the 
delegation from Maryland and Virginia 
through these many years. I think we 
have done our duty as trustees to pro-
tect the parity of the civil servants 
who are just as key players in defense 
and other areas as any other individ-
uals. So many of them have made their 
lifetime careers serving the country. 
Many of them are very highly tech-
nically qualified. 

Mr. President, I rise today to co- 
sponsor a sense of Congress amendment 
to S. 4 along with my colleagues Sen-
ator SARBANES, Senator MIKULSKI, and 
Senator ROBB on behalf of the hard 
working federal civilian employees. 

This sense-of-Congress amendment 
states that there should continue to be 
parity between the adjustments in the 
compensation of members of the uni-
formed services and the adjustments in 
the compensation of civilian employees 
of the United States. In the past, mili-
tary employees and federal civilian em-
ployees have received equal pay adjust-
ments in compensation. 

Throughout my tenure in the Senate, 
I have fought to ensure the fair and eq-
uitable treatment of all of our federal 
employees. Our federal employees play 
an important role in the efficient and 
intelligent operation of our govern-
ment. These dedicated public servants 
should be compensated justly. 

Mr. President, increases in the levels 
of pay of members of the uniformed 
services and of civilian employees of 
the United States have not kept pace 
with increases in the overall levels of 
pay of workers in the private sector so 
that there is now up to a 30 percent gap 
between the compensation levels of 
Federal civilian employees and the 
compensation levels of private sector 
workers. Retention and labor shortage 
issues in areas related to high tech-
nology jobs, and specialized trade occu-
pants in the current economy poses 
significant gaps in pay for our federal 
civilian employees from their private 
sector counterparts. This is particu-
larly prevalent in the Greater Metro-
politan Washington area due to the 
high demand for high tech workers in 
the private sector where salaries con-
tinue to increase. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. 

Mr. SARBANES. I want to add that 
there was a time not too far back when 
Maryland and Virginia watermen used 
to shoot at each other on the Potomac 
River and the Chesapeake Bay. I am 
happy to report that has never been the 
tenor of the relationship between my-
self and the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia. I have enjoyed working in co-
operation with him on a whole range of 
issues which have been to the benefit of 
our respective constituencies, and, in-
deed, to the benefit of the country. I 
am delighted to be aligned with him 
once again on an important issue. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank my distin-
guished colleague. 

It is quite true, there were vicious 
battles—over oysters primarily. I hope 
now the striped bass matter—and 
crabs—will not further engender that 
type of dispute. 

Mr. President, that will be the first 
vote in the morning. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Georgia has been patiently waiting, 
and therefore I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 
(Purpose: To permit members of the Ready 

Reserve to contribute to the Thrift Sav-
ings Plan for compensation attributable to 
their service in the Ready Reserve) 
Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. CLELAND], 

for himself, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
and Ms. LANDRIEU, proposes an amendment 
numbered 6. 

Mr. CLELAND. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 33, line 16, strike ‘‘for a period of 

more than 30 days’’ and insert ‘‘and a mem-
ber of the Ready Reserve in any pay status’’. 

On page 34, beginning on line 10, strike ‘‘on 
active duty’’ and insert ‘‘: members on active 
duty; members of the Ready Reserve’’. 

On page 35, strike lines 3 through 6 and in-
sert the following: 

‘‘(c) MAXIMUM CONTRIBUTION.—(1) The 
amount contributed by a member of the uni-
formed services for any pay period out of 
basic pay may not exceed 5 percent of such 
member’s basic pay for such pay period. 

‘‘(2)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), the 
amount contributed by a member of the 
Ready Reserve for any pay period for any 
compensation received under section 206 of 
title 37 may not exceed 5 percent of such 
member’s compensation for such pay period. 

‘‘(B) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this subchapter, no contribution may be 
made under this paragraph for a member of 
the Ready Reserve for any year to the extent 
that such contribution, when added to prior 
contributions for such member for such year 
under this subchapter, exceeds any limita-
tion under section 415 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986. 

On page 35, line 9, insert ‘‘, or out of com-
pensation under section 206 of title 37,’’ after 
‘‘out of basic pay’’. 

On page 35, line 12, strike ‘‘308a, 308f,’’ and 
insert ‘‘308a through 308h,’’. 

On page 36, in the matter following line 15, 
strike ‘‘on active duty’’ and insert ‘‘: mem-
bers on active duty; members of the Ready 
Reserve’’. 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I am 
extremely pleased to offer an amend-
ment to S. 4 with my colleagues, Sen-
ator JEFFORDS, Senator BINGAMAN, and 
Senator LANDRIEU. Of course, S. 4 is 
the Soldiers’, Sailors’, Airmen’s and 
Marines’ Bill of Rights Act of 1999. This 
legislation will give the men and 
women of the National Guard and Re-
serve the opportunity to participate in 
the Thrift Savings Plan. S. 4 offers this 
benefit to their active duty counter-
parts. Our amendment will offer this to 
men and women of the National Guard 
and Reserve. 

The Thrift Savings Plan is an excel-
lent way for military families to save 
for the future. It is not meant to take 
the place of a retirement system. It is 
a tax-deferred savings plan that will 
grow while a service member is actu-
ally serving, unlike the delayed bene-
fits of the military retirement system. 
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Furthermore, the Thrift Savings Plan 
is a portable benefit that can be rolled 
over into a civilian 401(k) plan, in the 
event the service member, for whatever 
reason, must leave military service. 

In my opinion, the men and women of 
the Guard and Reserve must be given 
the same opportunity to participate in 
this excellent savings pan as their ac-
tive duty counterparts. Although the 
amount of money they will be able to 
deposit in the Thrift Savings Plan may 
not be substantial at first, every dollar 
counts. The Thrift Savings board them-
selves allows contributions ‘‘as little as 
a dollar each pay period.’’ 

With the increase in worldwide 
taskings, Guardsmen and Reservists 
are participating significantly above 
and beyond their mandatory one-week-
end-a-month and two-weeks-a-year 
duty, their contributions will grow 
over time. While some Guardsmen and 
Reservists may have savings plans 
through their civilian employers, al-
lowing them to participate in the 
Thrift Savings Plan allows them to 
contribute based on their military 
earnings. For many Guardsmen and 
Reservists, their military duty has be-
come a second job. 

Since the end of the cold war, the 
services have increasingly relied upon 
their Reserve components to meet 
worldwide obligations. The active duty 
force has been reduced by one-third, 
yet worldwide commitments have in-
creased dramatically. 

In recent years, thousands of Reserv-
ists and Guardsmen have supported 
contingencies, peacekeeping operations 
and humanitarian missions around the 
world: in the Persian Gulf, Bosnia, So-
malia, Haiti, and Kenya, just to name 
a few. Guard and Reserve units re-
sponded immediately to requests for 
assistance after Hurricane Mitch, de-
livering over 10 million pounds of hu-
manitarian aid to devastated areas in 
Central America. 

Closer to home, Reserve and National 
Guard personnel answered the cries for 
help after devastating floods struck in 
our Nation’s heartland. They braved 
high winds and water to fill sandbags, 
provide security, and transport food, 
fresh water, medical supplies, and dis-
aster workers to affected areas. The 
Air Force Reserve’s ‘‘Hurricane Hunt-
ers’’ routinely fly into tropical storms 
and hurricanes in specially configured 
C–130s to collect data to improve fore-
cast accuracy, which dramatically 
minimizes losses due to the destructive 
forces of these storms. 

As we transition into the high-tech 
21st century, the Guard and Reserve 
will continue to take on new and excit-
ing roles. The Guard and Reserve now 
have units performing satellite control 
and security functions in order to 
maintain our country’s lead in space- 
based technology. And, because our 
country faces the increased threat of 
chemical and biological weapons, the 

White House, the Department of De-
fense, and Congress have joined to de-
velop a ‘‘Homeland Defense’’ policy de-
signed to respond to threats against 
the United States. The Guard and Re-
serve will play a significant role in the 
implementation of the policy, because 
their knowledge of local emergency re-
sponse plans and infrastructure is crit-
ical to an effective response. 

The days of holding our Reserve 
Component forces ‘‘in reserve’’ are long 
gone. 

Just who are these citizen soldiers, 
sailors, airmen, and marines? They are 
doctors, they are lawyers. They are 
farmers, grocers, teachers and small 
business owners. They have long-
standing roots in communities across 
our great country. And, like their ac-
tive-duty counterparts, they have vol-
unteered to serve. Remarkably, they 
must balance their service with the de-
mands of their full-time civilian jobs 
and families. 

In September 1997, Secretary of De-
fense Cohen wrote a memorandum ac-
knowledging an increased reliance on 
the Reserve Components. He called 
upon the services to remove all re-
maining barriers to achieving a ‘‘seam-
less Total Force.’’ He has also said that 
without Reservists, ‘‘we can’t do it in 
Bosnia, we can’t do it in the Gulf, we 
can’t do it anywhere. 

Giving the men and women who serve 
in the Reserve Components the oppor-
tunity to participate in the Thrift Sav-
ings Plan would carry on the spirit of 
Secretary Cohen’s Total Force policy. 
This amendment has received the re-
sounding support of the Reserve Offi-
cers Association, the National Guard 
Association of the United States, the 
Enlisted Association of the National 
Guard of the United States, and other 
members of the military coalition rep-
resenting 5.5 million active and retired 
members. 

The Reserve Components face many 
of the same challenges and dangers as 
their active duty counterparts in this 
time of high operations tempo. We 
should give them the same opportunity 
to participate in the Thrift Savings 
Plan. It is important to send the right 
message to our citizen soldiers, sailors, 
airmen, and marines: that we recognize 
and appreciate their sacrifices. It’s the 
right thing to do. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I, first, 

want to state my complete support and 
concurrence for the amendment which 
we will have tomorrow morning by our 
distinguished colleague and member of 
the Armed Services Committee jointly. 
The provisions relating to the GI bill, 
this benefit, originated with our col-
league. I thank him for his participa-
tion. He has this Senator’s strong sup-
port, and I anticipate the Senate’s as a 

whole. I thank our colleague very 
much. 

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 

f 

USE OF FORCE IN KOSOVO 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I had 
intended to offer a joint resolution on 
the subject of the use of force in 
Kosovo for this bill, but events have 
overtaken this issue as the picture is 
now unfolding. I did want to put this 
joint resolution in the RECORD. I did 
want to talk about it for a few min-
utes. I discussed it with the distin-
guished chairman of the committee. 

The concern I have is on the repeated 
use of force that constitutes acts of 
war by the President of the United 
States without authorization by Con-
gress, in violation of the constitutional 
provision that only the Congress of the 
United States has the authority to in-
volve the United States in war. 

We have seen an erosion of the con-
gressional authority in modern times 
on many, many occasions. Perhaps the 
strongest, sharpest example is the Ko-
rean war, a subject on which I have 
questioned nominees for the Supreme 
Court of the United States, trying to 
get a delineation on the power of the 
Commander in Chief under the Con-
stitution, contrasted with the author-
ity of Congress. But where we have had 
the air and missile strikes recently in 
Iraq, I raised the same question chal-
lenging or questioning the authority of 
the President. And as it has appeared 
in the past several days, there has been 
discussion of using force, air-strikes, 
perhaps missile strikes, in Kosovo, and 
it seems to me this is a matter that 
ought to be decided by the Congress. 

I do think there is a good bit to be 
said in support of the United States 
participating in the air-strikes in light 
of what has gone on there, and I shall 
not speak at any length. The issues are 
submitted in this joint resolution. I 
would like to engage my colleague, the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia, as 
to his sentiments on this subject. 

Mr. WARNER. Senator, you and I 
came to this marvelous institution 
roughly two decades ago, give or take a 
year or so. We have witnessed on this 
floor spirited debates on the very 
issues that you raise, more or less cir-
cling around the War Powers Act legis-
lation that followed the war in Viet-
nam and legislation which, in the judg-
ment of many, is questionable to con-
stitutional standing. I think it is time 
that we had another debate on this 
issue because it is very important. 

Mr. President, had we used force in 
Kosovo, it would have been the fourth 
time President Clinton has directed 
force against a sovereign nation. Now, 
I must say, in the course of the delib-
erations in Rambouillet, France, and 
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