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PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 1 02 CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION

SENATE—Thursday, April 9, 1992

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the Honorable HERB KOHL,
a Senator from the State of Wisconsin.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Let us pray:

Eternal God, all wise, all powerful,
You know better than we our present
condition. What we call anger is prob-
ably, more accurately, frustration. The
people express anger and blame leader-
ship because they are frustrated in
themselves and see their own weak-
nesses and failures reflected in leader-
ship. Leadership is frustrated because
it is experiencing the powerlessness of
the powerful.

Gracious God our Father, help us
hear clearly the Word of Jesus,
t* % % With men it is impossible, but
not with God: for with God all things
are possible.”—Mark 10:27. ‘“* * * The
things which are impossible with men
are possible with God.”"—Luke 18:27.

Forgive our inclination to look ev-
erywhere except to God for a way out.
Help us to see that, out of touch with
God, we are like a compass without its
magnetic north. We are disoriented, we
are lost, we are directionless. Some-
how, mighty God for whom ‘‘nothing is
too hard,” give us grace to acknowl-
edge our limitations, our frustration,
our powerlessness, and to turn to You
and find the direction, the support, the
way so desperately needed at this time.

In the name of Jesus who is the Way,
the Truth, and the Life. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore [Mr. BYRD].

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:

(Legislative day of Thursday, March 26, 1992)

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC., April 9, 1992.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable HERB KCHL, a Senator
from the State of Wisconsin, to perform the
duties of the Chair. .

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. KOHL thereupon assumed the

chair as Acting President pro tempore.

—————
RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair recognizes the major-
ity leader.

SCHEDULE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this
morning, the time for the two leaders
will extend until 10 a.m., at which time
the Senate will resume consideration
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 106,
the budget resolution, with the Exon
amendment as the pending amend-
ment.

When the Senate disposes of the Exon
amendment, Senator BROWN is to be
recognized to offer an amendment, and
when that is disposed of, Senator
BRADLEY will be recognized to offer an
amendment. Senators can expect roll-
call votes to occur relative to these
amendments, as well as others which
may be offered during the course of the
consideration of the budget resolution.

Mr. President, let me again reiterate
the point I made several times this
week about the Senate schedule. The
Senate will remain in session until ac-
tion is completed on the budget resolu-
tion. We must pass a budget resolution
prior to the forthcoming Easter recess.
Therefore, we will remain in session as
long as it is necessary to pass a budget
resolution.

e —: -

THE UDALL FOUNDATION ACT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, on
March 19 the President signed into law,

as Public Law No, 102-259, S. 2184, the
Morris K. Udall Scholarship and Excel-
lence in National Environmental and
Native American Public Policy Act of
1992,

I applaud the President’'s decision to
sign the measure, and congratulate the
senior Senator from Arizona [Mr.
DECoNCINI] who took the lead in work-
ing with the House of Representatives
and the White House to ensure that
legislative action would be completed
on this bill early this session, following
the President’s ill-advised attempt to
pocket veto a related bill during the
last adjournment. I also congratulate
the junior Senator from Arizona [Mr.
McCAIN] who joined in sponsoring this
bipartisan legislation to honor our
friend from Arizona, Mo Udall. The
Senators from Arizona are to be com-
mended for continuing Congressman
Udall’s work to protect our environ-
ment and also to improve the health of
native Americans and Alaska Natives.

Enactment of this law is a fitting and
proper tribute to the great legacy of
Mo Udall, and now the important work
of the foundation created by this law
can begin. i

However, as we await the President’s
nominations to trusteeships of this
foundation, one disturbing aspect of
the President’s statement, upon sign-
ing 8. 2184 into law, requires a re-
sponse. In his statement, which is
printed in volume 28 of the Weekly
Compilation of Presidential Docu-
ments, at page 507, the President la-
beled as a ‘“‘serious deficiency in the
bill"" the provision of the law prescrib-
ing qualifications for trustees of the
Udall Foundation who are to be ap-
pointed by the President, by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate.

The required qualifications, which
are stipulated in section 5(b)(3) of the
law, are, first, that 5 of the 11 trustees
““have shown leadership and interest”
in environmental issues, or in the im-
provement of native American and
Alaska Native health and in the
strengthening of tribal self-govern-
ance, the subjects that are to be the
work of this foundation. The second

e This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a member of the Senate on the floor.
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statutory requirement, intended to
promote the nonpartisanship which
was important in the Congress’ biparti-
san support of this measure, is that not
more than three of these five trustees
be of the same political party.

The President’s signing statement
asserts that the statutory specification
of qualifications for Government offi-
cials violates the appointments clause
of the U.8. Constitution. The President
announced that he views those provi-
sions of the Udall Foundation Act as
precatory, meaning that he views him-
self as free to ignore them if he so
chooses.

The President’s assertion is wrong
and without any basis in history or
law. It cannot stand unchallenged. Fur-
ther, in the event that the President’s
assertion presages an effort on his part
to bring independent administrative
agencies under partisan political con-
trol, it is important to stop that effort
now, and to make clear that his state-
ment has no support in our Nation’s ju-
risprudence and history.

The legal basis for the statutory
specification of qualifications for offi-
cers of the United States could not be
stronger. Toward the end of the first
session of the First Congress, President
Washington signed into law the Judici-
ary Act of 1789. That law provided for
the appointment of an Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States and specified
the qualification for that officer by re-
quiring that the President appoint “‘a
meet person, learned in the law.'’ (Act
of Sept. 24, 1789, c. 20, 35, 1 Stat. 73, 93.)

No law now requires that the Attor-
ney General be “learned in the law,”
but that requirement survives to this
day for the United States’ principal ad-
vocate before the Supreme Court, the
Solicitor General, who, by statute, is
required to possess that qualification.
(28 U.S.C. 505 (1988).)

In 1926, Chief Justice Taft, himself a
former President of the United States,
authored Myers versus United States,
one of the Supreme Court's seminal
opinions on the meaning of the ap-
pointments clause and its allocation of
power between the legislative branch
and the President. Chief Justice Taft’s
opinion for the Court, while denying
the Senate the power to participate in
the removal of executive officers, stat-
ed, in language that cannot be mis-
understood today, that the Constitu-
tion gives Congress the legislative
power of ‘‘prescribing * * * reasonable
and relevant qualifications and rules of
eligibility of appointees.” (272 U.S. 52,
129 (1926).)

The Chief Justice observed that Con-
gress’ ‘‘power to prescribe qualifica-
tions for office’” had ‘‘been often exer-
cised” and stated that there was no
conflict between such legislation and
the President’s constitutional preroga-
tives regarding appointment and re-
moval, as long as “the qualifications
do not so limit selection and so trench
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upon executive choice as to be in effect
legislative designation.” (Id. at 128.)

In a separate opinion dissenting from
the Court’s ruling on the removal ques-
tion, Justice Louis Brandeis elaborated
on the Court’s observations on the pre-
scribing of qualifications for Federal
office in statute. Justice Brandeis
noted that Congress had legislated
such qualifications ‘‘continuously since
the foundation of the Government,"
that ‘“‘[e]lvery President has approved
one or more of such acts,” and that
‘‘[e]lvery President has consistently ob-
served them.” (Id. at 265.)

Justice Brandeis supported these
conclusions with an exhaustive enu-
meration of literally hundreds of laws
stipulating qualifications such as citi-
zenship, residency in a particular state
or territory, and professional attain-
ment or occupational experience, to
name just a few of the scores of exam-
ples documented in his opinion. (Id. at
265-69.)

Justice Brandeis also traced legisla-
tion on diverse political representation
as a qualification for office on multi-
member boards and commissions—the
specific provision that President Bush
has singled out for objection in this
statute—back to the 1880’s. (Id. at 269-
71.) When Congress acted legislatively
in 1883 to curtail the spoils system and
institute a professional, competitive
public service in the Federal Govern-
ment, it did so by creating the Civil
Service Commission and requiring that
there be three commissioners, ‘‘not
more than two of whom shall be adher-
ents of the same party.” (Act of Jan.
16, 1883, c. 27, 1, 22 Stat. 403.)

The continuous exercise by Congress
of the statutory power to prescribe
qualifications for office from the very
organization of our Government, which
Justice Brandeis noted in 1926, has con-
tinued unabated in the years since he
wrote down to the present. Today, the
United States Code is replete with pro-
visions specifying qualifications re-
quired for officers charged to serve in
the gamut of Departments, Agencies,
Boards, and Commissions of the Fed-
eral Government.

To describe a few examples in policy
areas similar to the Udall Foundation
Act, Federal law requires that the offi-
cer appointed by the President, with
the advice and consent of the Senate,
to serve as Director of the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service be ‘“‘by reason of
scientific education and experience,
knowledgeable in the principles of fish-
eries and wildlife management.” (16
U.S.C. T42b(b)(1988).) Similarly, three of
the four commissioners of the Great
Lakes Fishery Commission, who are
appointed by the President, are re-
quired to be “knowledgeable regarding
the fisheries of the Great Lakes.” (16
U.S5.C. 932(a)(1)(B) (1988).)

Plainly, the requirement that the
trustees of the Udall Foundation **have
shown leadership and interest” in nat-
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ural resource and environmental mat-
ters or native American health and
self-government issues is not unique.
There is nothing in our constitutional
history or the logic of our system of
separated powers that could be read
even to suggest that it is somehow sus-
pect or improper for Congress to speci-
fy by law that the President’s ap-
pointee to a particular office possess a
modicum of knowledge about the work
to be performed by that office.

As for the particular requirement for
the Udall Foundation trustees which
was singled out by President Bush, the
act provides that five of the President’s
appointees be fairly evenly balanced
politically, specifying that not more
than three shall be of the same politi-
cal party. Identical statutory provi-
sions may be found from near the be-
ginning to near the end of the 50 titles
of the United States Code. They govern
the President’'s appointments to the
Federal Election Commission, 2 U.S.C.
437c(a)(1) (1988); to the Federal Trade
Commission, 15 U.S.C. 41 (1988); to the
Securities and Exchange Commission,
15 U.S.C. T8d(a) (1988); to the Inter-
national Trade Commission, 19 U.S.C.
1330(a) (1988); to the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, 42 U.S.C. 5841(b)(2)
(1988); to the Federal Communications
Commission, 47 U.S.C. 154(b)(5) (1988);
and to the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, 49 U.S.C. 10301(b) (1988), to
name a number of the boards and com-
missions with specifications regarding
political balance under current law.

Congress power to establish inde-
pendent, nonpartisan commissions and
boards like these was upheld by the Su-
preme Court more than 50 years ago in
another of the great appointments and
removal decisions, Humphrey's Execu-
tor versus United States. While argu-
ing that the President should be per-
mitted to dismiss commissioners with-
out cause, a position which the Court
rejected, the Solicitor General con-
ceded the long history of statutory re-
quirements ‘““that not more than a bare
majority of the members of the Com-
mission shall belong to the same politi-
cal party.' (295 U.S. 602, 615 (1935).)

Indeed, as far back as 1903, in
Shurtleff versus United States, the Su-
preme Court reviewed an 1890 law that
established Federal offices known as
General Appraisers of Merchandise to
be filled by Presidential appointees
subject to the identical party balance
requirement. The Court’s unanimous
opinion stated that there was ‘“no
doubt’ of Congress’ power to create an
office including those statutory speci-
fications. 189 U.S. 311, 313 (1903).

More recently, in 1989, the Supreme
Court upheld the constitutionality of
the statute providing for the appoint-
ment of the members of the U.S. Sen-
tencing Commission. The party chal-
lenging the Sentencing Reform Act of
1984 sought to present every challenge
that, in good faith, could be raised on
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separation of powers grounds against
the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984. But
while the act expressly provides that
no more than four of the seven mem-
bers of the Sentencing Commission be
of the same political party, a fact ex-
pressly noted in the Court’s opinion,
Mistretta v. United States, 109 S.Ct. 647,
652 (1989), no one imagined that a credi-
ble question could be asserted against
the kind of provision to which the
President now objects.

I have devoted some time to this his-
torical exposition because history is
important in constitutional law. What
this history shows is that, for more
than 200 years, beginning with the
First Congress, Congress has enacted
numerous Federal statutes prescribing
qualifications required for appointees
to Federal offices that Congress has
created. The qualifications prescribed
in such laws were completely analo-
gous to those included with respect to
the Udall Foundation Board..

Over that 200-year period, Presidents
have approved and abided by provisions
like those found in the Udall Founda-
tion Act, and their constitutional ad-
vocates, the Solicitors General, have
recognized the validity of such provi-
sions in their presentations to the Su-
preme Court. Further, the Supreme
Court has consistently noted the legit-
imacy of these provisions.

The Supreme Court has held, in such
cases as Myers versus United States
which I described earlier in these re-
marks, that, in interpreting the ap-
pointments clause, the decisions of the
First Congress are entitled to great
weight. That is because that First Con-
gress had the responsibility to launch
the Government and had among its
members many of the delegates to the
Convention that framed the Constitu-
tion. When such an early legislative de-
cision, requiring construction of the
appointments clause, has been acqui-
esced in by the political branches over
a number of years, the Supreme Court
has stated, that construction of the
Constitution is fixed in law.

It would be difficult to imagine a
stronger instance of an early legisla-
tive decision than the decision of the
First Congress that the first Attorney
General be ‘‘learned in the law.” It
would also be difficult to find a strong-
er instance of a consistent pattern that
has been established and acquiesced in
by the political branches than Con-
gress' statutory prescription of quali-
fications for Federal offices, particu-
larly, in the last century, in relation to
nonpartisan boards and commissions.

We do not reinvent our Constitution
every 4 years. No President, any more
than a Member of Congress, or a judge,
is free to discard 200 years of constitu-
tional history and law and seek to cre-
ate from scratch new principles about
the organization of our Government
under the Constitution.
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With regard to this question, the con-
struction of the Constitution has be-
come fixed over the past 200 years.

As T noted at the beginning of these
remarks, the President’s statement on
the Udall Foundation Act states that
he will treat the provisions of the law
on qualifications as precatory. There is
no legal basis for the President to
make that assertion or to act in that
manner. Like every other citizen, the
President must obey the law. Indeed,
the President is charged under the Con-
stitution with the duty faithfully to
execute the laws of the United States.
We are all entitled to expect, con-
séquently, that in performing his ap-
pointment responsibilities under this
statute the President will faithfully
execute the law not because he chooses
to follow its provisions on an advisory
basis, but because it is the law, which
it is his sworn duty to uphold. More-
over, if the President reflects on the
history which I have described in these
remarks, I believe he will be reassured
that his compliance with the Udall
Foundation Act would be firmly rooted
in our Nation's constitutional experi-
ence.

I look forward to the President’s
nominations of qualified trustees, in
accord with the specifications that are
the law of the land, in order that the
trustees may commence the important
work of the Udall Foundation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the distinguished Republican
leader be allocated as much time as I
used since I believe I went over the
time allotted to me.

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

The Chair recognizes the minority
leader.

J.C, “CHICK" TILLOTSON

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, throughout
its history, Kansas has been fortunate
to have citizens willing to dedicate
themselves to improving their commu-
nity and their State. Such a man was
J.C. “Chick” Tillotson, of Norton, KS.

Chick passed away at the age of 86
last month, leaving behind a rich
record of public service.

Chick began his career in 1934, when
he was elected Norton County attor-
ney. Subsequently, he would serve four
terms as president of the Kansas Coun-
ty Attorney’s Association.

And, over the years, the people of
Norton would time and again turn to
Chick for leadership. 12 years on the
Norton Community High School Board,
three terms in the Kansas House of
Representatives, two terms in the Kan-
sas State Senate, where he served as
chairman of the judiciary committee,
and spearheaded the modernization of
the Kansas court system, State presi-
dent of the Native Sons of Kansas, vice
president of the Kansas State Chamber
of Commerce, the list goes on and on.
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There is no doubt, Mr. President,
that the Jayhawk State is for the bet-
ter because of the difference that my
friend Chick Tillotson made through-
out his life.

My sympathies are extended to his
wife, Maxine, his son John, his daugh-
ter, Carolyn, and the other family
members and friends who were privi-
leged to know this true servant of the
public,

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum, and I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 106,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A concurrent resolution (8. Con. Res. 106)
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal
years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the concurrent resolution.

Pending:

Exon amendment No. 1763, to reduce the
fiscal year 1993 defense budget authority.

MAINTAIN A STRONG DEFENSE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, first let me
make it clear what the issue is when
we are talking about the amendment
by the distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Exon]. Contrary to what
has been stated by the proponents, this
amendment is not about saving, it is
not about budget discipline, and it is
not about deficit reduction. This
amendment is about spending and poli-
tics.

But I think the American people see
this for what it really is—an attempt
to slash defense this year in order to
begin a new spending spree—next year.

And let us be clear, this amendment
is not offered because the world is a
safe place, but for partisan political
gain.

I remind my colleagues that while it
is easy to make tough speeches and
vote against defense spending, they
should be just as willing to accept re-
sponsibility for the impact that addi-
tional cuts will have on their own
State and local economies. If we are
going to cut more, we must accept the
pain. And according to the Congres-
sional Budget Office, these cuts will be
very painful. So, let us face up to it.
You can’t have it both ways.
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I am often amazed by some of the
short memories in this body. To some,
history must not exist. Not everyone in
this Chamber remembers World War II.
Some of us do. The last time I looked,
it was still in the history books. For
America, World War II began at Pearl
Harbor.

But by 1945, America stood victorious
and towered over the world like a co-
lossus.

In 1945, we possessed the strongest
military force ever assembled. Yet, in 5
short years, America was nearly de-
feated by tiny Korea. And during that
conflict thousands of Americans—once
again—paid the ultimate price for our
unpreparedness.

Following Vietnam, when the politi-
cal courage to maintain a strong de-
fense waned once again, our military
force became a basket case. Our ships
couldn’t put to sea, our Army was hol-
low, poorly trained, and underequipped.

But in 1980, Ronald Reagan sounded
the wake-up call and the American
people responded. They gave President
Reagan a mandate to restore our con-
fidence, our forces, our technology, and
our security. True, it was expensive.
But the simple fact is, it costs far more
to rebuild from weakness than it does
to maintain strength.

President Reagan proved that
strength has its own dividend. Through
strength we won the cold war, liberated
Grenada and Panama, defeated com-
munism, crushed Saddam Hussein, and
now stand poised, just as in 1945, as the
most powerful nation on earth.

Just 2 short years ago, we were delib-
erating similar budget proposals—most
of which called for radical cuts in our
national defense. At the time, the Ber-
lin Wall had just fallen, the term
‘‘peace dividend"” surfaced, Saddam
Hussein was unknown to most of the
world, and the rush was on to slash de-
fense spending. But Saddam Hussein
sounded another wake-up call, and this
time, America was prepared.

Today, we have come full circle—as if
Saddam Hussein had never invaded Ku-
wait and threatened the entire region—
as if over 500,000 American men and
women were not called upon to fight a
war to protect American interests and
defeat the fourth largest army in the
world—as if Mikhail Gorbachev were
not overthrown by hardliners and no
one knew for sure who controlled the
nuclear button—as if the world were
not a dangerous and uncertain place.
There seems to be some pretty short
memories around here.

But the question before us is about
the future. How certain are we about
the course of world events? I will con-
fess that I don’t know. I cannot predict
what will happen in the world next
week, or next month, or 5 years down
the road. Some of my colleagues think
they can, Certainly the collapse of the
Warsaw Pact and the breakup of the
Soviet Empire are encouraging signs.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

The threat to Europe is greatly dimin-
ished. Saddam Hussein’'s Army has
been crushed. Democracy and freedom
have won hard fought battles against
communism.

Today, as in 1945, America stands as
the world's superpower. And we are
faced with many of the same choices
and many of the same demands on our
limited resources. Secretary Cheney
and General Powell have correctly
noted that each time America has
faced this moment in history, we have
gone the wrong direction. And every
time, we have paid the price in both
blood and treasure.

The President, Secretary Cheney,
and General Powell have proposed a re-
sponsgible build-down of our national
defense. A build-down that is consist-
ent with both the reduced threat and
the great uncertainty that exists in
this dangerous world.

I commend Senators Hollings and Do-
menici for their courage, leadership,
and foresight. They have hammered
out a solid defense program that makes
the tough choices, but in my view, the
right choices. This resolution strikes a
balance between our pressing domestic
needs, and our future security. We have
the opportunity to do it right this
time.

I support this budget resolution and
encourage my colleagues to put par-
tisan politics aside and reject these
drastic cuts in our defense.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Twenty-three minutes remains
for debate on the resolution.

The Senator from Nebraska controls
that time.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask what
time may be necessary at this time to
be yielded off of the resolution itself?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator may yield time off
the resolution, if he so chooses.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I just lis-
tened, with interest and with sadness,
to the minority leader’s explanation,
or attempted explanation, of the Exon
amendment before us. I sat through,
yvesterday, a whole series of diatribes
that have totally falsely interpreted
the Exon amendment. I listened yester-
day in astonishment and amazement to
some of those who this Senator has
stood shoulder to shoulder with for the
last 13 years to build up our national
defense, and while they did not say so
in so many words, the total accumula-
tion of the remarks about the Exon
amendment yesterday were not about
the Exon amendment. It was about the
philosophy of the builddown of our na-
tional security forces and interests.

You would have thought, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the Exon amendment was
some wholesale slash or reduction in
the amount of money we are spending
on defense. I say it once again: The
central feature of the Exon amendment
is that it is one that is offered by one
who has stood foursquare for a sound
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defense since he has been here, one
that has worked very hard on the
Armed Services Committee, Budget
Committee, and elsewhere, and by one
who on many occasions have found my-
self marching arm and arm in lockstep
with many of the people who came to
the floor yesterday to attack the Exon
amendment and suggest that it be
voted down. That was followed up on
this morning by the minority leader.

Let me try and put it back into per-
spective. What we are going to vote on,
hopefully this morning sometime, and I
suspect, Mr. President, that in the end
the Exon amendment will fail, pri-
marily because either it is not under-
stood, or the U.S. Senate does not want
to understand it. All that the Exon
amendment does is reduce by 2 percent,
approximately, the President’s sched-
uled outlay for fiscal 1993.

We should all understand, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the Exon amendment is not
an irresponsible wholesale slashing of
the defense budget. It reduces, basi-
cally, the President’s figure for outlays
for defense by about $4 to $5 billion
over what the President has rec-
ommended. To put it another way, the
defense budget is roughly in the range
of $288 billion for 1 year. The President
of the United States says that we can
save about $5 billion. The Senator from
Nebraska says we can save about $4 to
$5 billion on top of that out of a $288
billion budget.

Those among us, regardless of our ex-
perience in life, whether we have been
a farmer, businessman, a housewife, if
we have ever had a checking account,
certainly know that 9 times out of 10,
you can save 2 percent for a year, if
you have to. But, no, not this time,
they say. A well-respected Member of
the Senate on this side of the aisle,
vesterday, said that, well, he realized
that the Senator from Nebraska was
trying to do the right thing, and he re-
alized that we had to make some reduc-
tion in the national defense numbers.
But he just felt that the way the Sen-
ator from Nebraska was going about it
was the wrong way. In other words, he
said, there are different ways to land
an airplane.

There sure are. If you will just step
outside of this body, you will see what
the people back home are saying. You
will listen to what the people are say-
ing that are listening to this broadcast
on television. If you get the feel of the
American people, they are trying to
tell us to wake up. They are looking at
the U.S. Senate today, and I am very
fearful that once again, they are going
to be keenly disappointed, if indeed
they understand what the Senator
from Nebraska is trying to do, and that
is only to make a tiny, tiny micro-
scopic reduction, 2 percent below what
the President has recommended. Yet, I
have been clearly cast, Mr. President,
as one of those who simply wants to
wreck the defense budget. The minor-
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ity leader said something this morning
about “this is politics,” something
about the fact that this is just more of
the old same spending game.

I reject that. It is simply not true.
Why cannot we put it in perspective?
Even the little bit of saving that the
Senator from Nebraska is proposing in
this amendment goes to only one thing
and that is reduction of the deficit and,
hopefully, the national debt. It is only
a small step in the right direction but
it is about time we start.

I suspect, Mr. President, we are not
going to start. Any time you start
dealing with the ramifications of the
military-industrial complex which is
still alive and well and I guess today
we will be taking that thermometer
and putting it in the mouth of the U.S.
Senate and see whether or not the tem-
perature has risen enough. If the pres-
sure has been brought forth vividly
enough on the Members of the U.S.
Senate, whether they be Democrats or
Republicans, that they might finally
wake up to the realities of the situa-
tion and at least say that the Senator
from Nebraska has not been, other
than making a small, small dent of 2
percent below what the President had
wanted, and if we want to, we can do
that without making wholesale charges
and wholesale statements about the
fact that we are trying and must be
worried about returning to a hollow
army.

The Senator from Nebraska does not
want that and I will do everything that
I can to see that that does not happen.
But if it is a choice between the rhet-
oric that has been exhibited on this
floor by Democrats and some Repub-
licans alike, I would simply say that
we are not being realistic and it is
about time the U.S. Senate be realistic
on defense spending.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
KERRY). Who yields time?

The Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the sen-
ator from Nebraska, if I could just
state one word, is quite right. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska has offered for this
body’s consideration an amendment
which represents really an exceedingly
modest reduction in military spending.
As he said, it is a reduction of about 2
percent below the President’'s mark in
outlays. According to my mathematics
I think it is a little less than a 2-per-
cent reduction, slightly over a l-per-
cent reduction, of the President’s out-
lays in military spending.

All of a sudden, it is just as if some-
one opened the petcock on a dam. Peo-
ple are coming out of the woodwork.
The lobby out here I am told is filled
with liaison people from the Defense
Department, who are paid by the tax-
payers, out there lobbying the rep-
resentatives of the taxpayers on tax-
payers’ time not to reduce the military
budget.

(Mr.
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Is that not ironic?

The Senator from Nebraska is simply
trying to make a statement here that
we desperately need to reduce the
budget deficit and he is simply asking
that a little more than 1 percent be
taken out of the military budget below
what the President asked.

When we look at this military budget
for fiscal year 1993 under the Presi-
dent’s request, we have budget author-
ity of $182 billion, and under the spend-
ing curve of the administration by fis-
cal year 1997 it will still be in excess of
$280 billion if memory serves me cor-
rectly.

I think the Senator from Nebraska is
to be commended for trying to make
some reduction and showing some con-
cern about this deficit. We hear all
kinds of speeches here on the floor of
this body about the dangers of the Fed-
eral deficit. T saw one very eloquent
statement that was made here on the
floor in opposition to taking down the
walls between military and domestic
spending. That statement really
against the deficit was so eloquent and
so persuasive it even appeared on the
op-ed of the Washington Post. That
Senator felt very strongly about reduc-
ing the deficit when he was speaking in
terms of letting us keep the wall up be-
tween domestic and military spending
because if you take down that wall,
they are going to want to take some of
this military spending and rather than
applying it to the deficit reduction,
they are going to want to spend it for
domestic needs.

Let us see how those Senators feel
this morning when we vote. Are they
still going to feel that strongly about
the deficit? Are they going to still
want to take that military saving and
put it on the deficit reduction as they
said they did when they voted against
taking down the walls between mili-
tary spending and domestic spending?
Or are they going to obey the siren call
of the military-industrial complex as
Senator EXON referred to a moment
ago, the same military-industrial com-
plex that a distinguished Republican
President warned this country about
when he left office in 1958, Gen. Dwight
David Eisenhower?

President Dwight David Eisenhower
was the first to use the term ‘‘military-
industrial complex’ and he knew what
it was about. He knew what it was be-
cause his whole career had either been
in it or on the periphery of it and he
served with great distinction. But we
developed a military-industrial com-
plex during the 1950’s really following
our intervention and our buildup in the
Korean war. It is with us today and it
is a very powerful thing.

Let us see if our Senators who were
so concerned just 2 week ago, a week
and a half ago about making sure that
savings in the military budget be allo-
cated to deficit reduction. Let us see if
they are concerned today about taking
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those same savings and allocating the
deficit reduction as they were a week-
and-a-half ago.

Yes, there is a network of groups, in-
dustries, who are interested in keeping
the military budget high, and I do not
disparage them for that. They make
their living out of the manufacture of
weapons and weapons systems, and
many fine people are employed on the
assembly line. We are concerned about
what is going to happen to them as
these operations shut down.

But for decades we have heard the ar-
gument that we have to keep military
spending high to protect the national
security, to protect us agdinst the
threat of that colossus of the Soviet
Union that has hundreds of thousands
of troops and thousands of tanks
cocked, primed, and ready to go in
BEastern Europe to overrun our allies
there, overrun our troops there. That
was the justification.

Now that superpower is dead. It has
fallen from its own weight. It collapsed
economically and I think economic his-
torians will say primarily as a result of
spending itself into bankruptcy on its
military.

Now that that has collapsed, we now
hear the statement we cannot reduce
this military spending because it will
cost too many people their jobs. So
now the old cold warriors are reduced
to saying that the military is a jobs
program, a WPA Program, perhaps.

All of the studies indicate that a
spending of dollars in the military or
for military goods is a very inefficient
and ineffective and very non-cost-effi-
cient way of producing jobs.

So are we to go on down the path now
and justify the military spending on
the basis that it is a jobs bill? I am
starting to hear some of that around
here. If that is the case, let us get it
out.

The Office of Technology Assess-
ment, however, in their study, a very
learned study, very exhaustive study
entitled ‘‘After the Cold War,” states:

Military spending is an expensive, unreli-
able, and unfocused way of providing support
to technologies and industries of great com-
mercial importance.

I do not think that military spending
is a very effective way of creating jobs
from the point of view of giving the
taxpayers a real maximum return on
their dollar, Mr. President.

We have had a lot of discussion in
this country over the period of the last
few years, as we have become con-
cerned about our inability to compete
as effectively as we would wish to with
our trading partners and trading adver-
saries across the Pacific and across the
Atlantic: Japan, Germany, France, et
cetera.

There has been a lot of discussion
about an industrial policy, a lot of
statements and discussion on one side
or the other. Some favor it; some do
not; some want a modification. But let
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us face it. We have had an industrial
policy in this country since 1951 or 1952,
and it has been run by the Pentagon. It
is the industrial policy of employing
people and manufacturing weapons,
weapons of war. That has been the in-
dustrial policy of the United States of
America.

I think it is time we curbed that in-
dustrial policy—I think it is time to
start letting it curb down in response
to what is going on in the world. If this
Government and if some of my col-
leagues in this body really want to con-
tinue an industrial policy, as we have
been doing for the past 40, 45 years, let
us take that industrial policy out of
the hands of the Pentagon and let us
put it somewhere else so that we can
stop planning and manufacturing the
most exotic, sophisticated, and effec-
tive—I might say—weapons in the
world.

This industrial policy has worked, I
say to my friend from New Mexico.
Using the Pentagon’s industrial policy
and their planners, harnessing the en-
gineering and scientific genius of this
country, we have manufactured the
most effective weapons in the world.
The war against Iraq was nothing more
than a showcase for American military
technology. Nobody comes even close
to us. So, the industrial policy of the
Pentagon has been effective in produc-
ing the finest.

Now, some would argue it has not
been very cost-efficient, it has not been
very cost-effective, and there have
been a lot of cost overruns and a lot of
waste in the process. But in the end re-
sult, they produced exceedingly fine
weapons. Now, the time has come to
put that Pentagon or military indus-
trial policy behind us. And the time
has come now to pursue a different
kind of industrial policy, an industrial
policy that will make the United
States once again the leader, the leader
in manufacturing, the leader in sci-
entific innovation that can be used to
produce products, value-added prod-
ucts, to be sold around the world, prod-
ucts that can be used to produce other
products.

So let me say to my friend from Ne-
braska—I see he has left the floor
now—I think he is doing the country a
great service in coming out here and
saying, "My colleagues, let us reduce
this military budget another 1, 1%2 per-
cent. Let us apply it to the deficit. Let
us reduce some of that budget author-
ity so in the outyears some of these
funds that would have been going to
produce new, highly sophisticated, ex-
otic weaponry that nobody needs or
wants, let us use that to reduce our
budget deficit and make ourselves eco-
nomically and fiscally stronger.”

Well, Mr. President, I will not go on.
The distinguished Senator from Maine
[Mr. COHEN] has been waiting here for
some time to speak, and I now yield
the floor.
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Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from New Mexico is rec-
ognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yvield myself 1 minute off the resolution
just to see if we can do some house-
keeping in terms of the amount of time
we want to use.

Senator COHEN wants to speak. I
gather he wants to speak about 10 or 15
minutes.

Mr. COHEN. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to the chair-
man, I have Senator COHEN, Senator
STEVENS, Senator GRAMM, and Senator
SymMMs who wish to speak. None of
them want to speak a long time. I won-
der if we might determine an outside
amount of time, after which we will
vote on this issue. I would accommo-
date with plugging in my side with a
given amount of time.

I am not trying to cut off debate, but
there are 20 amendments, and I think
they deserve some time.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I quite
agree with the Senator from New Mex-
ico. We have to get on with this resolu-
tion, no question about it. We spent all
day yesterday debating this amend-
ment.

Frankly, I know of no one on this
side of the aisle that I am aware of
that wishes to speak further, other
than the distinguished President pro
tempore. I know that he wishes to
speak this morning. I am not advised
as to the length of his address, but I
think it will probably be fairly sub-
stantial in content—I know it will be
very substantial in content—and he
may want to speak for some length of
time; I do not think an inordinate
amount of time.

I cannot tell my friend at this point
how long the Senator does wish to
speak. He did express to me the inter-
est last evening of not being bound by
a time constraint, although he was not
going to speak at undue length.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ob-
viously do not want to try to put any-
one under any kind of time burdens
that are not reasonable. Frankly, I
hope that you might ask your friend
and mine, the distinguished leader of
the Appropriations Committee, Sen-
ator BYRD, approximately how much
time he may wish. I think once we
have that, we could set an outside time
and we could accommodate our Sen-
ators within a reasonable amount here.

Mr. SASSER. I think that is an ex-
cellent suggestion, I say to my friend
from New Mexico, and I will proceed on
that basis.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield up to 15 min-
utes to the distinguished Senator from
Maine [Mr. COHEN].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized for a pe-
riod not to exceed 15 minutes.

Mr. COHEN. I thank the Senator for
yielding.
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The Senator from Tennessee recently
made the comment that we have had
an industrial policy in this country for
many, many years and that is the mak-
ing of weapons of war. I would respect-
fully like to dissent from that judg-
ment. We have had a policy of keeping
this Nation safe and prosperous and
free. There has been an assumption
that, because the Berlin Wall is down,
because the Soviet Union has disinte-
grated, somehow the world is a much
more stable and safe place for all of us
to exist in.

It has been said that the Persian Gulf
war was simply a showcase for our
weapons. I would like to ask the Sen-
ator from Tennessee and anyone else
what our fighting men and women
might have thought; whether it was
simply a showcase for weapons. What
would have been the reaction if we had
not invested in the Stealth fighter, if
we did not have the cruise missile tech-
nology that was demonstrated? With-
out our superior technology, how many
men and women would have died in
that so-called showcase war? In my
judgment, Saddam Hussein would still
be standing astride the oil reserves in
Saudi Arabia and we would have a cri-
sis of greater dimension than anyone
would like to admit at this point.

The Senator from Nebraska, who has
a history of standing for a strong na-
tional defense—I have worked with him
closely for many years and in no way
wish to be critical of his approach to
this at this time—but he said some-
thing which I think requires rebuttal.
He said the President’s budget is an in-
herently dishonest snow job and that
he sees it as his mission to drag DOD,
kicking and screaming, into fiscal re-
sponsibility.

I think what is dishonest is the no-
tion that you can cut dollars out of any
budget, but this budget in particular,
and not touch the major weapons pro-
grams, not touch manpower, the
Guard, the Reserves, the Active Forces,
and not hurt national defense by cut-
ting programs that have not yet
reached the stage of high-rate produc-
tion.

I would like to hear from the Sen-
ators from Connecticut and Rhode Is-
land, or Massachusetts, even, what
they think about cutting out the
Seawolf, in terms of whether that is
going to hurt or not hurt our national
security, whether that will undermine
our industrial production capacity.

So the suggestion that was just float-
ed is that we can have a *2 percent so-
lution’—just take 2 percent out of this
bloated budget. There are many ways
you can achieve it. For some it is easy.
You can simply reduce secondary
items. We have had some testimony
that there is excessive purchasing on
the part of some of the branches of our
services. And that is true. But you
have to be careful about secondary
items.
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There was, I assume, an excessive
amount of 16-inch shells on hand at the
time of the Persian Gulf war for our
battleships. I assume there probably
was, if you made an analysis, an exces-
sive amount of body bags on hand. I as-
sume we had an excessive amount of
cots for our soldiers to sleep on prior to
the Persian Gulf war. And I am told
that they were used up within a period
of about 2 or 3 weeks, even though they
may have been stored in some ware-
house and been classified by GAO or
someone else as being excessive.

We are living in a world of great
change, rapid change, unpredictable
change. Think back just a couple of
years. ago when we were celebrating
what was taking place in Poland, when
the Polish people went to the polls and
they overwhelmingly elected members
of Solidarity to lead them in the fu-
ture. A few months ago we saw some-
thing quite different. A few months ago
we saw that those Poles who even both-
ered to go to the polls voted in a com-
bination of democrats and demagogs
and nationalists and religionists—and
a degree of cynicism has begun to seep
into their own electoral system.

Boris Yeltsin stirred the pride and
imagination of so many people last
yvear when he stood atop a tank and
shook his fist at those who would seek
to overthrow the revolution that he
has been leading. Today he is standing
astride a Republic, a country on the
verge of total disintegration, of mate-
rial scarcity. And if he is waving his
fist today, he must be wondering what
the sound of one fist waving is.

Vaclav Havel came out of prison,
walked on a velvet carpet into the
Presidency, claimed he was going to
halt the sale of weapons internation-
ally and finds, 2 years later, that is not
quite an achievable objective on his
part. And I want to say something else
about Havel, It has been suggested that
our policy has simply been to make
weapons of war. I recall when Havel
came to a joint session of Congress, he
stood at that podium and he said,
“Thank you, America. Thank you for
all that you have borne over the years,
the burdens, the taxes, the handicaps
that you have had to suffer in helping
to preserve freedom, helping to pro-
mote freedom. Thank you for measur-
ing up to your responsibility.”

I think those who argue that we are
not living in a more stable world are
the same ones—let me clarify that—
some of the same ones who would have
allowed Saddam Hussein to go unchal-
lenged militarily for another year or
so. They now come to the floor and say
how lousy our Patriot missile is. That
was yesterday’'s attack. The Patriot
missile did not achieve what the Army
or the Pentagon said it achieved in
terms of kills. They denigrate the Pa-
triot in order to denigrate the SDI Pro-
gram. The Patriot was not 100 percent
perfect.
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But go tell that to the Israelis. Ask
them whether they would have been
better off with no Patriots at all. Let
all the Scuds come in and let them fend
for themselves. That is the argument
that is being made—the Patriot was
not good, it was not perfect, therefore
we should remain naked unto our en-
emies, to their Scuds or to their
ICBM's.

A few years ago, there was an effort
made to prohibit any testing of cruise
missiles in our State; a very controver-
sial measure. A referendum was passed,
as a matter of fact, to prohibit the
Navy from testing any cruise missiles
in our State. People were motivated by
the best of intentions. They did not
like cruise missgiles flying over the
State of Maine, even the remote parts
of Maine under secure conditions.

But there was another objective. It
was not stated, but there was another
objective, too: If you could just prevent
the testing of the cruise missile, then
you would eventually prevent its con-
tinued deployment. If you cannot test
it, if you cannot determine accurately
what needs to be done to make it effec-
tive, then obviously you are not going
to put it in the hands of our men and
women who are out there in the
frontlines. And the rationale, of course,
is if you do not have the weapons, you
will not go to war. And that is the solu-
tion on the part of some. If you are ill-
prepared or unprepared to fight a war,
you will simply not get into wars. That
is the way to keep the United States
out of entanglements.

I think that is very shortsighted. The
best way to try to avoid wars is to try
to negotiate diplomatically with other
nations, but, in the final analysis, we
better be prepared to fight the wars
that cannot be prevented.

This amendment offered by my friend
from Nebraska has been called a for-
ward-looking amendment. While others
like myself, who are charged with hav-
ing caved in to the lobbies that are said
to exist out in the hall out there—that
I do not know, no one has contacted
me, no one has lobbied me from any de-
fense industry—we are supposed to be
looking in the rearview mirror. We are
turned around looking at the past,
while everyone who is supporting this
amendment is forward looking—into
the future.

I think you have to turn around and
look at the past. I think we have to
hold up the lamp of history to find out
where we have been to make sure we do
not go back there again. We are in the
baseball season, and people talk about
seventh inning stretches or a stretch
from the mound. I would equate this
with a Nebraska stretch, because the
Exon amendment would simply stretch
out a number of those procurement
programs, those which are other than
each service's big 10. And, as a result of
stretching out those programs by pre-
venting any procurement line item
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from increasing, it means we are going
to have low rates of production that
are notoriously inefficient. We went
through that back in the eighties. But
if we listen to the siren calling, ‘‘Do
not fully fund the program, stretch it
out,” we will have low rates of produc-
tion, and, ultimately, it is going to
cost the taxpayer more money.

Some of the stretchouts would be for
the laser hell fire missile, the medium
tactical vehicles, heavy tactical vehi-
cles, the pedestal-mounted Stinger, the
JSTARS airborne radar system, and
many other programs.

They get no increase in funding; just
keep them at current levels. To high-
light the folly of this approach, I would
like to gquote from the 1987 CBO study,
‘“Effects on Weapons Procurement
Stretch-Outs on Costs and Schedules':

Buying proven weapons at low rates of pro-
duction makes poor use of industrial re-
sources; it also adds to weapon costs, dis-
courages potential suppliers and delays the
flow of new technology to military forces.

We have been down this road before.
We have stretched out systems before.
We have increased the cost to the tax-
payers of these systems, which we have
found to be effective in wartime. So I
think at a time when we are seeing the
shrinking of budgets, we should do ev-
erything in our capability to minimize
the cost to the taxpayers in terms of
efficiency, and this amendment would
do precisely the opposite.

I want to say that the Senator from
Nebraska is not the only one who has
been in the forefront of trying to have
a military defense capability at respon-
sible levels of funding. As a matter of
fact, several years ago, I joined with
Senator McCAIN in such an effort. We
were very critical of the Pentagon's
budget as being unrealistic in the face
of dramatic changes in the world. We
proposed much deeper cuts in the de-
fense budgets, and we did so by
targeting specific programs. In April of
1990, we set forth a proposal to reorient
the military to a post-cold-war world,
significantly shrink the defense budg-
et, and drastically scale down our
weapons-buying plan.

I believe the administration has
made a pgood faith effort to go in ex-
actly that direction with this proposed
budget. I think we can probably cut
more in future years, but we cannot
cut and should not cut any faster.

So this approach that has been taken
by the Senator from Nebraska I would
call a procrustean approach, a pro-
crustean amendment. It does not mat-
ter what size your body is. It has to fit
into the bed that is being fashioned by
the Budget Committee. If you are
shorter than the bed, we will stretch
out your limbs to fit the bed. If your
body happens to be bigger than the bed,
we will just lop off your legs and your
arms, and you will conform to the size
of that bed.

We are told it takes great courage to
cut off those arms and legs. I think the
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courage is less than what the advocates
suggest because you can stand up here,
you can beat your chest and say you
stood tall against the military indus-
trial complex. The Senator from Ne-
braska says you can cut around the
margins, touch those programs that
have not yet reached full rate produc-
tion levels. The Senator from Michigan
says we can cut the secondary items.
The Senator from Arkansas says let us
cut SDI—he is opposed to that—the Pa-
triot failed, so get rid of SDI.

I simply want to suggest to my col-
leagues, if we shorten the bed in this 2-
percent fashion or 1.1 or 1.5 percent, as
the Senator from Tennessee suggests,
and we send it off to those of us who
are going to be wielding the knives and
the axes on the Armed Services Com-
mittee and the Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee, do not be heard to com-
plain when your base is closed. Do not
be heard to complain when we termi-
nate a submarine program. And do not
be heard to complain when we start to
terminate the service of those who are
in our Guard and Reserve units. It is
easy to stand up here on the floor and
say it is only a 2-percent solution,
come on, everybody can deal with 2
percent. It is easy until you get down
to the details.

We can make specific cuts when it
comes before the Armed Services Com-
mittee, but we do so based upon profes-
sional military judgments presented to
the committee. We work weeks, we
work months into the year and we are
the ones who are charged with the re-
sponsibility of making the kinds of
tradeoffs that are going to be necessary
to preserve a strong national defensive
system. Not this way, just take 2 per-
cent off and go deal with it.

I think we can come in below the
President’s 5-year proposal. I think we
will come in below the President's 5-
yvear proposal. But we should not en-
gage in the kind of behavior that says
“I stood tall, I am the one who is fight-
ing the military industrial complex”
and then the moment the cuts start
coming down, rush to the well to com-
plain or get on the phone to the Sec-
retary of Defense, **Save my base, save
my submarine, save our Guard and Re-
serve units.” I think that is the kind of
action we do not want. I hope this
amendment will be defeated. I can
pledge to my colleague from Nebraska
that I will work with him on the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee to
achieve a responsible military budget.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. EXON. I yield myself time from
my time remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. SASSER. Parliamentary inguiry,
Mr. President. How much time does the
Senator from Nebraska have?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska has just about 23
minutes.

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska is recognized for
such time as he uses.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I listened
with keen interest and appreciation to
the remarks of my colleague from the
State of Maine who I have had the
pleasure of working with ever since I
came on the Armed Services Commit-
tee. In most instances, I think we have
agreed more than we have disagreed.

I simply want to correct one part of
his remarks from my perspective so
that he understands what I was saying.
He indicated in his remarks that I said
that the President’s budget was insin-
cere, dishonest, and so forth and so on.
I will simply say that I do not believe
that is the right context. I will gquote
from my remarks as of the RECORD yes-
terday wherein I say:

I am convinced that the defense budget can
be cut further, it can be cut significantly and
it can be cut without pink slipping troops by
the tens of thousands, as many in the admin-
istration would have Congress believe if we
dare cut a penny below the President’s num-
bers.

Continuing the quote immediately
thereafter:

There Is an artful, emotionally charged,
yet inherently dishonest snow job going on
as the future of our Nation’s military is de-
bated. The Bush defense plan is based upon
the flawed premise that the administration’s
proposed 6-year $50 billion cut from defense
spending cannot be further reduced without
causing harm to the national security.

I therefore submit, Mr. President,
that the reference with regard to inher-
ently dishonest has specifically to do
with the way that the Pentagon and,
yes, the administration, is falsely at-
tacking the Exon amendment with re-
gard to what it would do with regard to
reducing troops, to reducing bases, and
all of these other things that have been
on the floor of the Senate.

Time and time again, as example of
what would happen, the dire con-
sequences of the Exon amendment that
would cut somewhere between 1 and 2
percent from the President’s numbers—
all I am trying to emphasize is, argue
if you will that we cannot cut 1 or 2
percent. Argue if we will that we
should do it later rather than now.
Argue if you will that I think we can
do it sometime but not now. I ask, why
not now? This is the budget resolution.
This is where we put in the caps. This,
indeed, is the time to do it. When we
come to our authorization process and
our appropriations process, indeed, we
will likely cut more.

Time and time again, that has been
hinted but I think it has been said
forthrightly and directly by the Sen-
ator from Maine just a few moments
ago. I guess what they are saying is let
the wise men decide how to do it and
when to do it later. Exactly. That is
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what the budget resolution is all about
and once again we should understand
that all we are doing with all of the
numbers that we have been citing and
suggesting is that this is just a way
that it can be done because anyone who
understands the budget process should
understand that there is no way that
the Budget Committee or individual
Members on the floor of the Senate, by
any kind of action, can protect for
sure, can cut for sure or can say where
the money is going to go.

Our fundamental duty here is to set
an overall limit on what we can spend
on national defense. All that the Exon
amendment does is reduce somewhere
between 1 and 2 percent from the Presi-
dent’s suggested numbers, and by the
law, if that takes place, after the ap-
propriations and after the authorizers
get through with it, whatever money is
left would go to reduce the deficit.

In sum and substance, that is it. If
you think we can cut 1 or 2 percent
below what the President suggested, if
you can cut 1 or 2 percent below a $283-
billion annual expenditure—if you do
not think we can cut below that, if you
do not think we need to cut below that,
if you do not think the people of the
United States want to cut below that,
then by all means vote against the
Exon amendment. On the other hand, if
you believe it is reasonable and proper
and if you believe even someone, a fifth
grader in arithmetic, could probably
figure out of 288, yes, we might be able
to save 1 or 2 percent without the
whole thing collapsing, then vote for
the Exon amendment.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. SYMMS addressed the Chair,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS. I yield myself 10 min-
utes off the bill.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes off the bill to Senator
SYMMS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized for 10
minutes off the bill.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I hope I
can complete my remarks in less than
10 minutes, but to somewhat summa-
rize what was pointed out yesterday on
the floor, Mr. President, this entire de-
bate is based on a faulty premise. When
the distinguished majority leader, the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee, and others say we can fix out prob-
lems with the budget by taking money
out of the defense budget, it is a faulty
premise.

The one part of the Federal budget
that is under control is the defense
budget. The Senator from Maine just
made, I think, an excellent statement
on this subject and how further cuts
will impact people.

I have the same experience as the
Senator from Maine. People recognize
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as shown in charts that the Senator
from Idaho showed yesterday, that the
defense budget has been reduced since
1985 by 37 percent while mandatory
spending programs have gone up by 33
percent.

Any rational person, it seems to me,
who wants to address the problems of
the budget would say defense spending
is under control. There still is a threat
in the world. The military has tried to
evaluate the threat assessment and
analyze what we need. That is exactly
what General Powell and Secretary
Cheney and the other chiefs of the
services have done. They tried to go
from the ground up and figure the mis-
sion that respective services will have
to carry out during the next 25-year pe-
riod, then try to build a defense that
can fulfill that mission.

Now that the defense budget is under
control, we have to get the rest of the
budget in order. The domestic budgets
have gone up, military has gone down,
and mandatory programs are going
through the roof.

I just want to give my colleagues
some facts to back up that general
premise. We are debating an amend-
ment that, in my opinion, is not the
most important amendment.

I do not happen to agree with my
friend from Nebraska about his amend-
ment. I think the premise of it is
wrong. It misses the point of where
this debate should be.

This debate ought to be focused on
the big part of the budget. As I said
yesterday, when Willie Sutton was
caught robbing the banks, he was
asked: ‘*“Why do you rob the banks?’ He
said: “That is where the money is.” If
we want to do something for the Amer-
ican people to fix this budget, we need
to look at mandatory spending, Mr.
President, entitlements and interest on
the debt. Sixty-five percent of the
budget is consumed by mandatory
spending and interest on the debt.

I want to point out some facts. Out-
lays for the defense budget will be $40
billion less in the next 5 years than the
previous 5 years. That is $40 billion in
real dollars. Outlays for domestic
spending will increase $200 bhillion in
the next b years over the previous 5-
year period. That is under the current
budget that is before us. Entitlement
programs will, in the next 5 years, cost
$1 trillion over the past 5 years. Inter-
est on the debt will be approximately
$300 billion.

Adding all of these categories over
the next 5 years, it is $1.5 trillion in
U.S. Government spending increases in
this budget proposal. It has nothing to
do with defense, not a bit to do with
defense, Mr. President, nothing. It is
nondefense spending that is escalating,
skyrocketing.

S0 when people say: Oh, we are going
to cut the defense budget to try to fix
this budget, it is pure nonsense Mr.
President. That is what it is. It is non-
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sense. It is unrealistic. It sends a ter-
rible message to the young men and
women in the military who are under
contract. It is not good for the future
to recruit the kind of young men and
women who were so successful in
Desert Storm and then turn our back
on them.

It is a tremendous risk that we put
the country in by accepting the
premise that is being debated today. In
my view, what the Senate should be
doing is spending this time debating
the 656 percent of the budget that is
mandatory spending and interest on
the debt. We should be complimenting
those people who run the military or-
ganizations of the country for the job
they have done to shoulder the respon-
sibility to have an organized, methodi-
cal builddown of our defense capabil-
ity. We need to remember we are al-
ready talking about losing over 1 mil-
lion people out of our military organi-
zation, civilian and uniformed person-
nel, and that is already a big chunk to
absorb in the coming 4 or 5 years.

If you add all these categories—I
want to say again it is $1.5 trillion of
Government spending in the next 5
years—it has nothing to do with de-
fense. The budget authority for 1990 of-
fered up $180 billion in defense reduc-
tions.

To date, we have realized $1656 billion
in budget authority savings in defense
and we will get the remainder in fiscal
year 1993. Other discretionary accounts
cannot show these savings and the defi-
cit has increased dramatically, but it is
not due to defense spending.

I want to say again there will be a re-
duction in civilian and military per-
sonnel in the neighborhood of 1.2 mil-
lion people. One million people in the
defense-related independent industries
are being displaced in these reductions.

Finally, Mr. President, the budget
process does not require that domestic
accounts choose and prioritize pro-
grams. The defense account lives with-
in a ceiling and prioritizes what must
be spent. The Senator from Maine
made an excellent point. What we are
talking about is sawing off the feet of
the person so they will fit in the bed. It
just does not make any sense. It begs
reason.

Mr. President, I want to say again
between 1985 and 1997, defense spending
will have declined 37 percent in real
terms. At that point, Mr. President, de-
fense will only be 3.4 percent of GNP,
the lowest of any time since prior to
Pearl Harbor and prior to the Korean
war.

If we want to cut the defense budget
more, I would only remind my col-
leagues that this is nothing new. It is
not new. We have repeated this mis-
take time and time again in the his-
tory of this great Republic. As soon as
there is an appearance that maybe we
would not have to have a threat to us,
everyone wants to dismantle our capa-
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bility to defend the country. As soon as
it happens, some problem arises some-
where and we lose unnecessary casual-
ties due to unpreparedness.

By 1993, the defense budget share will
only be 16.3 percent of this budget.
Under this plan, and if we vote to adopt
the Exon amendment, will make the
percentage lower, and, it will be re-
duced to real terms to an even lower
level by 1997.

Mr. President, I think this is a tragic
mistake for this Congress, and this
Senate to waste all of this time on this
amendment that has been debated, and
debated. I have heard my colleagues
say it takes courage to vote for the
Exon amendment.

That is nonsense. What it takes is
courage to stand up to the popular ap-
peal that people have to cut the de-
fense budget. The facts are if the story
was straight to the American people,
they would tell us, “Why don't you
look where the money is, Mr. Senator,
and Mr. Congressman? Why don’t you
look where the deficit is really coming
from the mandatory entitlement pro-
grams? Why don’t you reform those
programs and get the budget back in
balance instead of making some noise
that you can cut another $5 billion out
of the defense budget which will hurt
in real terms in our defense capabili-
ties.”

I made the point yesterday. We now
have three marine expeditionary forces
at sea. They were in two places in Afri-
ca, they were in Iraq rescuing Kurds
last year, and they were in Bangladesh
rescuing people from the floods. Any
further reduction in the defense budget
could jeopardize the current three
MEF's and require that they be cut
back.

What is happening here is this is an
unnecessary, unneeded, risky cut that
should not be made. It will be harmful
to the peace and freedom of the world
and of our own security.

I urge my colleagues to vote down
the Exon amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might
I inquire?

First, let me indicate that I hope ev-
eryone in the Senate knows that while
this is a very important amendment, it
is not the only amendment. I am look-
ing at a list that says there are 20 Sen-
ators who want to offer amendments.
They deserve an opportunity. Their
amendments are important. I do not
know how much more we can say about
this amendment. But, clearly, if Sen-
ators want to add some additional dis-
cussion and debate, I would like to
know how much time remains first on
the amendment, either in favor of it or
opposed to it, if any.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the
amendment, the Chair would advise the
Senator from New Mexico, there are 16
minutes 51 seconds for the proponent.
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Mr. DOMENICI. Is there any time on
the opposition on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no time in opposition.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time is
left in toto on the resolution, including
remaining time on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
16% hours remaining,

Mr. DOMENICI. That is about equal-
1y divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is
about equally divided.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senators should

‘know that seems like a lot of time. We
would not have much time on each
amendment if we do not get on to vot-
ing on this.

Having said that, I understand Sen-
ator CHAFEE desires to speak. I also add
that Senator STEVENS desires to speak
and Senator GRAMM desires to speak.
We will inform them to try to be brief.
I understand in addition on the other
side the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee wishes to speak.

Mr. SASSER. Yes. We would be
pleased to let Senator CHAFEE move
ahead and then perhaps move to the
distinguished President pro tempore. If
those are all the speakers, I think we
can go on for a vote.

May I inquire of my friend from New
Mezxico? Does he have any other speak-
ers other than the distinguished Sen-
ator from Rhode Island?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. I have Senator
STEVENS, Senator GRAMM, and Senator
HorLings. I talked to Senator STEVENS.
He wishes about 10 minutes. Senator
GRAMM will clearly do his in 10 min-
utes. I have not talked to Senator HoL-
LINGS yet. I would think once Senator
CHAFEE is finished, we are talking in
the neighborhood of 30 to 45 minutes.

Mr. SASSER. I say to my friend, why
do we not proceed with Senator CHAFEE
and just move along as fast as we can.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, before
I yield, I would like to take 1 minute
on the resolution, and then I yield up
to 15 minutes to Senator CHAFEE.

Mr. President, I want to repeat an ar-
gument that I am not so sure I made as
well as I should. There can be a lot of
reasons for not wanting to further cut
defense, but I would like to just remind
the Senate and the American people
that history reveals that the United
States, this marvelous country that
goes to war for ideals and principles—
we did it in the First World War, Sec-
ond World War, the Korean war, the
Vietnam war, the immediate past war
in the Middle East. We have a propen-
sity that history reveals to think that
once we have prevailed in the imme-
diate controversy that we build down
America's military might as rapidly as
we can only to find that each and every
time it was a mistake. We found that
within 3 to 5 to 6 years this very com-
plex world has changed again, and
America to be a player in the world, in-
volved in order, peace, and democracy,
has to build back rapidly.
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Frankly, I do not believe there can be
an argument based on fiscal policy and
deficits—and I think I know as much
about where they are really coming
from as anyone in this place—there
cannot be an argument based on fiscal
policy that we should rapidly cut de-
fense more than the Budget Committee
recommended.

As a matter of fact, if we do, we will
spend more money in the next decade
or so when the world gets troublesome,
wars break out, and revolutions break
out. We will build back certain aspects,
and we will spend more than we will
ever save in expediting the reduction in
a disorderly manner.

Having said that, I yield to Senator
CHAFEE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SHELBY). The Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished floor manager.

Mr. President, I would like to discuss
the reasons why I am voting against
the Exon amendment which would cut
defense spending below the levels rec-
ommended by the Budget Committee
by $7.6 billion.

Mr. President, last week I spoke for
and voted for the provision that all
savings from cuts in defense be used to
reduce the deficit. I believe this is
right. These are the so-called firewalls.

Why not carry this even further?
Why not cut defense deeper and thus
reduce the deficit by even more?

Mr. President, let us examine the
budget before us, and what it proposes
to do. We are currently in this year
spending $295.6 billion. The budget be-
fore us for next year—that is what we
are debating—proposes spending $281
billion, a cut from this year’s figure of
$14.6 billion.

I might also note that is $1 billion
below what the President is rec-
ommending. Is this a magic figure?
Could it possibly be cut some more?
Perhaps it could, without causing too
much turmoil or without significantly
affecting the readiness of our forces.

But could it be cut by the sum that
the Senator from Nebraska is suggest-
ing without being extremely harmful?
In other words, could it be cut by an
additional $7.6 billion? I do not think
s0. Why?

Mr. President, the only way rapid
savings in dollars can be obtained is to
cut people. That is the way we save
money—cut people, cut our military
forces, and cut our civilian employees.
Yet today, we have fewer men and
women in uniform than at any time
since the Korean war.

Plans have been made to cut these
forces even more as we head to the date
of 1995. By that time, 1995, 1 million
military and civilian personnel will
have lost their jobs since 1990. Over 700
military installations worldwide will
have been closed. Our forces in Europe
will have been reduced by over 50 per-
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cent. The Army has already eliminated
four divisions and will eliminate two
more within the next 2 years.

By 1995, the Navy will have 450 ships.
Remember that magic term, 600 ships?
We were once going to build a 600-ship
Navy.

So much for the 600-ship Navy. There
will be 450 ships. The Air Force will cut
1,000 aircraft from its inventory. That
is why we have the ironic situation of
trained military pilots manning desks,
because there are not enough planes for
them to fly. Defense, as previously has
been pointed out, will be 3.4 percent of
gross national product, which is amaz-
ing. I had the privilege of working in
the Pentagon in the late 1960’s and
early 1970's, and defense spending was
consistently 8 percent of GNP. Under
the Budget Committee plan, defense
will consume 3.4 percent of gross na-
tional product, the lowest figure since
before Pearl Harbor.

Mr. President, the Secretary of De-
fense, and the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs, have constantly stressed,
warned, if you will, that the draw down
of the military forces must be done in
an orderly manner. They cannot—they,
the ones we have entrusted with our
military forces—have combat ready
units if we have a pell-mell reduction
of our troops.

Mr. President, is this anything to be
worried about? Well, we have seen it
happen. Let me just review a little his-
tory, if I might. The United States
ended World War II in the summer of
1945, with the most powerful military
machine the world has ever seen. That
force was dismantled with no consider-
ation for the future. No one could stem
the rush back to civilian life of 11 mil-
lion men in uniform. That force was
just reduced to a shadow of its former
self over a period of some 9 months.

The army was so weakened, that 5
yvears after being the most powerful
army the world has ever seen, that
army was driven by a third world coun-
try, the entire length of the Korean pe-
ninsula to a tiny perimeter where they
hung on by their fingernails in an area
called Pusan. As in those post-World
War II years, voices now raise the song
that there are no present or future
threats to the world, that the former
Soviet Union is fractured into a series
of chaotic enemies, chiefly marked by
poverty.

Mr. SASSER. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. CHAFEE, Yes.

Mr. SASSER. I listen very carefully
when my friend from Rhode Island
talks about Korea, because the distin-
guished Senator from Rhode Island was
in the marine corps, if I am not mis-
taken, during Korea. I was too young
to serve there, but my father was a of-
ficer, as was the Senator from Rhode
Island, and serve many years in the
South Pacific, and was almost acti-
vated to Korea along with some of his
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fellow officers; and some of them lost
their lives in Korea.

But is my friend from Rhode Island
aware that there is a difference here
between the almost total demobiliza-
tion that occurred after World War II
and what we are discussing here today?
Under the proposal advanced by the ad-
ministration, in the 5-year period lead-
ing up to 1993, in current dollars, we
will spend $1.487 trillion in military.
Under the administration’s proposal, in
the 5-year period from 1993 to 1997, we
will also spend approximately $1.430
trillion, which is about $50 billion
below, in current dollars, what we

spend in the 5-year period leading up to-

1993.

I simply say that to make my friend
aware, or is my friend aware, that we
still are going to maintain a very sub-
stantial military, as opposed to the
total demobilization that occurred
after World War 1I? My friend is cor-
rect, and I remember the dark days of
Korea. This, I think, is a little dif-
ferent situation. I wanted to know if
my friend was aware of those figures:
Approximately $1.480 trillion in the 5
years leading up to 1993, and approxi-
mately $1.427 trillion, in the 5 years of
1993 to 1997.

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. If I might con-
tinue the conversation with the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee, the
figures he is quoting are the figures
that the President has proposed. I sub-
scribe to the President's program. I am
not suggesting that the program that
the President has suggested, nor the
program that has come out of the
Budget Committee, is going to create
this total chaos that we saw at the end
of World War II. That is not the point.
What we are debating here is a resolu-
tion that would further cut, what the
Budget Committee has proposed. That
is where I worry.

Mr. SASSER. Is my friend aware that
even under the Exon amendment, in
the 5 years from 1993 to 1997, we would
be spending almost $1.400 trillion, fall-
ing just under, I would estimate it to
be something like $1.380 trillion in the
5-year period, and those are in current
dollars for defense. So, still, I want to
reassure my friend that even under the
amendment of the Senator from Ne-
braska, there would be a very substan-
tial outlay for the military.

Mr. CHAFEE. I appreciate that. I am
not suggesting that the Senator from
Nebraska is reducing us to mere pla-
toon-size forces, not at all. But I worry
about the trend. Is the Budget Commit-
tee figure exactly right? Who knows?
Can it be reduced somewhat? Probably.
I do not think there is anything magic
by coming down some, if need be, below
that. But it seems to me that what the
Senator from Nebraska has proposed is
a $7.6 billion reduction. He has sug-
gested that you can lengthen out the
procurement schedules and so forth.

But [ think we all know that the way
you get dollars is to reduce people.
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That is the only quick way to get dol-
lars. The proposal of the Senator from
Nebraska is to take place within 1 sin-
gle year, within 12 months, on top of
what the military is already proposing
to reduce.

So, Mr. President, I think it is impor-
tant to remember that this is still a
dangerous world we live in. Who knows
what is going to happen? It seems to
me that it behooves our Nation to have
a trained ready force that can meet the
possible threats that could arise. Some
say that the cuts that are already
planned are too deep, and some ques-
tion whether we could mount an oper-
ation similar to Desert Storm, as we
did a year ago, with the troop levels
that are foreseen under the President’s
budget.

I believe the defense figure that the
committee reported is a good one and
will permit the orderly reductions that
are urged by Secretary Cheney and
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, General
Powell.

Let me just make a further point.
The further cuts proposed, it seems to
me, could well endanger the industrial
base that is important to this Nation.

There is one area that I am particu-
larly familiar with, namely the sub-
marine construction business. We have
a situation there where it is quite pos-
sible we are going to lose our industrial
base. The submarine construction busi-
ness is not something that has a pri-
vate component to it. If you build air-
craft you can build fighter aircraft and
you can build commercial aircraft.
There is a possibility to switch back
and forth with jobs. But there is no
commercial or private demand for sub-
marines and the only entity in the
world that is ordering submarines is
the military and, in our country, the
U.8. Navy.

It is not solely the skills that are re-
quired to build those submarines, it is
the skills that are required to build the
parts for those submarines, pumps,
valves, all the equipment that goes in
them.

Mr, President, we are clearly in dan-
ger of losing that industrial base he-
cause a suggestion is being made that
we no longer construct submarines in
this country once these currently
under order are completed.

That really worries me. Yes, it wor-
ries me because submarines are built in
my area. But it further worries me be-
cause of this industrial base that I be-
lieve is so important to maintain. It is
in danger of being terminated and
clearly will be terminated if deeper re-
ductions are made than already pro-
posed.

Let me close by noting we are deal-
ing with human beings here. We are
dealing with human beings, those in
uniform and those in civilian jobs. It
behooves us to treat those individuals
with as much concern as possible, giv-
ing them lead time to plan for their fu-
ture.
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Many of these solders, sailors, air-
men, marines, and civilian employees
planed their career in the military or
with the military. That no longer will
be possible, we recognize that, because
of these reductions.

But let us make those reductions in
an understanding fashion. Such would
not be true I believe, or could possibly
not be true, under the proposed amend-
ment. Therefore, I hope it will be re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. As the Senator man-
aging the time I would like 10 or 15
minutes.

Mr. CHAFEE. I yield up to 15 min-
utes off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized for 15
minutes.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I do
not usually get involved in these argu-
ments on the budget resolution be-
cause, having been a member of the Ap-
propriations Committee now for many
years. I recognize that the Senator will
set a target for us, and we have abided
by that target in the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee on Defense. Last year,
as a matter of fact, we came in almost
a billion dollars under the rec-
ommendation of the Senate.

This time, however, we have before
us an amendment that I think would
seriously harm our present defense pos-
ture, and there is no way to handle it
without some recognition of the job we
do no the Armed Services Committee
and on the Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee,

The assumptions that are being made
here are just assumptions. For in-
stance, we are told that Senator
ExonN's amendment would not harm
force structure, does not plan any cut.
It is not a question of whether they
plan a cut. There is no plan associated
with his. We work many, many months
on a plan, together with the Armed
Services Committee and Defense Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, to come
in, and together with the Department
of Defense, present a program that will
fund a planned defense strategy. This-
amendment is not part of a planned de-
fense strategy.

Last evening I had the privilege of
attending the dinner at which the Sec-
retary of Defense, Dick Cheney, was
awarded the Medal of the American De-
fense Preparedness Association. It is
the association that is concerned with
our industrial base. As I sat there I
started thinking about the problems
we face now compared to the problems
the country faced when I came out of
the military after World War II. I was
a draftee. I was lucky enough to pass
the flight physical to become a pilot
and officer, but I was drafted. When I
came back, as all my friends realized
and I realized, we were going to get out
of the service. We had not made a ca-
reer decision to be part of the service.



8700

We do not have any draftees now, Mr.
President. We have a volunteer service
made up of young men and women who
made career decisions to serve their
country at a time when we were still in
the longest sustained military effort
that the world has known, 45 years of a
cold war, and we were committed to de-
stroying communism and we have been
able to do that.

Now the question is, do we destroy
ourselves as we fail to recognize the pe-
riod we are in, a transition period? As
we came out of the World War II there
was still a buildup toward maintaining
Europe, not only the Marshall plan but
the increase in forces over there, first
to occupy and bring back those areas
that had been so devastated by World
War II, but then to meet the challenge
of the Soviets as we entered into the
period of the cold war.

As we came out of Korea there was
still that problem in Europe. As we
came out of the Vietnam there was
still the problem in Europe. In other
words, we had an ongoing need for a
military force. Now we are coming to
the end of the cold war. We realize we
are transitioning into the period we all
hoped and dreamed for since World War
II, that is, coming into a century of
peace. Do we do it in the right way or
do we do it in the wrong way?

We had briefings from my good
friend, the chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Colin Powell, in which
he outlined for us—and I wish everyone
could have heard his comments—the
number of tents that surround Moscow,
where people who are career military
people are living in tents. There is not
enough housing for them. They have
had to leave people in the former War-
saw Pact countries because they did
not have housing, they did not have
ability to bring them home. We have
even seen them leave people in space
for an extra period of time because
they did not have the resources to
bring them home.

Is that the symbol we want? Do we
want a tent city in Washington? We are
already, today, bringing out of Europe
500 military families a day. Every day
500 more military families come home.
We have a peaceful transition coming
home. We have our people cleaning up
the bases that they occupied.

I am sure you all watched on tele-
vision the great sight of the standing
down of one division. We did it with
honor; we did it with honor to our flag
and to our people. Every person was
contacted. The schedule was changed
where some people had children in
school; they had to be left there a little
bit longer. But we have an orderly
withdrawal and we have an orderly
transition to a peacetime military.
That takes time.

If we are going to keep our commit-
ments to these people who made career
decisions to serve our country in the
military, and to the civilians that
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worked to support them, and to the
people in the industrial base that sup-
ported both of them, we have to take
our time. It is going to cost a little
money to have an orderly transition. If
we do not have an orderly transition
the sons and daughters of those who
have their promises broken, that are
frustrated with the decisions we make
here, are going to tell their grand-
children do not ever enter the military
service of the United States. Do not
trust your Government.

We are taught all over the country
people say you cannot trust his Gov-
ernment. What are we doing now? We
are proving it to them if we pass the
Exon amendment. Already the Presi-
dent has reduced his own plan that he
presented to us by $50 billion. Now,
Senator EXON wants to reduce that
even further.

I tell you I cannot support an amend-
ment that would leave us in the posi-
tion that we would break the commit-
ment to the people who made career
decisions to enter the service of this
Government. Already, the decisions we
have supported, will by the end of 1994
affect the lives of 1.8 million people.
They will be totally into a new career
if there are jobs available for them.

Senator EXON says that he will not
have any affect on force structure.
That is not true, it is absolutely not
true. There is no way to absorb the
outlay cut of this magnitude solely
through procurement and R&D costs.
There is no way.

There is a decision here to enter into
a precipitous decline in manpower,
breaking the commitments we made to
these people. There is not one Member,
including my good friend from Ne-
braska, Senator EXoN, that does not
come to the Appropriations Committee
and say you must support the National
Guard. You must support it.

We support the National Guard. We
all do. What is this going to do to the
National Guard? It is going to evis-
cerate it. It is going to just absolutely
challenge the ability to maintain the
peacetime force. We have to do it in a
scheduled way and it has to be done in
a way that restores confidence in our
system, not destroy it.

I do not believe that we ought to for-
get the fact that this is round 2, this is
round 2. We had the firewall question.
The question was whether we abrogate
the 1990 agreement on firewalls. The
Senate and the House have both taken
a position on that, against it.

Now the guestion is, do we now cut
further than the Secretary of Defense,
Gen. Colin Powell, and the President
have recommended? They have rec-
ommended that we reduce, as I said,
another $50 billion. That is a total of
$220 billion that those three have rec-
ommended to this Congress, in about a
yvear, in a change from the plans as
they were announced last year.

That is a twin line that I think we
should support. If we can go further, we
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will. The peace dividend, Mr. Presi-
dent, is peace. The question is, can we
maintain it? We are the last remaining
power that has the ability to keep its
promises.

I want to ask the Senate, have you
looked at the commitments we have
made around the world? We still have
vast commitments: NATO and all of
the Pacific agreements. We have agree-
ments in terms of the United Nations,
as I pointed out here at the time we de-
bated the question of the resolution on
the Persian Gulf war. That was a reso-
lution to support our commitment to
send forces with the United Nations
when requested to do so. That is still
our commitment.

I do not feel, after having spent well
over 20 years in reviewing defense ap-
propriations, that it is possible to sup-
port the Exon amendment and at the
same time maintain the credibility of
our armed services and the commit-
ments we have made.

The compromise that is here, that
was presented by Senator HOLLINGS
and Senator DOMENICI, is a good faith
effort to provide the men and women of
the armed services a predictable,
steady, defense plan that will give the
leaders in the Pentagon the oppor-
tunity to downsize the military in a
sensible way keeping in mind all of the
family values that are associated with
a volunteer force.

I remember the time Senator HOL-
LINGS and I, as young Senators, went to
Europe at the request of Senator John
Stennis, who was then the chairman of
our committee. He wanted us to go
look at how our people were getting
along over there. I distinctly remember
walking up to a third floor, what they
called a cold water walk-up flat, that a
young couple was occupying with their
two little babies. He was a draftee. He
had been sent to Europe unaccom-
panied, and his wife had followed him
with the children. They had no allow-
ances; they had no homes on base.

We were part of the group of Sen-
ators who recommended a change in
that policy, Mr. President. We insisted
that if our families go abroad on ac-
companied tours, that we build places
there where the families could have
schools, that we build places there so
that they could have a family life while
they kept our commitment to NATO.
The length of the tour was extended at
the request of Senator HOLLINGS and
me.

Now, when we looked at it, we knew
it would cost more money. We never
dreamed we would reach the day during
our service in the Senate when we
would help bring them back. And now
we want to have them brought back in
a similar way. We want them brought
back with the full recognition of the
family values of those people who com-
mitted their lives to the defense of our
country.

Now their careers must change. Their
careers must change. The impact of
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what Senator EXoN has suggested, in
my opinion, is going to end up with
even the heroes of Desert Storm
knocking at our door within a year
saying what did you do to us? We went
over there, 450,000 people, in response
to the overwhelming support of the
American people, and you have brought
us home without any plan at all.

There is a plan right now. It is a very
scheduled plan and it is a humane plan.
I cannot tell the Senate in strong
enough words how I feel about this, be-
cause, yesterday, I listened to the peo-
ple who had opposed the Patriot, tried
to stop the appropriations for the Pa-
triot, now telling us the Patriot did
not work. Now what is happening in
this country? The Patriot did work be-
yond all expectations. As a matter of
fact, it was in this Senate where we ac-
celerated the funding to try to make
sure the Patriot did work, and thanks
to the ingenuity of the American in-
dustry, it was upgraded. It was then a
ground-to-air missile in terms of air-
craft, and it was made a ground-to-mis-
sile missile in a very short period of
time, and it succeeded, and the world
knows how fast we did that.

Some people say, well, you can cut
the B-2 or you can cut SDI or you can
cut the Seawolf. I see people that are
voting, intending, according to the list
I have seen, to vote for this, who want
to support the Seawolf money. Now if I
ever heard of an inconsistent position,
that is it, because Seawolf is a cut in
the President’s budget. You have to
add money back in to get the Seawolf,
not take it out. You cannot take it out
and get the Seawolf. And if you leave
the Seawolf cuts in and you put this
cut in too, you are going to find that
you are going to be cutting manpower,
and by cutting it, destroying the abil-
ity of the Department of Defense to
provide a scheduled reduction in forces
that will still enable us to keep our
commitments.

I hope I have not prejudged the out-
come of the votes on this, but as I lis-
tened yesterday I got a little worried. I
got a little worried because we have sat
through a whole series of hearings now
in the Appropriations Subcommittee
on the 1993 request that will be author-
ized by this budget resolution. We have
heard Member after Member after
Member after Member question the de-
cision of the President on the Seawolf,
on aircraft, on missiles, on artillery, on
various other munitions, on weapons
systems. Almost every Member that
has something involved in his own
State has come to us and said, ‘“‘Well, I
am going along with the cuts, but can’t
you help us put that money back?"

Now there will be no discretion left
in the Appropriations Committee if
this amendment passes, because it is
an outlay reduction we are looking at
now, an outlay reduction.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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Mr. CHAFEE. The distinguished Sen-
ator would like 5 more minutes off the
bill, That would be fine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized for 5
more minutes.

Mr. STEVENS.
thank the Senator.

I have the feeling that the Senate
ought to wake up. The resolution that
is before us now is a bipartisan solu-
tion to a difficult problem of setting
defense levels. It is less than the Presi-
dent’s request. It is less than the Presi-
dent’s reduction of $50 billion, but it
does give us the flexibility to deal with
the overall requests of the Department
of Defense.

The Exon amendment would leave us
with both hands tied behind our back.
We could not respond to the requests
we have had from individual Members.
We could not try to adjust the procure-
ment schedule. I know of some in-
stances where we could buy down the
line and actually end up with more ma-
terials in our storehouse and actually
have less costs than just terminating
programs.

There is a cost to terminating pro-
grams without negotiations. The way
you get the ability to negotiate is to
have the ability to fund a program and
then say, “Look, if we work together
we can end this line. We don’t need it
anymore. Let’s make a compromise.
You produce z of items and we will
both agree the production will close
down on a specific date.” It will be less
than the money they totally have to
spend.

We have seen that happen time and
time again where they give the Depart-
ment of Defense flexibility. Where you
tell them no, you cannot spend the
money, they have to cancel the con-
tracts and pay the damages.

Now that is what happens when peo-
ple do not understand what they are
doing. And as far as outlays, I have to
say I do not think that either the peo-
ple who are supporting the budget reso-
lution on this matter from the Budget
Committee or from the Armed Services
Committee understand what they are
doing in terms of the appropriations
process. This is an outlay matter that
we are dealing with, it is not a budget
matter; it is not an authorization mat-
ter; it is a matter of spending dollars,
dollars that we have to spend because
of past authorizations that have not
been repealed.

Incidentally, the President has $7.2
billion in rescissions pending before us,
too. If you add the $7.2 billion of the
President’s rescission request to the re-
duction he has already made added to
the Exon rescission, it really amounts
to a reduction in authority to spend
money this year. Despite authoriza-
tion, I think we will end up with abso-
lute chaos.

In other words, I want the Senate to
know I do not support all the Presi-
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dent’s requests for rescissions. I do not
think they should be totally rescinded.
I do think we can adjust some of them,
we can reduce some of them. I do not
come from a State that is affected by
procurement. I do not come from a
State that is affected by the stated in-
tention of the Exon amendment in any
way.

But I do say, as one who has spent a
great deal of time trying to understand
the defense policy of this country, that
this is not the right thing to do. What
is more, the Budget Act itself is no
place to try it. I think it is high time
we thought about getting rid of this
Budget Act.

Ever since we got the Budget Act we
have never balanced the budget. We
spent more time arguing about what
expenditures would be than we have ex-
amining what the expenditures are.
This is typical of it. We have been all
week on this bill and we will spend 1
day on the appropriations bill that
spends the $291 billion.

In my judgment it is wrong. I am
hopeful the debate will go on. I am pre-
pared to have the debate and partici-
pate in it fully. But next time someone
comes to me and says support the Na-
tional Guard, despite what Secretary
Cheney and the President and Colin
Powell say, I am going to ask them
how they voted on the Exon amend-
ment. Because you cannot vote for the
Exon amendment and preserve the Na-
tional Guard. You cannot do it.

You cannot support the Exon amend-
ment and assure that we will keep 12
active divisions out of the 18 we have
now. By the way, the current plan
again is already letting go of 1.8 mil-
lion people to get down from 18 to 12 di-
visions; to reduce our air wings, to re-
duce our Navy as suggested by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, approved by the
Secretary of Defense and approved by
the President.

We cannot maintain our defenses if
we start having amendments that come
out of the air, have no plan attached to
them, no plan at all. I say I hope those
who are listening to me who were
thinking about the Exon amendment
would read it. I hope they would look
at some of the analysis we have pro-
vided. It does not do what the letter
that I received says it would do. It does
not maintain force structure, and we
cannot maintain force structure under
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Ne-
brasgka.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time I may need off the re-
mainder of the time.

I ask at this time how much time
does the Senator from Nebraska have
left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska has 16 minutes and
40 seconds.

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair.
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Mr. President, I have been in the
Senate for 13 years and I have listened
to debates that I thought were far, far
off mark. But I guess I have never lis-
tened to debate like that over the last
day and a half on the Exon amend-
ment, where I have seen my colleagues,
probably not intentionally, but totally
misrepresent the position of the Sen-
ator from Nebraska. I can only say,
after listening to my friend and col-
league from Alaska, that I am glad this
debate is going on. Because the longer
this debate goes on, the more we hear
these statements that I can simply say
from my perspective, and from my
amendment, are totally untrue, then
the better chance that we have to have
a better understanding by the Senate
as a whole.

I am quite pleased. Yesterday I did
not think we had a chance at agreeing
to this amendment. I did not think we
had a chance this morning. But I am
encouraged a little bit right now, Mr.
President, because since last night we
have advanced our position in places
that I was not sure that we could count
on. And when we have this vote today
I suggest it is going to be much closer
than I had originally thought. I think
the reason for that is there is begin-
ning to be some understanding by peo-
ple on both sides of the aisle as to what
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Nebraska does and does not do.

It does not do, I assure you, what the
Senator from Alaska alleged that it
does. We talk about past service. I do
not know what that has to do with the
issue at hand except maybe to focus
the ability and the dedication that we
have had in the past.

Let me mention briefly, I was not
drafted in World War II. I was a volun-
teer in World War II. And ever since
that time of my service overseas, I
have been very much interested in the
military. And I would say that even
those who have been the main detrac-
tors of the Exon amendment by and
large would say that JiM EXoN has
stood probably second to none in either
the House or the Senate in the support
or the buildup of our military forces.

Contrary to what has been said, this
amendment would not guarantee a re-
duction in the Guard and the Reserve,
even the way the President of the Unit-
ed States and the President’s Secretary
of Defense wanted done. There has been
a dramatic, unreasonable reduction in
the Guard and Reserve by the Presi-
dent of the United States and the
President's Secretary of Defense. At
least I am taking a look at what they
recommend, but I do not like it.

Then I hear statements on the floor,
if you go along with the Exon amend-
ment, boy, you really are going to have
some trouble with the Guard and Re-
serve.

I was the Governor of my State for 8
vears and commander of the National
Guard. I guess I probably know as

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

much about the National Guard and
the Reserve as most of the other people
who have continued to be their great
defender—which I think is very justifi-
able. Likewise, any statement that is
made that the Seawolf cannot be fund-
ed if you go along with the Exon
amendment, any statement that you
are going to reduce force if you accept
the Exon proposal, is wrong. I just am
delighted we are going ahead with this
kind of debate.

Once again I would like to say—I will
have more to say on this later, Mr.
President, But all the Exon amend-
ment does is reduce, somewhere bhe-
tween 1 and 2 percent, the total ex-
penditures recommended by the Presi-
dent himself. In other words, the Presi-
dent of the United States in outlays for
fiscal year 1993 is suggesting $285.9 bil-
lion. The Senator from Nebraska is
suggesting that be reduced roughly by
$4 billion, down to $281 billion.

And if anyone thinks that all of these
dire circumstances would come to pass
that have alleged this amendment
would do by reducing the total defense
from $285 billion for next year down to
$281 billion, then I think he or she has
not taken an accurate look and is re-
acting out of fear and not having stud-
ied it through, to reach some conclu-
sions that might help in the argument.
Even to the talk of the Russians aban-
doning their man in space; to the fact
that in Moscow today they have tent
camps around Moscow to take care of
their military people. That is a clever
way of saying: Do not vote for the Exon
amendment or you are likely to have
the same thing happen in America.

I hope my distinguished friend from
Alabama, the man who now occupies
the Chair, who is very knowledgeable
about national defense issues, would
take a look at this himself as I think
many Senators are today, and recog-
nize that the frontal attack on the
Exon amendment is nothing more and
nothing less—nothing more and noth-
ing less, Mr. President—than the fact
that the President of the United States
told us in January that he was going to
cut national defense but he challenged
us, all of us: no lower than that.

Basically that is what we are doing
today. Basgically what the opponents of
the Exon amendment are saying is,
even though it is a modest amendment,
they are heaping everything that you
can imagine on the faults issue, out-
landish interpretations that make no
sense, to try to defeat it. The longer we
go, the stronger we get, and I am de-
lighted that we are continuing the dis-
cussion.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator from Texas 10 minutes off
the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized for 10
minutes.
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Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the Exon amendment. I
would like to begin by reminding my
colleagues where we are in defense and
what we have already done. I would
like to talk about what we are doing in
the budget that is before us, and to re-
mind people of the cold reality that de-
fense expenditures do not simply rep-
resent abstract numbers; they rep-
resent dollars being spent on people in
uniform or defense contractors, and
they ultimately represent an impact on
real people.

Finally, I would like to talk a little
bit about our Nation’s history, about
the mistakes we have made in the past,
and, finally, exhort my colleagues to
look at our history, and to look at the
Exon amendment and made a decision
as to whether we want to go down this
road again.

Mr. President, let me first remind
our colleagues that in the 1991 budget,
we initiated a dramatic reform in the
American military. We reduced defense
spending over a b-year period by $170
billion, representing roughly a 25-per-
cent reduction in defense spending, a
dramatic change in public policy. We
have in the budget before us, that is,
the number that is in the budget which
Senator EXON seeks to reduce dramati-
cally, another $50 billion reduction in
defense over a 5-year period. Nobody
here knows what $1 billion is, much
less than $220 billion, which is the cu-
mulative 5-year running total of de-
fense cuts that we are committed to by
past action and by the budget, before
us.

But let me just give a number that I
think brings it to life. The cuts that
are already committed to, plus the cuts
in the budget before us, will mean, at a
minimum, that 1 million Americans
that were either in uniform or working
in the defense industry in some job in
1991 will no longer be in uniform or no
longer be working in the defense indus-
try of America by the end of 1996. One
million jobs is what we are talking
about.

The reductions proposed by Senator
ExoN would impose another $62.5 bil-
lion cut on top of that, and we are
talking about a dramatic change in
policy. It might be a good change, it
might be a bad change, and obviously
it depends on who you are listening to.
But nobody can say that is a modest
amendment. That is a dramatic change
in public policy.

Mr. President, basically our situation
is as follows: The policy of contain-
ment, which we followed for 45 years to
keep Ivan back from the gate, worked.
Americans’ strength worked. We de-
terred aggression. We kept Ivan back
from the gate. And, ultimately, the su-
periority of the American system has
started to emerge.

We have responded to that by reduc-
ing defense spending by 30 percent. I
would argue that that is enough, and it
is enough for two important reasons.
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First, it is enough as of today be-
cause we are talking about real people.
We are talking about volunteers who
joined the Army, and the Navy, the Air
Force, and the Marine Corps, and com-
mitted themselves to a career. We have
to have some flexibility in helping
those people readjust their life to the
fact that the world has changed. It is
going to be difficult enough to insti-
tute a 30-percent change based on ac-
tions already taken. If we come in on
top of that with another dramatic re-
duction, we are adding to the burden of
putting people out of the service who
volunteered.

Mr. SASSER. Just on that point, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. GRAMM. I will be happy to yield.

Mr. SASSER. I thank the distin-
guished Senator.

Mr. GRAMM. I would like to yield
having the time come off the Senator’s
time.

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

Mr. SASSER. I noted, on January 3,
1992, my friend from Texas had a press
conference in the Capitol. At that
time, he suggested that we reduce de-
fense spending about $74 billion, rough-
ly a 5-percent reduction per year over
the next b years. He was advocating at
that time that the savings be used to
offset a permanent increase in the per-
sonal income tax exemption and also to
contribute some of the savings to defi-
cit reduction. The caps on defense
would be lowered, as I understood it,
under his suggestion in fiscal years
1993, 1994, and 1995 for that purpose.

When the Senator from Texas was
proposing a 53-percent reduction in de-
fense in January of this year in order
to finance a tax cut and for deficit re-
duction, this amounted to roughly a 5-
percent reduction per year over the
next 5 years. In that proposal, how did
he intend to deal with the problem of
not reducing the force?

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, reclaim-
ing my time, I would like to remind my
colleague—and I am grateful that he
remembers the press conference. I wish
he had supported the concept. Unfortu-
nately, what has happened in the budg-
et which is before us is we have taken
the President’s defense savings that he
proposed, but we have not funded the
peace dividend raising the personal ex-
emption by $500 per person.

The distinguished Senator will have
an opportunity to speak when I get
through. I would like to go ahead and
finish my speech. I will address the
point. But let me just respond to the
point in two ways. First of all, my
press conference and the position I
took and the position that I advocate
today is that we ought to dedicate any
funds saved on defense reductions now
and in the future to giving the money
back to the long suffering American
taxpayer who, after all, let us use the
money to win the cold war. If we now
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simply go out and spend the money and
we decide we need it again, the tax-
payer is not going to have it to let us
use, and we are going to end up having
to further raise the tax burden to de-
fend the Nation in the future.

Second, I simply picked a figure out
based on what would produce a round
number in terms of raising the per-
sonal exemption. But a point I made in
the press conference, a point that I
support today, is that we have to make
defense decisions based on the threat,
based on the economic practicality. I
think the President is most gualified
to judge the threat and I support his
defense spending level. But the point
which I strongly support today is the
first claimant on defense savings
should not be the Congress of the Unit-
ed States, it should be the long suffer-
ing American taxpayer.

The defense savings in the budget be-
fore us, which basically reflects the
President’s numbers, do not have a cor-
responding tax cut for the American
taxpayer, do not give the money back
to the taxpayer so that the taxpayer
could invest that money in the tax-
payer's future and, therefore, in the
country’s future.

But getting back to the two points I
was making, first of all, we have $170
billion of cuts already agreed to. We
have another roughly $50 billion built
into the budget before us. It is going to
be a very difficult process in carrying
these cuts out because we are affecting
real people in real jobs and I think we
have to rely on people who are experts
in this area to look at what is feasible,
to minimize the costs we are imposing
on the people who wore the uniform of
the country, who worked in the defense
industries, and who won the cold war.

I think the problem with the Exon
amendment is that we are already in a
difficult adjustment period and this is
going to add to it.

The second point I think is equally
relevant and, in the long run, far more
important. We have a long and
undistinguished history in this country
of disarming when the threat appears
to have disappeared, and we have al-
most always regretted it when we have
done it.

I am very concerned that we are for-
getting the lessons of our long history.

I remember, because my father was a
career soldier and a sergeant in the
Army and participated in the Louisi-
ana maneuvers in 1940, where they had
wooden guns; they had stovepipe can-
nons; they had cardboard tanks. The
Japanese sent observers; the Congress
sent. observers. The Japanese learned
from the experience in the Louisiana
maneuvers; Congress did not.

I think it is very important for us to
remember, as delighted as we are at
what the world looks like today, we do
not have guarantees about the future,
At the end of World War II, the future
looked great. We disarmed America,
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and 5 years later, a third-world coun-
try, North Korea, almost pushed us off
the Korean peninsula.

My argument is simply this: Before
we start slashing defense, I think it is
important to remember that we are not
at the end of history. As much as we
might dream that there might never be
another tyrant, there are tyrants
today; there will be tyrants in the fu-
ture. Despite the best efforts of diplo-
macy, reason will fail. And when rea-
son fails, it is important that we have
an Army, a Navy, an Air Force, and a
Marine Corps that do not fail.

I do not argue that we cannot or that
we should not try to save money on de-
fense. I think we can, we are, and we
should be doing that. But I think we
have to look very carefully at what we
are doing, because even if the biblical
admonition that the lion and the lamb
are about to lie down in the world—and
I pray they are—even if that comes
true, it is important that the United
States of America be the lion because
only if America is the lion can we be
certain that the lamb is going to be
safe.

So I believe this is an unwise amend-
ment. It is an unwise amendment be-
cause we can stand here and say to
each of our Members: You can vote for
this additional cut on top of a 30-per-
cent cut, and we can still keep all these
Army Reserves and all of these Na-
tional Guard outfits in operation.

The reality, which we all know but
which nobody wants to admit politi-
cally, is we are keeping too many of
them in operation today given the cuts
to which we have already agreed. But
the Senator from Nebraska can, in all
honesty, say there is nothing in these
cuts that will make you shut them
down. He can say to the people who
want to build the Seawolf, knowing in
cutting another $62 billion——

Mr. President, I yield myself 5 addi-
tional minutes.

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

Mr. GRAMM. That there is nothing
in these cuts in the Exon amendment
that would make us do away with the
Seawolf submarine. You can pick any
weapon system and say it is still pos-
sible to protect it.

Mr. President, all of that is true, but
it all misses the point that if we cut
another $62 billion on top of the $220
billion we have already cut, clearly you
are going to affect procurement at all
levels to some extent, and ultimately
cutting dollars being spent means cut-
ting spending.

I think it is important that we not
deceive ourselves. I am ready to see de-
fense built down on an orderly basis. I
do not believe this amendment rep-
resents building down on an orderly
basis.

Finally, I would be more sympathetic
to this proposal if it had a procedure
that locked in the savings for the next
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4 or 5 years to assure it was not going
to be spent. But we all know—we have
heard it over and over in the debate
that has already occurred—the reason
this cut is being considered by so many
of our colleagues is that they salivate
when they look at the $62.5 billion that
starting next year, when there are no
firewalls between defense and non-
defense, Congress can spend.

If we had a commitment that this
savings could be invested in the future
by giving it back to the taxpayers, so
that taxpayers could invest it in their
future and the country’s future, I
would be more favorably inclined. If we
had a commitment that we could lock
into law to change the overall deficit
reduction targets to assure it would go
to deficit reduction, and therefore
would reduce borrowing, and therefore
would mean over -the next 5 years we
would be borrowing less and the pri-
vate sector could borrow to invest in
creating new jobs and building new
farms, new factories, and generating
new economic growth, I think the ar-
gument would be stronger.

But I want to urge my colleagues to
take a long, hard look at this amend-
ment; to look at the lessons of America
in terms of our disarmament after
World War I, our disarmament after
World War II; at the long and difficult
and painful and expensive lessons that
we have learned. And let us try in a
prudent way to build down defense,
knowing that as certain as history re-
peats itself, there will be times in the
future when we will need a strong and
vibrant defense.

We hope that if we are called upon to
use our defense again, we will have the
same superiority we had in the gulf
war. If we do not, we will pay for it in
terms of treasure in building defense
back up, and we will pay for it in terms
of American blood. Both of those costs
are high.

I think this is not a wise amendment.
I hope my colleagues will reject it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
KERREY). Who yields time?

Mr., SASSER. Mr. President, let me
say to my colleagues, we want to move
forward as rapidly as we can to try to
get to a vote on this particular amend-
ment. To my knowledge there is only
one additional speaker on our side of
the aisle, and that is the distinguished
President pro tempore. He is in his of-
fice and, I think, is on call to come
here and speak.

The distinguished ranking Member is
not on the floor at this moment, but it
is my understanding there may be one
other speaker on his side. So I am
hopeful we can soon dispense with the
debate and get to a vote.

Let me say to my colleagues we have
about 20 additional amendments that
have to be dealt with today and per-
haps tomorrow. I think if we would
really get moving here, there is a

(Mr.
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chance we could get this resolution
perhaps behind us this evening. I may
be overly optimistic, but we could try.

Mr. President, as we await the arriv-
al of other Senators on the floor, let
me say that I always listen to the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Texas
with great interest. He arrived here on
the floor this morning in opposition to
the Exon amendment, and he cited a
number of reasons for his opposition.
One, some concern about whether or
not the military establishment—if we
followed the advice and counsel of our
distinguished friend from Nebraska,
whether or not our military capability
would be sufficient to meet the threat
that was there.

I call attention to a proposal the
Senator from Texas made on January
3, 1992, that we reduce defense spending
by $74 billion.

That was the proposal of Senator
GRAMM, that we reduce defense spend-
ing by $74 billion, roughly 5 percent,
over the next 5 years. He said that
those savings would be used to pay for
a permanent tax cut, and he did say it
would contribute to the deficit reduc-
tion.

Mr. President, I cannot imagine that
the threat to this country has in-
creased between January 1992 and April
of the same year. And if the $73 billion,
5 percent cut in defense, as proposed by
the Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM)]
was viable in January 1992, why is it
not equally as viable here in April 1992?

So, the conclusion is inescapable that
it is all right with the Senator from
Texas to reduce defense for a tax cut,
but it is not all right to reduce defense,
as the distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska proposes, just to reduce the
budget deficit.

I disagree very strongly with our
friend from Texas on that. I think in
poll after poll after poll the American
people have said, if they had the choice
between taking the so-called peace div-
idend and giving themselves a tax cut
or taking the peace dividend and reduc-
ing the budget deficit, by overwhelm-
ing margins, when given just those two
choices, the American people have said
they would prefer to use the peace divi-
dend or defense savings to be used to
reduce the budget deficit.

There has been a lot of conversation
here as if this minuscule cut that Sen-
ator EXON is proposing is simply going
to amount to unilateral disarmament,
that we are going to go back to the
days when they drilled in Louisiana in
1940 with wooden rifles, as the Senator
from Texas indicated.

Under the President’s proposal, over
the 5-year period from 1993 to 1997, we
would spend $1.423 trillion on the mili-
tary in this country—$1.423 trillion
would be spent over the next 5 years on
the military. Under the Exon pro-
posal—some are advertising this as
unilateral disarmament; we will be
drilling with wooden rifles again as we
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did in 1940—under the Exon proposal,
over the 5-year period, we would spend
$1.364 trillion on the military establish-
ment in this country.

Let me give you another example of
what we are talking about. In the pe-
riod from 1988 to 1992, in current dol-
lars, we spent $1.478 trillion on the
military. How has the administration
reacted to the collapse of the Soviet
Union, the collapse of the Warsaw Pact
and the fact we are the only remaining
superpower in the world? They want to
spend $1.423 trillion over the next 5
yvears. So $1.423 trillion is what the ad-
ministration wants to spend on defense
over the next 5 years.

I say to my colleagues, I think Sen-
ator ExXon’s $1.324 trillion is too much,
but I am going to support him because
I think that is the best we can do. I
want to take that money and try to re-
duce this gargantuan budget deficit. I
think that is a bigger threat than any
external military threat to the United
States.

Mr. President, I see my friend from
New Mexico on the floor. In his ab-
sence, I indicated to the Chair that, to
my knowledge, there is only one addi-
tional speaker on our side. I am ad-
vised there might be one additional
speaker on the other side. I want to
counsel with the distinguished Presi-
dent pro tempore, find out how much
time he wishes, and then perhaps we
could enter into a time agreement and
get a vote on this because time is sim-
ply getting away from us here.

Mr. DOMENICLI. I think that is an ex-
cellent idea. From what I know, Sen-
ator HOLLINGS desires to speak, and,
clearly, he was the proponent in the
Budget Committee of this number for
defense. I want to accommodate him. I
will be trying to find out from him how
much time he will need while the Sen-
ator is trying to find out from Senator
BYRD.

Mr. SASSER. If the distinguished
Senator will indulge me, I will suggest
the absence of a quorum and see if we
cannot discuss this with the distin-
guished President pro tempore and ar-
rive at some agreement but ask the
time be charged equally to both sides.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, does
the Senator intend to talk with the
distinguished Senator BYRD himself.

Mr. SASSER. I am going to try to get
him on the phone.

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not think I am
needed. I will be glad to accompany
you. I am prepared to put a quorum
call in in 2 minutes. Let me speak for
2 minutes. I will put the quorum call
in.
Mr. President, I would like to share a
couple of observations with the Senate
with reference to the notion of deficit
reduction and who is doing more for
deficit reduction because it is very in-
teresting how this is evolving.

Let me take the Senate back to last
week when the issue was the cap on de-
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fense which we had grown to call the
wall. Almost every Senator that is
going to vote for the reduced defense
number voted to tear down the wall
and spend it all. I just coined that—
tear down the wall and spend it all.
That is what those Senators that want-
ed to take the wall down were saying
that we needed all of this money for
these desperately essential domestic
programs. There is no question that, if
you took that wall down, whatever you
saved on defense would have been in
one single bushel basket to be used by
defense and domestic spending, and I
believe it would have all been spent.

So I think it is fair to say that the
majority of the Senators that want to
reduce defense more were in favor of
spending the defense savings. Point No.
1

How can that be turned, all of a sud-
den, into the deficit reduction team? Is
that credible? Of course not. Second
point.

The way the law currently is, Mr.
President, the only moneys that are
going to the deficit are 1993 savings be-
cause the wall is there. What you do
not spend on defense goes to the deficit
by legal definition. But, Mr. President,
in 1994, in 1995, the remnants of the 5-
year agreement, and thereafter, under
the ordinary budget law, there are no
walls. We will decide from the whole
package of money how much for de-
fense and how much for all the rest.

It seems to me that it is not quite
Hoyle to tout deficit reduction and use
the full year’s estimates when, as a
matter of fact, the present dominant
view of those who want to cut more
want to spend it all on other programs.

Having said that, I will only make
one other point. The military-indus-
trial complex that existed and was al-
luded to by President Eisenhower has
been used so much that it almost is as
if we really understand what he had in
mind. But, frankly, I believe it is a
hoax to talk about the military-indus-
trial complex holding up this defense
budget and buttressing Senators so
they will vote for the high numbers. I
just honestly believe it is Senator to
Senator talking about this. It is facts.
It is an analysis of where things are
going and what is going to happen that
is going to judge our votes.

Surely, the President has an interest
and the Secretary of Defense has an in-
terest. But I just do not believe that we
ought to leave the record with some in-
dication that there are some ghosts
around that are really out there con-
trolling us because of programs or ex-
penditures that will help the so-called
military-industrial complex.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I might need, not to
exceed 2 minutes on my time.

I would like to ask a question of my
friend who has just talked. I have
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heard a great deal, I say to my friend
from New Mexico, about insincerity. I
have heard a great deal about the Exon
amendment, and that people do not
want to cut the budget. I have heard
reference to the fact that let us go
back to last week and see how we voted
on the wall matter, because the impli-
cation, while not being stated, is that
somehow if you voted for taking down
the wall last week, you are some kind
of a hypocrite if you then vote for the
Exon amendment.

I would like to ask, for the record, of
my friend from New Mexico, if there is
any intention to draw that conclusion
from the remarks that he just made,
would he be good enough to exclude the
Senator from Nebraska, who did not
commit that terrible act, evidently, of
voting to knock down the wall last
week. Would the Senator verify that?

Mr. DOMENICI. Sure. I say that I do
not think I ever used the words every-
one who voted to tear down the wall.
The distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska did not do that.

Mr. EXON. So I am a good guy?

Mr. DOMENICI. I did not say good,
bad, hypocritical, or not. I merely
stand for the proposition that I think
is right, which is, had we torn down the
wall, we would have spent the defense
savings on domestic programs. The
Senator might not have voted for it.

Mr. EXON. I reserve the remainder of
my time.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask how much time
Senator HOLLINGS needs.

Mr. HOLLINGS. b minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 10 minutes to
Senator HOLLINGS.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the
amendment misses the Hollings-Do-
menici mark, which is a mark I feel
very good and strongly about. It has
been tested by the military industrial
complex. When I turned on the TV dur-
ing the debate yesterday afternoon, I
heard a lot of fanciful talk that some-
how there had been a conspiracy to ar-
rive at this figure.

My arrival at the figure begins with
current policy, Mr. President. I never
had bought that sorry 1990 summit
agreement, That crowd of summiteers
said we were headed in the right direc-
tion; that we would reduce the deficit
$500 billion in 5 years. The truth is, to
the contrary, we are increasing the def-
icit $500 billion in a single year, this
yvear, and we are headed in the wrong
direction. So I do not assign any sanc-
tity to the silly summit and the
summiteers. I can tell you that right
now.

I started with current policy. Under
current: policy, what we do is take the
1992 defense 0560, or defense number, and
extrapolate out with respect to the
commitments made under contract and
inflation. When I got to a figure, I
looked and found out that I was pretty
well on target with the President’s fig-
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ure. I arrived at this, actually, in the
first part of February, over 2 months

ago.

I began to talk to my colleague from
Nebraska, and others, about formulat-
ing a budget, because that is what we
really have at hand. In trying to arrive
at that budget, I first considered cer-
tain fundamentals. We had to show
some austerity and discipline at the
congressional level here, and what we
needed to do was to take a surgical
knife right to the bureaucracy itself,
which has grown and sprawled. I rea-
soned, why not do just exactly as we
did under President Reagan 10 years
ago and cuf some 10 percent, or an
amount equal to that, over a 3-year pe-
riod, by attrition. We would not be ex-
acerbating, in any sense, unemploy-
ment, which is a big problem out there
in the economy. But that 10 percent
cut would demonstrate some awareness
of what is happening in America's in-
dustry everyday.

Thereupon, I once again proposed the
budget freeze, and the body has heard
me ad nauseam advocating a budget
freeze, which is exactly what a mayor
of a city or a Governor of a State
would readily do. Those of us who have
served as Governors know what I am
talking about. You do not print dollars
back at the State capitol like you do
here in Washington. Instead, you just
take this year’'s budget for next year.
You do not let go of any essential per-
sonnel in law enforcement in schools,
or otherwise. You do not cut back any
basic services, but likewise you do not
expand.

And so we look to the distinguished
chairman of our Budget Committee, we
look at the chairman’s mark, and we
see that it takes two very formidable
steps with a bureaucracy cut and a
freeze in budget authority. And then
we got the two points at issue, namely,
how we are going to allocate the
money saved, and what is going to be
the size of the defense cut, how big will
the peace dividend be?

I differed with my distinguished
chairman in that I thought we still
needed the stimulation. But having
fought for the cuts in the deficit, I cer-
tainly was not going to be bound again
when only a minimal amount was in-
volved. I think that minimal amount is
a substantial amount when it comes to
stimulation, but only minimal when it
comes to the deficit itself. In fact, I
stated in committee that if we were
running deficits of $20 and $30 billion,
rather than $400 and $500 billion, then
under these circumstances we could
well increase our deficit in order to
stimulate the economy, which would be
good economic sense at this particular
point.

But the chairman and the committee
have to get out a budget, and I said at
the time that if my figure on defense
did not prevail, I would go along with
the chairman’s mark, even though I
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might disagree with it, because I real-
ize that he is doing yeoman’s work in
trying to get a budget out and form a
consensus.

In that light, we now have coming
with current policy under the Hollings-
Domenici mark, an actual cut of de-
fense outlays of $15.6 billion. That
might not seem a good amount, or a
large amount, but I can tell you I have
been in the budget process where we
struggled over $2 billion in the context
of the entire budget. And it comes from
defense itself, to mandate on top of re-
scissions an additional $15.6 billion.
And there seems to be a solid consen-
sus, that we will be in the vicinity of
cutting some $7.7 billion in rescissions.
If that were to occur, then we would be
looking at a total defense cut of $23.3
billion in 1 year.

Let us assume it is anywhere be-
tween $15 and $20 billion. I think our
mark here;, which I was glad to join in
sponsoring with the distinguished
ranking member, the Senator from

New Mexico—and to say let us go for-.

ward with that one, realizing that, yes,
we could all list certain contracts for
termination. But we find out, on closer
study, that the feasible cuts in con-
tracts do not correspond to the amount
yvou need. And in that light, you find
out you are having to delve into per-
sonnel cuts in a traumatic fashion. For
example, you find yourself going up to
a top kick in Europe, who has 16 years
in the service, and who is looking for
his 4 more additional years in order to
get full retirement, and you end up
saying, oh, no, look, you won the war
in Desert Storm, but now you are the
loser.

You are not the winner. You either
take the $50,000 in severance and get
out by the 1st of June or chances are
we are going to kick you out by the 1st
of September. That fundamentally is
unfair and wrong. I would like to be
the lawyer and bring that case before a
jury back home. I could win that case.

Everyone in this body would agree
that is unfair, but that is what is being
required when you add on another cou-
ple of billion under the pending amend-
ment. I do not want to do that. I do not
want to cut it that drastically. I think
we are already cutting deeply now, and
what is misleading the colleagues is
this cap. They say they want to cut in-
stead of $5.3 billion up to $8.-something
billion, and it only looks like a few bil-
lion more.

Caps or no caps, I never did agree
with the 1990 summit agreement. I
voted against it. Instead, I am getting
down to the real world of current pol-
icy. The current policy is at $15.6 bil-
lion, which we have marked and re-
ported out in this concurrent budget
resolution. We only put it in for a year,
because we learned the hard lesson
that these 5-year plans are about like
Soviet 5-year plans. They do not last
beyond the first year. Namely the sum-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

mit agreement has not lasted more
than a year in the right direction. It
has gone in the opposite direction. I do
not think we ought to break ranks and
try to just identify more with the
peace dividend, or against the military,
or against the Pentagon, or against de-
fense.

On the contrary, I have a different
view. I am differing with respect to the
National Guard. I differ with them
with respect to Europe. We fought in
the defense appropriation subcommit-
tee where the NATO command and the
Defense Department said we had to
have an air field in Crotone, in south-
ern Italy, at a cost of $800 million. We
as politicians prevented that. We find
out in Desert Storm that you can fly a
plane, even the relatively slow A-10s,
all the way in due time to the gulf, or
in this case to Turkey, because the
former field at Crotone was nothing
more than a staging field for planes to
be deployed to Turkey.

I want to reaffirm my strong com-
mitment to the Hollings-Domenici
mark in this concurrent budget resolu-
tion and I want to oppose the Exon
amendment on the merit itself. We
save that money. I only give that as an
example.

1 differ with respect to the National
Guard. I am differing right now with
respect to actions taken in my own
backyard for political reasons, moving
the minecraft base from Charleston to
Texas when the minecraft unit does
not want to move and the Navy does
not want to move. It is going to cost
extra money to move. So I have a long
list of differences with the Pentagon
leadership and this was not put in
other than for the good of the order.

You can get a budget resolution. But
if you go that extra couple billion, or
looked at in another light, another $4
billion and in that case I am afraid we
are not going to get a budget resolu-
tion.

The proponents on the floor today
may have won a battle but have lost
the war, and it is not all that big a dif-
ference except that it strikes right to
the personnel. If we could hold all the
personnel in there right now I would do
so. I want to cut back on the R&D. I
want to cut some on the material. I
want to cut back on the missilery. I
want to cut back on stealth. I can give
you a long list of things I previously
supported, the MX, Midgetmans, B-2's
and so on, that I am now willing to cut.
But I will not agree to a pandemonium,
panic, pell-mell rush down the road
saying we have to cut $2 billion more
out of personnel, because that is what
this amendment amounts to, and I
hope it will be defeated.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr, EXON. Mr. President, I yield my-
self what time I may use off the bill to
answer and enter into debate with my
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great friend and colleague from South
Carolina, whom this Senator has stood
on this floor with on more occasions
than I think anyone else seeing eye to
eye.

Would you please take back the
statement that the Senator just made,
at least as I understood it that if the
Exon measure passes we would reduce
personnel. Is that what the Senator

said?

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is exactly what
I said. I know the Senator is looking at
it differently. He has in his own mind
his own little cut. I have in my mind
my little cuts. The Secretary of De-
fense has his little cuts. I can tell the
Senator having looked at all those
from my experience of over 20 years of
defense appropriations, I can tell the
Senator you are harshly into personnel
and there is no question in my mind.

Mr. EXON. You are entitled to your
opinion.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Thank you.

Mr. EXON. Even though your opin-
ion, I must say to my friend, is very
definitely wrong.

I would also like to ask the Senator
what has changed so dramatically in
the last 30 days that we find ourselves
necessary to not make the cuts that
the Senator has agreed to make and I
agreed to cosponsor.

If the Senator will look at the record
of the U.S. Senate March 10, S. 3099, the
Senator from South Carolina came on
the floor and introduced a cut in the
defense budget, and cosponsors, EXON,
HeEFLIN, D’AMATO, to stimulate the
economy.

Basically when I came up with my
cut, T thought I was letting the Senator
down. He was proposing a cut of about
$10 billion and the cut that Senator
EXoN proposes in this measure is only
$8.8 billion, and now I hear you get up
on the floor of the U.S. Senate and say
that the Exon measure would cut per-
sonnel when I guess the Senator's
would not.

It seems to be a lot of changing winds
of war going on today with regard to
the budget, and I simply say that the
Senator from Nebraska might be wrong
and there may be others who had a lot
more experience in these budgetary
matters and they might be right. At
least I am convinced that my proposal
does not get into personnel cuts.

I would certainly say that if my
amendment would get into personnel
cuts then the cuts that you suggested
months ago in the official RECORD of
the U.S. Senate would go far beyond
that, and you have the right to change
your mind.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would ask the Senator to direct
the comments to the Chair.

Mr. EXON. I reserve the remainder of
my time and I yield the floor.

Mr. HOLLINGS. May I have yielded a
minute?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield a minute to
the Senator.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. HOLLINGS. The change is really
in essence not a change at all. What
happens in the March 10 figures that
we used were against the caps. We did
not have the Congressional Budget Of-
fice figures. We were trying and trying,
and quite a task, to formulate those
figures and instead of taking them tak-
ing a similar figure and figure that
way, I realized, and the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska realized, $15.6
billion and the figure is no change or
surprise that the distinguished Senator
asked of me in this moment.

We debated this last week and he
knows there is a plan using our Con-
gressional Budget Office figures, and
the amount is the $15.6 billion figure,
so there are no dramatic figures in
winds of war whatever it is. What we
have to change is the nonsense of sum-
mit caps and by leading the party you
can get a $5 or $8 or $9 billion cut.
Members of the Senate, you are dealing
with anywhere from $15 to $20 billion.
And when you are going go on up be-
yond that you do to the $19 billion and
then add another $7 billion, you are
way up. It is going to be an impossible
task. I am glad I am not the Secretary
of Defense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 1 minute off my time.

To somewhat maybe reassure the
Senator from South Carolina and oth-
ers I would cite that part of the resolu-
tion that says it is the sense of the
Congress that the levels in section 6 of
this resolution are consistent with the
assumption that the defense reductions
required shall not result in reducing
military personnel below those levels
set forth in the President’s fiscal 1993
budget. That is the sense of the Senate.

In that same context, Mr. President,
the whole budget process is a sense of
the Senate because it addresses the
problem to the appropriators and the
authorizers. No one can guarantee any-
thing, but our intent is not to cut per-
sonnel further and I believe that will
be the end results, even if the Exon
amendment is accepted.

I reserve the remainder of my time
and I yield the floor.

Mr. SASSER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I have
been discussing the perspective pro-
ceedings with the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Mexico. I would like to
propound a unanimous-consent request
at this time.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from West Virginia be recog-
nized next in the ordinary course of
business and be allowed to speak on
this amendment without time limita-
tion; that the time he consumes be
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charged against the resolution; that
after the Senator from West Virginia
concludes, the Senator from New Mex-
ico be recognized for 10 minutes; that
after the Senator from New Mexico
concludes, the Senator from Nebraska
be recognized for such time as he may
have remaining on the amendment; and
that thereafter the Senate proceed
without intervening debate to vote on
the Exon amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DOMENICI. Reserving the right
to object.

Parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Presi-
dent. How much time remains on the
amendment for the proponent of the
amendment, on the amendment itself?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five
minutes and fifty-four seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. Further parliamen-
tary inquiry. If the unanimous consent
is granted and if the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia were to speak
for 1 hour, is it the interpretation of
the Chair that that entire 1 hour would
come off of the time allotted Chairman
SASSER as a designee of the majority
leader to manage the bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair's understanding is the consent
would be to divide the time equally.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is not the un-
derstanding of the Senator from New
Mexico. Senator BYRD is going to speak
in opposition to the defense number. T
would not agree that it was open-ended
for the Senator from West Virginia, as
much as I respect him, and then agree
to take it out of our time not knowing
how long he might speak.

Mr, SASSER. Mr. President, let me
amend the unanimous-consent request
to say that the time that might be
consumed by the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia be taken out of the
majority leader’s time on the resolu-

tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DOMENICI. Reserving right to
object, I note that Senator BYRD is on
the floor. Might I just discuss for a mo-
ment a concern I have?

First of all, this entire budget resolu-
tion is under a statutory time limita-
tion. I am being asked to agree to the
unanimous-consent agreement, which I
am leaning very, very strongly in
doing, but we are not limiting the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia
to any amount of time albeit whatever
he uses will be charged against Senator
SASSER's time as the Democratic des-
ignee for the floor management.

I hope Senator BYRD understands
that I do that because I truly have con-
fidence that he understands that there
is not a lot of time left for many
amendments and that he will, in his
typical way, be judicious with us and
vet make his points. Is that a fair as-
sessment, I ask the chairman?

Mr. BYRD. My typical way might not
be too brief.

8707

Mr. DOMENICI. I understand that.
But to the extent that it is not, there
will be no time left on the Senator's
side for the remainder of the proposals.
But I will agree to the unanimous-con-
sent agreement, understanding that
that is not very typical on my part or
of a unanimous-consent agreement. I
nonetheless will agree.

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

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. How much time is
remaining on the resolution?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifteen
hours and three minutes.

Mr. SASSER. And how much time is
remaining on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight
hours and twenty minutes.

Mr. SASSER. And how much on the
other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dif-
ference.

Mr. SASSER. The Chair has a
quicker mind in addition and subtrac-
tion than I do.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six hours
and forty-three minutes.

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Chair.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee, Mr. SASSER, for his
courtesy and his consideration. I also
thank the distinguished ranking mem-
ber, Mr. DoMENICI, for his equal cour-
tesy and consideration.

Mr. President, this has been a good
debate, And as one who came here a
good many years ago when we had the
Dick Russells, the Spessard Hollands,
the Lister Hills, the Harry Byrd, Srs.,
and the Everett Dirksens, and many
others, I have to say those were the
days in which we engaged in good de-
bates and in great debates in this Sen-
ate.

Of course, back over the history of
the Senate, this body has been noted
for its being the forum of the States
and the forum of American constitu-
tional liberty. And, as I see it, it is still
the forum.

I congratulate those on both sides of
the aisle and those on both sides of the
question who have participated in this
debate. I think it has been enlightening
and informative. I respect the views of
all sides and all Senators. Each has his
own opinions. Each has to proceed in
his own lights. But I compliment the
Senate. This is the Senate at its best
when it debates the larger issues at
length.

Mr. President, I imagine that this
will be one of the most debated of the
amendments that will have been taken
up during the whole debate on this
matter.

Mr. President, the budget resolution,
as reported from the committee en-
dorses the President's proposed defense
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budget, a totally unrealistic allocation
of resources in light of the changed
world that our Nation faces. The Presi-
dent’s budget was constructed, and the
forces it supports were designed prior
to the collapse of the Soviet Union.
The result of that collapse is a consen-
sus that the threat that underpinned
those budgets has now evaporated,
gone. The President’s recommendation
suggests that the military-industrial
complex has him pinned to the wall.

I was here in the days when President
Eisenhower was in the White House,
and he spoke of the military-industrial
complex. Well, that is what we are
talking about here.

The President’s recommendation sug-
gests that the military-industrial com-
plex has him pinned to the wall. Even
as we cry out for a reduction in the
monstrous deficits that are consuming
our budgets, the President is prepared
to field forces grossly disproportionate
to the threat the Nation faces. Indeed,
the administration seems to have been
busy constructing threat scenarios to
justify what it calls a one superpower
world. We read about that a few days
ago in the press. All of this needs care-
ful reflection, I believe, because the na-
ture of power in the world, the currents
of influence, and the pillars of national
strength have been transformed. Those
currents and pillars are in the eco-
nomic domain, and the fielding of large
military forces simply erodes our na-
tional strength.

The President’s numbers for defense
remain about where they were a year
ago. The revision he has recommended
for fiscal years 1993 through 1997 saves
a little bit on the margin, some $44 bil-
lion in budget authority and $27 billion
for outlays—something around $50 bil-
lion, if we include the proposed rescis-
sions that the President will send up
dealing with the 1992 budget. This is
just a drop in the bucket of the ap-
proximately $1.4 trillion in defense ex-
penditures proposed for that 5-year pe-
riod. The administration’s vision of the
future is a vision that appears only in
the rearview mirror. The administra-
tion seems to be posturing America as
the praetorian guard of a future world
order, but we cannot afford it and it is
not called for as the world is busy com-
peting with us on the economic playing
field. We are focusing on irrelevancies
in trying to maintain this huge mili-
tary establishment. It is not anchored
to reality. If we cannot adjust to
change, much less lead change, we are
going to be sitting on the sidelines of
the playing field.

Now, Mr. President, we keep hearing
the argument that reductions below
that proposed by the President for fis-
cal year 1993 cannot be taken because
they will result in throwing people out
of the military onto a sterile job mar-
ket. We keep hearing that a million
jobs will be lost in the armed services
and another million lost in the defense
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industry. The administration is pro-
moting a picture of the Congress just
throwing people out of work, throwing
people out of the military by proposing
a modest reduction, such as that con-
tained in the amendment offered by
Senator EXON, in the fiscal year 1993
budget. This is an argument without
solid substance; it is just not true.

No one disputes the need for an or-
derly drawdown, both in terms of force
structure, strategic and conventional
systems, and personnel. Of great con-
cern to all of us is the effect on person-
nel, including active duty military
service men and women, DOD civilian
personnel, and the civilian work force
employed by the defense industry. But
we must remember why the military
exists and why it has existed from the
very beginning, from the very first
Congress, when the Secretary of War,
Knox, was appointed by George Wash-
ington to serve as the Secretary for the
Department of War.

Why did it exist then? Why does it
exist now?

Our Defense Department was created
to defend the Nation, and to field
forces and develop the necessary plans
and preparations to deter the enemy
and to engage that enemy if absolutely
necessary.

The Defense Department, and the
War Department and the Navy Depart-
ment before it, were never—they have
never been and they should not now
be—viewed as an employment agency.
Military spending is generally an inef-
ficient way to allocate resources, and
over the past decades we have dedi-
cated those precious resources to the
military complex because of a serious
threat to our Nation's survival. Now
that threat is gone. Now, some of those
resources can certainly be more pro-
ductively spent improving our infra-
structure here at home, and strength-
ening our civilian technological and
human base.

Certainly, Mr. President, there is le-
gitimate concern over the effect on the
people, industries, and communities
which must make the transition to the
civilian sector. We must be concerned
and we must take action to help the
transition, to plan for it, and to use
this opportunity to strengthen and im-
prove our economy. Fortunately, we
now have an excellent study, the first
of two parts, by the Congressional Of-
fice of Technology Assessment. The re-
port, entitled “*After the Cold War: Liv-
ing with Lower Defense Spending,”
should be required reading for every
Member of this body.

The key point that I derive from this
analysis is that, with careful planning
and an understanding of the range of
factors that go into the problem of the
transition away from massive defense
expenditures, we can effectively man-
age that transition. We need not be
afraid of some dire consequences of our
defense drawdown and, therefore,
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shrink from taking advantage of the
new world situation to reform the
American economy. But we must begin
to plan now. The drawdown is manage-
able, and in terms of sheer numbers,
more modest than in previous periods
of our experience in this century.

The OTA study concludes that the
“‘current cutbacks in defense spending
do not loom very large.” From a
historial perspective and from the
overall size of our economy, the cuts
included in the President’s revised 5-
year defense budget, and even the deep-
er cuts begin proposed by a variety of
analysts, can be managed if we plan ag-
gressively and dedicate the necessary
resources and attention to the transi-
tions that will be necessary. The dis-
tinguished chairman of the Armed
Services Committee has indicated that
the cuts from the President’s proposal,
will include 1 million jobs in the De-
fense Department and another million
in the defense industrial base by 1996,
over the next 4 years.

But, in fact, according to the Depart-
ment of Defense, the actual drawdown
of people in the 5 years, future 5 years,
is not 1 million people. It is not even
half that. It actually amounts to a
total of 281,000 active military and
DOD civilians and Reserves.

So, Mr. President, three-quarters of
the million-man drawdown has already
occurred. Those people are already out
in the civilian economy.

The pending amendment, if adopted,
would not result in any more cuts in
personnel this year. That is correct, is
it not?

Mr. EXON. That
Chairman.

Mr. BYRD. Nor any more significant
cuts to the industrial base in 1993 than
would the President’s budget?

Mr. SASSER. Mr. Chairman, if I
might interrupt just a moment?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. SASSER. The Exon amendment
certainly should not be cause for any
additional cuts in personnel in fiscal
year 1993. As the chairman knows, and
as the chairman has outlined, the
President’s plans are, under his budget,
to reduce the force by 90,000 people in
fiscal year 1993.

Every year the force loses 200,000 in-
dividuals just by attrition. And the
President’s program calls for reducing
the force from 1.8 million, which the
chairman has outlined, to 1.6 million
over the next 3 or 4 years.

And T might say, his force structure
proposals were put in place even before
the collapse of the old Soviet Union.
There has been virtually no increase in
the number of personnel that will be
displaced even after the collapse of the
Soviet Union.

So the chairman is quite correct in
his assumption that the Exon amend-
ment would not result in additional
personnel being discharged.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished
Senator for his observations, his com-
ments, and his contribution.

is correct, Mr.
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S0 what we have been hearing is an
argument without merit for fiscal year
1993. The Exon cut will not result in
additional reductions of servicemen or
servicewomen.

As for the next 10 years, through the
year 2001, the OTA study indicates that
overall job loss in the defense estab-
lishment, including the whole indus-
trial complex, might drop from the
current 6 million in 1991 to as low as 3.5
million. In other words, over the entire
decade, while this is a substantial num-
ber, it represents only, as has been
pointed out, about 250,000 people per
year, or two-tenths of 1 percent of the
119 million jobs in the U.S. economy.

We have some time in which to put
conversion and transition programs
into place, to shift that base to a more
relevant, efficient, and productive ci-
vilian economy. The current adjust-
ment will not be as steep as we experi-
enced after World War II when, al-
though there were virtually no transi-
tion programs, the economy absorbed
over 10 million servicemen, another 2
million civilian workers in the mili-
tary, and about 12.4 defense industry
workers over a period of 3 years, and it
did it rather easily.

Taking a more recent experience of
the Vietnam war into account, again
we find that the adjustment we cur-
rently face is not as large. And again,
according to the OTA report, defense-
related employment dropped from 8.1
million in 1968, the peak year of the
Vietnam war, to 4.8 million in 19786,
dropping 1.8 million in just the 2 years
from 1969 to 1971.

Furthermore, we are more prepared
than ever before to manage a smooth
adjustment because some programs are
already in place. As the OTA study
says:

A source of optimism is that there exist
choices for Government policies that could
both ease the adjustment and build a strong-
er foundation for an expanding economy and
rising incomes. There are possibilities for
new public investments, in areas ranging
from environmental protection to advanced
transportation and communication systems,
that could spur new technologies, support
new businesses, and create new jobs.

So it is important to recognize, Mr.
President, that most of the active duty
personnel drawdown can be attained
through normal attrition. The OTA
study finds that by 1995, the U.S. active
duty military forces will be 23 percent
smaller than in 1990, “shrinking from
2.1 million to 1.6 million’ and that “be-
cause of the high rate of turnover, es-
pecially in the enlisted ranks, most of
the manpower reduction is likely to be
accomplished through normal attrition
combined with reduced levels of acces-
sion. * * * Involuntary separations are
not expected to exceed 100,000 or about
20 percent of the total reductions.”

So 80 percent of the draconian per-
sonnel reduction that has been bandied
about will occur anyway through nor-
mal attrition. Let us not raise false
fears unnecessarily on this matter.
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From another perspective, we can
compare the potential job losses due to
the defense reductions to unrelated
worker displacement in recent years.
Over the b-year period, 1985 to 1989,
some 9.2 million workers lost their jobs
because of plant closings and reloca-
tions, or other reasons—some 1.8 mil-
lion workers per year. Thus, the nor-
mal displacement rates in the recent
period ‘‘accounted for considerably
more job loss than can be expected
from the defense cutbacks that are
coming.” As for the effect on commu-
nities, while the national impact of de-
fense industry closings is not disrup-
tive, the effect on particular commu-
nities and some regions must be a
cause of concern and we need to put
more attention on transition assist-
ance to those communities, and to the
conversion of some of those industries
to civilian uses.

The OTA study estimates that of the
Nation’s 3,137 counties, some 138 are
“most at risk with * * * high unem-
ployment (over 6 percent * * *) and
moderate to high defense dependency
* * * these counties were home to 4.9
million workers, or 4 percent of em-
ployed people.””

The programs of retraining and as-
sistance that are in place, including
the economic dislocation and worker
adjustment assistance, EDWAA Pro-
gram, need broadening and will require
strengthened funding. Some $527 mil-
lion was allocated to the EDWAA Pro-
gram in fiscal year 1991 and some $577
million in fiscal year 1992. We need, Mr:
President, to put into place this year a
roadmap for transition that will give
hope—and the means to plan for the fu-
ture—to those people and industries
which will suffer from the defense re-
ductions. The military industrial com-
plex has attracted some of the best and
some of the brightest of our people and
our technology, and we cannot afford
to allow those important resources to
go to waste. They are needed to
breathe new life and vigor into our
economy.

Mr. President, I am not among those
who, when they look closely at this
problem, fear the transition to an econ-
omy less dependent on the military in-
dustrial complex. The problem appears
to be manageable. There is a need to
focus on the improvement and expan-
sion of our transition programs. The
study released by the Office of Tech-
nology Assessment is a major contribu-
tion to our thinking on that subject,
and I recommend it to my colleagues.

A second OTA volume is due shortly,
and I am hopeful that it will add more
suggestions and perspectives on how we
can best handle this issue.

Mr. President, the 1993 defense reduc-
tion proposed by the able senior Sen-
ator from Nebraska will go directly to-
ward reducing our deficit. In hearings
that I conducted before the Appropria-
tions Committee in February, five
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prominent economists, including Dr.
Herbert Stein and Dr. Charles Schultz,
who had served in administrations of
both parties, agree on the absolute
need to get a handle on spending and to
reduce the deficit.

Mr. President, there has been appar-
ently some wonderment why Senators
who voted to take down the wall a few
days ago, so that defense resources
could be placed into domestic discre-
tionary initiatives, there seems to be
some puzzlement as to why we now
would be seeking to reduce defense and
divert the moneys into deficit reduc-
tion.

Mr. President, the economists said
that we need to build up our economy,
reinvest in our country and its infra-
structure, both physical and human,
and that we also need to reduce the
deficit. Therefore, Mr. President, we
tried a few days ago to take down the
wall. It will come down next year in
any event, based on the agreement of
1990. We tried to take down the wall.
We failed. We did not fail to get a ma-
jority, but we failed to get the 60 votes
to cut off cloture.

Having failed then, we come to the
second part of the economists’ rec-
ommendations: Reduce the deficit.
That is what we are trying to do here.
Here is the 100-percent pure chance,
not like Ivory Soap, 99-percent pure; it
will float. This is a 100-percent pure
chance to do so, since every dollar of
the Exon amendment goes to reducing
the deficit.

(Mr. DODD assumed the chair.)

Mr. BYRD. So I hope that all those
brave souls who went up to the wall
and voted not to break it down a few
days ago because defense savings would
not go for deficit reduction, will join us
today and help to reduce the deficit.

So today we take up their battle cry,
their then battle ery: “Let us reduce
the deficit.” Now is their chance.

The Pentagon certainly does not
need it. The Pentagon is bloated.
Bloated. Let us return these precious
dollars to the Treasury. A vote for this
amendment is a 100-percent redemption
on our promise to the American people
to get spending under control and start
easing down our deficit.

This is a key part of any strategy to
promote economic growth and increase
productivity and competitiveness. For
those who want to reduce Government
spending, here is your chance. Seize it.
Embrace it. Clasp it to thy bosom. For
those who want to reduce the Federal
deficit, here is your chance. Here is
your chance.

Mr. President, I said earlier I had lis-
tened with a great deal of interest to
the debate. It has been good debate. We
have heard concerns addressed to the
drawdown of our military forces. Ref-
erence is made to the World War II
drawdown and the Korean and Vietnam
drawdowns and the present drawdown.

Mr. President, as one who well re-
members World War II, who built Vie-
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tory ships and Liberty ships as a weld-
er in the shipyards in Baltimore, MD,
and Tampa, FL, as one who witnessed
the World War II drawdowns, I can re-
member that we had over 12 million
men under arms in World War II. The
chart here indicates the rapid buildup,
very steep, and an almost equally
rapid, or perhaps more so, build down.
We have heard talk about a precipitous
drop in the build down in military
forces that would result from the Exon
amendment. On the chart we see a real
precipitous drop after World War II.

Mr. President, I can remember the
“wanna go home" rallies that occurred
in Tokyo, Calcutta, Paris, Frankfurt,
Germany. ‘“‘Bring our boys home,”’ was
the hue and cry. The mail came to Cap-
itol Hill in a deluge. “We want our
boys brought home.” And so we saw
that precipitous drop in manpower as
shown on the chart to my left.

Mr. President, the drop will not be as
precipitous now, and neither will the
threat be as real as it was at the end of
World War II when that drawdown took
place. There were 20 million men in the
Red army and its associated forces dur-
ing the war. Those numbers were pret-
ty much secret, but I think there have
been good indications that there was
about 20 million in the Soviet military.
And when the war was over and our
boys were conducting “wanna go
home™” rallies—and we brought them
home—there are still 10 million men in
the Red army. Stalin insisted on con-
trolling the Dardanelles. He wanted a
slice of Turkey. He also wanted a strip
of Caspian territory to protect his oil
fields in Baku. He wanted a role in the
occupation of Japan. He wanted his
army to have a physical presence in
the Ruhr Valley. That is what we faced
from the Soviets at a time when the
mighty U.S. military was changing to
civilian status.

What did we have here at home? We
had a precipitous drop. What else did
we have? We had strikes. Five million
workers, all told, struck in 1946. That
is the year I ran for the House of Dele-
gates in West Virginia. Five million.
The General Motors strike. And then
there was wave after wave of strikes in
the oil, the lumber, the textile, and the
electrical industries. When the GM
strike was over, 750,000 steelworkers
banked their fires. The northern pan-
handle of West Virginia is noted as a
steelmaking area, like Pittsburgh. And
about the time the steelworkers went
back—they went back after 80 days—
then 400,000 coal miners left the pits in
21 States of this country, including
West Virginia. When they came out,
the railroad brotherhoods said, we are
going to bring our people off the job.

So what we saw was some real chaos.
It was not all due to the precipitous
military drawdown. There was a black
market, there was a wave of strikes,
and we did not have the programs that
we have today available for a transi-
tion.
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Now let us look at the defense man-
power reductions that are shown on the
chart to my left.

We have listed military personnel,
DOD civilian personnel, defense indus-
try workers, employment manpower,
and percent of employment, and so on.
The drawdown in World War II, 1945-
1947, was 10.6 million military person-
nel, 1.8 million DOD civilian personnel,
and 12.4 million defense industry work-
ers, a total of 24.8 million—not just 2
million, as we are hearing today. And
when Senators talk about 2 million,
they are really reaching back to in-
clude those military personnel who
have been cut out over the past 5 years.
We listen to all their talk, and it
sounds as if we are going to have 2 mil-
lion drawdown in the next 5 years. But
in reality the 2 million manpower fig-
ure includes the drawdown that has al-
ready occurred over the past 5 years.

What size was our labor force in
those days? It was not 119 million, as
we have today. The total employment
of manpower was 60.8 million.

The World War II drawdown of 24.8
million constituted 40.8 percent of the
total manpower of 60.8 million in this
country. That was a real problem. Of
course, there were pent-up consumer
demands, people had saved up a lot of
money. I can remember the electric
dishwashers and the electric
clothesdryers coming on the market at
the close of that war.

Now let us go to Korea. In 1953-1956,
the drawdown of military personnel
was 750,000, DOD civilian personnel
150,000, defense industry workers 1.6
million, a total of 2.5 million, and an
employment manpower pool of 63.9 mil-
lion. In other words, the military and
civilian drawdown was 3.9 percent of
the total manpower pool.

Vietnam, 1968 to 1974, military per-
sonnel in that reduction was 1.4 mil-
lion, DOD civilian personnel, 250,000,
defense industry workers 1.4 million,
total manpower reduction, 3,050,000,
which constituted 3.7 percent of the
total employment pool of 82.8 million.

Let us see what we have here today.
The administration’s proposed reduc-
tion, 1993-1997, is 237,000 drawdown in
military personnel, 54,000 DOD civilian
personnel, and a range of 500,000 to 1
million in defense industry workers; in
other words a total manpower reduc-
tion, using the range again, depending
on whether we accept the figure of
500,000 or 1 million or somewhere in be-
tween, the total manpower reduction,
791,000 to 1,291,000. If it is 500,000, that
would be seven-tenths of 1 percent of
the 119 million. If it is the upper range
of 1 million, it would be 1.1 percent of
the 119 million. Contrast that with the
percentages that are shown on the
chart which occurred in World War II,
the Korean war, and the Vietnam war.

Mr. SASSER. Will the distinguished
President pro tempore yield for a ques-
tion at this juncture?
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Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. SASSER. I note on this very
highly informative chart that he brings
before the Senate today that on the
line entitled ‘‘Percent of Employ-
ment,” that the percent of those em-
ployed who would be affected by the de-
fense reductions through 1993-1997
amounts to only seven-tenths of 1 per-
cent of the total work force under one
scenario, and 1.1 percent of the total
work force under another scenario.

Mr. BYRD. That is correct.

Mr. SASSER. When you compare
that with the percent of the work force
that were affected after World War II,
Korea, and Vietnam, it appears to be a
relatively insignificant, although high-
ly significant to those who are af-
fected, number with regard to the total
employment.

For example, am I right, I say to the
distinguished President pro tempore, in
saying that even after the war in Viet-
nam, when that had concluded, and the
drawdown began, 3.7 percent of the
total work force was affected, and even
under the largest drawdown under the
scenario following this war, only 1.1
percent would be affected. So over 300
percent more of the work force was af-
fected following Vietnam than it would
be under the largest drawdown that
might be anticipated here. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. BYRD. It is correct. The contrast
is startling and would amount to about
3% times as much, under the upper
range, 1.1 percent.

Mr. SASSER. So this would be char-
acterized then, I assume by the Office
of Technology Assessment which made
this very excellent study, as the mild-
est so-called conversion from a mili-
tary economy to a civilian economy
that we have experienced in any of the
three military conflicts we had in the
latter part of the 20th century.

Mr. BYRD. That is absolutely cor-
rect. There is no question about it from
the standpoint of the manpower reduc-
tion, and the total employment pool.

Mr. EXON. Before the Senator leaves
that chart, will the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia put that chart
back up for just one moment so that I
might ask a question?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. EXON. Let us make this doubly
clear, so that all understand. The fig-
ures on the right there, the administra-
tion-proposed reduction, those are the
only reductions in personnel of any
kind that I have heard about, and those
are accurate I believe with regard to
what the administration is proposing
in their part of the budget that we
have been addressing today, and yes-
terday, with regard to the Exon amend-
ment. So those are the administra-
tion’s proposals. They are likely to
happen. And what the Senator is say-
ing is that even if they happen, and it
is going to cause some harm and pain
and suffering, but from the standpoint
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of what we have gone through pre-
viously in the country with previous
drawdowns they are much less painful.

Then I would also say, to make sure
that the Senator from West Virginia in
his very excellent presentation agrees
with the statement, that even those
figures that are quite evidenced here as
not as startling as some might think
them to be, the Exon amendment
though would not affect one way or the
other because the Exon amendment
does mot make that situation even
worse, as has been so dramatically out-
lined by the Senator from West Vir-
ginia. Is that correct?

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I think that is cor-
rect. These are DOD figures. This is the
Office of Technology Assessment. I
think the Senator has correctly ana-
lyzed what is being shown on the chart
as well as the impact of his amend-
ment.

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend.

Mr. SASSER. Before we leave this
whole question here of manpower and
manpower reductions, if the distin-
guished President pro tempore would
yield for just one observation, some of
our bright young economists have been
listening very carefully to the distin-
guished President pro tempore's pres-
entation.

They advised me that there will be a
displacement under the drawdown that
is being anticipated, even under the
Exon amendment, of about 200,000 per
year. They further advise me that in
the ordinary course of business, as this
economy comes out of a recession, it
creates 300,000 new jobs per month.

So we are talking about a displace-
ment here of 200,000 per year.

But coming out of a recession, if we
really behave as in past recessions, we
would be creating 300,000 new jobs per
month. I wanted to call that to the dis-
tinguished President pro tempore’'s at-
tention. I think this further reinforces
the line of logic that he is following
that this reduction here is very mini-
mal from historic standards.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator, and I thank
the young economists to whom he has
alluded for their timely contribution.

Mr. President, references have been
made to the defense and domestic out-
lay totals of the 5 years, and it has
been rightly said by Senators—I be-
lieve the chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee made the point—that
there would be a reduction in total de-
fense spending in 1993 through 1997—as
compared with the period of 1988
through 1992—of something like $41 bil-
lion.

Whereas, as Senator NUNN also cor-
rectly stated, there will be an increase
in domestic spending in 1993 to 1997 of
$238 billion, over the previous 5 years.
In other words, in 1988 through 1992,
total defense spending, excluding the
$50 billion Desert Storm-Desert Shield,
was $1.478 trillion. In 1993 through 1997
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it will be $41 billion less—$1.437 tril-
lion, to be exact. And domestic in 1988
through 1992 was $922 billion. And in
1993 through 1997 it will be $1.160 tril-
lion; in other words, $238 billion more
than in the 1988 through 1992 period.

Mr. President, we can do a lot of
things with figures and with charts.
Sometimes we have to note that the in-
clination is to choose the period that is
most advantageous to the argument
that one is making.

But I thought it best to go back over
the larger period of 1973 through 1977,
and take all of these 5-year periods.

Let us begin with 1973. In the period
of 1973 through 1977, defense outlay to-
tals amounted to $456 billion, and do-
mestic outlay totals amounted to $367
billion, the difference being $88 billion.
That is not a large difference in the
whole context of the billions that we
are talking about. The outlay totals
for defense as I say, were $88 billion
more than the outlay totals for domes-
tic.

In the period of 1978 through 1982, de-
fense outlays were $700 billion, domes-
tic outlays were $613 billion, the dif-
ference being $87 billion. Still, there is
not a lot of difference, not a great deal
in terms of the overall massive num-
bers of billions.

But let us go now to 1983 through
1987, take a look at what happened dur-
ing the Reagan buildup of defense. De-
fense outlay totals amounted to $1.247
trillion. Domestic discretionary initia-
tives amounted to $706 billion. In other
words, defense over domestic nearly
doubled. It was close to doubling it, the
difference being $541 billion.

“Now we are getting into real
money,” as Everett Dirksen said. “A
billion here and a billion there, and
pretty soon it adds up to a lot of
money."”’

When we get to 1983 through 1987,
then we find that defense was $541 bil-
lion over domestic.

Then in 1988 through 1992, defense
was $1.478 trillion; domestic, $922 bil-
lion. Defense, therefore, was $556 bil-
lion in excess of domestic discretionary
outlays—still big difference, big
money.

In 1993 through 1997, defense is going
to be reduced from 1988 through 1992 by
$41 billion. That is not a lot of money
in this context when we are talking
about trillions. In domestic, as Senator
NUNN and others have pointed out,
there will be an increase amounting to
$238 billion in 1993-97 over 1988-92. The
total amount will be $1.160 trillion for
domestic. That is for operating our
Government. That is for all of the pro-
grams that benefit our infrastructure
needs, both human and physical. That
is the whole thing: the war on crime,
national forests, Park Service, war on
drugs, veterans programs, environment
cleanup, highways, bridges. That is it:
$1.160 trillion.

So they say, “Look, the increase is
$238 billion.” But keep in mind that de-
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fense still would have $1.437 trillion,
even in the light of the reduced need
for defense spending, still $1.437 tril-
lion.

How long does it take to count a tril-
lion dollars at a rate of $1 per second?
Thirty-two thousand years.

I have here in my pocket a few bills.
Let me take a $1 bill. How long is that
$1 bill? Six inches. It takes two, end to
end, to make one foot. How far would
we go with a trillion dollars in $1 bills
stretched out end to end? Well, the Sun
is 93 million miles away. I have not cal-
culated it, but I expect it to be around
a trillion $1 bills placed end to end to
go from here to the Sun. That is rough
caleulating. And keeping in mind that
our national debt is almost $4 trillion,
or will be by the beginning of the new
fiscal year in October, how far would
that stretch?

I can remember Mr. Reagan when he
first came into office—and I am sure
my colleagues remember that, too—he
pointed to a chart that he presented on
national television. He pointed to a
chart showing that, on the day he took
office, the national debt stood at $932
billion, and he told the Nation that a
stack of one thousand dollar bills 4
inches thick would amount to a million
dollars.

Mr. SASSER. Will the distinguished
Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD. Let me finish this
thought.

I think it was about a million dol-
lars. Four inches thick. Four inches is
one-third of a foot, and if a million dol-
lars in thousand dollar bills is 4 inches
thick, $3 million would be 1 foot thick,
you could carry on arithmetical com-
putations and you would find that, as
President Reagan pointed out, a stack
of thousand dollar bills representing a
trillion dollars would be 63 miles high.
The debt was actually $932 billion—a
stack of thousand dollar bills 59 miles
high.

On April 2, with a national debt of
$3.781 trillion, the stack would be 239
miles high. Remember, it was 59 miles
high when Mr. Reagan took office. I
said at that time, he would never put
that chart on television again, because
it was 59 miles high when he became
President, after 39 administrations and
39 Presidents—Grover Cleveland having
been elected twice—not consecutively.
I said then that Mr. Reagan would
never show that chart again, because
by the time he went out of office the
debt was about three times that
amount.

So now we are talking about a $4 tril-
lion national debt by October 1. If we
take that amount in $1 bills and
stretch them out, I figure in my mind
that they would extend to the Sun and
back—93 million miles away, to the
Sun and back—about two times. That
is the kind of money we are talking
about regarding the national debt. So
we are trying to reduce that deficit
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today, and we may not make much of
a dent in it. At least, it is a start.

Now, the Senator from Tennessee
wanted me to yield to him.

Mr. SASSER. Yes, Mr. President. I
thank the distinguished President pro
tempore for yielding. He brings to the
Senate today a very valuable and in-
formative chart, and I note, if I read
the chart correctly, that during the pe-
riod from 1993 to 1997, in current dol-
lars, under the proposals that have
been brought to us by the administra-
tion, we will spend $1.437 trillion on the
military. This will be more than the
$1.247 trillion that we spent between
1983 and 1987, when we were experienc-
ing the very large buildup that became
known as the Reagan buildup.

So I ask my friend from West Vir-
ginia, even after the collapse of the
Warsaw Pact, even after the implosion
of the old Soviet Union, which no
longer exists, even after the with-
drawal of the nonexistent Red army
from Western Europe, even after the
Soviet fleets or the fleets of the old So-
viet Union are withdrawn from the
oceans of the world—tied up, crews de-
moralized, no fuel—even after the So-
viet Union has ceased to exist, we are
going to spend over $200 billion more
on the military over a 5-year period
than we did from 1983 to 1987; is that
correct?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. SASSER. The point I make to
my distinguished friend is we are going
to be spending more on military, more
of the taxpayers’ hard-earned dollars
on the military in the 5 years from 1993
to 1997 than we spent when the Evil
Empire was going full blast and Ronald
Reagan was in the White House, presid-
ing over the largest defense buildup
since the Korean war. We are going to
be spending more in the next 5 years
than we spent in the 5-year period from
1983 to 1987.

Mr. BYRD. The Senator is correct.
These figures are current dollars, but
the Senator is preeminently correct.

According to the charts, $238 billion
more will be spent in the period 1993-
1897 on domestic needs than was spent
in the period 1988-1992. But look what
was taken out of domestic’s hide prior
to the period 1993-1997. Domestic will
not even catch up with the losses it
sustained over those years.

Even saying that, look what defense
is going to have: $1.437 trillion, with
domestic at $§1.160 trillion. That is for
everything—$1.160 trillion—everything
that keeps the people and the Govern-
ment operating: The departments, the
executive branch, the legislative
branch, the judicial branch, the whole
kit and caboodle; $1.160 trillion.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, if I
could inquire of my friend from West
Virginia on one additional matter. The
distinguished President pro tempore
was very careful in bringing this chart
and this data to the Senate, and indi-
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cated that you can prove a lot by
charts and by statistics and by num-
bers. So we are grateful to him for
going back as far as 1973 to make the
contrast between defense spending, and
domestic spending, and to show us the
growth in defense spending. And I note
that his source is the Supplement to
the Budget of the United States of Fis-
cal Year 1993.

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. SASSER. So the source is the of-
ficial document of the U.S. Govern-
ment.

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. SASSER. But under these fig-
ures, I note that from 1973 to 1977, dur-
ing the years of the Nixon-Ford admin-
istration, we spent $455 billion in con-
stant dollars on defense.

Mr. BYRD. In current dollars.

Mr. SASSER. In the years 1993 to
1997, we will be spending $1.437 trillion.

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. SASSER. So in current dollars,
we will be spending well over 300 per-
cent more in 1993-1997 than we did in
1973 to 1977 during the administrations
of President Nixon and President Ford.

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BYRD. Let me take down the
chart. Before I do so, I should point out
again the convenience of choosing the
period 1988 to 1992 and comparing that
with the period 1993-1997. In other
words, 1988 was at the height of the
Reagan military buildup. And I voted
for about everything in that buildup,
so I am not casting any reflection. But
in starting with the period 1988-1992, at
the height of the buildup, the dif-
ference for the 1993-1997 period does
show a rather small cut of $41 billion
for the military.

But if we go back to the beginning of
the buildup and prior thereto, starting
with fiscal year 1973, we then can see a
truer picture of how much more of the
people’s money has been placed into
defense spending than into domestic
spending. A clearer picture spreads
over a greater amount of time, which
lessens the distortion that can appear
in picking out selected dates where the
buildup was high and now is coming
down; whereas before, it was not high,
it was low; went up and then came
down.

Mr. President, now for a few other
observations. We are dealing with ‘‘real
people,” they say, in the military
drawdown. And that is true, we are
dealing with real people.

Mr. President, those were ‘“‘real peo-
ple” when we saw the steel workers
bank their fires permanently in the
northern panhandle of West Virginia a
few years back.

Those were real people who lost their
jobs when the mines closed down, when
the machinery came to the coal indus-
try, when we lost 100,000 coal miners in
West Virginia as a result. Between the
last census and the 1990 census, West
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Virginia's population has been reduced
8 percent, the highest percentage of
loss of population of any State in the
Union. Those were real people who left
the State.

When General Motors lays off thou-
sands and when the IBM or United
Technologies lay off thousands, we
hear from the administration, *“This is
normal; just the market adjusting. Let
the law of supply and demand take care
of them.” The administration says,
“Well, it is just the market adjusting.
Don’t worry. Let our supply and de-
mand take care of it. Don’t meddle.
That is capitalism.”

But when the world changes and we
do not need to be armed to the teeth
anymore, we hear from the administra-
tion and Senators that we cannot let
this happen, this will be a catastrophe.
We are talking about real people—real
people. And we are.

How can this country ever adjust?
Catastrophe is around the bend, they
say. What happened to all that faith in
capitalism? What happened to all the
faith in the American system? When
will we plan to unshackle ourselves
from this mindless spending for a force
that we no longer need?

We insult our career fighting men
and women when we tell them that we
cannot think of anything for them to
do in a civilian economy. I have more
faith in this country and in its resil-
ience and in the men and women in our
Armed Forces than that. These are real
people. We are dealing with human
beings here. But, Mr. President, we
were also dealing with human beings
when we had to pass an emergency un-
employment compensation bill three
times—three times—to deal with those
whose unemployment compensation
had run out. But the administration
was hard to convince that they were
real people.

I have heard Senators say, we de-
stroyed communism, and now we are
getting ready to destroy ourselves.

Mr. President, we did not destroy
communism. Soviet communism de-
stroyed itself when it overextended it-
self. The Soviet Union did not provide
the consumer goods or the lines of
communication and conveyance and
distribution necessary to a strong
economy. Instead, it placed too much
emphasis on its bloated military. And
we have seen it come crashing down. It
put its resources into swords; not into
pruning hooks. Soviet communism de-
stroyed itself.

Yes, we are destroying ourselves if
we continue down the same road. If we
continue to put our moneys into
swords and not into pruning hooks,
then we are going to do the same thing.
We will see our own economy collapse.

Now, Senators are saying, look at
history. Well, we have talked about
history already today, Mr. President,
and we can talk some more. The
Peloponnesian War ended in 404 B.C.
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Sparta was the winner in that war. And
no one would have foreseen at that
time that a victorious Sparta was
headed for the greatest failure in its
history—the complete destruction of
its military and economic power—
which would occur 33 years later. It
was easy for Thebes to deliver the
knockout punch to Sparta at the battle
of Leuctra in 371 B.C.

For almost 200 years Sparta had been
the dominant land power in Greece.
Then all of a sudden, it was all over.
Why? One major reason was that
Agesilaus, the Spartan King, would not
face up to the rapidly changing inter-
nal and external realities.

_And that is what we had better do.
We had better face up to the rapidly
changing internal and external reali-
ties that face our own country. If we
want to look at history, we can draw a
lesson therefrom, the lesson of Sparta,
as well as from the recent lesson of the
Soviet Union.

Mr. President, in listening to the de-
bate, it sounds as if we are almost
sorry that the Soviet Union has col-
lapsed, because we are going to have to
bring a lot of people home. We will not
be able to spend as much money on the
U.S. military as during the cold war.
Some of us do not want to spend as
much money on the military. We want
to cut back, and we think we can cut
back a little faster.

Another argument that we hear is
that we will be breaking commitments
to the people who entered the military;
that we are not at the end of history;
there will be new challenges, and the
drawdown must be slower.

What is the logical conclusion to
that argument if it is ecarried far
enough. we cannot cut back any faster
because there will be new challenges in
the future. When are we ever going to
be at the end of history? Jesus said to
his disciples, as they asked him for a
sign, ‘“Ye shall hear of wars and rumors
of wars * * * put the end is not yet
* * * nation shall rise against nation,
and kingdom against kingdom * * * all
these are the beginning of sorrows.”
~ So, the world will continue to have
its troubles, but I do not think any of
us would argue that the Soviet Union
is likely to rise like the sphinx from
the ashes again. It will be a long time,
if it ever does.

But to carry that argument to its
logical conclusion, when are we ever
going to cut back if we say there will
always be troublemakers?

Mr. SASSER. Could I ask my distin-
guished friend to yield on that particu-
lar point?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. SASSER. The question is when
will we ever cut back? And the distin-
guished President pro tempore, with
his very rich knowledge of history,
points out what happened to Sparta, to
the Soviet Union, after excessive mili-
tary spending. There are other exam-
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ples in history. The collapse of the
Spanish Empire was caused, many his-
torians say, by overextension and over-
spending.

Mr. BYRD. And the collapse of the
Roman Empire. It overextended its
strength and its power.

Mr. SASSER. And the Roman Em-

pire.

But where does it end? It ends, I say
to my distinguished friend from West
Virginia, with the bankruptcy of the
nation state. And then they find that
all of these enemies that were out
there, all of these threats that were
going to take them over, all of a sud-
den they do not seem to exist anymore.
They are not the virulent threat that
they thought they were. And the people
of the old Soviet Union are now coming
to the United States, their old enemy,
asking for aid.

So it ends when the nation state
spends itself into bankruptcy. Is that
the path, I ask my friend from West
Virginia, that this country is on? Are
we bankrupting ourselves on military
spending, or are we on the verge of
doing so, I ask, when I look around and
I see our cities crumbling, when I see
our streets not maintained, when I see
our children not getting an adequate
education? And I say that because I
know that is the passion in the Presi-
dent pro tempore’s life, now, educating
the next generation, because he knows
the value of education.

When I see these things being ne-
glected and the great military spending
that is going on, I wonder where our
country is headed.

Mr. BYRD. The Senator has put his
finger on the central point of what
ought to be our goal. This is what we
ought to be thinking about, the Bible
says:

To every thing there is a season, and a time
to every purpose under the heaven:
* * * * *
A time to plant, and a time to pluck up that
which is planted;

* & * * *
A time to break down, and a time to build
up;
* * * * *

A time of war, and a time of peace.

Mr. President, it is time to plant. We
have been plucking up that which is
planted. It is time now to plant.

It is time to build. We have been
tearing down too long. And of neces-
sity, to a considerable degree, because
we were faced with a deadly adversary.
But it is time now to plant, time to
build up, a time of peace, not a time of
war. We are not saying that we are
going to abolish the Military Estab-
lishment. We are just saying we do not
need an establishment of this size, as
we look, now, to the future.

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. EXON. I think it is exactly on
the point the Senator is talking about.
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I want to congratulate our President
pro tempore for a very interesting pres-
entation. I guess I am fearful not
enough people have listened to it to get
the picture.

This may be a good time to put in
some figures that I think are more on
point than anything else that substan-
tiates the difficult position that this
Nation finds itself in, looking into the
future and not out the rearview mirror,
as the President pro tempore has said
s0 eloguently.

The President of the United States
has a much heralded $50 billion cut in
the defense budget that he announced
in his State of the Union Address. And
the people have been playing with
that—is that not wonderful?

The fact of the matter is, as I said on
many occasions, 656 percent of the $50
billion over a 5-year period is a cut in
two weapons programs, the B-2 and
Seawolf, neither of which are systems
that are now operative.

But the key figures I think have been
overlooked, and I want to put those fig-
ures in the RECORD now and then ask
the President pro tempore if these ac-
curate figures, with regard to the
President's budget, do not simply sub-
stantiate the seriousness of the situa-
tion that he has so eloquently outlined
today with regard to doing something
about the budget deficit?

The President has taken a lot of
credit for a $50 billion reduction in
military expenditures over 5 years. I
would simply point out that these are
the key figures. In budget authority for
this fiscal year 1992, the best, most ac-
curate figure we can obtain is we are
going to expend $291 billion for fiscal
1992 for national defense.

The President has recommended that
for fiscal 1993, next year, the budget for
next year we are principally debating
now, that figure will be reduced to $281
billion. But then if you look at the 5-
year out programs, the same budget
authority for 5 years out in fiscal 1997,
these are all from the President’s budg-
et figures. Budget authority is $290.6
billion under the President’s budget. Or
what you basically show here is that
under the President’s proposal, $291 bil-
lion that we are spending this fiscal
vear, if you follow the President’s rec-
ommendation, it will be magnificently
reduced to $290.6 billion, a saving of
about $400 million out of budget figures
in the $290 billion area. Those are con-
stant dollars. But those are dollars for
dollars for dollars.

I just wonder what the American peo-
ple are really thinking.

If the American people come to find
out, as they will sooner or later, that
even with the collapse of everything,
mostly, that we have pointed to for
this magnificent buildup in the defense
which was necessary when the Soviet
Union was a major threat, the Presi-
dent of the United States and the ma-
jority of the U.S. Senate—unless they
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vote to accept the Exon amendment—
will be saying this is just about right.
We are going to go on spending. The
majority of the U.S. Senate, if it does
not accept the Exon amendment, is
going to go on saying: Yes, sir, the
President is just about right. We are
going to keep on spending the same
dollar amount, give or take, each and
every year for the next 5 years when,
unless something dramatic happens, we
are certainly going to be at a signifi-
cantly less challenge to any significant
threat regarding the national security
interests of the United States.

Those figures I have just cited, it
seems to me, puts the picture that the
President pro tempore has addressed so
eloquently here today, up against
where the rubber meets the road. And
that is where the people are concerned
about it.

They say why can you not do some-
thing about the expenditures of the
Federal Government? I say we are try-
ing.

I say we might not win today. We
cannot win on a modest amendment
that says we are going to do a little bit
better than the President by making a
little bit more reduction by somewhere
between 1 and 2 percent from the Presi-
dent’s numbers to get the job done that
the American people want and expect
us to do.

I simply say that unless the Exon
amendment is agreed to, we will be
sending a clear signal that not only are
we not capable as a U.S. Senate to do
something about addressing the prob-
lems that the President pro tempore
has suggested, not only are we not
going to do anything about it, but basi-
cally, unfortunately we do not care.
That is a pretty strong statement, but
I really believe that if we cannot ac-
cept a modest amendment like this to
begin to address the problems that the
President pro tempore has so ade-
quately presented, then I think we are
failing the institution, and I think we
are failing the people who expect and
want us to do something, and are cry-
ing out to say why will you not do any-
thing? I hope they are listening and I
hope that the vote we are going to take
might be tallied as an indication that
if it is not adopted then maybe we do
not care as an institution.

The figures I have just cited tie di-
rectly, do they not, in with the bigger
picture of what the problem is that the
Senator from West Virginia has so ade-
quately pointed out?

Mr. BYRD. They do. And I congratu-
late the distinguished Senator for of-
fering the amendment. Yesterday, we
discussed his offering the amendment. I
said to the Senator from Nebraska:
You will probably lose, but do what
you think is right. You will reecall, I
said to him, the days when we Demo-
crats were in the minority. I was the
minority leader and many times I
would say to my colleagues in the mi-
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nority: Go out there and offer your
amendments. You probably will not
win, but offer your amendments. Think
not of how it will fare today but of how
it will look a year-and-a-half from
today. Offer your amendments; stand
on your principles.

So I say to the Senator from Ne-
braska, he may not win but he has done
the right thing by offering the amend-
ment, putting this matter to a debate
and to a vote.

Mr. President, the final point that I
wish to address briefly is the word
“commitment.” We have heard it said
here that we have a commitment to
these people in the Armed Forces. We
have a commitment to those who are
engaged in defense work. Mr. Presi-
dent, we do have a commitment to
them. And I have already addressed
what we need to do. We need to plan
and we need to take some action in
terms of providing the funding for pro-
grams that will enable those people to
take their places in the civilian work
force.

Mr. President, the word ‘“‘commit-
ment’’ is one we ought to think a little
about. Yes, those individuals volun-
teered, and we are all proud of them.
But, Mr. President, we cannot commit
ourselves to continue siphoning the re-
sources of this country from the coun-
try’s vital domestic needs and continu-
ing down the road of noninvestment in
our country. We cannot continue to do
that. We also have a commitment to
the country. We do not have to commit
ourselves, I hope, from now on, to peo-
ple who go into the military just to fol-
low a career, when the need is no
longer there.

We have a commitment. I like to use
that word, too. We have a commitment
to our country. We have a commitment
to its people. We have a commitment
to the young people of this country
who are being deprived of the kind of
education that they are capable of. We
have a commitment to build up our
country’s infrastructure, its highways,
its waterways; a commitment to pro-
vide water and sewage facilities; a
commitment to environmental clean-
up; a commitment to provide hospital
care, health services to our people.

We have a commitment to our chil-
dren; and that is the last commitment
I want to address here. They are not
here today to vote. It is a commitment
to our children, our grandchildren, and
to their children who will have to carry
the massive debt burden we are passing
on to them.

Much reference has been made to the
entitlement and mandatory programs
that are going through the hole in the
ozone layer. They need to be addressed.
That is going to take leadership. That
will take leadership from the White
House. We are not getting that leader-
ship now. We will talk about that an-
other day.

We have a commitment, Mr. Presi-
dent, to our children. Their voices can-
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not be heard here today. Only our
voices can be heard. Now to whom do
we owe the greatest commitment? To
our children or to ourselves? Do we
want to go on living for today at the
expense of tomorrow? That is how we
got where we are. That is how we came
upon these triple-digit deficits that run
into the hundreds of billions of dollars
and a national debt that is rapidly ap-
proaching $4 trillion.

We heard the feel-good message dur-
ing the Reagan years: There is a free
lunch; there is no pain; you can have
your lunch and eat it, too. Living
today at the expense of tomorrow. The
American people enjoyed those feel-
good messages. But we need to tell the
people the truth. That is what they are
hungering for.

Some people do not want to hear the
truth. There is pain in it. They want
instant gratification. They are accus-
tomed to the 30-second sound bite. I
came up in the old school of politics.
We did not have the 30-second sound
bite in those days. We did not have tel-
evision. It just made its real entry
along about 1946 or 1947. But nowadays
that is what wins for people in politics,
the 30-second sound bite; tell us what is
wrong in 30 seconds; then tell us how
we can solve our problems in 30 sec-
onds.

The feel-good message of the Reagan
era has run its course, and it has left us
with huge deficits and a mountain of
debt. We are stewards of the future.
And that is what we are talking about
today. We want to make an orderly
cutback of the military forces and
military spending because we do face a
new world, a new map of the world,
with the Soviet Union gone.

Jesus told the parable of the talents.
He said there was a certain man who
went into a far country and called his
servants about him and delivered unto
them, each according to his ability, his
goods. To one he gave b talents, to an-
other 2, to another 1.

After a long time, the lord of those
servants returned, and there was a
reckoning. He called in his servants.
The servant to whom he had given 5
talents said, ‘“‘Lord, you gave me 5 tal-
ents. Behold, I have taken them and
gained 5 talents more.”” His Lord said,
“Well done, thou good and faithful
servant. Thou hast been faithful over a
few things; I will make thee ruler over
many. Enter thou into the joy of thy
Lord.”

The servant to whom he gave 2 tal-
ents had likewise doubled the amount.

The Lord called in the third servant,
to whom he had given 1 talent, and
that servant said, “Lord, I knew that
thou art a hard man, reaping where
thou hast not sown and gathering
where thou hast not strawed, and I was
afraid. And I went and hid thy talent in
the Earth. Here it is. Take that which
is thine." And the Lord of the house
answered, saying, “Thou wicked and
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slothful servant. Thou knewest that I
was a hard man, reaping where I had
not sown, gathering where I had not
strawed. Why didst thou not lend my
money to the exchangers, so that upon
my return I would have received mine
own with usury. Take, therefore, the
talent from him and give it to him who
hath 10 talents, for unto everyone that
hath shall be given, but from him that
hath not shall be taken away even that
which he hath.”

Now, Mr. President, we ought to take
that parable to our hearts. We are
stewards for our children. Our commit-
ment is to them. Are they going to rise
up and call us blessed?

Lothrop Stoddard, in his book ‘‘The
Rising Tide of Color,” said something
which I think is appropriate and worth
remembering. He said,

We are links in a vital chain, charged with
high duties, both to the dead and the unborn,
In very truth, we are at once the sons of sire
who sleep in calm assurance that we will not
betray the trust they confided to our hands,
and sires of sons who in the Beyond wait con-
fident that we shall not cheat them of their
birthright.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
New Mexico is recognized to speak for
up to 10 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
would like to ask if the Senator from
New Mexico yields back his time,
would whatever time remains on the
other side be yielded back so we could
vote?

Mr. SASSER. I say to my friend from
New Mexico, the Senator from Ne-
braska has some time left and the re-
quest would have to be addressed to
him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. I would certainly agree to
expedite things. I have 5 or 6 minutes
left. If I could have 2 minutes for a
brief summary, to try to set straight
what the Exon amendment is one last
time, if you give me 2 minutes, I will
yield back the rest of the time if the
other time would be yielded back on a
similar proportionate proposition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Did the Senator sug-
gest that we each use 2 minutes? I am
more than willing.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and that
it be charged to our side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. 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. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might
I say to the distinguished chairman, I
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have had a request—while T am confer-
ring with Sentor DoLE, I have been
asked if Senator SIMPSON might speak
2 minutes as if in morning business re-
garding the death of a former Senator
from his State.

Mr. SASSER. No objection, of course.

Mr. DOMENICI. I so request.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
thank the Chair.

DEATH OF SENATOR GALE McGEE

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, a very
dear friend of mine and a very remark-
able U.S. Senator known to many in
this body—and I know particularly to
Senator BYRD, who worked with him—
Senator Gale McGee died this morning.
He served the Senate for 18 years.

He was a professor of mine at the
University of Wyoming when my wife
Ann and I were students there. My fa-
ther was on the board of trustees of the
university when he was selected to
teach there.

He served this Government beau-
tifully. He was Ambassador to the Or-
ganization of American States. He then
went into private counseling and busi-
ness in 1981.

He was truly a remarkable man, very
loved and deeply respected in the State
of Wyoming. He served our State with
great distinction.

I want to pay tribute to him and to
his wife Loraine, to his fine stalwart
sons, David and Robert, his two daugh-
ters, Mary Gale and Lori Ann, and to
his six grandchildren.

This was one of Wyoming's finest,
and it was my great personal privilege,
along with that of my wife Ann, to
have been under his tutelage and guid-
ance when we were young. When I came
here, he was of great assistance to me
in a Democratic administration and
helped smooth my path in this fas-
cinating area. I want to pay tribute to
him and share this sad information
with my colleagues.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.

Mr. DOMENICI. T ask for the yeas
and nays on the amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I won-
der if we could now agree that I will
take no more than 2 minutes, yield
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back the remainder of my time, and
the Senator from Nebraska will do the
same. Is that satisfactory?

Mr. EXON. That is correct.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
want to commend my distinguished
colleague from Nebraska, Senator
Exon, for this amendment to reduce
the level of defense spending in this
budget resolution. I intend to support
the amendment, which would make a
real improvement in the resolution.
However, I also want to emphasize that
I believe we can achieve even more sub-
stantial savings in the defense budget,
without in any way sacrificing our na-
tional security.

President, under the Exon
amendment, defense spending would be
reduced to a level $7.6 billion below
that proposed in this resolution. That
will still leave defense spending at lev-
els significantly higher than historical
peacetime levels—even during the cold

war.

Specifically, the Exon amendment
would leave defense spending at $273.4
billion. By contrast, the average peace-
time defense budget during the cold
war was only $236.6 billion, $36.8 billion
lower than the amendment.

Mr. President, it is absolutely essen-
tial that this Nation change direction.
The world is a very different place than
it was only a few years ago. The Soviet
Union no longer exists. The cold war is
over.

At the same time, there are tremen-
dous unmet needs right here in our own
country. Americans are struggling eco-
nomically. Millions are unemployed or
underemployed. Millions of others,
while working, are having great dif-
ficulty making their mortgage or rent
payments, saving for their children’s
education, and making ends meet.

Mr. President, we need to rebuild the
American economy. To do that, we are
going to have to focus more resources
on domestic needs. We need investment
in our physical infrastructure. Invest-
ment in education. Investment in
health care and our children.

None of that will be possible if we
continue to squander billions of dollars
of our Nation’s wealth to subsidize the
security of our allies, and to buy non-
essential weapons systems.

We simply have to scale back, and in
a very substantial way.

Mr. President, I will be speaking on
these matters again later in the debate
on the resolution. In fact, I am work-
ing with Senator BRADLEY and Senator
HARKIN on efforts for deeper cuts in de-
fense, and to lay the groundwork for
greater domestic investments.

While the amendment offered by Sen-
ator EXON, in my view, does not go far
enough, it is a step in the right direc-
tion.

So I will support the amendment, and
I urge my colleagues to do the same.

o Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I rise to
express my opposition to the Exon
amendment.
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As the debate over the budget resolu-
tion has unfolded, Senator after Sen-
ator has risen to condemn the deficit.
With few exceptions, however, my col-
leagues have failed to acknowledge the
central source of this problem or dem-
onstrate the political courage needed
to deal with it. So we are faced today
with an amendment that calls for sub-
stantial cuts in defense. Apparently,
the sponsors of this amendment believe
that such cuts can make a significant
contribution to deficit reduction.
There is also an implication that in
any event further cuts are worth mak-
ing since defense spending is still too
high. They are wrong on both accounts.

With two-thirds of the Federal budg-
et dedicated to mandatory domestic
spending, there is no way that defense
cuts can make more than a marginal
contribution to reducing the deficit.
Even if we completely eliminated the
defense budget, we would still be run-
ning a deficit of about $100 billion. The
Senator from Nebraska has proposed
that we cut $8.8 billion in budget au-
thority and $4.2 billion in outlays from
the President’s fiscal year 1993 defense
budget. In the larger cocntext of our
budget dilemmas, this is but a drop in
the bucket.

This is not to say that we should not
seek savings wherever possible. Waste-
ful and unnecessary Federal spending
is never justified. The real question is
this: “Does the administration’s budg-
et request provide for a level of defense
in excess of what is needed to protect
American national interests?"

Mr. President, as I argued 2 weeks
ago when the Senate considered the
firewalls legislation, the United States
must maintain a global military pres-
ence and can afford to do so. Remain-
ing engaged on a selective basis around
the world is not a matter of charity—
we do not seek to be the world’s police-
man as some have suggested. Our glob-
al presence is a matter of American na-
tional interests. Defending our trading
lifelines and preventing the emergence
of regional power vacuums directly
contributes to U.S. national security.

Some have attempted to argue that
preserving our superpower status is in-
consistent with greater cooperation
with allies and international institu-
tions. But setting up a false dichotomy
between collective security and pax
Americana is a genuine red herring. In
fact, collective security requires a
strong American military component if
it is to be a genuine deterrent and an
instrument of international order.

Mr. President, those who advocate
slashing the defense budget act as if
the administration has failed to make
significant reductions. In fact, the Pen-
tagon has set a course to reduce the
military by over 256 percent by 1997.
Anyone who has looked at the details
of what this entails must realize that
this is a massive reduction. We are al-
ready putting some 2 million people
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out of defense related jobs over the
next several years. Additional cuts will
add to this number at a time when we
will have great difficulty implementing
cuts already planned. Further defense
cuts will merely jeopardize a fragile
economic recovery and exacerbate un-
employment.

The Senator from Nebraska suggests
that the bulk of the cuts he advocates
can be taken out of procurement. But
under the administration’s future
vears defense plan, procurement is al-
ready being drastically reduced. In the
last 2 years alone, for example, the
Army’s procurement budget has been
reduced by 50 percent. The administra-
tion has canceled program after pro-
gram, causing as much consternation
as joy on Capitol Hill. Ironically, it has
been Members of Congress who have
sought to keep many of these programs
funded despite strenuous objections of
the White House and the Pentagon.

Mr. President, if we cut $5.2 billion in
procurement funding from the fiscal
vear 1993 defense budget as called for in
the Exon amendment, we will disrupt
numerous programs that are now en-
tering production. A random distribu-
tion of procurement cuts will only en-
sure that many programs are unable to
proceed at efficient rates and in a sen-
sible manner,

In proposing an arbitrary cut to de-
fense, the proponents of this amend-
ment have not adequately explained
what is wrong with the administra-
tion’s budget request. In this Senator’s
view, it was unwise and unnecessary to
cut an additional $50 billion over 5
years. Our ability to preserve Amer-
ican global military strength is tenu-
ous already. But if Congress cuts even
more, we will be irreversibly on the
path to military retreat.

Mr. President, the Secretary of De-
fense and the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff have articulated a co-
herent military strategy and force pos-
ture for the post-cold war world. This
new plan also represents truly massive
cuts in defense spending. For the Con-
gress to now demand additional cuts is
irresponsible and shortsighted. We
should join the administration in re-
structuring our military in a measured
and coherent manner.

The amendment before us is simply a
recipe for incoherence and disruption.
It will not accomplish what its pro-
ponents argue. It will not help our eco-
nomic situation; in fact it will exacer-
bate our problems in this area. This
amendment is little more than a con-
venient excuse for not doing what is
actually needed if we are serious about
the deficit. ®

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I fully
support the efforts by the Senator from
Nebraska to reduce the defense spend-
ing levels in the budget resolution.

The Exon amendment would reduce
the 050 defense discretionary spending
level by $7.6 billion in budget authority
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in fiscal year 1993, and by $3.5 billion in
outlays in fiscal year 1993. While I
would support even deeper cuts, I be-
lieve the Exon proposal has a great
deal of merit. All savings under this
plan would go to deficit reduction.

‘I was deeply disappointed with the
defense spending levels that the Senate
Budget Committee adopted during
markup of the budget resolution. The
levels currently in the budget resolu-
tion are almost identical to those in
President Bush's budget request. More
importantly, these defense levels are
not consistent with the realities of the
world we live in today.

We can make a reasonable cut in the
defense budget without endangering
our national security. We must begin
the long overdue process of restructur-
ing our military forces. Substantial
savings can be realized, but only if
Congress acknowledges what the Amer-
ican people acknowledge: That the So-
viet Union has collapsed and the
threats to our national security are
greatly reduced.

Let me give a few examples. First,
the United States and the Western na-
tions are now pledging about $24 billion
in assistance to the former Soviet
Union. Yet, at the same time, roughly
half of our defense budget goes to de-
fend Western Europe from a Soviet at-
tack. In addition, prior to the defense
buildup under President Reagan, de-
fense spending in the cold war peace-
time years averaged $236.6 billion in
constant 1993 dollars. Yet our defense
budget for fiscal year 1993 under this
budget resolution will exceed this fig-
ure by $43.8 billion, and at the end of
the b-year plan defense spending will
still be $15 billion higher in constant
dollars.

These levels of defense spending
make even less sense when we consider
the Federal budget deficit. We must
make every effort to get our Federal
budget deficit under control. According
to CBS, the deficit will reach $372 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1992, setting new
records for the deficit for the second
year in a row. By 1997, we will still
have a deficit of $216 billion. In addi-
tion, next year we will spend $316 bil-
lion in gross interest on the debt. We
are spending more on our past than on
our future. We need to do better.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Exon amendment.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
the Senate has thoroughly debated the
Exon amendment which would man-
date additional cuts in the defense
budget, over and above those proposed
by President Bush and those approved
by the Budget Committee.

Although I am not fully persuaded at
this time that the President’s proposal
is necessarily the most appropriate
bottom line spending figure, I am con-
vinced that we are already cutting de-
fense spending at a pace that is taxing
our ability to draw down the Defense
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Establishment in an orderly way. In
our desire to cut defense spending we
must ensure that we do not damage our
force structure.

As such, I rise to oppose the Exon
amendment. Let me be clear, however,
that my opposition to the Exon amend-
ment does not necessarily imply sup-
port for the President’s proposal. I am
most concerned about the pace and
manner of the cuts required by the
Senator from Nebraska.

President Bush, Secretary Cheney,
General Powell, the military services,
and congressional defense experts such
as Chairman NUNN are emphatic that
the current pace of reductions is al-
ready stretching our practical capac-
ity.

In my view we must make the nec-
essary cubs rationally, sensibly, and
prudently. The meat cleaver approach
does not meet these criteria. Mr. Presi-
dent, let us not forget the lessons of
our own history. After each military
build up and major historical transi-
tion, we have consistently built down
too far, too fast, only to have to build
up yet again in the future, at consider-
able costs. Let us not make the same
mistake again.

Mr. President, I am also concerned
about the manner in which the Senator
from Nebraska would make these fur-
ther cuts. Very briefly, it is my under-
standing that the premise of the Exon
plan is that increases in any procure-
ment line items are subject to freezes
or reductions. This is an unusual man-
ner in which to manage line items. It is
my understanding that this is not done
in any other budgets, such as domestic
discretionary.

Further, the Senator from Nebraska
bases his plan on freezing or cutting
what are called nonmajor procurement
programs. That is, cutting a little from
a lot of programs.

This may sound reasonable on the
surface, but it isn’t necessarily the
most sensible or serious way to cut the
budget. Different programs are at dif-
ferent levels or stages of production.
Some are just beginning, with in-
creases planned for out years.

Freezing these arbitrarily would only
increase their per-unit costs through
decreased production efficiency. Other
programs are toward the end of their
run and could possibly be reduced or
eliminated without major cost in-
creases. The Exon plan would not per-
mit the kind of flexibility that is re-
quired for rationally reducing the de-
fense budget.

Mr. President, although the Exon
plan might seem appealing on the sur-
face because it identifies what appear
to be relatively easy, painless cuts as a
way to reduce the budget deficit, it is
important to remember just how deep-
ly we are already cutting defense.

I would note that the defense budget
is essentially the only source of real
deficit reduction. No other Federal
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spending—not domestic discretionary,
not foreign assistance, and certainly
not entitlements—is contributing to
deficit reduction. And the defense
budget is already slated to absorb even
more substantial cuts.

So, Mr. President, I must oppose the
Exon amendment for these reasons. As
the Armed Services Committee consid-
ers the defense authorization bill dur-
ing the next several months, the Sen-
ate will have ample opportunity to re-
view with intense scrutiny the defense
spending plans. The Senate will have
the opportunity to study the Presi-
dent’s proposals, to identify potential
areas of sensible additional cuts. I look
forward to participating in this debate.
I urge my colleagues to oppose the
Exon amendment.

Thank you, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the national de-
fense function recommendation in Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 106, the fis-
cal year 1993 budget resolution re-
ported by the Senate Budget Commit-
tee. This resolution includes a defense
budget recommendation for function
0560 which is essentially the President’s
budget proposal for fiscal year 1993.

While the resolution does assume a
small reduction from the President’s
proposal in fiscal year 1993, I believe we
will be able to find $2 billion in reduc-
tions during the detailed review in the
Armed Services and Appropriations
Committees. I urge my colleagues to
support the defense number in the com-
mittee-reported resolution, but I urge
also that we exercise extreme caution
in considering amendments to reduce
the level further.

Mr. President, I remind my col-
leagues that the principal reason for
maintaining military forces is to en-
sure the security of our Nation and its
citizens. The President has submitted a
defense budget request which he be-
lieves will accomplish this goal, while
producing some additional savings to
help reduce the Federal deficit.

Chairman NUNN and I have both ad-
vised .the Senate Budget Committee
that we cannot support further cuts in
the fiscal year 1993 defense budget
level. We recognize, however, that
greater defense cuts may be possible in
the future if developments in the
former Soviet Union and the rest of the
world continue to move toward a more
peaceful world. But that is the future,
and we cannot predict the future.
Therefore, I again urge my colleagues
to support the Senate Budget Commit-
tee-reported resolution which essen-
tially endorses the President’s level of
defense funding.

Mr. President, I would like to spend a
few moments to remind my colleagues
of some important facts about the de-
fense budget which should be consid-
ered carefully during our debate today.
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THE DEFENSE BUDGET HAS ALREADY BEEN CUT

Mr. President, only 1% years ago,
when Congress agreed to the 1990 budg-
et summit, we agreed to a ceiling on
domestic spending and a ceiling on de-
fense spending. The defense spending
ceiling has resulted in cuts of over $470
billion from the defense budget plan
which was the baseline at that time.
The President just this year identified
an additional $64 billion in defense
budget authority that will no longer be
required. This cut in budget authority
will result in over $200 billion in re-
duced spending by 1995, all of which
will be used to reduce the Federal defi-
cit.

Under the President’s current plan,
defense spending will continue to de-
cline at an average of 4 percent per
yvear through 1997. Since its peak in
1985, defense spending has declined by
almost 30 percent in real terms.

Defense spending in fiscal year 1993
will consume 19 percent of all Federal
spending in this country, compared to
nearly 23 percent during the 1970's—the
decade of neglect which produced the
hollow force. By fiscal year 1997, only
17 percent of all Government spending
will be for national defense, less than
at any time since the late 1930's.

As a percent of GNP, defense spend-
ing under the current plan will fall
nearly a whole percentage point in the
next 5 years. Currently, defense spend-
ing equates to 4.7 percent of GDP, the
lowest level since World War IT.

The President and Congress have
funded defense within the agreed caps.
The decisions required to realize these
savings have caused the President and
Congress to make hard choices—
prioritizing among important weapons
systems and modernization programs,
as well as choosing which personnel to
retain in a smaller force and which
could be eliminated from the force
without degrading essential military
capability. These choices have not been
made without consequences to Ameri-
cans.

IMPACT OF DEFENSE BUDGET REDUCTIONS ON

PEOPLE AND THE INDUSTRIAL BASE

Mr. President, I would like to reit-
erate a very important point which I
brought to the attention of this body
during the debate on the motion to
proceed to the so-called firewalls bill. I
believe there is a real firewall in the
defense budget itself. This firewall is
made up of the military and civilian
personnel of the Department of De-
fense, as well as the many citizens of
this country who work in defense-relat-
ed industries. These people are the real
heart of our Defense Establishment;
without them, our forces are just sys-
tems and equipment that cannot func-
tion. And there is a point—a firewall—
below which defense cannot be cut in
any particular fiscal year without ir-
reparably harming the morale, spirit,
training, and expertise of the remain-
ing military and civilian personnel of
our defense establishment.
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Mr. President, the 1990 summit agree-
ment required massive cuts in the de-
fense budget. In order to achieve these
reductions and because of the very en-
couraging changes in the world which
began over 2 years ago, DOD initiated a
25-percent reduction in military force
structure to be completed by 1995.
Today, less than halfway through that
process, the United States has fewer
people in uniform than at any time
since the Korean war. By 1995, nearly 1
million DOD military and civilian per-
sonnel will lose their jobs.

Over 500,000 military personnel will
be released, voluntarily or involuntar-
ily, from military service. The Army
alone will release over 85,000 active
duty military personnel in the next 8
months. Over 200,000 civilian employees
of the Department of Defense will lose
their jobs; 85,000 DOD civilian jobs have
already been eliminated.

And as part of this overall reduction
in force structure, DOD has proposed
reducing the National Guard and Re-
serve forces by nearly 250,000 personnel.
If as some predict, Congress does not
allow these cuts to ocecur, the cost of
keeping these Guard and Reserve per-
sonnel could be as much as $12 billion
over the next 5 years, which means
that cuts will have to be made in other
vital defense programs just to meet the
existing budget targets.

Mr. President, Secretary Cheney an-
nounced on March 26 that approxi-
mately 140,000 personnel in the reserve
components of our Armed Forces will
be released from their units by the end
of fiscal year 1993. These personnel are
assigned to 830 individual National
Guard and Reserve units that are being
reduced in size or inactivated due to
the changes in the threats we face.
These proposed reductions have an im-
pact on the citizens in every State in
the union.

I should emphasize, however, that
these types of cuts are required even if
we fully fund the President’s overall
budget request as submitted. Should
Congress reduce defense spending sig-
nificantly in fiscal year 1993, then more
personnel—both active and reserve
component—will have to be removed
from the Armed Forces. In fact, Sec-
retary Cheney has indicated that,
should Congress authorize defense
spending at the levels recommended by
Congressman AspIN and House Budget
Committee, then DOD will have to
force an additional 300,000 personnel
out of military service during the next
fiscal year.

Mr. President, even at the overall
funding level recommended by the
President, the reductions in defense
spending for fiscal year 1993 will have a
serious impact on the defense indus-
trial base. By one estimate, we are
looking at a reduection of 1 million in
the number of people employed di-
rectly in the defense industry by 1997.
If the budget is reduced below the cur-
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rent administration plan, we are look-
ing at 15 direct jobs and 35 indirect jobs
lost for each $1 million in additional
reductions. Using this formula, even
the small reduction in the Senate
Budget Committee-reported resolution
would result in the elimination of
100,000 additional jobs in defense and
defense-related industry.

The defense budget project recently
released a report which addressed this
same topic, entitled ‘“‘Potential Impact
of Defense Spending Reductions on the
Defense Industrial Labor Force by
State.” In this study, the authors esti-
mate that the level of defense reduc-
tions in the House budget resolution
would result in the loss of nearly
350,000 jobs in defense industry in 1
yvear, fiscal year 1993.

An article in the February 24, 1992,
issue of Business Week reports one es-
timate that additional defense cuts of
$150 billion over 5 years—as some in
Congress have proposed—could result
in the loss of 3.3 million jobs in defense
industry, excluding the DOD military
and civilian jobs lost. The same article
cites a DRI/McGraw-Hill study which
estimates that 25 percent of American
jobs lost in the recession since July
1990 were defense-related jobs, held in
many cases by highly trained engi-
neers, technicians, and other special-
ists who will be hard-pressed to find
similar jobs at equivalent salaries
which would allow them to use and per-
fect their technical skills.

These statistics are staggering.

Mr. President, we must also consider
the impact of the planned reductions
on the production and research and de-
velopment capabilities in the base it-
self. Norman R. Augustine, chairman
and CEO of Martin Marietta, recently
provided testimony to the Senate
Budget Committee about the serious fi-
nancial condition of the defense indus-
try generally. Defense industry stock
is now discounted at 62 percent of the
market average. Debt ratings for most
of the industry have been dropped.
Companies are now reducing their cap-
ital spending on efficient factories,
cutting research and development, and
laying off engineers and scientists.
These trends complicate enormously
the ability of these companies to tran-
sition from the defense marketplace to
more commercial work.

We clearly should not maintain a
higher level of defense spending merely
to preserve jobs and capabilities in an
industry that we may not need. How-
ever, if further defense cuts are man-
dated by Congress, we would accelerate
the breakup of our industrial base
while denying defense contractors the
necessary time to reconfigure their
companies to pursue effectively oppor-
tunities in the commercial sector. In
the short run, unemployment in com-
munities around the country will grow,
and in the long run we risk losing vital
capabilities through the pressures
caused by over hasty reductions.
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The Director of the Congressional
Budget Office testified to the Senate
Armed Services Committee on Feb-
ruary 19 of this year, about the studies
CBO has done of the possible economic
impact of reducing defense spending.
Generally, CBO concludes that larger
defense spending cuts could impair the
sluggish economic recovery which is
just mow beginning. One CBO study
states:

The substantial defense spending reduc-
tions being proposed [in Congress] will result
in additional unemployment, business fail-
ures, and temporarily depressed commu-
nities in the areas around shuttered military
bases.

Mr. President, I stress again that en-
suring our national security must be
the principal issue in determining the
gize of the U.S. defense budget and the
structure of our military forces. But it
would be irresponsible to ignore the re-
ality of the economic consequences of
drastic reductions in defense spending,
especially when these reductions could
also impair the ability of our military
to carry out their primary mission of
ensuring the security of this country.

CAN WE CUT DEFENSE FURTHER NOW?

Mr. President, I fear that some of my
colleagues have not fully considered
the expert advice of our Commander in
Chief and his senior military advisors
concerning deeper reductions in de-
fense spending. President Bush, Sec-
retary Cheney, General Powell, and
other senior military advisors have
stated repeatedly that further cuts be-
vond those proposed by the President
could have serious consequences for
our military forces and our national se-
curity.

President Bush said, in his State of
the Union Message, that defense could
be cut “This deep and no deeper.” He
went on to say, *“To do less would be
insensible to progress, but to do more
would be ignorant of history.' General
Powell said, in testimony to the Senate
Armed Services Committee last month,
that ‘‘we are reducing as fast as we
can, we cannot go any faster or we will
break the force.” In a letter dated
March 19, 1992, Secretary Cheney stat-
ed:

In light of the current fiscal environment,
it would be inappropriate to analyze [addi-
tional defense budget reductions]. If avail-
able, [additional savings] would be used to
ease the painful transition the Department
of Defense must make as it executes the
most dramatic drawdown since that follow-
ing World War I1.

As I stated earlier, I believe that
there is a real firewall of people in the
defense budget itself, which effectively
establishes .the bottom line of the de-
fense budget. Greater cuts in man-
power could mean the destruction of
the All-Volunteer Force. Military per-
sonnel would have to be separated in-
voluntarily from service, breaking
faith with the people who have made a
commitment to a career of service. It
is important to protect the interests
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and morale of the men and women in
uniform, because they are the force
who will be called upon to defend our
Nation in times of crisis.

But all areas of the defense budget
will be affected if greater reductions
are made to the President’s rec-
ommendation., Training operations—
flying hours, steaming days, and
ground operations—have been reduced
already. Greater cuts would jeopardize
the fighting edge of our military forces
provided by intensive training and
well-maintained equipment, which
would result in higher casualties in
times of war; greater cuts would also
jeopardize the excellent safety record
of peacetime training. Our forces can-
not be permitted to return to the unac-
ceptable level of readiness of the hol-
low force of the late 1970’s.

Investment in weapons procurement
is already down by 60 percent since
1985, and DOD has proposed—although
the Congress has not always agreed—to
terminate over 100 major weapons sys-
tems. Further cuts would threaten the
viability of our industrial base and
eliminate our ability to return to de-
fense production in the event of a eri-
sis.

Greater cuts in research and develop-
ment funding will mean the loss of the
scientific and technical expertise of
those currently engaged in defense-re-
lated research, much of which may
have civilian applications as well.

Over 700 military installations world-
wide have been or are scheduled to be
closed under the current plan. Greater
defense cuts would require a more
stringent assessment of the need for
existing domestic bases, as well as re-
maining installations overseas.

These are issues that I hope my col-
leagues will consider when casting
their votes on proposals to cut defense
further. Every one of these areas could
have a negative impact on the ability
of our military forces to respond in a
time of crisis.

INVESTMENT IN DEFENSE PAID OFF IN THE

PERSIAN GULF CONFLICT

Mr. President, during the early
1980’s, this country invested in an over-
haul of our military forces, following a
decade of neglect in the 1970’s. The Per-
sian Gulf conflict proved the value of
that investment.

Our forces were equipped with ad-
vanced technology weapons systems
which provided the advantage and an
early, favorable conclusion to both the
air and land campaigns and which con-
tributed directly to the low levels of
United States and allied casualties
throughout the conflict. The training
and professionalism of our All-Volun-
teer Force, and the dedication and abil-
ity of the military leadership, were ex-
emplary.

The accomplishments of our forces in
the multinational coalition in the gulf
would not have been possible without
the substantial investment of dollars
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over the past decade and more which
produced the exceptional U.S. military
force we saw in the gulf conflict. Re-
ducing defense below the President’s
level in fiscal year 1993 will risk the
quality and capabilities of this superb
American military force.

POSSIBILITY OF DEFENSE CUTS IN THE FUTURE

Mr. President, we all realize that the
world is an unpredictable place, and we
can never know when a crisis might
arise which could challenge the secu-
rity interests of our Nation. The past
few years have seen unprecedented
change and a lessening of the perceived
threats to the United States. But these
same changes have resulted in greater
uncertainty about potential future
threats and the intentions of other na-
tions, including the successor states of
the former Soviet Union.

The President's defense budget plan
is designed to implement an orderly
drawdown of our military forces com-
mensurate  with the reduction in
threats to the United States. By the
end of this decade, our military forces
will be very different than they are
today. In his testimony before the
SASC at the end of March, General
Powell described the 1999 force as
“more agile, smaller in structure and
with fewer platforms * * * capable of
dealing with the challenges of an un-
certain world.”

But this force requires a commit-
ment to adequate funding and the time
to implement changes and reductions
in the most rational and least disrup-
tive way. The President’'s long-term
budget plan contains the funding and
sets out the path toward achieving the
force described by General Powell.

General Powell expressed to the
Armed Services: Committee his con-
cerns about great defense cuts in this
way:

It takes a long time to build a foree of the
quality that we have today, unmatched in
our Nation's history—one that we can be
proud of and depend on to answer any chal-
lenge we throw at it. To develop strong lead-
ers, produce the best equipment, and train
the forces to the peak of readiness takes dec-
ades, but the force, can be broken overnight.
And that is one of my greabtest concerns
today. If you go too fast, if you stray too far
from the carefully crafted plan we have put
together to draw down the force, you will
break it. And if you break the force we may
not be able to fix it in time, the next time it
is needed.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to consider carefully the issues I have
brought before the Senate. I believe
that the committees of jurisdiction
over defense matters can recommend
to the Senate a defense program which
is adequate to ensure our national se-
curity under the defense budget level
recommended by the Senate Budget
Committee. But our task will not be
easy to find $2 billion in savings in an
already austere budget. Greater cuts in
the defense will, in my view, jeopardize
the superb military organizations
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which we have developed over the past
decade. I urge my colleagues to vote
against any further reductions in the
defense budget.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the
Exon amendment represents extremely
modest cuts relative to the President’s
defense budget request. Specifically in
fiscal year 1993, the Exon plan is $8.8
billion below the President’s plan in
budget authority, a 3.1 percent reduc-
tion, and $4.2 billion below in outlays,
a 1.4 billion reduction. It should be em-
phasized that the Exon amendment
still provides $288 billion in defense
spending next fiscal year. Considering
the momentous changes in our world
over the last year, including the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union and the War-
saw Pact, I believe the Exon amend-
ment cuts repregent a minimum level
of adjustment.

Last year, on the heels of the gulf
war, the President proposed a 3 percent
per year cut in defense spending. This
year, having declared the cold war
over, he.is only willing to cut 1 percent
from last year's plan—or 4 percent per
vear—leaving us $15 billion over the
cold war defense spending average
when his plan is fully implemented in
1997. Clearly, there is room for addi-
tional savings.

It is time for a change in our prior-
ities. I believe we can and should cut
defense spending significantly beyond
the Exon amendment in the coming
yvear—aiming at a minimum for the
cold war average. We must tell our al-
lies that we can no longer afford to pay
their bills when we cannot pay our
own. We must go beyond burden shar-
ing and move to burden shedding.

We must keep in mind that the budg-
et resolution only establishes limits for
subsequent appropriations to specific
program areas. Although I support the
defense budget reductions included in
the Exon amendment, I do not concur
with the underlying methodology. I be-
lieve that decisions regarding specific
programs should be made based on in-
dividual merit and circumstances. Ex-
empting the 30 most expensive defense
programs from cuts, as suggested by
the amendment, does not necessarily
represent prudent procurement policy
in my view. In addition, cuts in oper-
ations and maintenance may not be de-
sirable. As we all know, the Appropria-
tions Committee will distribute the
funds as they believe they should be
distributed.

Senator EXON is absolutely correct in

*his application of the savings from de-

fense to deficit reduction. I firmly be-
lieve that we must reduce the Federal
budget deficit to boost savings and in-
vestment. Huge Covernment debts
lower private investment by raising
the cost of capital relative to our com-
petitor's costs. To maintain invest-
ment in our economy in the long run
we must reduce our budget deficits and
reorder our spending priorities toward
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investment. The Exon amendment
makes a vital first step in this direc-
tion and I am proud to be a cosponsor.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the Con-
gress, in recognition of the extraor-
dinary changes that have taken place
in the world, should reduce defense
spending. The collapse of the Soviet
Union as a military, political and eco-
nomic power has reduced enormously
the dangers of military actions or
threats against the United States, and
the existing level of defense expendi-
tures can no longer be justified.

Reductions in defense spending must
be accomplished in a way that is most
productive, most efficient and least
damaging to the economy of the United
States. The pending amendment to the
budget resolution, in my view, fails
this test, and I will vote against it.

For example the pending amendment
by the distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. EXON] assumes elimination
of funding for the second and third
Seawolf submarines. This halting of
previously authorized work on the
Seawolf submarine would result in sud-
den and severe economic disruption of
the economy of my own State of Rhode
Island as well in our neighboring State
of Connecticut. And the reduction
would be wasteful because most of the
projected savings would be offset
through contract and project cancella-
tion costs. In addition, this course of
action would threaten the preservation
of the industrial base necessary for the
future production of any submarines,
and rebuilding that base would be very
expensive and very time consuming.

There is an additional important rea-
son why I will vote against the Exon
amendment. This amendment makes
no provision to use any of the defense
savings for high-priority nondefense
programs. Our Nation remains in the
grips of a persistent economic reces-
sion. Most economists agree that a
major and early increase in Federal
Government spending for education
and public works would be extremely
helpful in putting our economy back on
course, reducing the number of jobless
Americans, and restoring economic
growth.

The pending amendment regrettably
does not permit use of defense savings
for these purposes.

For the reasons cited I oppose the
pending amendment.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have re-
viewed very closely the implications of
the proposed defense reductions in the
amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska. I have
traveled to the former Soviet Union
with Senator EXON, he has been my
friend for many years, and I have long
admired his Armed Services Commit-
tee leadership. There is no doubt what-
soever in my mind, and I really don’t
believe in any other Member's mind, of
the sincere, patriotic, and well-mean-
ing intentions in every defense-related
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measure he has ever associated himself
with, including the current amend-
ment.

Let me say in the defense of the Sen-
ator from Nebraska that he is looking
realistically at a stark future in which
high levels of defense spending will not
be tolerated by the American people if
the threat continues to disappear. Our
best information, that provided by CIA
Director Robert Gates just last week to
the Senate Intelligence Committee, is
encouraging. The prospect of a mili-
tary threat from the former Soviet
Union is vastly diminished. The War-
saw Pact is no longer a viable adjunct
to aggression; the former Soviet mili-
tary is demoralized, as we have heard
repeated on the floor yesterday and
today; strategic and conventional arms
production, where it continues, has
been carefully circumscribed—Senator
GORE and I met independently several
weeks ago with a Russian military del-
egation sent here by President Yeltsin
to discuss submarine demilitarization,
and I know the National Security
Council is taking under serious consid-
eration a proposal to demilitarize Rus-
sian nuclear-grade and plutonium war-
heads—a proposal, I add, made by two
distinguished physicists from Brigham
Young University. There is much other
evidence regarding the former Soviet
threat’s demise.

There are current and future threats
that we need to consider. And I believe
the Senator from Nebraska has done
that, and satisfied himself that the de-
fense budget that his amendment
would leave in place is sufficient, in
military terms, to provide an objective
force strategy to manage it.

Mr. President, where I differ with my
friend from Nebraska is in his analysis.
We have heard Senators GRAMM and
NUNN develop arguments challenging
the capabilities of the residual force
structure under the Exon scenario; I
agree with their assessments. And we
have heard Senator STEVENS express
his concerns about the state of the de-
fense industrial base that would come
out of the Exon amendment. It is the
industrial base issue upon which I want
you to expand.

The private defense sector is the
source of our military technological
genius. Except for our military labora-
tories, the so-called military tech-
nology base is in private hands. Very
little science and engineering is done
directly by DOD. We redesigned the de-
fense base after World War II with the
conscious determination to harness our
industrial skills into defense produc-
tion.

Unplanned defense cuts have, in my
judgment, no less a harmful effect in
the private as in the public defense sec-
tor—on which most of this debate has
centered. Once a defense contractor de-
cides to eliminate a military specialty,
whether it is airframe production,
guidance system development, radi-
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ation hardened communications sys-
tems, or others, the work force scat-
ters—over 80 percent will enter new
professional pursuits, most unrelated
to their previous military specialty.
Worse, many defense contractors, more
than 70 percent according to one
source, have not been able to diversify
out of defense in any reasonable time.
This means that there is no incentive
to keep highly skilled workers, like
R&D scientists and engineers of which
defense industries hire over 18 percent,
nor is there any expectation on the
part of such workers to hope for recall
by the firms laying them off.

The Nebraska Senator’s proposal
would deepen the defense cut by just
under 20 percent over the remainder of
the so-called FYDP—or the 5-year de-
fense plan from 1993-97. Let me provide
some statistics on what this will mean
in the private defense sector alone. And
I should mention that I have had some
help compiling this data from a recent
report, which arrived on my desk only
yesterday, from the defense budget
project in Washington. I am not nor-
mally a reader of this group’s material,
although I respect its director and
funder, Gordon Adams, as a man of
unimpecable reliability and integrity.

The Exon amendment will hasten the
loss of scientists and engineers, along
with other highly paid defense produc-
tion workers, weakening still further
this already distressed industrial sec-
tor, while even reducing revenue bases
at the State level. It is the grassroots
effect of the Exon amendment that
troubles me the most. Take my own
State of Utah: under the President’s
budget, Utah stands to lose 31 percent
of its private defense work force by
1997. The Exon proposal would add 601
workers to that number, for total
losses of 7,752.

In the State of Nebraska, which has
only 9,512 private defense workers, the
Exon amendment would add 239 skilled
workers, making the projected 1997
losses 2,828—or 30 percent of this im-
portant sector.

But, Mr. President, let's take States
with very large defense employment:

California’s losses are raised by 16,530
workers to 166,530 by 1997.

Massachusetts’ losses will rise 4,113
to 45,759—in a State already suffering
the most from the defense slowdown.

Connecticut, with the loss of its sub-
marine industry staring it in the face,
will experience another 2,850 job reduc-
tions under the Exon amendment, plac-
ing its level of private defense cut-
backs at 37,850 by 1997.

Like every other Senator in this
Chamber, I fear for my own State, but
I also fear for the national technology
base. On these grounds, this is not a
sensible move. It tends to add disorder
to an already hasty military reduction
and heightens the fears of the highly
skilled persons affected.

Mr. President, I hope that my good
friend from Nebraska will reexamine
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his measure and, on the basis of this
reassessment, withdraw it from consid-
eration.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do
not think I will use mine, because some
of our Senators are very pushed. Let
me just suggest that when you take all
the numbers, really look at 1992 versus
1893, it is very simple to analyze what
is happening. I know it is being de-
scribed as a rather trivial amendment
in terms of its impact.

Mr. President, we are going to cut de-
fense, 1993 versus 1992, under the Presi-
dent’s proposal, $20 billion. Someone
will say that is budget authority, not
outlays; that is programs. That is how
you measure cuts, $20 billion in cuts in
1 year. The amendment says that is not
enough; add $8 billion more. So the
issue is, is it enough to cut defense $20
billion in 1 year, as recommended by
the President, as recommended by the
Armed Services Committee, the chair-
man of the committee, or should we
make it $28 billion?

All the arguments have been made
why we should do one or the other. But
I submit another $8 billion in program
reductions is not what we should do.
Frankly, we ought to build it down or-
derly, in a manner that is consistent
with the commitments we have made
to the men and women in the military,
consistent with our commitments to
the economy of the United States, and
I believe $20 billion is enough.

I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
RECORD at this point a copy of the Dear
Colleague letter that I sent to my col-
leagues on April 7. 2

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

U.S. SBENATE,
Washington, DC, April 7, 1992.

DEAR COLLEAGUE: During debate on Senate
Concurrent Resolution 106, the Fiscal Year
1993 Budget Resolution, I will be offering an
amendment to reduce defense spending for
the upcoming year. On March 31st, after con-
siderable evaluation of the President's de-
fense budget, I gave a detailed statement on
the floor of the Senate on how much and
where we can make cuts in our defense budg-
et and still maintain a credible national de-
fense posture. I would like to take this op-
portunity to summarize my amendment and
ask for your support as the Senate debates
the appropriate level of defense spending in
this changing world.

Summary of the Exon Amendment to the
1993 Budget Resolution:

The Exon amendment reduces the Senate
Budget Committee defense number by $7.6
billion in FY 1993 Budget Authority and $3.5
billion in FY 1993 Outlays ($8.8 billion in
Budget Authority and $4.2 billion in Outlays
below the President’s proposed defense num-
bers). Under the existing budget agreement,
savings would go toward deficit reduction.

Two-thirds of the President’s 1993-97 de-
fense cuts come from the early termination
of two weapons systems—the B-2 bomber and
the SS8N-21 attack submarine—not even part
of our present operational forces.
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The Exon Plan does not cut any funding
from the President's military personnel re-
quest. Therefore, no personnel reductions are
required below the level recommended by the
President.

The Exon Plan does not cut any of each
service's top ten most-expensive program re-
quests (30 weapons systems in all).

The Exon Plan does not cut any procure-
ment program below the approved 1992
spending level. Cuts are taken only from
large increases over present spending levels.

The Exon Plan does recommend a $5.2 bil-
lion reduction in the President’s proposed
$54.4 billion procurement budget. This reduc-
tion can be realized by freezing at 1992 levels
spending in hundreds of smaller dollar line
items (none of the top 30 weapons systems)
where large increases are proposed.

The Exon Plan does recommend a $2.1 bil-
lion reduction in the President’s proposed $39
billion research and development budget.
This reduction can be realized by cutting
SDI spending by $1 billion, from $5.3 billion
to $4.3 billion, higher still than last year’s
$4.1 billion level. Another $1 billion in sav-
ings can be achieved simply by freezing the
Air Force research and development budget,
which is proposed to increase by 6.9%, and
the Director of Test and Evaluation budget
at 1992 levels.

The Exon Plan does recommend a modest
1% reduction from the President’s Military
Construction, Family Housing and Oper-
ations and Maintenance requests.

The Exon Plan does freeze Department of
Energy spending at the 1992 spending level.

My plan outlines where modest cuts can be
made to the defense budget, not necessarily
what cuts will be made. The Budget Resolu-
tion is designed to establish spending caps; it
is not meant to specifically address funding
levels for defense accounts or programs. My
plan is an illustrative list of cuts that show
one way reasonable reductions can be made
in defense without compromising our na-
tional security.

Majority Leader Mitchell, Appropriations
Committee Chairman Byrd, Budget Commit-
tee Chairman Sasser and other senators have
joined me as cosponsors of this amendment.
Please contact Andy Johnson at 224-5463 if
yvou have any questions or wish to be added
48 a cosponsor.

Sincerely,
Jmm EXON,
U.S. Senator.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the issue
here is simply whether or not we are
going to make more of a reduction
than the President of the United States
outlined in his budget.

I simply say again that in budget au-
thority in 1992 we are going to spend
$291 billion. If we accept the Presi-
dent's recommendations we are going
to reduce that sum down to $281 bil-
lion. But if we accept the President’s
numbers, or those similar to it, 5 years
from now, in 1997, we are still going to
have a budget authority expenditure of
about $290 billion, which means dollar-
wise, we are not going to have a signifi-
cant reduction, and certainly no peace
dividend, which the people are expect-
ing.

I simply say that the key factor is
that President Bush has $285 billion for
outlays for fiscal 1993; the Exon amend-
ment cuts that between 1 and 2 percent
only, down to $281 billion, about a $4
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billion cut out of a $280-plus billion
budget. It is a step in the right direc-
tion. It is not enough, but this is what
the people of the United States expect
us to do.

I yield the remainder of my time. I
assume that under that condition we
are prepared for the rollcall vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment (No. 1763) offered by the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. EXON].

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROTH (when his name was
called). Mr. President, on this vote I
have a pair with the Senator from Wy-
oming [Mr. WALLOP]. If the Senator
from Wyoming were here, he would
vote “no.” If I were permitted to vote,
I would vote ‘‘vea.’” Therefore, I with-
hold my vote.

Mr. PELL (when his name was
called). Mr. President, on this vote I
have a pair with the Senator from Col-
orado [Mr. WIRTH]. If he were present
he would vote ‘‘yea."” If I were per-
mitted to vote, I would vote ‘‘no.”
Therefore, I withhold my vote.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM] and
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. WIRTH]
are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr., PELL] is paired with the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. WIRTH]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Colorado would vote ‘‘aye’ and the
Senator from Rhode Island would vote
unay'u

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
METZENBAUM] would vote “aye.”

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Wyoming. [Mr. WALLOP]
is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 45,
nays 50, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 69 Leg.]

YEAS—45
Adams DeConcini Leahy
Akaka Exon Levin
Baucus Ford Mikulski
Bentsen Fowler Mitchell
Biden Gore Moynihan
Bingaman Grassley Packwood
Bradley Harkin Pryor
Breaux Hatfield Reid
Bryan Jeffords Riegle
Bumpers Johnston Rockefeller
Burdick Kennedy Sarbanes
Byrd Kerrey Sasser
Conrad Kerry Simon
Cranston Kohl Wellstone
Daschle Lautenberg Wofford

NAYS—50
Bond Cochran Dodd
Boren Cohen Dole
Brown Cralg Domenict
Burns D'Amato Durenberger
Chafee Danforth Garn
Coats Dixon Glenn
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Gorton Lott Sanford
Graham Lugar Seymour
Gramm Mack Shelby
Hatch McCain Simpson
Heflin McConnell Smith
Helms Murkowski Specter
Hollings Nickles Stevens
Inouye Nunn Symms
Kassebaum Pressler Thurmond
Kasten Robb Warner
Lieherman Rudman

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—2
Roth, for
Pell, against
NOT VOTING—3
Metzenbaum Wallop Wirth

So the amendment (No. 1763) was re-
jected.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, last week
the Senate Budget Committee reported
out Senate Concurrent Resolution 106,
the concurrent resolution on the budg-
et. There are two issues related to the
budget resolution that are of great con-
cern to me and that deserve further
discussion: Funding for the State Le-
galization Impact Assistance Grant
Program and funding for American In-
dian programs.

SLIAG

The State Legalization Impact As-
sistance Grant Program [SLIAG] is de-
signed to fulfill the Federal Govern-
ment's commitment to assist States in
serving those residents who gained
legal status through the Immigration
Reform and Control Act of 1986. We
cannot fulfill our commitment if we
consistently reduce or defer adeguate
funding for the program.

In 1986, Congress authorized and ap-
propriated $1 billion annually for fiscal
years 1988-91, to be allocated to States
using a formula based on the number of
aliens gaining legal status residing in
that State. These payments were de-
signed to reimburse State and local
governments for the costs of adult and
basic education, health care, and public
assistance directly attributable to
these individuals.

Instead of providing the funds nec-
essary to reimburse State and local
governments for these costs, the Fed-
eral CGovernment has withheld $1.123
billion, over 25 percent of the SLIAG
moneys that were to be provided. Any
further deferral of SLIAG moneys in
fiscal year 1993 will prove detrimental
to the States of California, Florida,
Texas, Colorado, Nevada, Massachu-
setts, New York, Washington, and the
District of Columbia. According to the
General Accounting Office, these gov-
ernments will have greater costs serv-
ing their communities than moneys al-
located through SLIAG.

"SLIAG deferral ill serves not only
the interests of the communities of le-
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galized aliens who are less able to ob-
tain needed health, education and re-
lated services, but also U.S. citizens in
these geographical areas who are re-
guired to compete unnecessarily for
services. Deferral of funding does not
come with deferral of the costs. The
Federal Government should honor the
obligations it assumed when Congress
passed and the President signed into
law the 1986 immigration law. The Fed-
eral Government should restore, and
not defer, further SLIAG funding.
AMERICAN INDIAN PROGRAMS

During the past several years, the
Senate Select Committee on Indian Af-
fairs has analyzed Federal spending
trends and the relative status of pro-
grams for native Americans as com-
pared with programs for other Ameri-
cans. Without question, the results
show that Indians, the population
group which suffers the worst condi-
tions of unemployment, poor health,
inadequate education, and other social
and economic conditions, are the peo-
ple who, over the past decade, have
also suffered the deepest cuts in Fed-
eral spending for programs designed for
their benefit. This fact is undoubtedly
due in large measure to the lack of po-
litical power of the disparate 310 tribes
and 197 Alaska Native villages. But
these same powerless first Americans
are the very people to whom this Gov-
ernment owes its first responsibility,
based on treaties, statutes, and Federal
court rulings.

Yet, given these bleak statistics, and
the growing problems in Indian coun-
try, the President’s total request for
Indian spending for fiscal year 1993
falls far short of supporting an expecta-
tion that conditions will be improving
in the coming year. Indeed, according
to the most recent study prepared by
the Congressional Research Service,
the President’s fiscal year 1993 budget
request for Indian programs proposes a
decrease of $480,100,000 in constant dol-
lars allowing for inflation from the fis-
cal year 1992 appropriated level—an
overall decrease in Indian spending of
14.4 percent.

I ask my colleagues to join me in as-
suring that Indian people are not re-
quired to bear the burden of reductions
compelled by the budgat deficit. I urge
the Appropriations Committee to re-
ject the President’s proposed reduc-
tions and to restore spending to fiscal
year 1992 level of program effort, ad-
justed for inflation as determined by
the Congressional Budget Office. Based
on these objectives, I support the rec-
ommended levels of funding proposed
for Indian programs for fiscal year 1993
as follows: Bureau of Indian Affairs,
$2,171,993; Indian Health Service,
$1,938,952; and the Department of Edu-
cation—Indian Education Programs,
$810,200.

Finally, in an effort to facilitate the
consideration of the recommendations
of the select committee, the committee
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has identified a few fundamental prior-
ities that are based upon Federal pol-
icy as articulated by President Bush on
June 14, 1991, in his statement of Indian
policy. Specifically, the committee’s
priorities for the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs account are designed to assure:
First, the protection of natural re-
sources, including water rights, hunt-
ing and fishing rights, irrigated agri-
culture, and timber management; sec-
ond, support for economic development
activities on Indian lands; third, assist-
ance to assure the stability of pro-
grams administered by tribal govern-
ments, including employment pro-
grams and tribal government services;
and fourth, maintenance of the pre-
vious year’s level of effort in education
programs.

The committee’s priorities for the In-
dian Health Service are based on the
implementation of new programs in the
following areas: First, mental health
and child abuse prevention and treat-
ment efforts; second, self-determina-
tion efforts of tribal governments;
third, addressing health manpower
shortages in IHS hospitals and clinics;
fourth, alcoholism and substance abuse
program initiatives; and fifth, alter-
native health care delivery approaches.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, a Republican Sen-
ator will now be recognized to offer an
amendment,

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, could we
have order? I cannot hear the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Order in
the Senate.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, under
the previous order, as I understand it,
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]
will propose the next amendment, and
thereafter under the previous order,
the Senator from New Jersey, [Mr.
BRADLEY] will be recognized to offer
his amendment.

Let me say that I expect we will be
able to clear or deal with the Brown
amendment, as modified, by a voice
vote, if I am not mistaken. The Brad-
ley amendment will probably require a
rollcall vote, Mr. President.

Let me say this to my colleagues
while many of them are in the Cham-
ber. We now have before us about 20 ad-
ditional amendments, if memory serves
me correctly, 18 to 20 additional
amendments. I would ask those who
have amendments, let us move on them
just as expeditiously as possible. We
are going to have to do that, I think, if
we are going to conclude this resolu-
tion, have any hope of concluding it to-
morrow or certainly late this evening.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. I might ask the
chairman, what is his intention or his
pleasure with reference to this
evening? Did he want to carry this over
until the morning or does he want to
try to finish? I do not see how we can
finish tonight.
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Mr. SASSER. I think that is a matter
that should be addressed to the major-
ity leader, and I have not had an oppor-
tunity to discuss this matter with him
until just this moment.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if it
is at all possible, I hope we can finish
this evening. I do not intend that the
Senate remain in session all night or
anything like that. It will really be up
to Senators to decide when they want
to complete action.

Might I inguire of the Chair how
much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Approxi-
mately 13 hours.

Mr. MITCHELL. It is obvious, if Sen-
ators choose to use all that time, that
we will be back here tomorrow. As I in-
dicated on several prior occasions, up
to and including earlier today, we must
complete action on this resolution
prior to leaving for the Easter recess. I
intend to stay here this evening if
there is any hope or prospect or possi-
bility of finishing this evening, because
I think that is the wish of more Sen-
ators than not. But it will depend upon
Senators.

I will yield the floor and let the Re-
publican leader gain the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think we
spent about 9 hours on this past
amendment. Hopefully, we can do all
the others in less time than that. This
was a significant amendment. This was
a key amendment. Maybe some of the
amendments will not be offered on de-
fense matters. Maybe they will fall by
the wayside, because this was a key
amendment. I know the Senator from
New Mexico and others have an impor-
tant amendment.

I agree with the majority leader, we
would like to finish this bill early this
evening. We have at least two or three
Members here who have other commit-
ments away from the city starting to-
morrow. So if people are looking for
votes, they may be shy a few if we do
not finish tonight.

Mr. REID. Will the majority leader
yield?

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to the
chairman of the committee, I am won-
dering if we can have some agreements
as to the order of amendments that are
going to be offered. I have been here off
and on the floor since Tuesday wanting
to offer an amendment. I would think
it would be to the interest of the Sen-
ate if we could have some agreement
on the order that the amendments
would be offered in the future.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, follow-
ing the disposition of the Bradley
amendment, or even prior to that, I
would be pleased to enter into a unani-
mous-consent agreement to try to dis-
pose or to lay the amendments out in
an orderly fashion and try to dispose of
them, if that seems to make sense at
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this particular time. I would suggest
that we dispose of the Brown amend-
ment, then take up the Bradley amend-
ment, and in the interim see if we can-
not work out some orderly way to take
up these amendments as rapidly as pos-
sible. T am cognizant of the fact that
the distinguished Senator from Nevada
has been on the floor off and on for 2
days inquiring about when he might be
able to offer his amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me
indicate that I will be pleased to sit
down with the chairman and then
present to the leadership some idea on
how to sequence the amendments. I am
not sure that I have an amendment
listed, but I think I do. I will give that
a different name. That will become the
Domenici-Nunn amendment and it will
be a major amendment. So we are
going to save some time to make sure
we get to debate that. So we will be
ready to go with that shortly. I intend
for those who are already sequenced by
unanimous consent to proceed and then
we will discuss where we might be after
that.

Mr. SASSER. May I inquire of my
friend from New Mexico? He said the
Domenici-Nunn amendment will take
some time. May I inquire as to the con-
tent of that amendment?

Mr. DOMENICI. I would suggest that
it is a substitute for the entire budget
resolution, assuming the defense num-
ber as it is, and beyond that will have
significant differences from the one
that is currently pending. And we will,
as soon as we can, give you an outline
of it, I say to the chairman, and give
Senators an outline of it.

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LIEBERMAN). The Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. BROWN] is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1764
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that, as part of the effort to reduce the

Federal budget deficit, subsidies should not

be paid to those who are not in need and

that a study should be conducted by the

Office of Management and Budget to iden-

tify such subsidies)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN],
for himself and Mr. DOMENICI, proposes an
amendment numbered 1764.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the resolution,
insert the following:
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. SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT CERTAIN
GOVERNMENT SUBSIDIES SHOULD
NOT GO TO THOSE WHO ARE NOT IN
NEED AND THAT A STUDY SHOULD
BE CONDUCTED TO IDENTIFY SUCH
SUBSIDIES.

(a) FINDING.—The United States Govern-
ment needs an accurate understanding of the
subsidies it pays to those who are not in
need.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that, as part of the effort to re-
duce the Federal budget deficit and to set
spending priorities, subsidies should not be
paid to those who are not in need and that a
study should be conducted, as provided in
paragraph (c), to identify such subsidies.

(c) STUDY OF UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
MANDATORY SPENDING BY INCOME CAT-
EGORIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL,—The Director of the Office
of Management and Budget, and concur-
rently Director of the Congressional Budget
Office, in consultation with the Bureau of
the Census and the Internal Revenue Service
{both of which would provide statistical
data) and other executive branch depart-
ments and agencies, should prepare an esti-
mate by agency and account of the dollar
value (as measured by outlays) of assistance
payments from United States Government
mandatory spending programs under current
law and regulations to recipients by income
category for the current and five succeeding
fiscal years.

(2) METHODOLOGY.—The study described in
paragraph (c), to establish appropriate in-
come categories, shall use for individuals the
sum of the individual's adjusted gross in-
come plus any United States Government as-
sistance payment not already included in
such adjusted gross income and shall use for
persons other than individuals the sum of
the person’s taxable income plus any such
payment not already included in such tax-
able income.

(3) DEFINITIONS.—

(A) The term ‘“‘assistance payments from
United States Government mandatory spend-
ing programs' means any payment, includ-
ing payments-in-kind and loans, made by the
United States Government directly, indi-
rectly, or through payment to another on
the individual's or person’s behalf from the
mandatory spending programs. The term
does not mean payments of Social Security
benefits.

(B) The term “‘recipients’ means the indi-
viduals or persons on whose behalf the as-
sistance payments are made.

(4) REPORTING,—The study described in
subsection ¢ of paragraph 1 shall be submit-
ted to the Congress, and updated annually,
as part of the budget message of the Presi-
dent.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the sub-
ject of the amendment is a request that
we conduct a study of mandatory
spending programs that are provided
by this Congress, and that those man-
datory spending programs, except for
Social Security and interest payments
which would not be studied, be ana-
lyzed as to who is the recipient of those
benefits and assistance payments.

The measure is in the form that has
been circulated prior fo its introduc-
tion here with one exception and that
is that the study would be conducted
concurrently, including both the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and
Budget and the Director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office. So it is

SEC.
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thought that this study would be con-
ducted concurrently with both of
those. That is the only change from the
version I think that was available to
Members prior to its introduection.

Mr. President, excluding both Social
Security and interest, the Congres-
sional Budget Office indicates that
mandatory spending programs or enti-
tlement programs will reach $600 bil-
lion by 1997. It is an enormous portion
of our budget.

This resolution simply asks that we
study the people who receive those ben-
efits, evaluate what income categories
that those assistance payments are
given in. I like it because I believe it
will provide us a better basis upon
which to judge the validity of those
programs and to judge the need for var-
ious recipients to receive those bene-
fits.

Mr. President, I believe this has been
reviewed and approved by both sides.

I yield to the distinguished chairman
of the Budget Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ten-
nessee.

Mr. SASSER. I was distracted mo-
mentarily when the distinguished Sen-
ator from Colorado was speaking. The
amendment, as I understand it, as
originally presented directed that the
Director of the Office of Management
and Budget conduct a study. Has the
Senator modified his amendment?

Mr. BROWN. It has been modified. At
the Senator’s suggestion, we have also
added the Director of the Congressional
Budget Office. I thought it was an ex-
cellent recommendation. I think it is
important that the results of this
study have the confidence of everyone
in this Chamber, and having both of
those people involved and their agen-
cies involved I think lends validity and
credibility to the study. So I was happy
to include that. And that is included in
the version that went to the desk.

Mr. SASSER. I thank my friend from
Colorado.

Mr. President, let me say I have no
problem with the amendment. I have
no problem with the study that the
Senator wants.

But if T might just ask the Senator a
question or two about this particular
amendment. The amendment says that
it is the sense of the Senate that Gov-
ernment subsidies should not go to
those who are not in need. What does
the Senator mean by those not in need?
Does he mean wealthy individuals and
large corporations, as had been ex-
pressed I think in an earlier draft?

Mr. BROWN. As the chairman is fa-
miliar, my focus on in need did not
prove to be a universal definition, re-
calling the amendment that I offered
in the Budget Committee relating to
agricultural assistance.

This resolution, or this study, does
not include that offending language. It
merely asks for a study to indicate the
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income categories of people who re-
ceive the assistance payments.

Mr, SASSER. Could the distinguished
Senator enlighten us as to what pro-
grams would be studied? The amend-
ment asks that OMB, and now concur-
rently CBO—of which I very much ap-
prove, that addition—to conduct a
study to identify the subsidies. But it
appears it is a limited group of specific
programs, as I understand it. Quoting
the amendment, it says, ‘‘assistance
programs from the Government in
mandatory spending programs.”

Most of these programs are means
tested, and are targeted at the very
poor.

Could the Senator give us some idea
what programs he intends to have stud-
ied through this amendment?

Mr. BROWN. I would be happy to.
Virtually every mandatory spending
program that the Government has
would be included in this study except
for interest payments, for obvious rea-
sons, and Social Security payments. I
think the Senator has correctly identi-
fied the fact that many of these are
means tested.

What I was surprised to learn from
the Congressional Budget Office was
that, for example, in fiscal 1991, CBO
claims that individuals with income
above $150,000 received $50 million in
food stamps, aid to families with de-
pendent children, and supplemental se-
curity income.

I, frankly, understanding the means
test applied to those programs, find
that hard to believe. This study will
give us, I think, a clear picture as to
whether that analysis is truly correct.
If it is correct, my guess is we may
want to tighten the eligibility stand-
ards, or clear up any ambiguities that
might be there. But it is meant to
cover virtually everything except So-
cial Security and interest payments.

Mr. SASSER. So the amendment of
the Senator from Colorado would cover
the whole mandatory spectrum other
than those two that has just indicated
would not be covered? So it would in-
clude things like military retirees, the
military retirement fund, which is a
mandatory program? Veterans com-
pensation, which I think is also a man-
datory program? We get into every one
of them?

Mr. BROWN. Indeed, that is correct.
I might say, at least speaking for my-
self, that it is certainly my sense of the
thing that military retirees have
earned that pay. This should not be in-
terpreted as any effort to curtail those
benefits which I view as earned and
paid for.

A Civil Service retirement would be
another example. There is a wide vari-
ety of them. So this study is not meant
to suggest an answer as to policy in
that area but merely to identify in-
come categories.

Mr. SASSER. But merely to study
the programs in the mandatory area
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and identify the wvarious items that
might need to be corrected; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. BROWN. That is correct.

Mr. President, I have no further com-
ments, and I yield.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, we yield
back what time we might have.

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

The amendment (No. 1764) was agreed
to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order the Chair recognizes
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
BRADLEY].

AMENDMENT NO. 1765

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself, Senator SIMON, Senator
Apams, and Senator LAUTENBERG, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BRAD-
LEY], for himself, Mr. SIMON, Mr, ADAMS, and
Mr. LAUTENBERG, proposes an amendment
numbered 1765.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

On Page 3, line 16, decrease the amount by
$3,500,000,000.

On Page 3, line 17, decrease the amount by
$7,200,000,000.

On Page 3, line 18, decrease the amount by
$6,300,000,000

On Page 3 line 19, decrease the amount by
$5,550,000,000.

On Page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by
$3,800,000,000.

On Page 3, line 23, decrease the amount by
$1,350,000,000.

On Page 3, line 24, decrease the amount by
$5,300,000

On Page 3 line 25, decrease the amount by
$6,500,000,000.

On Page 4, line 1, decrease the amount by
$6,800,000,000.

On Paga 4, line 2, decrease the amount by
$6,250,000,000.

On Page 4, line 5, decrease the amount by
$1,350,000,000.

On Page 4, line 6, decrease the amount by
$5,300,000,000.

On Page ‘l line 7, decrease the amount by
$6,500,000,000.

On Page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by
$6,800,000,000.

On Page 4, line 9, decrease the amount by
$6,250,000,000.

On Pa.ge 4, line 12, decrease the amount by
$1,300,000,000.

On Page 4, line 13, decrease the amount by
$6,600,000,000.

On Page 4, line 14, decrease the amount by
$13,100,000,000.

On Page 4, line 15, decrease the amount by
$19,900,000,000.
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On Page 4, line 16, decrease the amount by
$26,100,000,000.

On Page 5, line 20, decrease the amount by
$1,350,000,000.

On Page 5, line 21, decrease the amount by
$5,300,000,000.

On Page b, line 22, decrease the amount by
$6,500,000,000.

On Page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by
$6,800,000,000.

On Page 5, line 24, decrease the amount by
$6,250,000,000.

On Page 7, line 13, decrease the amount by
$7,000,000,000.

On Page 7, line 14, decrease the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On Page 7, line 22, decrease the amount by
$14,400,000,000.

On Page 7, line 23, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000,000.

On Page 8, line 7, decrease the amount by
$12,000,000,000.

On Page 8, line 8, decrease the amount by
$11,800,000,000.

On Page 8, line 16, decrease the amount by
$11,100,000,000.

On Page 8, line 17, decrease the amount by
$11,400,000,000.

On Pas'e 8, line 25, decrease the amount by
37 900, n

On Page 9 line 1, decrease the amount by
$9,500,000,000.

On page 40, line 21, decrease the amount by
$300,000,000.

On page 40, line 22, decrease the amount by

On page 41, line 5, decrease the amount by

On page 41, line 6, decrease the amount by

On page 41, line 14, decrease the amount by
$1,100,000,000

On page 41, line 15, decrease the amount by
$1,100,000,000.

On page 41, line 23, decrease the amount by
$1,500,000,000.

On page 41, line 24, decrease the amount by
$1,500,000,000.

On page 42, line 15, increase the amount by
$3,500,000,000.

On page 42, line 16, increase the amount by
$1,350,000,000.

On page 42, line 24, increase the amount by
$7,200,000,000.

On page 42, line 25, increase the amount by

On page 43, line 8, increase the amount by

On page 43, line 9, increase the amount by
$5,900,000,000.

On page 43, line 17, increase the amount by

On page 43, line 18, increase the amount by
$5,700,000,000.

On page 44, line 2, increase the amount by
$3,800,000,000.

On page 44, line 3, increase the amount by
$4,750,000,000,

On page 42, line 8, decrease the amount by
$300,000,000.

On page 42, line 9, decrease the amount by

On page 42, line 10, decrease the amount by
$1,100,000,000.

On page 42, line 11, decrease the amount by
$1,500,000,000

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, the
amendment that I offer on behalf of
myself and Senator SIMON, Senator
ADAMS, and Senator LAUTENBERG
starts the process of reordering the pri-
orities established in the budget sum-
mit agreement of 1990.
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A year-and-a-half ago, I said that I
did not believe that those long-term
choices that were embodied in the
budget summit were well thought out.
I did not believe that they reflected the
priorities of America’s families, and I
did not believe that they gave suffi-
cient flexibility to respond to crises as
they emerge.

I still do not believe that the budget
agreement reflected those priorities
and I see no reason not to pursue our
real priorities.

This amendment shifts those prior-
ities. It cuts defense spending by an ad-
ditional $7 billion next year and $11 bil-
lion a year over the following 4 years.
It channels half of the savings to high
priority domestic spending, such as
education, health care and cleanup of
the environment. The balance of the
savings is used for deficit reduction.

A lot has happened since the budget
summit was agreed to in late 1990.
Since that agreement, we have fought
a war in the Persian Gulf that not only
dramatically demonstrated the effec-
tiveness of our military weaponry, but
also changed the geopolitical cir-
cumstances in the region in a way that
will enable us to reduce defense spend-
ing.

In addition, we have seen the dissolu-
tion and disappearance of the Soviet
Union. This budget fails to take full
advantage of the material changes in
our relationship with the former Soviet
Union and its capacity to harm United
States interests. Although Russian
military power should, and will, re-
main a long-term concern, it will not
generate the threats in the 1990’s com-
parable to those we faced in earlier
years.

The President’s defense budget con-
tinues, in my view, to waste taxpayer
dollars on military luxuries and over-
sized Armed Forces. It squanders re-
sources that could not be justified in
the past, instead of revamping pro-
grams to meet actual American secu-
rity needs in the future. We can safely
concentrate our defense priorities on
the many lesser challenges America
faces. We can ensure our security with
a much smaller defense budget.

The budget agreement continues to
provide insufficient resources to repair
the bonds of community in our cities
and improve education and clean up
our environment, Half of the $50 billion
in 5-year defense savings that we ob-
tain from this amendment are used for
high priority domestic programs.

This amendment provides the Senate
Appropriation Committee with, on av-
erage, about $56 billion a year in addi-
tional funds for critical domestic
needs.

We all know where we need to place
more resources. The Women, Infants
and Children Feeding Program reaches
less than two-thirds of the poor fami-
lies in need of nutritious food supple-
ments. Head Start only reaches about a
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quarter of the eligible population. Tens
of thousands of pregnant women do not
have access to quality prenatal care.
Thousands of young children got mea-
sles just last year because they were
not adequate immunized. Middle in-
come and lower income families are
finding it increasingly hard to send
their children to college and move up
the ladder. Our cities are in desperate
shape. Our infrastructure, our roads,
and transit systems, need sizable in-
vestment. And we need to do more to
restore our environment.

Mr. President, will this amendment
meet all the needs I have discussed?
The answer is clearly no, it will not
solve all our problems, but it will pro-
vide some additional resources so more
of our pressing domestic needs can be
met. Just as important, Mr. President,
the amendment reduces the cumulative
deficit over the 1993-97 period by an ad-
ditional $25 billion. We all know that
big steps are needed in the years ahead
to reduce our gaping deficit. We should
not wait to take these steps if we can
obtain defense savings now.

Mr. President, in summary, I think
this is an appropriate amendment. I ex-
pect that a point of order will be raised
that the amendment violates the 1990
budget summit deal, and to the charge
I, in advance, lead guilty.

As I have said before. I believe the
budget deal set us on the wrong course
with the wrong choices and the wrong
priorities. I hope that the Senators
who support our efforts to shift prior-
ities will support this amendment and
endorse our efforts to change the budg-
et rules that stop us from moving for-
ward effectively to what I believe are
America’s real priorities.

Mr. President, how much time re-
mains on the side of the proponents of
the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 54 minutes and 22 seconds re-
maining.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask, will the
Senator yield 15 minutes?

Mr. BRADLEY. I yield 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTEN-

BERG].

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
am pleased to join with my colleague,
Senator BRADLEY, in offering this
amendment. I think he stated the case
very clearly in that we have to deal
with several things, not the least of
which is to reduce the level of spending
we presently have allocated with de-
fense and deal with the problems of the
deficit as well as the sorely needed in-
vestments that are required for our do-
mestic programs.

Mr. President, this amendment would
reduce the level of defense spending in
the Budget Committee’s budget resolu-
tion by $7 billion. The savings would be
allocated to both domestic initiatives
and deficit reduction.

We are here today, Mr. President, to
say emphatically that we need to
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change the direction of this country.
Reality calls for it and the American
people are demanding it. And yet, Mr.
President, the budget resolution before
us represents little more than the old,
fatigued status quo. Its priorities are
the priorities of yesterday and the
past; its vision of the future is a vision
of yesterday.

For decades, Mr. President, the
greatest threat to the security of the
United States came from the Soviet
Union. To respond to that threat, we
have built the greatest military force
in the history of mankind. The quality
of our Armed Forces is unequaled. Also
unparalleled, Mr. President, is the size
of our defense budget.

How much money are we spending on
defense? Let us get some historical per-
spective. According to the Budget Com-
mittee, the average peacetime level of
defense spending during the cold war
was $236.6 billion in 1993 dollars; $236.6
billion. The budget resolution before us
proposes to spend $290.9 billion on de-
fense. In other words, we would now be
spending $54 billion over the cold war
levels, and everyone knows the cold
war is over.

Mr. President, the practical effect of
this resolution is that we would con-
tinue to spend billions of dollars subsi-
dizing the security of our European al-
lies and billions of dollars for a range
of weapons programs that serves no
useful purpose.

The American people have been
asked to tighten their belts in these
tough economic times. There is no rea-
son why the Pentagon cannot do at
least as much and still protect our na-
tional security. We can save billions by
eliminating spending for exotic weap-
ons systems like the B-2. We can save
billions more by scaling back SDI and
limited nuclear testing. We have seen
some questions raised about SDI as a
result of the examination of the Pa-
triot antimissile performance of the
Persian Gulf war, questions that ought
to have us examining how much we are
going to spend on SDI.

We can save further billions by elimi-
nating excess purchases for spare parts
and supplies by the Pentagon.

Mr. President, perhaps it was men-
tioned, but it is worth mentioning
again. There was an interesting ‘60
Minutes’ show on the Pentagon. Les-
ley Stahl was the reporter, and she was
pictured in the midst of a complex Gov-
ernment warehouse. The film showed
virtually thousands of tires piled as
high as the eye could see. It also fea-
tured inventory untouched for decades,
some crates unopened, untouched since
1950.

Ms. Stahl reported:

The world’'s biggest shopping spree. That is
what the Pentagon has been on almost since
the day they opened the building; $100 billion
of everything, from nuts and bolts to sliced
ham and Maalox, all gathering dust in mili-
tary depots.

The GAO says that $35 billion of that $100
billion is stuff that is of little use to any-
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body. And then in the next 10 years, to add
Insult to injury, they will spend another $35
billion just to store it. That is about $10 bil-
lion more than the entire budget of the De-
partment of Education.

Mr. President, wasteful defense
spending is always an outrage, but
given the fiscal condition of our Na-
tion, it is obscene. We are now the larg-
est debtor Nation on the face of the
Earth, not a title we are proud of. The
budget deficit this year is projected to
approach $400 billion, and we are spend-
ing $200 billion a year just on interest.

Mr. President, it is one thing to bor-
row to make investments that yield
long-term dividends. But it makes ab-
solutely no sense to borrow in order to
maintain a huge military. Buying
bombs and ammunition does not im-
prove our national productivity. While
the American troops in BEurope and
Asia pump plenty of money into those
countries, they do virtually nothing for
our own economy. Our European allies
and Japan are beating our pants off in
the marketplace while we pay for a far-
reaching defense umbrella they can af-
ford to pay for and ought to be required
to pay for.

The huge military budgets of recent
years are a luxury that we cannot af-
ford. Many of our military allies are
our economic competitors, on many oc-
casions unfairly. Let them pay for
their own defense. Our needs at home
are too great. Our economy is in the
longest recession since the Great De-
pression. Job openings are scarce. Un-
employment is over T percent, and ordi-
nary middle-class Americans are find-
ing it increasingly hard to pay their
bills, send their kids to college, and to
keep their heads above water.

Under these circumstances, we can-
not afford to go along with the status
quo. It is past time to shift directions.

Mr. President, I opposed the prior-
ities that were locked into place by the
1990 budget agreement. That agreement
ignored the investments we must make
at home and provided for a higher de-
fense budget than we need. The Senate
recently voted against this agreement,
but efforts to repeal it were stymied by
a filibuster.

The minority is blocking action that
we desperately need. It is past time to
change budget priorities. We need to
take some of the billions that we are
spending on defense and puf them to
work building the American economy,
providing jobs and a more hopeful fu-
ture for our citizens.

In fact, we have a lot of catching up
to do. While our competitors have in-
vested substantial sums in their infra-
structure and in the education and
training of their people, we have not,
and we will be paying the price of that
neglect for decades to come.

Mr. President, to appreciate the ex-
tent to which the United States is
underinvested, let us take a look at our
friends, Japan and Germany. Between
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1973 and 1985, Japan invested 5.1 per-
cent of its gross domestic product in
public physical infrastructure—b5.1 per-
cent. Germany'’s figure was 2.5 percent
of its GDP. The U.S. figure? .3 percent.
So Japan was investing some 17 times
what we were investing and Germany
some 8 times.

Mr. President, investment in phys-
ical infrastructure leads directly to
productivity, and Japan's willingness
to invest led to productivity growth of
3 percent between 1973 and 1985. Ger-
man productivity growth was 2.4 per-
cent. And here in our country our rate
was a mere .6 percent. How in the world
are we going to be competitive? We
have to make these investments for a
better future for our country.

Mr. President, just as we have under-
invested in our infrastructure, we have
devoted inadequate resources to edu-
cation and training. For example, we
know that $1 invested in Head Start
yields several dollars of future savings
in public assistance, special education,
and crime costs. We also know that
smaller classes substantially increase
reading and math scores, and yet we
continue to underfund Head Start. Our
economic competitors continue to in-
vest more than we do in the education
of our children.

Mr. President, a well-educated, tech-
nologically literate work force is criti-
cal if America is to compete economi-
cally in the future, and yet we have not
done enough to ensure that American
workers can get trained and then re-
trained throughout their careers as the
need requires.

While American industry searches for
skilled workers in Japan or Germany,
we have legions of displaced, unem-
ployed, dispirited workers here at
home desperately seeking jobs. It is an-
other consequence of misplaced prior-
ities.

We also need a greater commitment
to policies that stoke the fires of ad-
vancement, through continued support
of our national laboratories and health
science institutes. We need to get a
better partnership between government
and business, because the high costs of
R&D often mean that private industry
will not be able to bear the costs and
the risks alone. As long as we continue
deemphasizing civilian research, Amer-
ican industry will be walking into the
world's economic boxing ring with one
hand tied behind its back.

Unfortunately, Mr. President, many
of our best scientists and engineers
have been focused not on developing
new products but on new weapons.
Why? Largely because that is where we
put the money. And unless we change
those priorities, we will continue to
lose more and more market to the Jap-
anese and the Europeans. And as those
markets go, so will go the jobs of mil-
lions of Americans.

Mr. President, we have also under-
invested in another area that gets too
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little attention in this body, our cities.
Funds to States and localities have
been slashed dramatically, while busi-
nesses and middle-class residents have
moved to the suburbs. Cities are left
with few resources, and without a solid
tax base and facing mounting economic
and social problems, many urban areas
have descended into virtual chaos.

We can continue to ignore that prob-
lem and continue to write off the mil-
lions of young Americans who grow up
in these war zones, but these are the
people who have to carry our Nation
into the future, and we ignore them at
our own cost and peril,

Another area we have underinvested
in is the WIC program, which provides
needed food and nutrition counseling
to pregnant women, infants and chil-
dren. The Department of Agriculture
says that for every dollar we invest in
WIC, we can save more than $4 in Med-
icaid costs. And yet more than 3.5 mil-
lion eligible individuals are not being
served. It is a penny-wise pound-foolish
policy that is a direct result of our
skewed budget priorities, and it is cost-
ing lives, children’s lives.

Mr. President, the litany of needs
that require greater domestic invest-
ment is long, from health care to day
care, from housing to environmental
protection, from research and develop-
ment to drug treatment.

Mr. President, none of these needs
can be met if we continue to spend bil-
lions of dollars on outdated weapons
systems and on the security of our eco-
nomic competitors, nor is it possible to
meet these needs if the outmoded budg-
et agreement remains in place.

It is past time for change. It is past
time to focus on America's needs and
America’s future. The clock is ticking,
time is passing, and we simply have to
shift resources from defense to domes-
tic programs.

I point out, Mr. President, that this
amendment calls not only for shifting
of resources to domestic investment, it
also would use some of the savings
from defense for deficit reduction.

That is important. Reducing our
debt, or at least the rate of the in-
crease in debt, would mean less depend-
ence on foreign borrowing, less crowd-
ing out of private investment, greater
influence in international affairs, and
fewer demands on the resources of our
children and our grandchildren.

We hear a lot of talk around here
about reducing the deficit. If we really
care about the deficit, then we ought
to stop talking because here is our
chance to do something.

In sum, I say to my colleagues, if you
want to invest in America’s future, if
you want to cut the deficit, if you want
to change the direction of this country,
this amendment deserves your support.
It will reduce the budget deficit and
shift, more importantly perhaps, budg-
et priorities. It is an investment in our
future. I commend my colleague, Sen-
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ator BRADLEY, for his work on this im-
portant issue, and I urge my colleagues
to support the amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SYMMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho [Mr. SYMMS].

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. President, I will be very brief. I
say to my colleagues that we have de-
bated this issue thoroughly yesterday
and today up until the previous vote. It
is very clear that the Senate has spo-
ken twice now on the firewall and
twice now on the defense number that
the distinguished Senator from Geor-
gia, the President, the Secretary of De-
fense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, the Senators from Alaska and
Louisiana, who are senior on the Ap-
propriations Military Subcommittee,
have all spoken to. We just had a vote
of 50 to 41, I believe it was. At any rate,
it was defeated.

So, at the appropriate time, when all
time is yielded back, I intend to make
a point of order because, in effect, this
amendment, in addition to having been
already voted on by the Senate and
turned down, this amendment is in vio-
lation of 601(b) of the Budget Act. So at
the appropriate place, I will register a
point of order against the amendment.
I think Senator BRADLEY wishes to
speak.

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I
think, as we consider this amendment,
we should think a little bit about what
has happened in the last couple of
years. Let us start maybe with last
April. Last April, I proposed an amend-
ment that was similar to this, which
called for a cut of about 2 percent over
the budget summit defense number.
The amendment was opposed. It was
said it would break a solemn agree-
ment of the budget summit, and the
amendment failed. Yet the numbers
that are in this year’'s defense budget,
the President’s defense budget, are ex-
actly the numbers that I offered last
year on this budget resolution, except
it is 1 year later, once again, behind
the events that are breaking around
the world.

Last September, I offered an amend-
ment on the defense authorization bill
that would have asked the Department
of Defense to plan the impact of deeper
cuts than were envisioned in last year's
budget, and that, of course, was op-
posed as well. The Defense Department
and the supporters of the defense budg-
et number in the agreement of the
budget summit did not even want to
consider lower defense numbers, They
would not even study deeper cuts.

Mr. President, I believe that people
fear what is happening in our cities
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more than they fear Russia, and I be-
lieve people are more concerned about
the deficit than they are the defense
capabilities of the Ukraine. We have to
begin to face up to a changed reality.
The cold war is over. We are no longer
defending ourselves against a hostile
Communist nation. Our leadership in
the world would depend much more on
the example we set, and the example is
in the kind of society we build, in the
kind of economy we have.

So it is quite appropriate to cut de-
fense spending more, §50 billion more,
over 5 years; use half of that money to
try to improve the quality of life for
people in our cities, and elsewhere in
America to clean up our environment,
to give everyone a better chance. And
it is quite appropriate to use the other
half of that deeper defense cut to re-
duce our budget deficit which is our
country’s unguestioned biggest prob-
lem.

Mr. President, it is a very simple
amendment. It reiterates a point, that
we have made on this floor on a num-
ber of occasions. I hope that we are
going to be able to do better than we
did last year. I hope someday that the
Senate will be ahead of the curve as op-
posed to constantly behind the curve.

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
first of all, I just wanted to add to
what the Senator BRADLEY from New
Jersey had to say. He mentioned cities.
I wanted the Senator to know that in
Minnesota—I think I can speak for Illi-
nois, I see Senator SIMON here on the
floor—these issues that the Senator
has described that have so much to do
with security in our own country, and
the way in which people have started
to think about our Nation, what they
know we need to do to be a great and
strong nation, are also rural.

I have to tell the Senator that when
he goes out in his State—and I will use
Minnesota as an example, because I am
struggling to try to make a connection
between what people tell me when I get
home, and what they want me to do,
and what we do.

What I hear is we do not have the re-
sources to support our schools. Our
kids are not making it. Senator, can
we please make sure there is more for
chapter I. Senator, even before our kids
get to school, you know, what is it, a
third, a fifth of Head Start kids that
could be in Head Start are in Head
Start or, Senator, we just do not know
what we are going to do about health
care, jobs and all the rest.

I want the Senator to know that all
too often we think about these bread-
and-butter issues as urban and they are
every bit as much rural issues. I see
the same thing.

I want to ask the Senator this ques-
tion. I know he has given speeches on
the floor, but that is not what really
impresses me because anybody can give
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a speech on the floor. I know that he
has attempted to live the words he ut-
tered on the floor. He has spent a lot of
time in cities, cares fiercely about
what is happening in urban America,
and he wants to see us respond to the
needs and circumstances of people’s
lives.

When my colleague meets with
teachers or meets with young Kkids,
whether they be African-American,
Spanish, we have a large Indian popu-
lation in Minnesota, or whites, they
say to him, we do not have enough
books, we do not have enough facilities
to work with, and our neighborhoods
are rotting away, there is not enough
police protection, there is not enough
adequate housing, there is too much
crime, what does he say to them? When
they say where are the resources, what
is his response?

Mr. BRADLEY. Senator, I tell
them—lamenting, I tell them about the
commitments that I have tried to offer
on the floor of the Senate. I lament the
fact that the Senate seems to be behind
the curve, behind what I believe most
of the American people want, which is
cutting the defense budget more and
using some of that money for the defi-
cit, using the other part to try to im-
prove the guality of life of the citizens
in this country.

I tell them not to lose hope, that
there will come a time when we will be
able to adjust the defense budget to a
more realistic number, one that is
more consistent with what the real
threat is out there, one that is not still
targeted upon the threat that no
longer exists, that we will finally be
able to get the Defense Department to
spend money in a way that is aimed at
a real threat, the target, and not at a
threat that was much larger because it
is the threat of yesteryear.

I tell them that they are more in
tune with the future of America than
some defense planners in Washington. I
tell them that they understand, be-
cause of the quality of their lives, or
the absence of that quality, whether
children are raised in families that are
stable and have enough to eat, have a
chance to go to school, and have a
stake in the system, is more important
to the long-term health of our country
than one additional MX missile or one
additional B-2 bomber.

I tell them that unfortunately the
Senate has not yet reached that point,
but that every time this amendment is
offered on the floor of the Senate we
get a few more votes and we get a little
closer to the time when we will be ad-
dressing the real problems of America.

I tell them that the future of Amer-
ica in the 21st century depends upon re-
juvenation of America at home in the
1990’s. And the fundamental part of
that is reducing this budget deficit,
and having some additional funds for
programs that will improve their lives
and give all Americans a better chance.
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Let me ask my
colleague this, if I could. I want to ask
a more difficult question because I
have proposed amendments like this as
well on the floor. I know we are run-
ning out of time. I want to make this
point because I am here on the floor
right now. It is important for me to
say this.

I have proposed similar kinds of
amendments. I proposed an amendment
with Senator WIRTH, a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution, about the need to
waive the budget agreement. This was
just on education. We would commit
some of that to Head Start, we would
commit some of it to WIC, which I
think is an important education pro-
gram, and some to chapter 1. Then I
think we also talked about the stu-
dents who do not go on to college or
vo-tech for transfer, some money that
would enable them to make some tran-
sition to the job market.

Here is the guestion: When students
say that to the Senator—because about
every 2 weeks I am in a school in Min-
nesota—and then the Senator tells
them what he just told me, what do
they then say?

I mean, when the Senator says, lis-
ten, I think you are ahead of the curve,
I think you are right, I think we are
going to make a commitment to edu-
cation to young people in our country,
I think you are the future, I think we
will do well economically when we
have a trained, skilled, literate work
force, I think we will be stronger as a
Nation when we are stronger within, I
think we can do so much more to bring
people together and not have people so
divided, I think the national security
of our country is the security of local
communities, I believe all of that.

But then when the students say to
him, well, if you believe all of that,
Senator BRADLEY, you keep proposing
these amendments, why are they not
agreed to, then what do you say?

Mr. BRADLEY. I then talk about the
inertia of an institution that is slow to
change. I talk about the caution, the
excessive caution that characterizes
many people’s perception of our world.
I talk about the lethargy that has de-
scended wupon institutions in other
times and in other places, and how the
failure of institutions to adjust to
changing times in the long run endan-
gers the institutions themselves.

Finally, I tell them that they can
make a difference, and that they need
to get out there and participate in the
democratic process in order to show
that things can change.

I then begin to talk about the num-
ber of people in America who are not
registered to vote. I talk about the
one-third of the American population
who, if they wanted to vote on election
day, would not be allowed to vote be-
cause they are not registered. I talk
about the obstacles in the path of that
registration and I tell them to come
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out and make a difference—participate,
register, and then change the priorities
of the country.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
am going to add one other point and
then I will be finished, although I
would like to go on with this conversa-
tion. Believe me. I would.

I thank my colleague, Senator BRAD-
LEY, for bringing this amendment back
to the floor. There is going to be a
point of order raised against it, and it
is not going to pass. As I have told him,
I will have another amendment that
goes along the same lines. This is why
I would like to thank him.

I want to say this especially with the
Senator from Illinois on the floor here
because he is someone that I have al-
ways looked up to. I look up to my
friend, Senator BRADLEY, too, for two
reasons, one having to do with respect
and one having to do with height.

I met with some people the other day
from around the country, small busi-
ness people who are interested in re-
newable energy policy. They believe
that part of the future for our country,
in terms of concern about environ-
ment, is that we will produce and
consume energy differently and that
we will really get serious about con-
servation and renewal.

So I said to them—this was really an
interesting lesson to me—How has it
been going? They said fine. I said what
was the high point and what was the
low point?

They said the high point was when
we talked to some people in the Senate
and they did not have that much inter-
est in energy policy when we started
talking to them, but we thought they
were really listening to us.

I said what was the low point? They
said the low point was when we went in
and we met with Senators and Rep-
resentatives who agree with us, are our
friends, they are our friends and they
told us there is nothing they can do,
nothing is going to happen here. They
had the sort of sense of powerlessness
that they actually projected to people
who came here.

What I want to say to the Senator is,
If he does not win this amendment,
fine, he is absolutely right in what he
is doing. And there is going to come a
point in time, and the sooner the bet-
ter, where the vast majority of the peo-
ple in this country who really are, real-
ly are at this moment, saying, look, we
want to keep the strong national de-
fense.

I mean, my dad was from the Soviet
Union. Nobody needs to tell me aboubt
the importance of what we did over the
vears because of Communists. But now
it is post-cold war. It is not a cold war
now. It is a new era. Can we not invest
in our own communities? People want
to see that happen. Those people you
meet within your State—and I see stu-
dents here, young people—if you do not
keep proposing these amendments and
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essentially say what you honestly and
truthfully believe we need to do as a
nation to be stronger, then we will not
have that voice here.

We have to keep doing it and keep
doing it, and my prediction is that the
Senator’'s amendment will be adopted,
and the sooner the better, even if not
today. We will reorder our priorities,
and when we do, we will be better for it
as a nation.

Mr. BRADLEY. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota for his gquestions and
for his comments.

I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, we have
all talked informally among ourselves,
if not on the floor, about the eynicism
that is out there today in the public
about Congress, about government. A
certain amount of skepticism is
healthy.

Cynicism is not healthy, and it has
reached the point of cynicism. Why are
people cynical about government?
Well, bounced checks in the House may
be part of it, but let me tell you, that
is the icing on the cake. The real prob-
lem is that the American people
sense—and sense accurately—that we
are not responding to the world of
today. We ought to be responding to a
world that has changed dramatically in
the last 2 years, and we are not doing
it.

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of the
Bradley amendment. But let me tell
you, there is a major defect in the
Bradley amendment, with all due re-
spect to the chief sponsor; and the
major defect is that the amendment
does not go nearly far enough. Where
are we today? Oh, we hear big speeches
from the administration on how the
President is going to cut $50 billion in
defense, and then you look at the num-
bers, the budget authority numbers 5
years out, and we are going to be
spending more dollars than we are
spending right now. That is called a $50
billion cut in defense.

We are spending, this year, $292 bil-
lion on defense. What was the defense
expenditure in 1992 dollars at the
height of the cold war? If you exclude
Vietnam and Korea, pre-1980, at the
height of the cold war when we faced a
threat from the Soviet Union, we spent
an average of $235 billion. Now the So-
viet Union has collapsed, and we are
spending $292 billion. Depending on
whose figures you believe, we are
spending somewhere between $120 bil-
lion and $160 billion this year to pro-
tect Western Europe from a Soviet
Union attack. There is only one prob-
lem: There is not a Soviet Union.

We have to face reality. What is the
long-term threat to this country? Is it
a military threat? That is not the
threat. Our long-term threat is that we
are not facing our economic problems,
the deficit. Our long-term threat is
that we are not making our people pro-
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ductive. Economists do not agree on
very much, but they agree on this: You
are either going to compete with the
rest of the world with high skills or
low wages. And we are following the
low-wage route.

In fiscal year 1949, we spent 9 percent
of our Federal budget on education. Do
you know what we are spending this
year? Three percent. Does that recog-
nize the world that we are in today? If
the Senator from New Jersey will for-
give me when I say I think he is old
enough to remember the GI bill along
with me. If you take that old GI bill
after World War II and you put an in-
flation factor on it, do you know what
that is worth today? The other Senator
from New Jersey certainly is old
enough to remember along with me the
GI bill. But if you put the inflation fac-
tor on, you know what that amounts to
in the GI bill? It wouid be a grant of
$8,100 a year. What are you getting as a
grant today if you go to college? At the
most, if you are impoverished, if you
happen to be the small minority that is
qualified, you can get $2,400.

We have to give people more. The
senior Senator from New Jersey has
been talking on this floor about the
issue of race, and there is a new book
out by Studs Terkel of interviews with
people on this issue. It is a cutting
issue in this Nation. But let me tell
you, my friends, the great division in
our country is not between black and
white, not between Hispanic and Anglo,
not even between rich and poor; the
great division is between people who
have hope and people who do not have
hope.

We are not giving people hope. Two
things can give people hope, and that is
a job, where they feel like they are pro-
ductive in doing something to contrib-
ute, or education. We have to give peo-
ple hope. The Bradley amendment is a
small step in the right direction. I
know it is not going to be adopted, but
at least I am going to join those who
are going on record and saying: Let us
live in the real world; let us look at to-
morrow, not just today. Let us go be-
yond the immediate pressures that are
around here to spend money for this
defense, and interest in that defense,
and let us do something for our coun-
try that really meets our long-term
needs.

This is what this amendment does. I
am pleased and proud to be a cosponsor
and to vote with the minority on this.

I yield whatever time I may have
left.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to support the amendment of-
fered by my friend Senator BRADLEY.
The Senate's inability to invoke clo-
ture on the firewall legislation last
month and the failure of Senator
ExoN’s amendment earlier today make
me pessimistic about the chances for
this amendment. But I am convinced of
the correctness of this approach.
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I outlined my concerns with this
budget resolution and with our struc-
tural deficit yesterday. Today I would
simply like to reiterate my concern for
our citizens. That is the upshot of the
Bradley amendment. Enabling us to
help our children, our students, our el-
derly, and our workers, by investing in
education, infrastructure, healthcare,
and training. Fiscal year 1993 is the
tightest year under the budget agree-
ment caps. Unfortunately, given the
prolonged recession and years of under-
investment by this and the previous
administration, it is also a year in
which our domestic programs are most
in need of an infusion of funds.

I said it yesterday and I will say it
again today. It is unconscionable to me
that we are unable to agree on break-
ing the budget firewall 1 year early.
Just 1 year early. To hear the debate
on the floor yesterday, one would think
that the firewall was the only thing
preventing Congress from embarking
on a frenzied deficit spending spree. A
spree that would gut our defense budg-
et. A spree that would imperil our na-
tional security.

I strongly disagree with that assess-
ment. Breaking the firewall in no way
affects the budget caps. And our na-
tional security depends on far more
than massive weapons expenditures.
Our security depends on the health of
our economy and the well-being of our
citizens.

Our economy needs it. Our cities
need it. And our people need it. Mr.
President, I urge the adoption of the
Bradley amendment.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I am
prepared to yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. SYMMS. I yield the remainder of
our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, the adop-
tion of the pending amendment would
cause the budget resolution to exceed
the domestic discretionary spending
limit for fiscal year 1993. Pursuant to
601(b) of the Budget Act, I raise a point
of order against the pending amend-
ment.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 904(c) of the Budget Act
of 1974, T move to waive section 601 of
that act for the pending amendment,
and 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.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the Budget Act, there is 1 hour of de-
bate, equally divided, on the motion to
waive.

Who yields time?

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I am
prepared to yield the remainder of my
time.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I yield
the remainder of our time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question
is on the motion to waive section 601(b)
of the Budget Act.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Colorado [Mr, WIRTH] is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP]
is necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. WALLOP] would vote “‘nay."

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. M-
KULSKI). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 36,
nays 62, as follows:

[Rolleall Vote No. 70 Leg.]

YEAS—36
Adams Dixon Mikulski
Akaka Fowler Moynihan
Baucus Harkin Packwood
Biden Hatfleld Pell
Boren Kennedy Reid
Bradley Kerrey Riegle
Burdick Kerry Rockefeller
Byrd Kohl Sarbanes
Conrad Lautenberg Simon
Cranston Leahy Specter
Daschle Levin Wellstone
DeConeini Metzenbaum Wofford

NAYS—62
Bentsen Garn McConnell
Bingaman Glenn Mitchell
Bond Gore Murkowski
Breaux Gorton Nickles
Brown Graham Nunn
Bryan Gramm Pressler
Bumpers Grassley Pryor
Burns Hatch Robb
Chafee Heflin Roth
Coats Helms Rudman
Cochran Hollings Sanford
Cohen Inouye Sasser
Craig Jeffords Seymour
D'Amato Johnston Shelby
Danforth Kassebaum Simpson
Dodd Kasten Smith
Dole Liebarman Stevens
Domenici Lott Symms
Durenberger Lugar Thurmond
Exon Mack Warner
Ford McCain

NOT VOTING—2

Wallop Wirth

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 36, the nays are 62.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will now rule on the point of
order. The amendment of the Senator
from New Jersey would cause the allo-
cation of budget authority to domestic
discretionary categories set forth in
section 601(b) of the Budget Act to be
exceeded in violation of that section.
Therefore, the point of order is sus-
tained, and the amendment falls.
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Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I
would like to yield to the Senator from
North Carolina for a very brief unani-
mous-consent request.

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

COMMENDING THE BLUE DEVILS
OF DUKE UNIVERSITY

Mr. SANFORD. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent I be allowed to
send forward a resolution with the re-
quest that it be held at the desk for im-
mediate consideration and agreed to.
The title of the resolution is to com-
mend the Blue Devils of Duke Univer-
sity for winning the 1992 National Col-
legiate Athletic Association Men’s Bas-
ketball Championship.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of this resolution?

Mr. NICKLES. Reserving the right to
object, and I am straining to object,
but is the Senator absolutely sure that
his alma mater, the Duke Blue Dev-
ilg—o :

Is he absolutely sure that they are
the best team in the country?

Mr. SANFORD. I waited until Indi-
ana and Kentucky were off the floor.

Certainly I would say it is margin-
ally better than the Oklahoma team.

Mr. NICKLES. I have serious reserva-
tions about the Senator’s resolution,
but I shall not object.

Mr. FOWLER. Will the Senator
yield? I will be glad to break the tie
and make it two to one for the Blue
Devils. An impartial State can attest
to the fact that they won it fair and
square, They are the best.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (8. Res. 284) to commend the
Blue Devils of Duke University for winning
the 1992 National Collegiate Athletic Asso-
ciation Men's Basketball Championship.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, it is, as
they say in North Carolina, a pure de-
light to cosponsor this resolution com-
mending Duke University on its win-
ning, for the second year in a row, the
NCAA men’s basketball championship.

Coach K—as he is known to North
Carolinians—his great team, Christian
Laettner, Bobby Hurley, Grant Hill,
Antonio Lang, Thomas Hill, Brian
Davis, and others, and the coaching
staff all have demonstrated that they
are indeed champions.

The Blue Devils occasionally bring
their fans perilously close to cardiac
arrest, but they hang in there. Not
only are they great athletes—their aca-
demic achievements set an example for
students across the Nation.

The Duke Blue Devils began the sea-
son at the top of the polls. They were
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the first team in more than 15 years to
remain No. 1 throughout an entire sea-
s0m.

Duke won the Atlantic Coast Con-
ference title in regular season games,
then won the ACC championship title
in the playoffs, and then won the NCAA
tournament championship for the sec-
ond straight year.

It is interesting that no team from
outside of North Carolina defeated
Duke. The Blue Devils’ two losses came
at the hands of Wake Forest Univer-
sity—my alma mater—and UNC Chapel
Hill—which is Dot Helms’ alma mater.
But both Dot and I were cheering the
Blue Devils on to victory.

We congratulate the Blue Devils for
being the first team to win two con-
secutive NCAA championship titles
since UCLA’s great record that ended
in 1973. I am proud that the State of
North Carolina is home to Duke Uni-
versity.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

If there be no further debate, the
question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion.

The resolution (8. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

8. RES. 284

Whereas the Duke University Blue Devils’
men’s basketball team has had another out-
standing season;

Whereas the Duke Blue Devils maintained
the Nation's Number One ranking from the
beginning of the season to the end;

Whereas the Duke Blue Devils, in compil-
ing a 34-2 record, won the 1992 Atlantic Coast
Conference Regular Season Championship;

Whereas the Duke Blue Devils also won the
1992 Atlantic Coast Conference Tournament
Championship;

Whereas the Duke Blue Devils reached the
NCAA final four for the fifth consecutive
year,

Whereas Duke Coach Mike Krzyzewski now
holds the highest NCAA tournament winning
percentage among all coaches with 15 or
more wins in the tournament with a 33-7
record;

Whereas Duke Coach Mike Krzyzewski re-
ceived the 1992 Naismith Award as men’s col-
lege basketball coach of the year;

Whereas the Duke University Blue Devils
won the 1992 NCAA men's basketball cham-
pionship; and

Whereas the Duke Blue Devils are the first
team in 19 years to win consecutive NCAA
men’s basketball championships: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate commends the
Blue Devils of Duke University for winning
the 1992 National Collegiate Athletic Asso-
ciation Men’s Basketball Championship.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator
yield a minute to me off the bill?

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I am
pleased to do that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator withhold? It is difficult to hear
the Senator.

284) was
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Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I am
pleased to yield my friend from Arkan-
sas 1 minute. The amendment of the
Senator from Oklahoma is ready, and
he is next to go, under a previous
agreement.

I yield 1 minute to my friend from
Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Tennessee for
yielding. I simply want to say that on
the last vote, I would have happily
voted for half of that amendment. The
other half caused me serious reserva-
tions.

I thought it was perfectly appro-
priate to say we ought to cut defense
below the committee-reported level for
defense spending. I objected to the part
that said 50 percent of the savings
would go for deficit reduction and 50
percent would go for nondefense domes-
tic discretionary spending.

It is not that I would not vote for ad-
ditional domestic discretionary spend-
ing, but I would want to evaluate that
on a case-by-case basis. For the time
being, what, in my opinion, this body
should have done is simply adopt the
spending cuts of the Bradley amend-
ment. We have the next 5 years to de-
cide what, if anything, to do with the
savings other than deficit reduction. I
can just simply say, Madam President,
my obsession with the deficit is total
and we ought to be dealing with that
first. We can deal with the rest of it
later on. It would be very comforting
to the people of this country to know
we had cut $50 billion over the next b
yvears and had not immediately decided
to turn right around and spend half of
it.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, be-
fore yielding to the Senator from Okla-
homa to take up his amendment, I am
hopeful to get a unanimous-consent
agreement here very shortly with our
colleague from New Mexico, stating
the order of precedence in which var-
ious outstanding amendments can be
taken up. I think that would stream-
line our operation and expedite bring-
ing this matter to a conclusion.

I see my friend from New Mexico on
the floor now. And I think that he may
have a copy of the various amendments
that are presently outstanding: So I
will now propound the unanimous-con-
sent request.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
Senators be recognized in order to offer
first-degree amendments in the follow-
ing order: An amendment by Senator
NICKLES; an amendment by Senator
HARKIN; an amendment by Senator
RoOTH; an amendment by Senator FOwL-
ER; an amendment by Senator
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D’AMATO; an amendment by Senator
WELLSTONE; an amendment by Senator
SEYMOUR; an amendment by Senator
DECONCINI; an amendment by Senator
DoMENICI; an amendment by Senator

REID.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. SASSER. And also an amend-
ment by Senator GLENN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
have to have more information as to
how long they will take before I can
agree. So if we do not get some time,
we will just have to flip a coin as they
come up. I am not going to agree that
the last three amendments have 5 min-
utes each. Maybe that will be the fate
of the amendments.

Mr. SASSER. Let me say to my
friend from New Mexico, it may very
well be. We are not in a posture at this
time to——

Mr. DOMENICI. I would have no ob-
jection to Senator NICKLES and Sen-
ator HARKIN. They are the next ones.
Senator NICKLES was next in any event
and Senator  HARKIN was on
everybody’s list as the next one; is that
correct?

Mr. SASSER. He is on my list as the
next one.

Mr. DOMENICI. I will agree to those
two at this point and then we can talk
a little more.

Several Senators
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator state what has been agreed to
by the Senator from New Mexico?

Mr. SASSER. Let me amend my
unanimous-consent request, Madam
President, in this fashion. I ask unani-
mous consent that the following Sen-
ators be recognized to offer first-degree
amendments in the following order:
Senator NICKLES and Senator HARKIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. FORD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, but I will not object, does that ex-
clude second-degree amendments?

Mr. SASSER. It does not exclude sec-
ond-degree amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Reserving the
right to object. Will those second de-
grees have to be relevant and germane?

Mr. DOMENICI. I did not hear the
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from Minnesota state his ques-
tion again?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
I wanted to know, first of all, whether
second-degree amendments will be in
order. The Senator from Kentucky
asked that question. If so, I want to
know whether they have to be relevant
and germane.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair wishes to advise that the Budget

addressed the
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Act requires these amendments to be
germane.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further objection? Then the Senator’s
unanimous-consent request is agreed
to. The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, I
wish to thank the Senators from Ten-
nessee and New Mexico for their cour-
tesy.

AMENDMENT NO. 1766
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that the Senate should adopt on or before

June 5, 1992, a joint resolution proposing

an amendment to the Constitution relating

to a Federal balanced budget)

Mr. NICKLES. Madam Pregident, 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 Oklahoma [Mr. NICK-
LES], for himself, Mr. DOLE, Mr. BOND, Mr.
KASTEN, Mr. SIMON, Mr. SYMMs, Mr. BURNS,
Mr. SHELBY, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. DECONCINI,
Mr. LoTT, Mr. BOREN, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr.
HEFLIN, Mr. GARN, Mr. HELMS, Mr. MCCAIN,
Mr. BROWN, and Mr. CRAIG, proposes an
amendment numbered 1766.

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the resolution add the follow-
ing new section:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING BAL-
ANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT.,

(1) It is the sense of the Senate that the
Senate should adopt a joint resolution pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitution re-
lating to a Federal balanced budget, and that
the adoption of such joint resolution should
occur on or before June 5, 1992,

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, on
behalf of myself and Senator BOND,
also Senator KASTEN, Senator SIMON,
Senator SYMMS, Senator BURNS, Sen-
ator SHELBY, Senator MURKOWSKI, Sen-
ator DECONCINI, Senator LOTT, Senator
BOREN, Senator PRESSLER, Senator
HEFLIN, Senator GARN, Senator HELMS,
Senator McCAIN, Senator BROWN, and
Senator CrAIG, I have sent an amend-
ment to the desk which is very simple,
but it is very important,

This amendment reads as follows:

It is the sense of the Senate that the Sen-
ate should adopt a joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution relating
to a Federal balanced budget, and that the
adoption of such joint resolution should
occur on or before June 6, 1992,

Madam President, I offer this amend-
ment because I think we can no longer
afford the continuing hemorrhage of
enormous deficit spending. I do not
know that people really care who is at
fault, but I know they do not like the
results. They do not like the fact that
we are looking at enormous Federal
deficits, deficits that are climbing and
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escalating totally and completely out
of control.

It is interesting to note that several
of our colleagues who have announced
their retirements have announced their
frustrations and almost always in their
statements they have announced their
frustration over the inability to be able
to control these enormous Federal
debts.

Madam President, I look at the bal-
anced budget amendment which many
of us have proposed and I look back to
when the Senate passed on August 4,
1982, a joint resolution calling for a
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget. We passed it with 69 votes.
As all my colleagues know, it takes
two-thirds in both Houses. Unfortu-
nately, later that year, on October 1,
1982, it failed in the House. They had a
majority vote. They had 236 votes in
the House in 1982, but it required 290
votes.

On March 25, 1986, we had another at-
tempt to pass a constitutional amend-
ment in the Senate, and we failed by
one vote. That vote on the amendment
was 66 to 34. We needed 67 votes.

On July 17, 1990, an effort was made
in the House to pass a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget. It
failed as well but it came very close. It
had 279 votes; 279 to 150. It only needed
290. I would venture to say to my col-
leagues and to the American people
that if we have this vote today, I hope
that we will get the two-thirds vote. I
hope that we will be saying, yes, we
want to vote, we want to pass, we want
to adopt a constitutional amendment
to make us balance the budget. And my
guess is if we can get two-thirds vote in
the Senate, our colleagues in the House
can get two-thirds of a vote in the
House.

Right now we have a balanced budget
amendment that is proposed by Sen-
ator SIMON and others which is sitting
on the calendar. As a matter of fact,
his joint resolution was reported on
July 9, 1991, but it is yet to be consid-
ered by the full Senate. I think we need
to vote on it, and other people may
have other ideas. There are a lot of dif-
ferent ideas proposed for a constitu-
tional amendment, different language.
I am amenable to any. I think we need
to have it on the floor of the Senate,
and if colleagues want to try and im-
prove it, that is the legislative process.
I think that is important.

I look back at the votes that we had
in 1982 when we passed it in the Senate.
We had a gross public debt of a little
over $1 trillion. When we voted in 1986,
we had a public debt of a little over $2
trillion, and it saddens me to say that
today we are looking at by the end of
1992 that we will have a total Federal
debt right at $4 trillion.

Madam President, if you just look at
this chart, it is quite obvious that the
Federal debt is ballooning, it is in-
creasing, it is increasing out of control.
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And, again, we hear a lot of people say,
that is the President’s fault or it is
Congress’ fault.

You might see the rate of growth
back in the seventies, the rate of
growth in the early eighties and now
we see the rate of growth in the last
several years and it has been balloon-
ing. We talk about trillions of dollars
and figures so large most people cannot
comprehend them, but I will tell you,
Madam President, when we are talking
about gross Federal debt, we are look-
ing at a per capita basis in excess of
$16,000 for every man, woman, and child
in the United States today; $16,000.
That compares back to 1980 of a level of
a little less than $4,000. It has quad-
rupled in those last 12 years. So we
need to get our Federal debt under con-
trol.

I see my colleague from Kentucky
may be grinning. He thinks it is funny.
I do not think it is funny.

Mr. FORD. Madam President, my
name was used. He said it was not
funny. I would like for him to under-
stand why I am smiling.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. NICKLES. I have the floor,
Madam President. I will be happy to
answer a question if the Senator has a
question.

Mr. FORD. Who has been in charge of
the Federal budget for the last 11
years?

Mr, NICKLES. I will be happy to an-
swer that question.

Mr. FORD. I am sitting here with a
smile on my face and you do not know
what I am thinking, so you do not need
to use my name because I am smiling.
I may be happy about something.

Mr. NICKLES. I hope the Senator
from Kentucky is happy. I appreciate
his concern. I did not mean to——

Mr. FORD. Madam President, may I
ask the Senator a question?

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to an-
swer a question.

Mr. FORD. Does the Senator set out
how he wants the balanced budget to
be carried out once it is passed by the
legislatures in various States, or does
he just have a balanced budget amend-
ment with no instructions?

Mr. NICKLES. I will go into that in
just a moment because we have several
different options, Madam President, all
of which are preferable to the situation
in which we find outselves today.

My point is that we have a budget
ballooning out of control and we need
to get it under control.

I will say there is a lot of frustration
on both sides. I have been very frus-
trated in serving in this body at our in-
ability to get control over Federal
budgets. I serve now on the Budget
Committee, and I am totally dissatis-
fied with the budget resolution we have
before us today. I was totally dissatis-
fied with the budget summit that came
out of Andrews Air Force Base. I think
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it left a lot to be desired, and I will get
into that in just a moment.

Madam President, if we look at the
record, some people say we need to
raise taxes and other people say we
need to cut spending. I think it is quite
obvious, if you look over the last 20
years, outlays are racing upward. They
are racing and compounding at unbe-
lievable rates of growth. Receipts have
continued to rise but they have not
been able to keep up with the outlays.

And so you see the deficit widening,
out of control.

We need to get it under control. Most
people would say this is what we are
doing with the Federal budget. That is
the purpose of the Budget Committee,
that is the purpose of these Senate
budget resolutions. Frankly, we have
not been successful. The budget we
have before us today, we called for a
freeze on domestic discretionary spend-
ing, we called for cuts in defense spend-
ing, but we had no reductions, to speak
of, on mandatory spending, no real re-
ductions on entitlements.

If my colleagues will look at this
chart, it shows that interest has risen
and risen rather significantly. It shows
domestic outlays have risen and now
are somewhat flat although we have in-
creased a little bit in the last year or
so. It shows defense spending having
some significant increases during the
early 1980’s and now flattening out and
actually decreasing in the nineties, and
it shows a rapid increase in mandatory
spending or entitlement spending.
Frankly, we have not controlled those.
We have not touched them. We have
not even looked at them as far as this
Senator is concerned and that is over
half of our Federal budget.

I understand that the Senator from
New Mexico and maybe the Senator
from Tennessee are going to talk about
in a minute some type of a cap or some
proposal to limit the growth of entitle-
ments. I am excited about that con-
cept. I think we need to pursue it. I
hope that we would. I hope that we
would in a bipartisan fashion try to
manage every dollar in the budget and
not say we are not going to touch this
half of the budget. That is over $700 bil-
lion in 1992. It is half of the budget
that, frankly, we just excluded, ig-
nored, and it has been compounding at
unbelievable rates of growth in spend-
ing.

Mr, SASSER. Will the Senator yield
for a question on his chart?

Mr. NICKLES. Yes.

Mr. SASSER. I note in the Senator's
chart that we see increases beginning
really in the middle of the 1970's and
continuing up into 1992 for defense
spending. We see the domestic outlays
relatively flat but now starting to
course up somewhat. The interest out-
lays are starting to go up in an alarm-
ing fashion.

With regard to the mandatory out-
lays, I wonder if my friend from Okla-
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homa-—and he is correct. I think we do
need to look at some means of trying
to control those mandatory outlays
over a period of time. But I wonder if
my friend from Oklahoma is aware of
the fact that the so-called mandatory
programs produced 40 percent of the
revenues that flow into the Federal
Treasury while they account for 50 per-
cent of the outlays that the Treasury
outlays. Conversely, the defense budget
produces no revenues, and to my
knowledge domestic discretionary
spending produces no revenues either,
nor does, obviously, interest outlays.

So when we look at that mandatory
-outlay line, sometimes it is deceiving
because that includes, of course, Social
Security, as my friend knows. And this
year that will produce almost a $70 bil-
lion surplus.

Mr. NICKLES. I appreciate my col-
league’s comment.

To go into the enormous or rapid
rate of growth of programs, I want to
include several charts for the informa-
tion of my colleagues. I have charts
that are done by the Congressional
Budget Office and also the Office of
Management and Budget, and some-
times these figures are a little dif-
ferent. But we have had an explosion in
cost of these mandatory outlays. I will
just touch on a few of them. The
earned income tax credit this year is
going to increase 46.9 percent. These
are CBO figures. Medicaid this year
will increase 30.3 percent. Last year it
increased 27.7 percent. I might men-
tion, too, a lot of States are figuring
our schemes, including my State, I
might add, to my friend from Ken-
tucky—and I do not know if all the
States are doing it, but a lot of States
are figuring out schemes. Medicaid has
always been in the past kind of a State/
Federal share program, but more and
more States are figuring out ways they
can dump more and more and more of
it on the Federal Government. We have
a proposal in my State that says, wait
a minute, for every $10 million that we
raise, we are going to get another $30
or $40 million back from Uncle Sam. It
is a great deal for our State. State
after State is doing it, as if, if it comes
from Uncle Sam, if it comes from the
Federal Government, it does not cost
anything. Madam President, that does
not make sense.

Mr. FORD. Madam President, will
the Senator yield for a minute.

Mr. NICKLES. The Federal Govern-
ment cannot give anybody a dime, a
thin dime that it first does not take
from somebody else. And this idea
that, well, if it is from the Federal
Government it is free is wrong. As a
matter of fact, that is responsible for
this enormous hemorrhage of Federal
spending and enormous hemorrhage of
Federal debt that is not done in any
one State.

I want to touch on a few of the other
rapid growing entitlement programs.
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Unemployment compensation, in 1991,
grew at 43 percent; in 1992, it grew at 55
percent. Food stamps, in 1991, grew at
24.7 percent; in 1992, they are estimated
to grow at an additional 18.7 percent.
And I could go on and on. Medicare last
year did not grow very much, 6.3 per-
cent. This year it is projected to grow
at 12.3 percent. Family support, AFDC,
last year grew at 10.7 percent, 1992 it is
estimated to grow 11.9 percent. And I
could go on and on and on. The point
is, Madam President, we have had an
explosion, an explosion in mandatory
spending.

OMB figures state that in 1992, total
mandatory spending will increase by
23.9 percent. Domestic spending will in-
crease by 10.6 percent. International
and foreign aid will increase by 2 per-
cent, and defense will decline by 2.1
percent.

So when we are talking about the
Federal budget, I think when we look
at our real problems we see that we
have not been successful in capping or
controlling or containing the growth of
these mandatory or entitlement pro-
grams. I think we need to change that.
I think probably the way we are really
going to have to change it, to answer
my friend and colleague from Ken-
tucky, is to have us under the con-
straint of a constitutional amendment
that makes us balance the budget,
where we do not have an option.

My State of Oklahoma has a con-
stitutional amendment to make them
balance the budget, and they have to
make tough decisions every year. We
have not had to do that at the Federal
level. We can continue to pile on debt
and pile on debt and, yes, you are more
popular giving to people than taking it
a way and so we spend more than we
tax. I think the inequity does not mean
we are undertaxed. I think the problem
is we have overspent. But we need to
wrestle those problems out in this body
and in the House as well. We need to
get the White House involved and we
need to get these figures together. We
need to get the outlays down. We need
to constrain the growth of Federal
Government. For every dollar that we
spend, we are either taking it away
from individuals in the form of tax-
ation today or we are borrowing from
them, which takes away some of their
future and obligates future generations
as well.

Madam President, I will conclude by
two comments from Thomas Jefferson.
Thomas Jefferson said:

I wish it were possible to obtain a single
amendment to our Constitution. I would be
willing to depend on that alone for the re-
duction of administration of our government
to the genuine principles of its Constitu-
tion—I mean an additional article taking
from the Federal Government the power of
borrowing.

And one final gquotation from Thomas
Jefferson, one of my favorites.

The question whether one generation has
the right to bind another by the deficit it
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imposes is a question of such consequence as
to place it among the fundamental principles
of government. We should consider ourselves
unauthorized to saddle prosperity with our
debts and morally bound to pay them our-
selves.

Madam President, I think Thomas
Jefferson said it very well. I hope that
my colleagues will join in this resolu-
tion. I hope they will vote for it which
basically will be permitting us to
adopt, not just vote for, a constitu-
tional amendment to make us balance
the budget no later than June 7, 1992.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that Senator BRYAN be