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DWG:  As you know this morning we have Senator James Inhofe, Republican from 
Oklahoma, the ranking member of the Senate Armed Services Committee.  Sir, thank 
you for coming in. 
 
To my immediate right, Congressman Buck McKeon, Republican from California, 
Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee and [inaudible] as well. 
 
Let’s get right to it.  There’s going to be a budget released early next week.  What do you 
hope to see in it that you haven’t heard about so far? 
 
Senator Inhofe:  I probably don’t know any more than you guys do.  I suspect I won’t 
be pleased with the budget so far as the military is concerned.  We have a President that 
has two major interests.  One is the disarming of America, as you’ve heard me talk 
about.  [Inaudible].  I feel strongly [inaudible] his budget. 
 
I actually five years ago, I went to Afghanistan so I could respond to his budget because I 
knew what it was going to be because I knew what he was going to try to do to the 
military, and he did.  Remember, that was back when [inaudible] fifth generation fighter 
[inaudible].  At that time [inaudible] $487 million out of the military.  So I don’t 
anticipate [inaudible].  We just heard this morning that [inaudible] a summary 
[inaudible]. 
 
Representative McKeon:  I think one of the things -- I agree totally with what the 
Senator just said.  One of the things that I’m going to focus on hard this year, [inaudible] 
on this, is we need to get our bill done this year by October 1st.  We’re handing out, I 
think you already have it, this is a schedule, and you’ve already released your schedule.  



This is the House schedule.  We started yesterday with our COCOM hearings and we’ll 
be holding those according to this schedule, and you see that we’ll be doing our 
subcommittee markups in April and full committee in May.  By the middle of May we 
expect to have a bill passed on the floor. 
 
Let me just tell you why we have to have it done before October 1st.  You’re all familiar 
with how the place operates around here, so I just want to show you our calendar.  I 
don’t know if you get this, you probably have it.  But the schedule shows right now 
October 2nd is the last day of the session before everybody leaves to go home and 
campaign.  Everybody except me.  [Laughter].  I will not be participating in that this 
year.  But it’s very important to have it done by then because we don’t come back until 
the 12th of November.  That is the week after the election.  
 
Also the most important thing at that point is electing leadership for the next Congress.  
That will be the first thing on the agenda.  So we’re here the 12th, 13th and 14th of that 
week.  That’s what the focus is going to be on. 
 
The next week we’re here after 6:30 [inaudible] and then Tuesday, Wednesday, 
Thursday and that’s it for November.  By that time the people that are retiring or have 
lost their elections will be asked to have their offices cleaned out.  So any House 
members that are around after that will be somewhere down in the basement with a 
phone and a desk.  And getting them to concentrate on doing anything is going to be like 
impossible. 
 
I think it’s pretty well understood and pretty well accepted that the House is not going to 
change hands. On the other hand, it’s very, I think a very good chance that the Senate 
will change hands and the Republicans will be in charge.   
 
Given that scenario I don’t think any senators are going to want to pass anything, 
Republicans.  They’ll want to wait until the next Congress in January.  There was even 
talk about this year the Senate wanted to wait until January to do our bill this year.  
Thanks to Senator Inhofe and Senator Blevins and others, we were able to get the bill 
finally done the last day of the session.  So -- 
 
Senator Inhofe:  And we don’t want to go through that again.  Our schedule is to in 
May have it out to committee, on the floor in June, passed [inaudible].   
 
I have to say that almost everything I’m going to say this morning I think Carl Levin and 
I agree on.  It’s kind of an unusual thing.  It’s not like [inaudible].  So we have that as our 
goal.  What Buck said about the Senate, I think I don’t have to tell you this, you’re 
getting [inaudible].  The Republicans will take over control of the United States Senate.  
Right now there are 12 races that without going into them, you need to have 6 of those 
12 in [inaudible] and I think [inaudible]. 
 
Representative McKeon:  If we haven’t gotten it done by the Thanksgiving break, 
we’re here the first, part of the first two weeks of December, and that’s it.  For the 



reasons mentioned, it will not be an environment in which anything important is going 
to be done. 
 
Senator Inhofe:  It worked out pretty well.  Buck and I, when the big four ended up 
doing it, we ended up [inaudible].  That’s not the way it’s supposed to happen, but it’s 
the only way it could happen, and I’m certainly not going to blame [inaudible] in the 
Senate.  One of our major problems was in the Republican side.  We came so 
dangerously close, I think everyone around this table knows what would have happened 
on December 31st if we had not been able to [inaudible].  So we did a pretty good job. 
 
Representative McKeon:  You do know that authorities end and they wouldn’t have 
been able to continue, they’d have had to stop work on the aircraft carrier and any 
number of other projects. 
 
I used to think that well, we passed a bill every year for X number of years, so it 
[inaudible].  That isn’t the reason.  The reason is because the bill is very important and 
gives the department the ability to move forward on the new year. 
 
Senator Inhofe:  A lot of the bonuses expired on December 31st too.  That’s 
[inaudible].  Normally when I talk about reenlistment bonuses [inaudible].  That’s why I 
was asking about [inaudible].  The $25,000 reenlistment bonus [inaudible] is a pretty 
good investment.  To reach a level of training is close to $15 million.  That’s [inaudible], 
talking about retention versus training. 
 
DWG:  $25,000 is more than we earned a year when I was an O5. 
 
DWG:  Gentlemen, the President has, Chuck Hagel gave you guys a sort of a sneak 
peak, a little bit about what he was going to have in his budget for the Pentagon.  
Included in this was a $28 billion sort of wish list of things that he was going to ask, 
essentially you’re going to be asked to fight for new revenue to try to pay for that 
additional $28 billion.  That’s $2 billion for NNSA, and the rest is Defense Department. 
 
Representative McKeon:  The $28 reduction in the cuts -- 
 
DWG:  No, this would be additional revenue that he is seeking to try to plus up the 
defense budget for sort of a wish list of things that -- 
 
Senator Inhofe:  I call that a reduction. 
 
DWG:  In either case, you would have to fight for some sort of new revenue to pay for 
that.  I wanted to know if you think there’s political will within the committees to try to 
push for new revenue for the Defense Department.  Obviously there is a corresponding 
amount on the domestic side as well, but I want to know if you guys, knowing how 
concerned you are about sequester levels, hearing the Defense Department officials say 
over and over again now that they would not be able to sustain a current defense policy 
if sequester continues.  This [inaudible] of money. 
 



Chairman McKeon, you and I talked a couple of years ago about revenue and you had 
indicated at the time that maybe you could consider new revenue to plus up defense 
spending and so I wanted to see if you guys are on the same sheet in terms of new 
revenue for defense and taking the pressure off there. 
 
The other thing is, do you think there’s going to be a lame duck session?  If you don’t 
think there will be a lame duck session then the authorization simply must get done 
before October 1, correct?   
 
Senator Inhofe:  First of all, sequester is [inaudible] more reduction.  The $28, which 
we heard $26 and $28 in the same speech, was a reduction in that reduction.  So yes, it 
is [inaudible].  But what is not said very often [inaudible] is that at the same time on the 
domestic side it’s $30 billion.  This is something that’s bothered me for a long time.  It’s 
hard for the general public to totally grasp how anti-defense this administration is.  
When you think about the reductions that we’ve had to go through in the first five years, 
why should --  Looking at sequestration, why should 18 percent of the budget be 
responsible for 50 percent of the cuts?  That’s the way it was. 
 
This just carries on from that.  So it sounds good that we will perhaps be able to come up 
with some money to invest [inaudible] sequestration in the military.  There’s even more 
on the domestic side.  This is a big partisan divide.  This is what we have. 
 
I didn’t answer your question.  The question is where will we come up with that.  
 
Representative McKeon:  I’ve talked about more revenue.  The problem is here in 
this town revenue means tax increases.  That’s not the revenue I’m talking about.  I’m 
talking about getting people back to work.  This is the smallest recovery we’ve ever had I 
guess in recorded history.  If we could get people back to work, that increases the 
revenue.  You broaden the base, you’ve got more people paying the taxes.  That’s the 
only way we’re going to get out of this fix.  You can’t cut enough.  You’ve heard me say 
this time and time again.  You cut the whole discretionary budget, eliminate it, we’ve 
still got a half trillion dollar deficit. It’s all politics.  
 
What they’ve done is cut 50, put 20 back in -- actually they cut 100 and put 70 back in.  
Then put a carrot out there and say well if you’ll do a tax increase we can come up with 
this other money.  Then like the senator said, most of it goes to domestic spending 
which is anathema to people that look -- All you have to do is get up in the morning and 
read the news.  Look what’s happening in the Ukraine.  Russia is now putting 150,000 
troop exercise on the border of Ukraine.  People have been saying, they just don’t talk 
about Russia.  We talk about China.  We talk about Iran, that’s a problem.  Russia is a 
problem. 
 
Years ago I was in Singapore and I remember Mr. Lee, who was a very sharp guy, the 
George Washington of Singapore.  We had about a 40 minute meeting with him.  The 
thing I remember about that meeting is he said never take your eye off of Russia.  And 
we have. 
 



How’s the reset gone so far?  Russia’s really helping us in Syria.  Russia’s really helping 
us with Iran.  Russia’s really helping -- I met yesterday with the Prime Minister from 
Georgia.  Talk to those guys.  They’re pretty shook. 
 
And while we’re doing that, I had a meeting last night, and [inaudible] our Marine 
leadership.  We threw out a scenario.  What happens if North Korea decides to all of a 
sudden go to South Korea.  How many casualties do you think we’ll have in the first few 
hours or the first few days or the first 30 days?  And with these cuts that they’re talking 
about, the Marines are talking about going down to 21 infantry battalions.  Twenty are 
called for in the plan to defend Korea.  That leaves one battalion to handle Russia, Iran, 
Syria, Egypt.  This is serious stuff. 
 
DWG:  But does this sound any different than what you had last year?  It sounds like 
we’re looking at a stalemate again on sequester. 
 
Representative McKeon:  Sequester is the law. 
 
DWG:  That’s what I’m saying.  The only way you change that is if the equation 
changes. 
 
Representative McKeon:  We threw this budget out and immediately everybody 
picked up on 440,000.  We’re going to have to cut the Army down to 440,000.  The 
lowest level since the start of World War II. 
 
What they should be looking at is the real number, which is 420,000.  Because 
sequestration is the law.  They’re talking about if sequestration happens.  Sequestration 
is going to happen.  Why not plan on it?   
 
Then over and above that they throw out this little, oh, well here, if you can come up 
with another 56, 58 billion in revenue we’ll give you 26 or 28 of them for defense.  Great.  
That doesn’t take us up to the level -- We get a budget every year -- 
 
Senator Inhofe:  And that’s pretty much down party lines, too. 
 
You brought up the Ukraine.  I was in Georgia the week before the Olympics.  Did you 
know in Georgia, just to the north is where they had the winter Olympics.  In fact it 
touched the area that the Russians have taken back over.  The word that we got over 
there, and everyone was talking about it, is wait until the winter Olympics are over.  You 
talk about what’s going to happen in Ukraine, look in Georgia.  They’ve already got 20 
percent of their land [inaudible].  And they’re talking about sending troops in.  It is 
dangerous there.  This is the most dangerous in the years that I’ve been here, and not 
just because of the nuclear capability and delivery systems, [inaudible].  Talking about 
Iran and North Korea.  We also, just in conventional obligations we would have to 
pursue.  Where’s it going to come from?  We’ve got a real serious problem. 
 
DWG: From what you’ve heard about weapon systems so far in the budget request, 
what do you find most concerning in regards to cuts or [inaudible]? 



 
Senator Inhofe:  You can almost say all of the above.  Keeping in mind that the speech 
that was given by our Secretary Hagel, that’s really, [inaudible].  So when you look at 
these things it’s hard to decide. 
 
For example, he talks about doing away with the outdated U-2 and replacing it with the 
Global Hawk.  Then in almost the next sentence he says sequester is going to 
[inaudible], you’re going to be cutting the Block 40 of the Global Hawk which is one-
third of the whole fleet. 
 
So on one hand he’s saying that’s going to take up the slack that’s left there by the U-2 
being deactivated; then he’s saying but we’re going to be cutting that too. 
 
I see that the systems that we’ve had [inaudible], they started sliding on the F-35.  
 
I’ve been down to Fort Worth a couple of times to try to analyze myself how much more 
is it going to cost per copy every time they either slide it for a few years as they did in the 
last budget, or reduce the numbers?  And that causes the cost per unit to go up.  A lot of 
our allies who were committed are dropping off now as a result of it.  So that’s a major 
concern too. 
 
I disagreed back five years ago when we debated [inaudible].  General [inaudible] why 
did we need an F-15 and an F-16?  Well, [inaudible].  [Inaudible] F-35.  But now 
[inaudible].  So I’m very much concerned about that particular [inaudible]. 
 
Then we’ve got problems with the KC-135 fleet.  Hopefully [inaudible] modernize that.  
Again, I believe [inaudible]. 
 
So I think [inaudible], C-17.  I was fortunate enough to fly that actually.  I actually flew 
that into [inaudible], the first one, this would have been back in ’95.  We’ve got a 
problem there. 
 
Representative McKeon:  What disturbs me most about it?  It’s basically, we’re 
playing like it’s Monopoly money.  Throw all this stuff out there.  The Secretary and the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs are just dealing with a tough hand.  Somebody asked me, 
General Odierno said he’s fine with an Army of 440,000.  No he’s not.  What he’s saying 
is if you cut our resources down, take away all the money, what can you do without 
money? 
 
We’ve had a strategy from World War II until five years ago that was consistent.  We’ve 
now changed the strategy.  We cut the budget, so we change the strategy.  I’ve asked 
what the strategy is and they said well, it’s going to be in the QDR. 
 
You’ve got the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, you’ve got the Secretary of Defense, you’ve 
got the other Chiefs and they can’t tell you what the strategy is?  That’s a little scary.   
 



I just think what they’re setting up is all of these things.  They’re going to cut the A-10, 
they’re going to cut this and that and this and that and it’s just setting up Congress, 
everybody’s going to start this fight.  I’ve got to keep what I have in my district.  I’ve got 
to keep what I have in my district.  And on the Senate side I’ve got to keep what I have in 
my state.  All of this is going to be fighting over something that can’t change because the 
top line is the same.  It’s in the budget.  The budget’s already passed and signed into law.  
So nothing’s going to change so you’re just fighting between things within that. 
 
The Reserves are going to be fighting, the National Guard are going to be fighting, the 
whole [inaudible] going to be fighting, the A-10 are going to be fighting, the Global 
Hawk are going to be fighting the U-2, all of these things. 
 
What we should be looking at are what are the threats to this nation?  How are we going 
to defend ourselves against these threats?  I’ll tell you, we get no leadership from the 
White House. I don’t know what they’re doing down there.  You’ve probably all read 
Secretary Gates’ book by now.  It’s just a scary situation and we need somebody like the 
Commander in Chief to step up and realize what’s going on around here and then start 
to do something about it. 
 
Senator Inhofe:  You have everyone but the Commander in Chief is doing that.  I 
would say this, the Chiefs have all come and talked about this is what you’re going to 
[inaudible].  Our defense system is all budget driven and they all know that every time 
something comes by they’re going to be taking something away.  All four Chiefs, actually 
five with the Reserves, all say when you do that the risk is going to increase.  Risk is 
going to go up.  So you hear people say oh, they signed off on [inaudible].  We’re not 
willing to do this, we’re forced to. 
 
I think I’ve seen actually more courage in the Chiefs coming out, and some of the other 
people, James Clapper, coming out and telling the truth when it’s very uncomfortable 
for them to do that. 
 
DWG:  Isn’t the biggest fight right now for you guy within your own caucus to get 
people to buy in?  Part of the problem is half of your cost base right now likes sequester, 
they want to get cuts.  And so that’s part of the fight that you guys are fighting.  You are 
the armed service leaders, so it seems to me that you’re spending -- In my coverage of 
this stuff we see you guys having to battle within your own caucus for what are a basic 
baseline of what’s acceptable and what’s not.  So isn’t everybody sort of complicit in 
this? 
 
Representative McKeon:  First of all it’s not half, but it’s enough. 
 
DWG:  Pretty powerful, -- 
 
Representative McKeon:  When you’ve got two serious problems and you’ve got 
people that think we can fix it his way, people are going to fix it this way, we’re not 
arguing about the basic principle.  We all understand that defense is very very 
important.  Our financial situation is very very important.  If we don’t do something to 



fix this, in a few years we’re paying more on interest every year than we pay on our 
national security. 
 
So it’s more, the fight is more about tactics and strategy rather than about the basic 
principle of what we need to do.  Yeah, it’s an argument.  It’s very tough.  Admiral 
Mullen made the statement that our debt is our biggest threat.  Well, that was a couple 
of years ago.  If he got up this morning and watched TV maybe he’d say our biggest 
threat is Russia.  These things are in flux and they move.  But one thing that I can 
guarantee, and Jim and I are about the same age so we’ve seen more than most of you, 
but if you’ve read history you know that it tends to repeat itself.  We cut back after every 
war so that we won’t be ready for the next one.  You look at what happened at the end of 
World War II.  We took the largest, strongest Army, Navy and Air Force that had ever 
been on the earth, and we destroyed it.  Totally eliminated it over the next year.  It was 
drastic.  So when Korea started they pushed us almost right into the ocean and we were 
just trying to shove people in there just to -- They were basically fodder trying to hold 
things back.  We’re setting ourselves up for the same thing. 
 
Senator Inhofe:  From the Senate side, and it is partisan but I don’t think there’s 
anyone around this table who doesn’t understand, doesn’t agree that it is.  Look at all 
the rating systems, [Republicans are] stronger than Democrats in terms of supporting a 
strong defense.  There are some, you never hear from them, but a lot of people really 
don’t have a very high priority.  I sometimes exaggerate a little bit, [inaudible] you really 
need a military anyway.  So we have that to deal with and we’ve been dealing with for a 
long time.  The difference is, and this is what you’re getting at, we now have another 
group that is on the right side that is looking at this, and I can talk about this and others 
can’t.  The reason I can and they can’t is consistently, we’ve seen it in the last few weeks, 
I’ve been ranked as the most conservative member of the United States Senate.  And yet 
I hasten to say that there are two areas of infrastructure in defense -- That’s where I 
concentrate my efforts.  I used to say that maybe the most conservative member 
[inaudible] in two areas.  Then my staff [inaudible].  [Laughter]. 
 
But it’s not [inaudible].  On the Republican side, people who were minority [inaudible] 
election.  We do have a handful of people who are very conservative and are rejoicing in 
[inaudible] sequestration including cuts in the military.  That makes my job a little bit 
harder because it’s not just [inaudible] trying to do the right thing militarily, because we 
had some opposition from our own side. 
 
Now you go back and read the Constitution, what we’re supposed to be doing here is 
defense and infrastructure.  That’s what we’re supposed to do.  I had the same 
argument, the same problem, when we did the Transportation Reauthorization Act.  
That was my [inaudible].  We [inaudible] major problem we had.  It’s not [inaudible] 
you’re right.  This is a new complexity that we’re dealing with that hasn’t been here 
before. 
 
DWG:  Mr. McKeon, you sort of referenced this in your earlier response, but since 
Secretary Hagel previewed the budget we’ve had a few defense officials who have said 
that it’s a tightly woven package and you really can’t start taking piece by piece out of it 



otherwise the whole deal sort of falls apart in terms of balancing the force and readiness 
and things like that.   
 
I wonder, first of all, how you all respond to that just knowing how previous 
authorization processes have gone.  But also, are we sort of at a point where it is a 
delicate enough situation where as committee chairman you say no, we can’t be 
parochial about it?  I mean when do you reach that point where you cut off those kinds 
of debates? 
 
Representative McKeon:  You can talk until you’re blue in the face to 435 members 
in the House and say don’t be parochial.  435 of them were elected by their people to be 
parochial.  So they’re going to come and they’re going to defend what they think is 
important to our national defense, but they don’t separate it much from what’s 
important to their district. 
 
You can talk about it but the facts are you’re going to fight about it.  You read Secretary 
Gates’ book and he hated to come up to testify because these people all fight for their 
districts.   
 
I think we all can agree that’s going to happen.  At the end of the day, though, I’ll just 
throw out, we have some members from Virginia that have very strong concerns about 
the Navy.  So while they didn’t say we’re going to get rid of a carrier task force, what they 
said was we’re not going to refuel it which means you take it out of the force.  That takes 
you down to 10.  Where do you think that’s going to go? 
 
This year instead of mothballing seven cruisers, we’re going to just set 11 of them aside.  
Where do you think that’s going? 
 
This is going to be -- What they’re trying to do is set up a system where it’s so bad that 
we’re going to have to raise taxes.  Well, we’re not going to raise taxes so it’s going to be 
a very tough fight. 
 
Like I said, we’ve started our hearings, we’ll be going through the hearings, and then 
we’ll be having these fights in subcommittee, then the full committee level, and our 
markup might run past 2:00 o’clock this year.  But it will be, we will get it resolved, we 
will get a bill passed. 
 
I can’t tell you how it’s all going to play out, but there are some very basic things that we 
have differences with this President, but we’re not going to raise taxes.  When you start 
with that and he’s not going to address the real problem which is the mandatory 
spending, then we’ve got some real problems.  I just hope we can get through. 
 
I felt like we’ve been on borrowed time with Iran for a couple of years.  Ukraine, that just 
happened last week.  It’s like this is a very dynamic system.  I think what’s happening, 
I’m sure Jim gets the same -- I get people coming to my office every day, leaders from 
around the world, where’s America?  Where are you going?  Are you going to be there?   
 



Putin’s not a dummy.  He says hey, America’s cutting back their defense, I can push.  
China leadership, not dummies.  All it takes is if one of them starts pushing, we have to 
put the emphasis there, then it pops up over here, and something pops up over here.  
We had General Jacoby in yesterday.  He was a commander in Afghanistan.  He told me 
he commanded 137,000 troops and he was spread very thin.  137,000 and we’re talking 
about taking the Army down to 420.   
 
Senator Inhofe:  One comment about this parochial thing you asked about.  It’s not all 
that bad.  The system works.  We have members of the House from their districts, we 
have senators from their states.  But when you’re competing, just look at the Air 
Logistics Centers.  We had five.  In one BRAC round we cut the five down to three.  
Everyone, including the two that lost out, agreed that we’re getting it done better now.  
So it was difficult at the time, but we tried very hard [inaudible] the best [inaudible].   
I think there’s some value to that. 
 
DWG:  Mr. Chairman, I think the public tunes out a lot of what the President says and 
frankly what you guys say.  This tug of war’s been going on for quite a while.  I think they 
view the Chiefs as the bubble in the level.  You’ve mentioned the Chiefs a couple of 
times.  They’re forced.  No they’re not.  They can resign their commissions.  They’re able 
to live with this. 
 
How close to you think they are to saying screw this, I’m out of here?  How serious are 
they?  General Odierno’s got to sell the 440 Army.  That’s a big sales job for him and 
how willing do you think he is to do that? 
 
Representative McKeon:  420. 
 
DWG:  What are they telling you guys? 
 
Senator Inhofe:  These are the quotes. I don’t think I have to read them.  This is all 
the Chiefs, what they said they happen to be facing now.  I’m not going to tell you who 
they are, but there is one very close to doing just what you’re suggesting. 
 
I was military. John was military.  You guys know how that works.  We have a 
Commander in Chief.  We work for him.  He’s the ultimate boss.  You have these 
generals, and a lot of times, [inaudible] come out and talk about it.  They’re coming out 
and saying things now that I’ve never heard before.  Here they are right here.  Odierno, 
Greenert, all the -- Well, not just the Chiefs, but some of the Secretaries. 
 
So any time you say well here, I carry this with me. People don’t believe me sometimes 
so I say well, let’s believe the top guy in the military.  General Dempsey said we’re 
putting our military on a path where the force is so degraded and so unready that it 
would be immoral to use force.  That’s the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.  The 
Vice Chairman Winnefeld said for the first time in my career instances where we may be 
asked to respond to a crisis, and we will have to say that we cannot. 
 



So a lot of these guys, and I think a lot of the reason is we’re getting kind of the second 
half of the second session of a president, and like I mentioned James Clapper.  He 
wouldn’t have said things like that before.  Well, maybe he would have.  The Benghazi 
thing.  Clearly, it was the President who sent Susan Rice out there to lie to the people on 
the TV shows, on the Sunday shows.  Now we have the same thing with Hagel.  It’s all 
coming from the President. 
 
We are now having some of the top people.  In this case you had John Brennan, CIA 
Director; James Clapper; Leon Panetta who at that time was Secretary of Defense; you 
had Dempsey, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.  All four of them say yes, we 
knew when the annex was bombed it was an organized terrorist attack.  And then they 
went and told the President.  He knew that.  Now they’re coming out and saying yeah, 
we told him. 
 
I’m just saying I’m seeing it different than I’ve ever seen it before. I’m seeing them stand 
up, without resigning, and say look at what the President is doing to our military. 
 
Representative McKeon:  During Vietnam the Chief of the Army was in his car 
driving to the White House to resign.  This is a struggle they have I’m sure every day.  
Can I do better staying or will it make a point if I leave?  These guys have been doing this 
for over 30 years.  They’re trained, they’re conditioned, they are not going to run a coup 
on the government.  They salute and they do the best they can.  But if you listen to 
everything they say, this assumes more risk.  Do people know what that means?  We 
have to assume more risk.  That’s people’s lives that we’re talking about. 
 
I think the American people, when you say they tuned us out, they never listen to me 
much anyway.  I saw you on Fox News.  You were great.  I saw you on Fox News, how 
come you were so mad?   
 
The President still reaches a lot more people, although the State of the Union I guess 
was the smallest audience we’ve ever had.  I think they have pretty much tuned us out.  
But I think in the last week you guys all wrote stories about this 440,000, the lowest 
number since World War II.  I think that is going to get people’s attention.  Maybe there 
will start -- I missed our conference yesterday so I don’t know what came up in that, but 
I think as this starts percolating and people start thinking wait a minute.  You get on the 
news every morning and every night and you’re seeing somewhere around the world 
people are killing other people and what are we doing about it?  Really, there’s not 
much, what are we going to go and put troops on the other side of the border of the 
Ukraine?  Syria, we kind of just kind of like well, the President drew the red line.  
Putting pulled his fat out of the fire.  It’s kind of like Syria’s just fine now.  And every day 
they’re going on killing more people.  But we’re not going in there.  And now he’s talking 
about pulling everybody out of Afghanistan.  We’re heading to the same screw-up that 
happened in Iraq and it’s all on this President’s head. 
 
I gave a speech Monday that I said should be the speech the President should be giving.  
He should have been talking over the last several years about our accomplishments in 
Afghanistan and he hasn’t, and we’ve had many.  You can get a copy of the speech if you 



haven’t seen it.  But if he had been giving that speech along the years instead of this 
many speeches, if he’d given two a year, the people would not have turned from 30 
percent think it’s a bad war to 50-some percent think it’s a bad war.  He’s just let that go.  
And I’m starting to think now maybe that’s what he wanted.  Maybe that’s what he was 
planning on.  Let it go down so much that there will be no repercussion if he just totally 
pulls everybody out and then what?  All of the blood that we’ve spilled over there, all of 
the treasure we’ve spent, and Afghan goes down the tubes and is right back to where it 
was pre-9/11.  It’s all on his head. 
 
DWG:  I’d like to pivot to Asia and I’d like to ask you to react to some breaking news 
this morning that North Korea -- 
 
Representative McKeon:  You mean we’re going to pivot away from the Pacific and 
pivot to Asia? 
 
DWG:  Exactly.  Much like the Obama administration. 
 
I’d like to ask you to react to some breaking news this morning.  North Korea has fired 
four missiles over the waters to the east.  First of all, can I have your reaction to that 
news?  What do you think this says about the Obama administration’s North Korea 
policy?  John Kerry was in China trying to kickstart negotiations.  Do you think that’s a 
good idea?  What should they do?  What could they do?  What should they have done? 
 
Representative McKeon:  I don’t want to start a world war here. 
 
DWG:  Please. 
 
Representative McKeon:  I don’t want to say anything about the wonderful North 
Korean dictator, but we don’t know what he’s going to do.  
 
If you try to build anything rational on what he’s going to do, you’re in trouble because 
we don’t know what he’s going to do.  When he kills his uncle, his closest advisor, to set 
an example for everybody in the country, in the world to know that he’s serious about 
holding on to his power.  If he would starve his nation, who’s going to say he won’t do 
this?  I wouldn’t say he won’t do anything.  And I’ll tell you, the discussion we had last 
night was very very frustrating, very scary to me.  I asked the question how many 
casualties will we take before we really go whole hog into this thing?  I’ll tell you, if you 
put the whole Marines over there, except one battalion, -- 
 
DWG:  The question is, what should we do? 
 
Senator Inhofe:  First of all, surrender.  It kind of is a question at the very beginning.  
I wasn’t aware of what you just said [inaudible].  But I’m not surprised.  This 
administration [inaudible] all these people. 
 
I happened to be on Fox Sunday the day after the decision was made to get in bed with 
[inaudible] Assad, everybody’s going to be happy.  They asked me about that at the time.  



I said I never have trusted [inaudible] and neither has Obama until yesterday.  It’s about 
the same situation in North Korea. 
 
I think they probably are further along than they say they are, and I know they are, in 
my opinion anyway, in Iran.  That’s what makes this threat so great. 
 
I’ve often said, you can disagree with this, but I look back wistfully at the Cold War.  We 
had two super powers.  We knew what they had, they knew what we had.  Mutually 
assured destruction.  [Inaudible].  Now we have thee people who are not rational, 
they’re not logical, they’re nuts, and they’re making decisions.  They have weapons, and 
as you point out, [inaudible].  So it’s a real scary situation.  I think we kid ourselves, we 
think we can trust them.  We now know [inaudible] chemical weapons [inaudible] five 
percent of the real nasty ones.  Is that a surprise?  No.  We said that was going to 
happen. 
 
Representative McKeon:  I was talking, not today, but a few months back to the 
Korean commander, our commander over there.  He said he’s got his hands full holding 
the South Koreans back.  With the last provocation it was all he could do to keep them 
from going.  I think the feeling was, next time he won’t be able to hold them back. 
 
So South Korea’s ready to unleash everything on North Korea.  You’re talking Seoul is 
what, 12 miles?  There are so many people that will die very quickly over there.  And 
really, if it starts there’s nothing we can do about it except try to pick up the pieces.  We 
don’t know what China would do.  We don’t know if they would step up.  The senator 
was talking about, when we used to have super powers, they would kind of let things go 
until it looked like they were going to spill over, then they’d step in and stop it.  We can’t 
get any help from Russia now with Iran or with Syria.  They’re just pushing us all over 
the place. 
 
It’s a dangerous world and we’re making it more so because by cutting the defense we 
totally eliminate the principle of Reagan, peace through strength.  We totally eliminate 
Eisenhower’s doctrine.  We hear about beware of the military industrial complex, but he 
also said we need to be so strong that nobody dares ever take us on for fear of 
annihilation.  And instead, we’re doing just the opposite.  We weaken ourselves and that 
is how you get into wars.  You don’t get into wars when you’re strong. 
 
DWG:  Chairman, you mentioned sequester is the law now.  What are the prospects of 
it being overturned?  The Pentagon’s laid out this set of dire consequences that will 
happen if sequestration remains by 2016?  Is this just an empty threat?  What do you 
think? 
 
Representative McKeon:  I don’t see any, right now looking forward, I don’t see any 
possibility of overturning it.  You have to have at least 218 votes in the House, you have 
to have 60 in the Senate, and you have to have a President that’s willing to sign anything 
to become law.  My read on it is there are people that have bought into it, that think that 
it’s doing a good job, that it’s really cutting our spending, so I personally just don’t see 
that that’s going to end until a lot of pain is felt by a lot of people. 



 
I know there are members that came to town when we won the majority that said I don’t 
care about anything other than doing what’s right.  I don’t care about if I lose my 
election.  I’ve also seen some change, you know, as you get closer to elections.   
 
I’ve also had some come to me and say we need to cut but we can’t cut this in my 
district.  Really?  I’m going to have a whole lot of those people coming in the next few 
weeks because really, this started three years ago.  This isn’t new.  Actually it started five 
years ago.  But we started seeing it big time three years ago.  We cut $487 -- before that 
Gates cut $100 billion, then the $487, then the $500 billion.  It’s just a steam roller.  It’s 
really more than that because over the years we’ve had the OCO funding over and above 
the base budget, and I guarantee you that stuff that should have been in the base budget 
slipped into OCO.  That’s also going to have to be cut out.  So it’s a bigger cut than what 
anybody’s even talking about, but they were able to slip through the first few years 
because they had money they were able to move to different things and we postponed 
some things, little things like that. Now it’s coming home to roost.  This year is going to 
be really bad and next year is going to be worse, and the next year will really be worse. 
 
When they come and give us a budget based on the fact that sequestration’s not going to 
be in existence, where’s the reality? 
 
Senator Inhofe:  A lot of the problems we’re facing could be helped a lot by the people 
sitting around this table.  The vast majority of people don’t know the threat that’s out 
there.  They don’t believe it.  They do in Oklahoma because I’ve been saying it long 
enough.  But generally they don’t and the polling shows that they don’t.  They don’t 
know the threat.  These things are real, with some things that we’ve never been faced 
with before.  So I just -- And things that are good that are happening.   
 
A minute go you were talking about Kabul.  I just got back.  When he talks about taking 
everything out, just look at the commercial airport in Kabul.  Every gate is filled.  A 
couple of years ago there were no airplanes there.  You’ve got these girls now going to 
school.  Forty-five percent of the population in schools are women.  There were zero 
before this.  12,000 miles of roads.  Really good things.  
 
Right now the Security Force is at the front of every mission out there.  They’re 
successfully doing it.  The polling in Afghanistan shows that they support the security 
force, 80 percent of the people do.  And only 17 percent now support the Taliban.  So 
huge successes are taking place there but the public doesn’t know it.  Somehow people 
are shocked when I go over the list of things that I found when I was there two weeks 
ago.   
 
DWG:  What’s your view on sequestration?  Can you answer her question?  I’d like to 
hear your take on that too, sir. 
 
Senator Inhofe:  You mean where we’re going to be on sequestration? 
 
DWG:  Yeah. 



 
Senator Inhofe:  I agree with all of the Chiefs on how serious it is.  Do I have a 
solution to stop the sequestration?  I don’t.  The only answer I can give you is that if the 
American people knew how serious it was, it would correct itself.  They don’t know.  A 
lot of this is not getting out.  People don’t realize the threat.  And I talk about the threat, 
we document this.  People don’t understand it because they haven’t been told.  So I 
think the only thing that is going to help with sequestration is, and it’s not going to 
happen because there’s not that much time, is for the American people to realize what is 
a really significant threat.  Little things.  We ought to take all the stuff out of the defense 
budget that happens to be the President’s agenda that has nothing to do with defense.  
Why are we spending $45 a gallon for fuel for our Navy when you can buy it on the 
market for $3?  Why are we doing solar panels in the defense budget?  Why are we doing 
bio refineries in the defense budget?  People don’t know this. 
 
The only answer I can give you is once they find out, then they are concerned and they’re 
going to put the pressure on these guys here in Washington get something done.  It can’t 
happen that soon, so I don’t have an answer. 
 
DWG:  You agreed you’re not going to repeal sequestration which brings us down to the 
cutting defense piece.  Mr. Chairman, you talked about wanting to mothball select 
cruisers.  Not refuel the carrier.  A BRAC, maybe save money.  Compensation reform can 
maybe save money.  Something other than -- That’s the first time.  Do you think they’re 
going to allow them to mothball the ships?  And what about doing BRAC and some of 
the other things that they claim will save money that you could put into [inaudible]? 
 
Representative McKeon:  First of all, we don’t know what was saved from the last 
BRAC.  I think everybody agrees that a BRAC costs you money up front.  They need the 
money right now.  So BRAC is not a solution.  They’re asking us to go BRAC for ’17.  
They ask that during an election year.  Just throw that out. 
 
They ought to probably start by documenting and showing us what was saved in the last 
BRAC.  If they are serious about wanting a BRAC they’re going to have to show that 
BRAC would save some money. 
 
DWG:  On the cruisers, on the carriers, is your committee allowed to -- 
 
Representative McKeon:  We have an air/sea/land committee that will go through 
all that, fight it out at the subcommittee level.  Then we’ll fight it out at the full 
committee level.  I’m one of 62 members on that committee and I will not fight the play 
at every hand to tell those 62 this is the way it’s going to be.  First of all I couldn’t do it. 
 
Senator Inhofe:  A very short answer on the BRAC thing.  I headed up the opposition 
and I lost by one vote in the Senate. 
 
The only thing that’s consistent and predictable in a BRAC round is the first three years 
it’s going to cost money.  These are our crisis years, so I’ll fight it tooth and nail 
[inaudible].   



 
DWG:  Compensation reform? 
 
Representative McKeon:  I’ve been very consistent on that.  We set up a 
commission.  The commission will come back with a full report.  This is a big issue.  It 
should not be dealt with piecemeal.  We should only deal with it after the commission 
comes back early next year.  To set up a commission like the President did, [inaudible] 
look at [inaudible].  You send the out and they do a lot of work and they come back with 
a great report and the President never even mentions it.  Nothing happens.  I don’t think 
that’s the way to function.  I think if you set up a commission, you get good people 
looking at something in a serious way, you wait until they come back.  I don’t see it 
happening this year. 
 
Senator Inhofe:  You saw the uproar of the people responding, and I was at the head 
of that line when he came out with the budget, so that to take money out of retirement.  I 
would say this on the overall compensation.  Some things make sense.  On the housing 
proposal, I can remember because I was serving [inaudible] when the compensation was 
18 percent of the value of housing.  It was during the Bush administration.  That 
changed and moved up to 100.  Ninety isn’t that bad, and that’s what they’re suggesting. 
 
One thing I want to be very careful of today.  You can grandfather anyone in who made a 
career decision based on assumptions that the things they were told at that time would 
be there.  That’s what was wrong with what they tried to do.  So we’ll keep that in mind 
as they talk about these changes. 
 
DWG:  We’re at 9:00 o’clock, so Senator if you need to go -- 
 
Senator Inhofe:  I’d invite any of you guys to come to this hearing.  It’s at 9:30.  The 
reason I have to be there, under the rules I’m the ranking minority and if I’m not there, 
then they’re not going to gavel and start it and I’ll be the bad guy again.  But I’m getting 
used to that.  But you’re all invited. 
 
Representative McKeon:  I can go five minutes. 
 
DWG:  Mr. McKeon, Christine Fox said yesterday when she was at AEI that she 
admitted what everyone’s known all along, the QDR was made not to strategy but was 
built on fiscal constraints.  She admitted it.  Which is nice.  That certainly violates the 
spirit of the law.  Are you going to tell them to go back and do it up right? 
 
Representative McKeon:  They’re going to do what they’re going to do.  We set up 
another independent body, which we did last time too, which came out with some real 
good stuff.  What I told them and what I told them this time is what we need to know is 
what are the risks?  They’re supposed to go out 5, 10, 20 years and then let us worry 
about trying to come up with the money.  Don’t say we’ve only got this much money so 
this is what we’re going to do.  That’s basically worthless then.  We’ve been doing that 
now for several years, looking at we’ve only got this much money so we can only afford 
this much defense. 



 
There’s a real basic difference in philosophy between the President and me.  I think his 
philosophy is -- I’ve been watching him now for five years.  I think at some point you 
ought to start believing what he says.  We’re not exceptional.  We shouldn’t be any 
different.  We should just be one of all these other countries.  We shouldn’t have to carry 
all the burdens.  We shouldn’t be whatever most of us think we are.  I got into a pretty 
good discussion with an Ambassador in Brazil last week.  We had a basic difference of 
philosophy and I’d say his was probably more like what the President’s is.  He thinks 
that guy down there, that we shouldn’t be out messing in other countries’ affairs.  Just 
let everybody do what they want to do.  Well that works pretty good until you get a 
Hitler or until you get a Putin, or whatever.  I tried to get him to say how far would you 
like Hitler to go?  We let him take Poland, we let him take France, we let him take Italy, 
we let him take Spain.  We finally drew the line I guess at the cliffs of Dover.  I don’t 
know. 
 
I don’t think that’s the way the world works.  I don’t think that’s the way the people 
work.  If you’ve got somebody that’s a bully until somebody steps up and stops that 
bully, bloodies his nose or something, he’s going to keep pushing.  We want to keep 
talking to Iran.  If they just want nuclear energy there are 15 countries or something that 
have nuclear energy without enriching.  They don’t tell the world, hey, we’re just 
wanting to provide energy, we should have that right.  Why do we have to develop it at 
the bottom of a mountain?  Why don’t we open it up and let the world see what we’re 
doing?  If they’ve got nothing to hide, why are they hiding?  It defies human reason. 
 
DWG:  Don’t you worry that the American public, they look at Iraq, they look at 
Afghanistan, they look at what we’ve spent in blood and treasure and there are a lot of 
people who seem to be like a lot of the Tea Party guys have voiced.  Why worry about 
those people? 
 
Representative McKeon:  Tea Party guys -- Like I say, I’m not running for election 
so I can say anything I want.  [Laughter].  A fact of life is when I first ran, these same 
people were there only then they were Perot guys.  There are a certain number of people 
that are unhappy all the time.  Whatever.  So the latest thing that come up, they jump on 
to. 
 
I was visiting with some Perot people after the election.  He got 20 percent in my 
district.  They were organized, they were great, they had a candidate running against me.  
I mentioned something about President Clinton.  They said oh no, he’s not our 
President.  I said he’s more your President than anybody’s.  If you hadn’t left Bush, if 
you hadn’t gone for Perot and wanted that 20-25 percent Bush would be in the White 
House.  At some point reason leaves and it’s just anger or whatever.  And at some point 
the Tea Party will fade but there will be something else.  The Libertarians, which if I 
weren’t a Republican, but that’s the way it is.   
 
Just go back, it would be really nice for somebody to go back, do a little story, write a 
book -- it’s never been written before -- about the speeches that were given at World 



War II.  Britain’s Prime Minister goes over and says Hitler’s only, if he’s only give this 
much he’ll be okay.  How did that work out? 
 
DWG:  Thank you. 
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