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NOT VOTING—14

Bishop Kleczka Sisisky
Diaz-Balart LaFalce Smith (TX)
Fields (TX) Mineta Wilson
Geren Myrick Yates
Hastert Rangel
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The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Mr. Mineta for, with Mrs. Myrick against.

Messrs. HALL of Texas, YOUNG of
Alaska, DUNCAN, ALLARD, and
SCARBOROUGH changed their vote
from *“‘aye’” to ‘‘no.”

Messrs. BEVILL, ROBERTS, MAR-
TINI, BUNN, GENE GREEN of Texas,
RIGGS, and LONGLEY changed their
vote from ‘““no”’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So, the amendment to the amend-
ment, as modified, was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No.
371, | was unavoidably detained.

Had | been present, | would have voted
“no.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will allo-
cate the remaining time.

The gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs.
CoLLINS] has 4 minutes remaining, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER] has 30 seconds remaining, and
the gentleman from Pennsylvania has
the right to close.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, inasmuch as my amendment has
passed, | have no comments at this
point in time and will vote for the
Clinger amendment.

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

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman  from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER], as modified, as amended.
The question was taken; and the

Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.
RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 420, noes 1,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 372]
AYES—420

Abercrombie Barton Bono
Ackerman Bass Borski
Allard Bateman Boucher
Andrews Becerra Brewster
Archer Beilenson Browder
Armey Bentsen Brown (CA)
Bachus Bereuter Brown (FL)
Baesler Berman Brown (OH)
Baker (CA) Bevill Brownback
Baker (LA) Bilbray Bryant (TN)
Baldacci Bilirakis Bryant (TX)
Ballenger Bliley Bunn
Barcia Blute Bunning
Barr Boehlert Burr
Barrett (NE) Boehner Burton
Barrett (WI) Bonilla Buyer
Bartlett Bonior Callahan

Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
Delauro
DelLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing

Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler

Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest

Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio

Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum

McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Myers
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush

Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
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Shadegg Talent Vucanovich
Shaw Tanner Waldholtz
Shays Tate Walsh
Shuster Tauzin Wamp
Sisisky Taylor (MS) Ward
Skaggs Taylor (NC) Watt (NC)
Skeen Tejeda Watts (OK)
Skelton Thomas Waxman
Slaughter Thompson Weldon (FL)
Smith (MI) Thornberry Weldon (PA)
Smith (NJ) Thornton Weller
Smith (WA) Thurman White
Solomon Tiahrt Whitfield
Souder Torkildsen Wicker
Spence Torres Williams
Spratt Torricelli Wise
Stark Towns Wolf
Stearns Traficant Woolsey
Stenholm Tucker Wyden
Stockman Upton Wynn
Stokes Velazquez Young (AK)
Studds Vento Young (FL)
Stump Visclosky Zeliff
Stupak Volkmer Zimmer
NOES—1
Martinez
NOT VOTING—13
Bishop Murtha Waters
Fields (TX) Myrick Wilson
Hastert Parker Yates
Kleczka Smith (TX)
LaFalce Walker
0O 1245

So the amendment, as modified, as
amended, was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No.
372, | was unavoidably detained.

Had | been present, | would have voted
“aye.”

| ask unanimous consent that my statement
appear in the RECORD immediately following
that rollcall vote.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
debate the subject matter of ballistic
missile defense.

The gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SPENCE], and the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS] will each be
recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

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

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

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, H.R.
1530, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for fiscal year 1996, includes
several important recommendations
concerning ballistic missile defense.
These actions are consistent with the
committee’s effort to bolster the mod-
ernization accounts that have been
dramatically underfunded by the Clin-
ton administration after a decade of
decline.

First, the bill provides increased
funding for theater and national mis-
sile defense systems—those designed to
protect our troops deployed overseas as
well as Americans at home. These addi-
tional funds are necessary to acceler-
ate critical BMD programs that have
been delayed as a result of significant
cuts in the missile defense budget im-
plemented by the Clinton administra-
tion over the past 3 years.
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Programs that received increased
funds include the Navy’s theater mis-
sile defense systems, the Army’s thea-
ter high altitude area defense system,
and ground-based weapons and sensors
that would comprise an initial national
missile defense system.

Second, the bill recommends that
‘‘affordable’ defenses be deployed ‘‘at
the earliest practical date’—thus,
making deployment of defenses a top
priority while simultaneously taking
into account cost and technological
maturity considerations.

Third, the bill calls upon the Presi-
dent to halt the administration’s ap-
parent efforts to turn the 1972 Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty into an ABM-
TMD Treaty that would impose limita-
tions on advanced U.S. theater missile
defense systems. It also establishes pol-
icy to ensure that the ABM Treaty is
not used to constrain U.S. theater mis-
sile defense programs.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman,
H.R. 1530 represents an aggressive yet
responsible response to the growing
threat posed by the proliferation of
missiles and weapons of mass destruc-
tion. It has staked out a supportable
and sustainable position.

The Spratt amendment to H.R. 1530,
on the other hand, would represent a
significant step backward from the
committee’s bipartisan position. The
Spratt amendment would undermine
the policy priorities established in H.R.
1530 by elevating compliance with the
ABM Treaty to an equal status with
the deployment of a highly-effective
defense of the United States. In essence
it would hold the effective defense of
our territory hostage to Moscow’s con-
currence. A similar amendment was of-
fered in full Committee, and it was de-
feated on a bipartisan vote of 18 to 33.
Therefore, | urge my colleagues to vote
““no”’ on the Spratt amendment.

A second amendment, this one to cut
BMD funding, will be offered by Mr.
DELLUMS or Mr. DEFAzI0. This amend-
ment would eliminate the -carefully
crafted funding increases for both thea-
ter and national missile defense pro-
grams contained in the bill—invest-
ments which are specifically targeted
toward programs that would provide
highly effective defenses.

| strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port the bipartisan committee position
and vote ‘“‘no’”” on the Spratt and Del-
lums-DeFazio amendments.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to allow my distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT], to con-
trol 15 minutes of the 30 minutes that
have been allocated to me.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. SPRATT] for 15 minutes.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me, and, Mr. Chairman, | would like to
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speak just briefly now, and more detail
later, about the amendment | will offer
when the time comes. | would like to
highlight three reasons why my
amendment ought to be supported.

First of all, the language in this bill
is ambiguous about full compliance
with the ABM Treaty, and | think that
is the wrong signal to send to the Rus-
sians at this particular time. In the
next 3, 4, 5 months the Russian Duma
will decide whether or not it will ratify
the START Il Treaty and take the
number of nuclear warheads in its arse-
nal from around 8,500 down to around
3,500.

Now reduction in 5,000 warheads will
have a significant effect on the secu-
rity of this country and the security of
the whole world. There will be recip-
rocal reductions on all sides. That is a
critical development, and we dare not
do anything that would jeopardize it. If
we rattle the cage, the ABM Treaty, if
we suggest that we may be breaking
out of it, not now, but in the future,
sort of an anticipatory breach, if we
send that signal to the Russians, then
we will put an even greater risk than it
already stands now, the ratification of
START II, and that is not a good deci-
sion.

Second, by keeping START Il on
track not only do we improve our na-
tional security, we save money. With-
out START Il we will have to keep in
place our arsenal of 8 to 10,000 nuclear
warheads on the sea, under the sea, on
land. We will have to maintain a much
larger arsenal, 8,500 warheads instead
of 3,500 warheads, and obviously an ar-
senal with 3,500 warheads is much
cheaper to maintain. So, if we are
forced by the nonratification of START
Il to maintain an arsenal that really
exceeds our needs, then in order to
have strategic symmetry with the Rus-
sians we will have to pay substantial
money that will come out of readiness,
and modernization, and quality of life.

So, a vote for my amendment re-
moves the ambiguity in the bill, does
not signal the wrong signals to the
Russians, and it means we can main-
tain a smaller arsenal and have more
money to spend on things we need for
conventional defense.

Third, by voting for my amendment,
which simply calls for compliance with
the IBM Treaty, we will not leave this
country defenseless as some of the op-
ponents to my amendment have
claimed. We can put in a ground-based
interceptor that will protect the con-
tinental United States. Right now the
treaty allows it, and we can amend the
treaty in the future to allow for more
sites if we feel they are needed for the
full coverage of the United States,
Alaska, and Hawaii.

I have a letter from Sid Greybill,
Nixon’s top negotiator on the ABM
Treaty, and | will leave it here in the
House for any Member who wishes to
see it. It has been sent out by ‘‘Dear
Colleague.”” Mr. Greybill supports my
amendment, and he agrees that we can
say fairly the ABM Treaty does not
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leave us defenseless. By its faults we
can deploy a ground-based system
which will give us ample defense.

The authors of the ballistic missile
provisions in the markup asserted that
it was not their intention to break out
of the treaty, and | commend them for
that. My amendment simply takes
them at their word and puts provisions
in black and white in this bill which
simply say comply with the treaty, and
to the extent that we do not find com-
pliance in our national self-interest,
then stay within the processes of the
treaty and seek amendments, agreed
statements and other modifications or
changes to it. There is too much at
stake to allow ambiguous language to
stay in this bill.

| say to my colleagues, ‘“‘I urge you
to support this amendment when it is
offered.”

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

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. HEFLEY].

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, many
Members may ask themselves, why
should | support a defense against bal-
listic missiles when the cold war is
over now? The answer, | think, lies
somewhere both in the past and in the
future. If we had a better defense
against ballistic missiles, American
servicemen would not have died in the
barracks in Saudi Arabia. If we had
pursued more strongly ballistic missile
defense, perhaps Israel would not have
sat in terror night after night waiting
for Scuds as they rained down on them.
Make no mistake. We should have
learned our lesson in the Persian Gulf
war about missile attacks.

Many Members will try to tell us
that the threat is gone, that there are
no bad guys anymore. There are ap-
proximately 30 countries with ballistic
missile capabilities. Some of these na-
tions are our allies. Many are un-
friendly: China, Iraq, Syria, Iran,
Libya, North Korea. Of the 30 nations
which have ballistic missile capability,
8 are in the Middle East, and there are
hot spots around the world where our
troops could be deployed and are being
deployed which are in the range of bal-
listic missiles from hostile countries.
There are currently two nations which
have the ability, and sometime in the
future might even have the will, to
launch an attack on the United States.
Both Russia and China have this kind
of ability.

I used to chuckle out of seeing a
bumper sticker that the old nuclear-
freeze crowd used to paste on their car.
It said, ‘““One nuclear weapon can ruin
your whole day.” That is the only
thing probably that | agreed with them
on, but is it not interesting now that
the Soviet threat is reduced these nay-
sayers maintain that we do not need
defense against that nuclear weapon
that could ruin our day.

Rest assured, in the future an enemy
can strike either U.S. troops or the
U.S. mainland. It has happened before;
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it will happen again. Be assured that
our conscience, those of use that have
fought for ballistic missiles defense,
should be clear. 1 hope my colleagues’
is, too. Vote against the Dellums-
Spratt amendment. Vote for a strong
ballistic missile defense program.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. FOGLIETTA].

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in support of the Dellums-DeFazio
amendment, which would reduce re-
search and development funding for
ballistic missile defense, and redirect
these savings to improve the quality of
life for our men and women in uniform.

In these tight-budget times, we must
prioritize our defense needs, just as we
are being forced to prioritize funding
for child nutrition programs and edu-
cation. The Clinton administration
budget request is more than adequate
to meet our missile defense needs.
However, for more than a decade, the
housing needs of our men and women
in uniform have been neglected. Fur-
thermore, over the years, we have seen
an alarming number of American mili-
tary personnel and their families living
in hovels and forced to apply for food
stamps.

As a member of the Military Con-
struction Appropriations Subcommit-
tee, | have been proud of the work of
Chairman VucaNovICcH and ranking
member BILL HEFNER to improve the
quality of life for our men and women
in uniform. This should be our No. 1
priority.

I urge my colleagues to fund our
troops and their families’ earthly needs
before we spend more money in the
heavens.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HOKE].

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, up until
quite recently we have never in our
history intentionally rendered our-
selves defenseless to devastating at-
tacks as a matter of national defense
policy, yet that is precisely what we
did when we signed the ABM treaty in
1972 which made it illegal for the Unit-
ed States to defend itself against bal-
listic missile attack. Since that time
we have also engaged in an unspoken
national policy of not disclosing that
strategy plainly to the American peo-
ple.

Now, while that strategy of defense-
lessness as defense may possibly have
been arguable in 1972, when we had
only one, or perhaps two, ICBM nu-
clear-capable enemies, it is utterly
without merit today when missile
strikes can come now or will soon be
capable of coming from any number of
nations, 25-plus at last count. In the
not-so-distant future it is not only con-
ceivable, but frankly predictable and
probable that self-appointed warlords
from all over the world will be so
armed and will be able to deliver war-
heads from mobile launchers in remote
locations or from sea-based platforms,
leaving no calling card to positively
identify or verify the attackers.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

O 1300

Even if you can actually convince
yourself of the validity of mutually as-
sured destruction as a legitimate de-
struction strategy, it goes all to hell if
you cannot identify the aggressor and
do not know against whom to retaliate
and whom to destroy. But suppose we
did know who to destroy. Do we really
want to depend on a strategy that
trades New York or Los Angeles for
Pyongyang, Damascus, Baghdad or
Tehran? Would the American people
really support such a policy?

All of which is to say that the policy
of mutually assured destruction, or
MAD, is just exactly that, and will be
viewed in the long sweep of history as
a particularly dumb idea which held
sway under peculiar circumstances for
a very brief period of time.

What is unconscionable is that the
public has intentinally been kept in
the dark, indeed defrauded of its right
to know, that all of America, particu-
larly her largest cities, are now the
beta site for a bizarre experiment in
national defense strategy that is right
out of Dr. Strangelove.

Which brings me to the crux of the
ethical issue, namely that it is just
plain wrong to put the lives of a quar-
ter billion Americans at risk to satisfy
an outdated and outmoded treaty that
most Americans know nothing about.
The fact is that a substantial majority
of U.S. citizens believe we have a com-
plete and effective national defense
against ballistic missiles and actually
find it hard to believe that that is not
the case when they are told otherwise.
Who can blame them? Even the title of
the ABM gives the false impression it
is a treaty limiting ballistic missiles,
when in fact it only forbids us to de-
fend against them.

The question we should be asking is
knowing the circumstances that exist
in the world today, would we, de novo,
without an ABM treaty, enact the ABM
treaty that is on the books?

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Massachusetts.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] is
recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, sometimes | wonder why we
get ourselves into a partisan debate on
an issue that seems to be so clear. The
fact of the matter is that | am sure
Democrats and Republicans alike, if in
fact there was a real threat to this
country through an all-out attack by
other countries that we could realisti-
cally stop, both Democrats and Repub-
licans would provide the funding that
is necessary to stop it.

The reality is, that is not the situa-
tion. Certainly you can make out coun-
tries like Iran and Irag and Syria and
others to have the capability of launch-
ing a nuclear attack against the United
States. All of our intelligence agencies
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suggest that that day is a long, long
way off. You can spend billions of dol-
lars of U.S. taxpayer money to prevent
a threat that currently does not exist,
or you can think about where you
should spend your money effectively
and use those dollars to deal with the
real threat that this country has.

There is the capability before us
today to sign a treaty that will elimi-
nate by the stroke of a pen 5,000 nu-
clear warheads aimed at the United
States of America. Why not do it? You
say that you are tantamount to agree-
ing with the Spratt amendment that
we are going to stay within the ABM
treaty. But then speaker after speaker
comes up here and argues why we
should not stay in compliance with the
ABM treaty, and it is President Bush,
not President Clinton, that recognizes
the direct linkage between ABM and
START.

If you want to reduce the nuclear
threat to the United States, stay with-
in the ABM treaty. It makes sense. If
in fact we get to a point where we need
to look at increased threats from other
countries, from rogue nations and the
like, this process that has been put in
place by this bill allows us, down the
road, to deal with those threats. But
let us not create monsters on paper or
in the minds of the American people
that simply do not exist according to
our own intelligence data. Let us come
up with the kind of defense that we
need.

Mr. Chairman, | also want to suggest
that in this bill, we have the capability
of dealing with another issue that once
again deals with the perceived threat
versus the real threat. We are increas-
ing over and above the request from
the administration by over $1 billion
the money that goes into national mis-
sile defense systems. This is a threat
that again is not borne out by the re-
ality of what our intelligence networks
indicate.

We have a real problem with troops
from this country that are having to go
on food stamps and live at below-stand-
ard housing because we do not simply
give them enough money to live on.
Let us adhere to what the gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] has at-
tempted to do with the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. DEFAzIO], and take a few
of the dollars that are going into a
threat that does not exist and put them
into the real needs of our troops so
that we can have a strong military
threat when it comes to the real indi-
cations that our intelligence networks
tell us are our threats today. That is
what | think we should do.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 1%2 minutes to respond to my
friend from Massachusetts.

Mr. Chairman, let me just tell my
friend it was Mr. Woolsey, who was the
director of CIA for this President, a
Democrat President, who said that
within 10 years there would be a num-
ber of nations that had the ability to
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deliver intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles to the United States. As the gen-
tleman knows, who watched the Pa-
triot missile being developed in his
own State, it was started in 1962, | be-
lieve, and delivered for the battlefield
shortly before Desert Storm, it takes
about 10 years to develop a missile sys-
tem, and especially a complex anti-
missile system. So the first question |
would ask the gentleman is, Does it
not make sense to start developing sys-
tems now, if in fact you think the
threat will be there in 10 years?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNTER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | do not think it makes
sense for us to be developing the sys-
tem. | think it certainly makes sense
for us to research the system. But why
buy a system off the shelf today?

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, let me just com-
plete my point. My point is it does not
take 10 years to just research a system.
It takes 10 years to research and build
a defensive system. So if you do not
start now, if you are going to have the
threat in 10 years, you cannot just have
bare research at the end of 10 years.
You have to have something in place
when that missile is launched. That is
the point that | am making. That
means it is logical to start building a
defensive system at this point.

The last thing | would say is in 1987
a number of Republicans on the com-
mittee wrote the Nation of Israel, we
wrote their defense minister. We said
in a short period of time, at some point
you are going to have Russian-made
ballistic missiles from an Arab neigh-
boring country coming into your coun-
try. We could not get any Democrat
Members to sign it. We wanted it to be
a bipartisan letter. They said the same
thing you said, it is unrealistic. It was
realistic, and a few years later it hap-
pened.

So | think the tradition in this body
has been to underestimate the speed of
technology and technology implemen-
tation by our adversaries. That is my
point.

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

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | appreciate the gentleman
from California yielding.

Mr. Chairman, my point is that, as |
understand the intelligence networks’
estimates, they say it would be a mini-
mum of 10 years. Not in 10 years, they
say a minimum of 10 years. The fact of
the matter is that we are making great
strides in our research programs that
indicate that we will be able to put to-
gether a much more sophisticated sys-
tem down the road apiece, maybe 2 or
3 years from now.

In the interim, as the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] has
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indicated, it is very possible to deal
with the short-term threat that is
being posed by these renegade nations.
None of them have the capability at
this time of directly threatening the
United States. The only one, as | un-
derstand it, would be China with a very
small arsenal, which we could defend
with less than 100 missiles.

So it seems to me that if you are
going to deal with the real threat, you
have a very clear path as to what you
should do. If you are going to try to
make a monster and then throw de-
fense dollars at it, we can do as the
gentleman from California is suggest-
ing. | would deal with the real threat
rather than the perceived threat.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WELDON] for a re-
sponse.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, we are going to have to re-
spond to these points as they are made
on the floor. I have here articles in
color, produced by the Russians in
color, showing the missiles they are
currently offering for sale. On the open
market at the Abu Dhabi show, they
offered the SS-25.

Mr. Chairman, for those who do not
know what the SS-25 is, it is the 11,500-
kilometer range missile that is the pri-
mary carrier of their nuclear weapons.
They do not offer the nuclear weapons,
but the architecture. The Israelis have
already tried to launch a satellite
using the SS-25. Any country that gets
the SS-25 can hit any city in America
with a chemical, biological, or conven-
tional weapon. That is the threat, and
it is real and it is today.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. HUNTER] has 19
minutes remaining, the gentleman

from California [Mr. DELLUMS] has 11%-
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] has
9 minutes remaining.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr.
yield myself 5% minutes.

First, 1 appreciate the comment by
my colleague from Pennsylvania, Mr.
WELDON. The gentleman and | have
worked very closely together. | would
simply say to the gentleman that when
you lay out these arguments, it is pre-
cisely that side of the aisle that re-
duced funding for Nunn-Lugar that is
designed to dismantle these nuclear
weapons. So it is not, it seems to me,
the height of responsibility to continue
to attempt to frighten American people
without dealing with the reality. Let’s
establish some reality here.

We have already spent, Mr. Chair-
man, in excess of $30 billion, not mil-
lion, we have already spent in excess of
$30 billion pursuing strategic defense
initiative technology, ballistic missile
defense technology. For the past few
years, we have spent approximately
$2.5 billion each year for theater mis-
sile defense. For the last few years we
have been spending approximately $400
million per year, above and beyond the
$30 billion that we just kept pouring

Chairman, |
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down this rat hole, to develop a na-
tional missile defense system. Fact. If
you take the time to understand the
architecture, whether you agree with it
or not, at least take the time to under-
stand the architecture of the adminis-
tration’s present program, $2.5 billion
for theater missile defense, the last
time | looked. That was no insignifi-
cant amount of money. Four hundred
million dollars for national missile de-
fense.

There is a contingency plan, Mr.
Chairman, that in the event that a
threat out there materialized that we
needed to worry about in the near
term, that we could move from where
we are right now, research and develop-
ment, to the deployment of an interim
system within 18 to 24 months at some-
where at the level of about $5 billion.
My colleagues were in the room, they
all received the briefing, and all heard
that testimony. We then could move
beyond that. The administration’s pro-
gram does that as well.

So to stand here in some way to say
to the American people we have not
spent money, we spent over $30 billion
in pursuit of a very difficult tech-
nology. In terms of theater missile de-
fense, we have a robust, aggressive, an
extraordinary program in theater mis-
sile defense, and there is now a pro-
gram in national missile defense. But
for the first time in a long time, this
program now looks like a program.

For years, | would say to my col-
league from California, we poured bil-
lions and billions and billions of dollars
into star wars, and we did not get a lot
back from it. Finally the Congress got
up enough courage, enough intel-
ligence, and enough discipline to force
a program. Now it looks like, smells
like, acts like a program.

So what happens once we get that
discipline? Now we want to start pour-
ing some more money in.

My final comment is this: | would
hope that we never experience a nu-
clear explosion in this country. But I
am prepared to debate with you that
there is a greater likelihood that if a
nuclear device exploded in this coun-
try, there is a much less likelihood
that it would explode from some inter-
continental ballistic missile.
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Incidentally, we all know that some
of these so-called rogue countries have
that capability. But do you know now
it would exhibit employed, by a terror-
ist act. The safest place to put a nu-
clear weapon is in a bale of marijuana.
We cannot find it. You can fly it in
here. You can backpack it in here. You
can bring it in here on a commercial
ship. You can reassemble it, bringing it
in piece by piece, reassemble it in some
tall building in this country and ignite
the weapon.

We are spending billions of dollars
going down the wrong road to solve the
wrong problem. At the end of the day it
is about nonproliferation. At the end of
the day it is about ratification of
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START Il. At the end of the day it is
about Nunn-Lugar, dismantling of
these nuclear weapons. It is not about
some pie-in-the-sky notion that we can
knock down a whole bunch of missiles,
spending billions of dollars. There is al-
ready a program designed to take us
there intelligently, responsibly, and ef-
fectively. And we ought to stay within
the confines of that.

Mr. Chairman, | yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | want to respond to the
issue laid out by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WELDON] that some-
how or other these rogue states are
going to be able to purchase these mis-
siles that the Russians have on the
open market.

First of all, not a single SS-25 has
been sold. Second, there is no indica-
tion by anyone, | have never heard of
any estimate that suggests any of
these countries would have the capabil-
ity of designing a reentry vehicle.
There are only three countries in the
world that have them: the United
States as well as China and Russia.

| do not think that at this time any
of these countries have the nuclear
warheads. So you have got the poten-
tial of one of the three components
that is necessary in order to do the
damage that you suggested.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELLUMS. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, we are not talking about
the warheads. We are talking about an
architecture, a system that gives a
rogue country from a mobile launch
system, the SS-25 is a mobile system.
They have 400 launchers. They take
that system to a rouge nation and fire
a missile at any city in our country.
That capability is there.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, the fact of the matter is
that again you are blowing smoke.
What we are talking about is whether
or not they have the three components
that are necessary to actually hurt the
United States. They only have one in
theory.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. A fascinating debate.

When we last visited this discussion,
this compelling debate 2 years ago, |
made a very brief statement on the
House floor. | am proud to tell my col-
leagues it is framed on the wall in
small letter picture frames at the bal-
listic missile defense office.

Here is what it says, | doubt they are
going to frame anything from the other
side once more, it says,

Right now we cannot defend against one
single nuclear missile coming at our beloved
country, not one. There is no reaction time,
as we had with Hurricane Emily, no time for
battening down the hatches or stockpiling
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food. If one single rogue nuclear missile hits
our country, citizens will be marching on
this capital as though it were Doctor Victor
Frankenstein’s castle, with the intent to
burn us down.

I repeat what | said then: We would
deserve that rough treatment because
72 percent of our fellow citizens do not
know at this moment that we cannot
stop a single missile from radiating
one of our cities into ash.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 2 minutes. | would like to re-
spond to several points that have been
raised by various speakers in this de-
bate.

First of all, Mr. Chairman, one of the
speakers opened by saying if we had
had this program in place and had been
moving ahead of it, as though he were
speaking in opposition to my amend-
ment, we would not have suffered the
casualties we suffered in the Persian
Gulf. My amendment, first step says,
our first priority is to deploy, and I
quote,

At the earliest practical date highly effec-
tive theater missile defenses to protect for-
ward-deployed and expeditionary elements of
the Armed Forces of the United States and
to complement the missile defense capabili-
ties of our allies and forces friendly to the
United States.

This calls for the deployment at the
fastest possible rate of the THAAD, the
theater high altitude intercept system
and the ERINT. I might say here, Mr.
Chairman, that we are talking as if we
did not have a program. The gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS], our
ranking member, just reminded every-
one, if you were here in the 1980’s, we
spent $35 billion on strategic missile
defense in the 1980’s. And now, today,
we have 10 systems in development by
my count, a PAC-2 upgrade, a Patriot 2
upgrade, a Patriot 3, the extended
range interceptor, the theater high al-
titude interceptor, so-called the
THAAD, an upper tier system which
the Navy is developing, it is plussed up
by $170 to $200 billion in this bill be-
fore, a lower tier system to protect the
fleet, a CORSAM system to protect the
Army land-based forces, a so-called
MEADS system, which would be an
interoperable adaptation of that that
would be used throughout NATO, a
Hawk upgrade for better air defense, a
boost phase intercept system which is
not yet developed but will be developed
to a down select among three contrac-
tors in a few years, and the Arrow mis-
sile which we are helping the lIsraelis
with.

In addition to that, on the strategic
or national missile defense side pro-
vided for in this bill, we have a ground
based interceptor, double the adminis-
tration’s request. And my amendment
leaves that in place. We have lasers
funded, chemical lasers, and we are
fully funding and plussing up the re-
quest for Brilliant Eyes. That is a ro-
bust program, a step up of $800 million
to $3.8 billion in this bill.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Maine [Mr. LONGLEY].
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Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, my
opposition to the Spratt amendment is
founded on the fact that it would make
the deployment of any highly effective
workable national missile defense sys-
tem contingent on gaining Russia’s
agreement to amend the treaty.

It is significant that this is a treaty,
we need to remind ourselves, that was
signed over 20 years ago with a party
that no longer exists, the former
Soviet Empire, by mandating that any
necessary United States actions incon-
sistent with that treaty must first be
negotiated with the Russians. It gives
the Russians an effective veto over
United States defensive deployments.
But more importantly, it not only
mandates a narrow view of the ABM
treaty, a very specific interpretation
that is contrary to American interests.
It also takes a very narrow view of the
threats that we face, not only from the
missile development and technologies
coming out of Russia and being ex-
ported to China but also to Iran, Iraq,
North Korea, Libya, and any other
rogue state that may come into being.

Furthermore, it also mandates a very
narrow view of technology. | would
submit with reference to the prior gen-
tleman’s remarks that 2 and 3 years is
the blink of an eye in terms of tech-
nology.

The language that we adopt in this
bill could very well be operative within
the next 5 or 10 years. My only experi-
ence is that there are three fundamen-
tal principles to destruction of missiles
or to an antimissile defense system.
First is the ability to detect the
launch; second to track it; third to de-
stroy it.

We not only have demonstrated con-
clusively our ability to do that, but we
are rapidly expanding that skill to the
point where we potentially within a
very near term could be able to inter-
cept and destroy any missile targeted
at this country.

I might add that this has a particular
interest to me in my district. We
produce the Aegis destroyer for the
U.S. Navy, one of most sophisticated
antimissile tracking systems known to
man. | believe that by limiting and
taking a narrow view of what we are
able to do in our antimissile defense
systems, that we will effectively be
limiting the employment of the valu-
able dollars that we have invested in
this program and | think we would un-
alterably be weakening our defense. |
urge a ‘‘no’”’ vote on both amendments.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself 1 minute.

Let me interject another level of re-
ality into this debate. | would ask my
colleagues to recall, at the height of
the cold war, when there was the great-
est tension between the United States
and the Soviet Union, when our nu-
clear warheads exceeded 10,000, when
theirs exceeded 8,000, there was no nu-
clear war because everyone understood
the nuclear deterrent capability of the
United States.

And the gentleman is not giving
credit to one startling reality: We still
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have that capacity. We still have thou-
sands of nuclear weapons that brought
us through the greatest tension in the
face of this earth with nuclear deter-
rence, and we still have that deter-
rence.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
New York [Ms. VELAZQUEZ].

(Ms. VELAZQUEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
oppose many of the spending priorities
contained in H.R. 1530. One of the most
foolish of those initiatives is the $3.5
billion authorized for the Ballistic Mis-
sile Defense Organization.

The Ballistic Missile Defense Organi-
zation was created by President
Reagan during the cold war. Since that
time, the Berlin Wall has crumbled and
the evil empire no longer exists. There
is no significant, long-range ballistic
missile threat to the United States
now or in the near future.

This afternoon we’ll have an oppor-
tunity to salvage some of these waste-
ful star wars dollars. The Dellums-
DeFazio amendment will channel $150
million more for needy military per-
sonnel.

Many men and women who serve in
the military do not receive salaries
high enough to maintain an adequate
living standard. This amendment will
provide funds to help military person-
nel who receive food stamps and off
base housing.

Instead of wasting an exorbitant
amount of money on star wars, we
could reduce ballistic missile defense
funding to the administration request
of $2.9 billion and allocate the savings
toward increases in pay for needy mili-
tary families. If we can not meet the
critical needs of our Nation’s most vul-
nerable citizens, we should at least pro-
vide funds for the men and women who
serve our country.

We as a nation can not afford to
squander funding. It is unconscionable
to throw away funding on the Ballistic
Missile Defense Organization while ne-
glecting the basic needs of our military
personnel. I urge my colleagues to vote
‘‘yes’’ on the Dellums-DeFazio amend-
ment this afternoon.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 2% minutes to enjoin my col-
league, the gentleman from California
[Mr. DELLUMS], on a point that he just
made.

Let me recast this debate and focus
on the issue. The ABM treaty is an
agreement by this country to hold our
citizens defenseless to missile attack.
My colleague says that that worked
with the Soviet Union because both
sides were afraid to cast the first stone.
But we are not just dealing with the
Soviet Union anymore. We have an
agreement between two nations. One of
those nations has now been split up
into a number of nations.

Yet there are literally dozens of
other nonsignatories which are devel-
oping missile systems. And that is the
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reason that we think that this system
needs to be modified.

Lastly, | would say to my colleague,
we are the arbiters, in a way, of what
the ABM treaty means. There is not a
world court that is going to judge what
the ABM treaty means.

We have put in language that gives
what we think is a reasonable interpre-
tation. We have interpreted the ABM
treaty in a way that we think is rea-
sonable, that is justified by the facts
that surrounded the original writing of
this treaty. We have resisted the con-
straints that would have been placed
on our theater ballistic missile systems
that protect our troops in theater be-
cause we do not think it is wise and we
do not want the administration to do
that. But | think the problem with the
gentleman’s argument is it is no longer
just the United States and Russia. it is
a number of nations, and none of them
signed that treaty.

0 1330

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNTER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
deeply appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, | would simply re-
spond by saying first, if the people in
the Soviet Union were intelligent
enough to understand the incredible,
enormous capacity that we had to de-
stroy life, what makes the gentleman
think that the other nations would not
have exactly the same competence to
understand that? That is No. 1.

Mr. HUNTER. Reclaiming my time, |
would not impute that same rational-
ity to people like Saddam Hussein and
Mu’ammar Qadhafi.

Mr. DELLUMS. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, the point is that at
this point they do not have that capa-
bility.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
15 seconds to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, | have
the answer for the gentleman from
California. The terrorist bomber at the
marine barracks in Beirut, 220 dead
marines, 17 sailors, 4 Army guys, and
the marine guard who said he could not
get his magazine into his M-16, lousy
rules of engagement, he said that bas-
tard Kkiller was smiling before he boot-
ed himself to Allah and kingdom come.
That is what a rogue missile is. It has
nothing to do with rational Killers in
the Kremlin.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. HARMAN].

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of the Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Research and Development of the
Committee on National Security, | sup-
port its bipartisan recommendation to
plus up the BMD budget. 1 would par-
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ticularly like to salute the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WELDON], our
chairman, for his leadership on this
issue.

I also support the subcommittee and
the full committee’s allocation of the
additional funds, which | understand
comports with the recommendations of
Gen. Malcolm O’Neill, who ably heads
the BMDO office at the Pentagon.

Theater missile defense threats are
real. One only has to visit Israel to un-
derstand that it would take 1 minute
for a missile from Syria to penetrate
Israel’s continental boundaries, and 5
minutes for a missile launched from
Iran or Iraq. Therefore, | strongly sup-
port full funding, as we have, of the
United States-Israel BMD collabo-
rative programs, including the Arrow.

It is also the case that there are me-
dium-term threats to CONUS, the con-
tinental United States, from missile
proliferation. Therefore, | support the
work we are now funding on national
missile defense. It is important and I
agree that we must undertake it.

However, let me conclude by stress-
ing how crucial it is to reach a com-
mon ground on this issue. Let us stop
the partisanship. Let us move together.
I agree with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS] that we have
wasted money in the past because
there has not been focus and leadership
on this program. We are now in a posi-
tion to supply that focus and leader-
ship, both in the Congress and in the
Pentagon. Let us do it.

Let us also continue to exercise over-
sight in the Congress. We are planning
to spend a lot more money. Let us
spend it wisely. Let us be sure we are
getting our money’s worth. Let us con-
sider burden-sharing with our allies,
because over time it will be clear that
these threats are to our allies all over
the world, some of whom are fully ca-
pable of sharing the costs.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, let me say
that we should consider modifying the
ABM Treaty. | support modifications.
However, let us do this in a rational
and reasonable way. Let us not proceed
by adopting a rogue amendment on the
House floor. Let us act with reflection,
and let us act effectively for the future.

I want to make clear that | would op-
pose, and it is not being offered as we
consider this bill, but | would oppose
any effort to unilaterally abrogate our
commitment to the ABM Treaty.

Finally, let me salute the women and
men who have worked so ably on the
BMD program in California’s South
Bay. My constituents have really sup-
plied the intellectual base that has de-
signed and built so many of these sys-
tems. With stronger focus, leadership
and funding, | am hopeful that, finally,
we will have a BMD system that pro-
tects our allies and protects us for the
future.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1%> minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT].

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)
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Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, the average American is
both surprised and shocked to learn
that we have no defense, let me say it
again, no defense against even one bal-
listic missile attack. Some say that we
do not need one because we are in the
post-cold-war period. | think Robert
Gates said it very well when he said it
is as if you went into the jungle and
slew the dragon, only to observe that
you are now surrounded by poisonous
vipers, 25 poisonous vipers in the form
of 25 nations that are acquiring weap-
ons of mass destruction and rapidly ac-
quiring the ability to deliver them.

However, the original dragon, like
the Sphinx, is capable of resurrection.
Chernovsky, arguably the most popular
politician in Russia has 2 goals: one, to
have a child in each province; and two,
to take back Alaska when he controls
Russia. Are Members content that we
do not need a ballistic missile defense
system? Vote ‘‘no” on these amend-
ments. That would strip us of our
chance to protect our people and our
service men and women.

The CHAIRMAN. The
yields back 30 seconds.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. McCRERY].

Mr. MCcCRERY. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, | no longer have the
privilege of serving on the Committee
on National Security, but I did for sev-
eral years, and watched carefully the
construction of our defense bills as
they came to the floor. In my opinion,
this bill speaks more intelligently and
forthrightly to the issue of anti-ballis-
tic missile defense than any defense
bill that has come to the floor since |
have come to Congress.

The amendments, however, that are
to be offered today would put this bill
right back in the same framework that
it has come to the floor here for the
last several years, which restricts our
ability to defend ourselves against bal-
listic missile attacks. That would be a
mistake.

This bill does not go as far as | would
like to go, frankly. | think we ought to
abrogate the ABM Treaty. It was
signed with a nation that no longer ex-
ists. It was designed to deter a threat
that has been defused. We need to build
missile defenses in this country. The
first obligation of any central govern-
ment is to defend its people.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON].

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | would
just like to address one point that has
been made here over and over. As Mem-
bers of Congress, our most important
single duty is to provide for the com-
mon defense of our country against
both foreign and domestic threats. As
the gentleman on the other side of the
aisle have pointed out continuously, or
have tried to this afternoon, that we do
not have a threat that we need to de-

gentleman
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fend against with regard to this missile
debate.

I would remind them, as | did a
month or so ago, and let me just quote
here, this is a quote by Adm. William
Studeman, who was the Acting Direc-
tor of the Central Intelligence Agency
under this administration, I might add,
he said ‘““On January 18, 1995, the Admi-
ral said and testified that ‘The pro-
liferation of technology will lead to
missiles that can reach the United
States toward the end of this decade,
or the beginning of the next decade.’”’
That is a fairly immediate threat, and
it is someone who should know. That is
someone who | believe has a great deal
of credibility. It points to the necessity
of us passing this provision as it is
today.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. PETERSON].

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, this debate contains a
huge disconnect between defense sys-
tems and the threat. On the one hand,
we have put massive amounts of money
in national missile defense without
concern about the threat of a cruise
missile or any kind of terrorist activ-
ity that might take place. We cannot
build a bubble over the United States.
This is really the bottom line.

At the same time, what we are doing
in the language of this bill, we are say-
ing it is okay to abrogate unilaterally
the ABM Treaty. Not smart. Why do
this in the face of Russia and what
they are trying to do to us and with us
cooperatively?

At the same time, just yesterday, we
killed, essentially gutted, Nunn-Lugar.
In that process we cut the opportunity
to reduce the threat by the destruction
of these weapons systems that are cur-
rently ongoing. Yes, in the bill, the
committee wrote that it is not impor-
tant to do civil defense anymore. Es-
sentially they have a statement that
FEMA, forget the civil defense. Where
is the disconnection here?

Mr. Chairman, we are in the process
of making a terrible mistake. We need
to focus on the real threat to our coun-
try, and the real threat, while poten-
tially, in a small way, from a strategic
missile, the big threat comes from ter-
rorism and it comes from cruise mis-
siles off the back of a little freighter
coming through the St. Lawrence Sea-
way. It comes from a Ryder truck.

If we unilaterally abrogate the ABM,
we are essentially telling the Russians
that START 1l is not important to us,
either. We need to use our diplomatic
negotiating process to reduce our
threat, not raise our threat. By doing
what we are doing today, by sending
the message to Russia that they do not
count, we are actually increasing the
threat to the United States from any
kind of strategic missile, because in
the process of our action on Nunn-
Lugar, they are going to have all those
systems to sell to other people, if you
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will. Of course, they are not going to be
a potted plant. They are not going to
say to us “It is okay, America, do
whatever you want to to us.” They are
a proud people, and we need to work
with them, not fly in their face in the
process of doing what we want to do
here.

The final outcome of this huge dis-
connect is going to cost this govern-
ment billions of dollars in working on
readiness and the process of what we
are trying to do. The Spratt amend-
ment is not the final solution, but it is
a first step.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WELDON] to set the
record straight.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | have to correct three
statements that were just made by our
good friend and colleague of the com-
mittee. First, we plussed up the cruise
missile accounts by $75 million for ex-
actly the reasons the gentleman stat-
ed. We saw the need to support General
O’Neill in that request, and we did it.

Second, this bill does nothing, noth-
ing to violate the ABM Treaty. That is
in writing from General O’Neil, who is
the administration’s representative on
missile defense.

Third, it was General O’Neill himself
on March 23 who said ““If you give me
extra money, | would put $600 million
into national missile defense;”” General
O’Neill, representing President Bill
Clinton.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. CHAMBLISS].

(Mr. CHAMBLISS asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, |
am deeply concerned that the Amer-
ican people mistakenly believe its Gov-
ernment can protect its people and sol-
diers from missile attack. Recent re-
ports indicate that a significant major-
ity of the American people believe that
if ballistic missiles are used to attack
the United States, the U.S. military
can intercept them before they fall.

Footage of our Patriot missile bat-
teries shooting lIraqi scuds out of the
sky during the gulf war have left the
American people with a very false
sense of their own security.

As advanced as our theater and na-
tional missile defense capabilities have
become over the years, the fact still re-
mains that we are vulnerable.

Since the end of the cold war and the
demise of our No. 1 enemy, the number
of rogue states that have acquired nu-
clear capability has increased dramati-
cally. Additionally, the very fact that
the former Soviet Union is embroiled
in ethnic strife adds to our concerns
about their existing nuclear stockpile.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1530 represents
the proper approach to missile defense.
It provides the emphasis necessary on
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missile defense, and it strikes the prop-
er balance between national and thea-
ter missile defensive systems.

In 1983, the great communicator
Ronald Reagan called this Nation’s
science community to arms and chal-
lenged them to provide the ultimate
defensive system. Through the years,
tremendous strides have been made,
and though the sacrifices are great, the
consequences of failure are even great-
er.

Mr. Chairman, the American people
deserve no less than the very best de-
fensive technology, and H.R. 1530
achieves that goal.

Unfortunately, the Spratt amend-
ment would chain this Nation to the
outdated terms and assumptions con-
tained in the ABM treaty we signed
with a country that no longer exists.
Furthermore, it rejects the necessary
emphasis on national missile defense.

I urge my colleagues to support the
provisions of H.R. 1530 and reject the
Spratt amendment.

0O 1345

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
my last minute to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. SKELTON].

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, | will
not take the full time, but I do wish to
ask two points of clarification if the
gentleman does not mind.

Does this apply only to national mis-
sile defense?

The second is, what if this amend-
ment does not pass? What would be the
force and effect, particularly in light of
the comments made by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania?

Mr. SPRATT. If the gentleman will
yield, this amendment calls, first of
all, as a first priority, for full speed
ahead, theater missile defense develop-
ment. Second, for the development and
deployment of a national missile de-
fense system. And, third, for compli-
ance of that system, a national missile
defense system—it only applies to
that—with the ABM treaty as it stands
today or as we may amend it. It simply
says stay within the processes of the
ABM treaty in developing that system.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
CoMBEST). All time of the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] has
expired.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. THORNBERRY].

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, |
am a new Member of this body. | have
not been a part of the debates that
have gone on on this issue for the past
years. | have tried to look at it from
the ground up and maybe from a fresh
perspective.

It seems to me when you get down to
the basics, the question is whether we
are willing to defend our people. The
fact is that we have absolutely no way
to stop a missile that is fired at the
United States. The fact is that there
are other countries who have missiles
that can reach the United States.

The fact is that there is instability
and uncertainty in Russia. And the
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fact is that just 2 weeks ago, China
fired a new mobile missile that can
reach the United States. The fact is
there are a number of other countries
that are working as hard and as fast as
they can to put our people at risk by
acquiring missile technology.

The fact is today we are vulnerable
to accidental launch, to a rogue gen-
eral acting on his own, or to some out-
law state such as Hussein or Qadhafi
buying missiles, and we can do abso-
lutely nothing to defend our people
against a missile attack. | think that
is wrong strategically, and | think that
is wrong morally.

We cannot, of course, build a bubble
and protect ourselves from all threats,
but we can do what we can do. We have
technology to make us safer than we
are today, and it is silly to tie our
hands and not make available for our-
selves the possibilities which exist.

I think we have to be particularly
careful of those who say, “Yeah, I'm
for a missile defense, except’ or ‘““‘under
these circumstances.”” There should be
no conditions on whether we protect
the United States or its people.

This bill does not alter existing trea-
ties, but it does allow us to be free to
look at all the possibilities. The Spratt
amendment would handicap us by only
looking at certain possibilities that
apply to certain treaties.

We ought to see what works the best,
then go about developing that tech-
nology, change the treaty as ought to
be appropriate and get something there
that will protect our people. Frankly, I
would push harder and quicker toward
deploying a defense than is in this bill,
but | think this bill is a minimum of
what we can do to protect our people
and fulfill our oath.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | under-
stand | have 7 minutes left. | yield my-
self 3 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman is correct. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr. HUNTER] for 3 minutes.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, to all of
our colleagues in the Committee of the
Whole, | just wanted to let folks know
that if you look this bill over, you will
see a lot of Republicans and Democrats
working together on a number of is-
sues. | have great respect for the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPRATT], for the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS], for all of our col-
leagues on the Democrat side of the
aisle, and for all the Republicans who
have worked hard to make this bill go,
and the chairman, who | think has put
together a very thoughtful package.

Mr. Chairman, we did plus up all of
the theater missile defense systems.
We put in the amount of money that
our experts told us we needed to put in
to advance those systems as rapidly as
possible.

The sad thing is that when we asked
General O’Neill, at the end of one of
our hearings, the question as to wheth-
er or not these theater systems would
stop any fast missiles, that is, stop, for
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example, the North Korean Taepo
Dong-2 missile that is being developed
now, his answer was no. They will stop
basically the Model T’s of ballistic mis-
siles, the Scuds. But we have not been
building missiles to stop high-perform-
ance ballistic missiles.

The Spratt amendment goes to ABM.
That is going to be a key amendment.
The difference between what the com-
mittee did and what the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT]
wants to do this: The gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] elevates
and, | think, liberalizes the ABM Trea-
ty.
yFor Members of the House, it is im-
portant that you understand the ABM
treaty. The ABM treaty is extraor-
dinary. It is unique. It is an agreement
by the Government of the United
States to hold its citizens defenseless
against missile attack. If you read it,
and you are an average citizens, you
are shocked, because it says that you
cannot have a defense against nuclear
systems.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
DeLLUMS] has explained how we incor-
porated that agreement, as extraor-
dinary as it is, in this standoff between
the United States and the Soviet
Union, where we figured that because
both sides had enormous arsenals and
some degree of stability, neither side
would want to throw the rock. There-
fore, we held our own citizens defense-
less. We held our own citizens up to nu-
clear attack without any defense being
offered.

I would say that is an extraordinary
measure. It is a measure that should be
exercised very conservatively because
it is an enormous imposition on your
citizens, on your constituents.

When you vote on this thing as a
Member of Congress, you are telling
your own 575,000 constituents in your
district that your are going along with
an agreement that leaves them exposed
deliberately to missile attack.

I do not think we should interpret or
enforce that type of an agreement in a
liberal way. | do not think we should
use our creative juices to try to figure
out new ways to hold ourselves at risk.
I think we should exercise and follow
that treaty very conservatively.

Lastly, the problem is, we made that
treaty with one other nation in this
world. Today there are dozens of na-
tions who never signed it who are de-
veloping missiles. that is the difference

between the committee bill and the
amendments.
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |

yield myself the balance of the time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LumMs] is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, let me
say to my colleague that whether we
viewed it as moral or immoral, this
gentleman’s position was that we
should not have gone down the road to-
ward the development of more heinous
nuclear weapons. But the fact of the
matter remains that mutual assured
destruction did indeed work.
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The logic of the gentleman’s argu-
ment, it is difficult for me to get my
brain around the gentleman’s argu-
ment because at the end of the day, the
test of a policy’s effectiveness is
whether it worked. We did not have a
nuclear war, so that that standoff was
not keeping American people defense-
less. That expensive, dangerous, insane
nuclear triad kept everyone from wag-
ing war. That is No. 1.

Second, let’s put reality into this de-
bate. We keep saying to the American
people, did you know we didn’t have
this? America, $35 billion of your dol-
lars went down a rat hole developing
the technology of star wars. The last
time this gentleman looked, you look
at my bank book, $35 billion is one hell
of a lot of taxpayers’ money to be
spent.

Third, as we speak, America needs to
know that we have been spending for
the last few years approximately $3 bil-
lion per annum, part on theater missile
defense, part on Brilliant Eyes, a
space-based central system, and part
on a national missile defense system.

We are spending money developing
this. To, in some way, communicate to
the American people that we have not
spent billions of their dollars, now way
over $40 billion, is to take a flight into
fantasy. It is to engage in a disingen-
uous argument. That money is out
there. The only debate between us at
this point is whether you ought to be
spending more money and go so fast
that you violate ABM.

Why is ABM significant? It is signifi-
cant at this moment, Mr. Chairman,
because the ABM treaty is linked by
the administration, by the Bush ad-
ministration and others, to SALT II.
SALT 11 allows us, with the stroke of a
pen, to take the Russian nuclear arse-
nal from 8,500 down to 3,500. We can
knock down 5,000 missiles by compli-
ance with ABM, ratification of START
11, and you cannot find the dollars, my
friend, to build a system effective
enough to destroy 5,000 warheads. So
you are arguing against yourselves
when making that statement.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WELDON], | believe this gentleman
is in no way desirous of stepping out-
side the ABM treaty. He is a man of in-
tegrity, and | know that his word is
real in that regard. But | am suggest-
ing here that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WELDON] does not
speak for everybody on your side, and |
know that there are a number of them
who want to break out of the ABM
treaty, with all the adverse impacts to
America and stability in the world.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 15 seconds for one point, to
make one point for my colleague.

| just want to say to my friend, | did
not state that we have not spent bil-
lions and billions of dollars. | agree we
have spent billions and billions of dol-
lars, but the American people are in-
terested in the real state of play and in
results. Right now we do not have de-
fenses against missiles. Many of them
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think we have them. | think the work
this committee is doing will bring
about defenses, but we do not have
them at this time.

Mr. Chairman, | yield the balance of
our time to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WELDON], the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Military Research and Develop-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON] is recognized for 3 minutes 45
seconds.

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

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, this has been a long debate
and | think a very insightful debate
from both sides. Let me say as we
looked at the defense bill for this year,
we looked at what | think will be the
two biggest threats this country faces
as we approach the 21st century. The
first is missile proliferation and de-
ployment, and the second is terrorism.

In our mark we plus up both ac-
counts, to deal with the terrorism we
heard about and to deal with the mis-
sile proliferation. We plussed up each.
We held three full hearings. In the last
few years, we did not hold any hearings
on missile defense.

This year we have held three full
hearings for Members to get classified
and unclassified information on what
the threat is. We heard there are 77 na-
tions in the world that have cruise mis-
siles, 20 more are building them. We
heard about the Russians offering for
sale the SS-25. Even the Clinton ad-
ministration acknowledged just a
month ago that the sale of the SS-25 is
a violation of the START agreement.
Even the Clinton administration ac-
knowledges that. That architecture
can be used to hit any city in America
by a rogue nation, a mobile launch sys-
tem.
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We heard that the North Koreans
have a system that they are testing
now that can reach Hawaii and Guam.
And we just heard the Chinese, 2 weeks
ago, tested a system that can hit the
western United States and Guam as
well.

Mr. Chairman, these are real threats.
Our bill responds to those. But let me
say, Mr. Chairman, our bill is totally
consistent with General O’Neill. We
don’t micromanage General O’Neill. We
accept the recommendation of the
Clinton administration’s expert on
missile defense.

In fact we did not even give him all
the money he would like to have had.
Our mark is totally in line with him
and in no way does it violate any part
of the ABM treaty.

Mr. Chairman, | will enter in the
RECORD a letter from General O’Neill
to me dated yesterday stating that no
part of this bill in any way violates
any part of the ABM treaty.

The Spratt amendment is a political
amendment being offered, | think, in
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the wrong-headed sense of the word.
And let me say why. Our side, the con-
servative side, wanted to offer an
amendment to take on the ABM treaty
in this bill and | said, If you do, I will
come to the floor and | will lead the
fight against it. And that amendment
was not offered. It was withdrawn.

Now, we are going to be asked to vote
on an amendment that takes this bill
over the line and says not only do we
want it to comply with ABM, but all
future modifications of ABM. So, we
want to limit the ability of our defense
experts to look at how we can best de-
fend America.

This bill is not about the ABM trea-
ty. We have agreed to a separate vote
on the ABM treaty; a separate debate.
This bill is about defending America.

We want to give our defense experts
the chance to tell us, based on the
threats that are there, how we can best
defend the country. If we want to have
a vote on ABM, let that occur at some
other time and some other place. But it
should not be on this bill. And | resent
the fact that that amendment is being
offered.

Mr. Chairman, | would encourage our
Members and our colleagues to do what
members of the committee did in a bi-
partisan manner. We rejected the
Spratt amendment in a bipartisan vote
of 33 to 18 saying this is not the place
to discuss the merits of the ABM trea-
ty.

I repeat again, General O’Neill, on
the record in writing, has stated that
nothing in this bill, nothing in any
way, shape, or form, violates the terms
or the conditions of the ABM treaty.
That debate can occur at the appro-
priate time.

I would also ask our colleagues to
support the leadership, Speaker GING-
RICH and our entire House leadership,
in opposing the Dellums amendment
which would also gut this effort. And |
thank our colleagues for their coopera-
tion in the spirit of debate.

The letter previously referred to fol-
lows:

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, BALLIS-
TIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZA-
TION,

Was