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The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. We
have a guest chaplain, Father Stephen
Leva, St. Ann Church, Arlington, VA.
He is the guest of Senator JOHN WAR-
NER.

PRAYER

The guest chaplain, Father Stephen
Leva, St. Ann Church, Arlington, VA,
offered the following prayer:

Let us pray:

Almighty and eternal God: You have
revealed Your glory to all nations. God
of power and might, wisdom and jus-
tice, through You, authority is rightly
administered, laws are enacted, and
judgment is decreed. Assist with Your
spirit of counsel and fortitude these
women and men that they may be
blessed with an abundance of wisdom
and right judgment. May they encour-
age due respect for virtue; execute the
law with justice and mercy; and seek
the good of all the people of the United
States.

Let the light of Your divine wisdom
direct their deliberations and shine
forth in all proceedings and laws
framed for our rule and government.
May they seek to preserve peace, pro-
mote civic happiness, and continue to
bring us the blessings of liberty and
equality. We likewise commend to
Your unbounded mercy all the citizens
of the United States; that they may be
blessed in the knowledge and sanctified
in the observance of Your law. May we
be preserved in union and that peace
which the world cannot give; and, after
enjoying the blessings of this life, be
admitted to those which are eternal. In
Your holy name. Amen.

Senate

(Legislative day of Monday, July 10, 1995)

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HUTCHISON). Under the previous order,
the Senate will proceed to consider-
ation of S. 1026, which the clerk will re-
port.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 1026) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 1996 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe person-
nel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider-
ation of the bill.

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President,
today the Senate begins consideration
of S. 1026, the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for fiscal year 1996. The
bill we bring to the floor incorporates
the Armed Services Committee’s best
judgments on the Nation’s defense re-
quirements. It is based on many long
hours of testimony, analysis, debate,
and consideration of opposing views.

I would like to thank the distin-
guished ranking member of the com-
mittee, Senator NUNN, for his out-
standing leadership, and for his open,
fair, and bi-partisan manner. | would
also like to thank the members of the
committee and the professional staff
for their dedication and hard work.

It has been a privilege to work with
Senator NUNN to bring this bill to the
Senate. Although it is a good bill, not
every Member, including me, is happy
with every part of it. Throughout the
past 6 months the committee worked
in its traditional bipartisan manner be-
cause the security of the United States
and the safety of our people are para-
mount. The bill reflects this coopera-
tive effort, provides a clear direction
for national security, and maintains a
solid foundation for the defense of the
Nation.

The committee’s overarching intent
was to revitalize the Armed Forces and
enhance or preserve our national secu-
rity capabilities. That is essential in
this post-cold-war world in order to
provide the leadership and stability
which are critical to the growth of de-
mocracy. Our military must be capable
and ready in order to provide our men
and women in uniform the best possible
chance to succeed and survive in every
demanding situation. We were re-
minded recently, with the dedication of
the Korean War Memorial, that free-
dom is not free. We must always re-
member that courage and sacrifice are
the price of freedom.

This bill would fund defense at $264.7
billion in budget authority for fiscal
year 1996. | have noted with interest
some inaccurate reports in the press
that the bill would increase defense
spending, and | would like to set the
record straight. The funding level in
the bill we bring to the floor today is
nearly $6.2 billion lower in real terms
than last year’s bill, and that rep-
resents a decline of 2 percent. Although
it had been my hope to preserve fund-
ing at last year’s level, this is the best
the committee could do, given the
budgetary pressures facing the Con-
gress.

I have stated repeatedly that the ad-
ministration is cutting defense too far,
too fast. Most credible analysts con-
clude there is a shortfall of at least
$150 billion in defense budget authority
over the future years defense plan. Al-
though the proposal contained in this
bill represents a decline in defense
spending, | would note that the funding
level is still $7 billion higher than the
administration’s budget request. The
administration requested a defense
budget 5 percent lower than the fiscal
year 1995 level, and that is simply un-
wise.
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Despite a decline in defense spending,
the bill provides the resources to main-
tain substantial U.S. military power
and the ability to project that power
wherever our vital interests are at
stake. An implicit theme in our bill is
that any aggressor or potential adver-
sary should know that our military
services will remain the most effective
and combat ready in the world.

National security is the most impor-
tant responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment, and as we begin debate on
this matter, |1 would like to explain the
priorities which the committee kept in
mind in crafting the bill, and highlight
a few key decisions. The first objective
was to ensure that forces remain via-
ble, and manned at sufficient levels by
people of the highest quality. Well-mo-
tivated, well-trained, and well-led sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, and marines are
the bedrock of national security.
Strong support for equitable pay and
benefits, bachelor and family housing,
and other quality of life measures are
key elements in attracting and retain-
ing high-quality people. Perhaps more
importantly, this bill expresses the
commitment of the Senate to our men
and women in uniform and attempts to
uphold our part of the implied con-
tract.

Our second objective was to ensure
the military effectiveness and combat
readiness of the Armed Forces. We be-
lieve the funding levels we have rec-
ommended will be barely adequate to
take care of current readiness if the
Department of Defense manages re-
sources wisely and carefully.

The quality of overall readiness es-
sentially depends on adequate funding
for both current and future readiness.
Although this funding allocation is
often described in shorthand as a bal-
ance, | would suggest it is a fundamen-
tal obligation of the Federal Govern-
ment to provide adequate resources for
both current and future readiness.
However, the mix is important because
a disproportionate allocation of scarce
resources to operation and mainte-
nance accounts would limit funds for
the research, development, and pro-
curement essential to modernization.
We sought to achieve a reasonable bal-
ance. We also addressed multiyear pro-
curement to avoid creating bow waves
of funding requirements in subsequent
years.

Department of Defense decisions to
cancel or delay modernization pro-
grams create unrealistic modernization
requirements for the future. The com-
mittee has addressed critical mod-
ernization needs by adding $5.3 billion
in procurement and $1.7 billion in re-
search and development accounts to
offset some of these problems. We be-
lieve the Department of Defense must
continue to fund procurement, and re-
search and development, at similar in-
flation-adjusted levels in future budget
requests.

Congress must also continue to pro-
vide sufficient funds for research and
development to ensure the military’s
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technological superiority in the future.
If we do not, future readiness will be
jeopardized. Unless the research and
development, and procurement ac-
counts are adequately funded from
year to year, the services will not have
the right weapons, in sufficient quan-
tity, to be able to fight and win in the
next decade. We must remember that
the force we sent to war in Desert
Storm was conceived in the 1970’s and
built in the 1980’s. We must focus on
the future.

Third, we addressed the proliferation
of missile technology and weapons of
mass destruction. We cannot stand by,
idly watching, as an increasing number
of foreign states develop and acquire
long-range ballistic and cruise mis-
siles. Many people do not realize that
we currently have no defense whatso-
ever against any missile launched
against the United States. None. Such
missiles are capable of carrying nu-
clear, biological, and chemical pay-
loads to any point in our country. We,
in the Congress, will richly deserve the
harsh judgment of our citizens if we
fail to prepare for this clear eventu-
ality.

It is our grave responsibility to en-
sure we develop the capability to de-
fend both our deployed forces and our
homeland. The committee provided di-
rection and funds for both these re-
quirements in the Missile Defense Act
of 1995. This title of the bill initiates a
new program for defense against cruise
missiles, while funding robust theater
missile defenses. It also mandates a na-
tional missile defense program which
will lead to the limited defense of the
United States by the year 2003. | re-
mind my colleagues that the largest
single loss of life in the Persian Gulf
war was from one, crude, lraqgi Scud
missile that was not even targeted for
the building it struck. It is entirely
reasonable to spend less than 1Yz per-
cent of the defense budget to meet this
serious security threat.

The bill’s ballistic missile defense
provisions also address the administra-
tion’s attempts to limit theater missile
defenses by an inaccurate interpreta-
tion of the ABM Treaty. That treaty
was intended to limit only defenses
against strategic ballistic missiles, not
theater defenses. Unless this distinc-
tion is enforced, we will end up build-
ing less-than-optimally capable sys-
tems which may not be effective
against the highly capable missile
threats emerging in the world’s most
troubled regions.

Fourth, the committee was deeply
concerned about maintaining the via-
bility of the Nation’s offensive strate-
gic forces. According to the Nuclear
Posture Review, the United States will
continue to depend on its nuclear
forces for deterrence into the foresee-
able future. Safe, reliable, and effective
nuclear weapons are at the core of de-
terrence. In this bill the committee di-
rects the Department of Energy to
meet its primary responsibility of
maintaining the Nation’s nuclear capa-
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bility. This means the Energy Depart-
ment must focus on a stockpile man-
agement program geared to the near-
term refabrication and certification re-
quirements outlined in the NPR. If
DOE cannot or will not shoulder this
responsibility, then another agency
must be assigned the task. Unless steps
are taken now to maintain a nuclear
weapons manufacturing infrastructure
and a safe, reliable nuclear weapons
stockpile, we face the very real pros-
pect of not being a first-rate nuclear
power in 10 to 15 years.

The committee addressed the role of
long-range, heavy bombers in project-
ing power. Although | regret the com-
mittee’s vote not to fund the B-2 pro-
gram, | understand the concerns of
Members on both sides about the high
cost of the program.

The committee is also concerned that
the administration’s budget request did
not include funding for numerous oper-
ations which the Armed Forces are cur-
rently conducting, even though the ad-
ministration knew when it submitted
its budget request that these oper-
ations would continue into fiscal year
1996. We authorized $125 million to pay
for these ongoing operations in order
to avoid the kind of problems with cur-
tailed training which emerged last
year.

| caution the administration that one
consequence of paying for these oper-
ations on an unprogrammed, ad hoc
basis is ultimately to deny the funds
necessary for readiness. Last year, the
practice of paying for peacekeeping
and other contingency operations with-
out budgetary or supplemental funding
was directly responsible for lower read-
iness ratings and curtailed training in
some units. Unless the Department of
Defense includes the funds for such op-
erations in the budget request, it will
be difficult if not impossible for Con-
gress to assess the impact these oper-
ations will have on other accounts. The
oversight responsibilities of Congress
are hindered, if not usurped, when the
Department does not budget for known
requirements.

While | remain confident that this is
a good defense bill under the present
circumstances, | remain troubled. The
defense budget trend over the past 10
years has been in constant decline,
principally in response to budget pres-
sures. The administration’s request for
procurement this year is at the lowest
level since 1950, declining more than 71
percent in real terms since 1985. The
defense budget is at its lowest level as
a percentage of gross domestic product
since 1940, just before a grossly unpre-
pared United States entered World War
1. Each successive budget since 1993
has continued to push recapitalization
farther into the future. As a result, the
Services have been forced to delay the
fielding of critical modern systems
while maintaining aging equipment at
ever-increasing operating and mainte-
nance costs.

The prospects of not having adequate
defense funds in the coming years
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should alarm us all. Despite the rec-
ommended fiscal year 1996 funding in-
crease of $7.1 billion above the adminis-
tration request, proposed future year
budgets do not adequately fund the ad-
ministration’s Bottom-Up Review
Force, which is itself barely adequate.
These funding levels cannot meet
known modernization needs and they
do not even cover inflation. Shortfalls
of the magnitude projected by the GAO
and others will seriously impair the
ability of the Department of Defense to
field the combat-ready, modern forces
essential to our national security. The
limited progress reflected in this bill
cannot be maintained unless future
funding is increased.

As the Senate takes up this defense
bill, some Members will no doubt argue
that my concerns about steadily de-
clining defense spending and emerging
threats are misplaced. They will point
out that the cold war is over and pro-
vide long lists of other programs that
could absorb the money. Such criti-
cisms always surface after a major vic-
tory, and just before the emergence of
the next major threat. They are always
shown in the long run to have been
naive and shortsighted. They consist-
ently fail to realize the usefulness of
effective military power in shaping fu-
ture events in ways that are favorable
to us. They fail to recognize the insta-
bility and uncertainty of the times,
and they fail to consider the future.

We cannot predict what challenges
and dangers we will face in the future.
We do not know with any certainty
who will be our next peer competitor. |
assure you, however, that a peer com-
petitor will emerge and if such com-
petitor believes there is an advantage
because our military has been weak-
ened, he will become bold and our chal-
lenge will be more significant. | en-
courage every Senator to keep this in
mind as we debate this bill over the
next few days.

I thank the Chair,
floor.

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, as we
begin debate on the National Defense
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1996, |
first want to congratulate Senator
THURMOND and his staff on reporting
together the first defense authorization
bill that has been reported with Sen-
ator THURMOND as committee chair-
man. Although he has been a stalwart
for many years on the committee and
has helped prepare the bills in the past,
this is his first bill as the official
chairman of the committee.

The major themes of this bill reflect
Senator THURMOND’s longstanding and
strong and effective support for our na-
tional security. It has been my great
privilege and honor to have worked
with Senator THURMOND in the Senate
and on the Armed Services Committee
for all of my 22 years, and for at least
maybe slightly more than half of his
time here in the U.S. Senate. His ca-

and yield the
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reer—and his decorated service in
World War Il and unwavering support
for strong national defense, and his de-
votion to the men and women of the
Armed Forces—has served as a model
and an inspiration to me, and to, | be-
lieve, his fellow members of the Armed
Services Committee and the Senate.

The 18 to 3 vote in favor of the bill in
the Armed Services Committee reflects
the fact that the bill continues many
bipartisan efforts initiated by our com-
mittee in recent years, such as im-
provements in military pay and bene-
fits, modernization of weapons sys-
tems, and protecting, as Senator THUR-
MOND laid out, military readiness and
personnel quality. This bipartisan sup-
port also reflects the actions taken by
the committee to address concerns
raised by Secretary of Defense Bill
Perry about a number of the provisions
in the House bill. In contrast to the ac-
tion taken by the House, for example,
our bill provides full funding for the
Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduc-
tion Program, the program that is
aimed at trying to prevent prolifera-
tion of nuclear, chemical, and biologi-
cal weapons all over the globe. It also
avoids micromanaging the Office of
Secretary of Defense, as was done in
the House bill, and we do not have un-
workable restrictions on military oper-
ations as the Secretary of Defense
specified very clearly he feared was
being done in the House bill.

The bill before us provides $264.7 bil-
lion in budget authority, the amount
specified in the budget resolution. This
amount, which is $7 billion above the
budget request, will enable us to fund
the types of initiatives that have re-
ceived bipartisan support in the past.
This includes personnel programs such
as the 2.4-percent pay raise for mem-
bers of the Armed Forces and mod-
ernization programs from fighter air-
craft such as the F-22 to unglamorous
but essential items such as Army
trucks. Most of the programs author-
ized by the committee reflect the ad-
ministration’s priorities as set forth in
the current year budget request or in
the future years defense program which
covers the next 5 years. Dr. Perry, in
his discussions with the committee,
urged us to focus any additions to the
budget on acquisition programs that
are in DOD’s future years defense pro-
gram. The bill before us largely follows
this recommendation.

And | believe as various Members
may come to the floor and say that we
do not now need this program or that
program which is funded with the addi-
tional money that has been put in this
bill that was provided in the budget
resolution, | think it is very important
for Members to keep in mind that these
programs—most of them, not every,
but most of them—that have been
added are in the 5-year defense plan
that Secretary Perry favors. And |
think that is important for people to
keep that in mind. That was the re-
quest that Dr. Perry made of this com-
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mittee, and | think we have largely
honored that request.

Madam President, this bill contains
important legislative initiatives such
as the authority to use innovative pro-
grams to finance military housing and
housing for unaccompanied troops.
This was a strong request and initia-
tive by Dr. Perry and the Defense De-
partment.

In addition, we establish a defense
modernization account, which | spon-
sored and our committee supported,
which for the first time that | have any
knowledge about will provide incen-
tives for savings in defense programs
for use of those savings to modernize
the equipment for our men and women
in uniform.

In other words, Madam President, if
the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine
Corps can find savings, we will let
them put those savings in a carefully
monitored account that will have to
be, of course, monitored by the Con-
gress and will have to follow our nor-
mal procedures. But those savings will
be able to be used for the most critical
deficiencies we face in modernization.
And modernization in the outyears, the
years ahead, is the biggest challenge
we face.

I think everyone would acknowledge
that we are, even with the increases in
this budget, underfunding the outyear
modernization. When our equipment
starts to wear out, which much of it
will toward the end of this century, we
are not going to have sufficient funding
even with the increases in this bill to
cover that.

So what we want to do in this defense
modernization account—I know some
Members will have some suggestions
and concerns which we will certainly
listen carefully to—but this account
will be controlled by the Congress. It
will be subject to the normal
reprogramming and authorization and
appropriation procedures which we
have now.

There is a limit on how much can be
accumulated. But for the first time we
will be saying to each of the services,
“You will now have an incentive. If
you figure out how to save money, it
can go into an account. We are not
going to grab that money and take it
away from you as your punishment for
saving it. We are going to let you spend
it subject to the congressional over-
sight as outlined on the critical pro-
grams you need in the future.”

| believe this kind of initiative has
real potential and promise in terms of
giving people throughout the military
services a real incentive to try to save
money. We all know the horror stories
of what we have heard for years, not
just in the military but in all areas of
Government where, when you get down
toward the last couple of months of the
fiscal year, there is money that has not
been spent, and the people involved in
those decisions decide that if the
money is not spent, not only will it
lapse but also they will have the budg-
et cut the next year.
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So there is almost a perverse incen-
tive throughout Government now to
take whatever is not spent and spend it
so that you do not have your budget
cut the next year. We want to reverse
that psychology. This is at least a be-
ginning along that line.

My outline of the bill’s highlights
should not, however, be viewed as rep-
resenting unqualified support for all
the provisions of this bill. The numer-
ous rollcall votes during our commit-
tee markup reflect the serious concerns
of many Members about inadequate
funding of important programs as well
as questions about some of the prior-
ities reflected in this bill.

There is much in this bill that | sup-
port, and | do support the overall bill.
But | do have serious reservations
about those aspects of the bill that ap-
pear to head back without very much
thought given to the period of the cold
war.

For example, the proposed new Mis-
sile Defense Act of 1995 sets forth a
commitment to the deployment of mis-
sile defenses without regard, without
any regard for the legal requirements
of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty
which we are a party to and which we
signed and which is an international
obligation of the United States of
America, until changed or until we
withdraw from the treaty under the
terms of the treaty. That is our obliga-
tion. That is a law. That is a treaty. It
is binding.

The same provision contains legally
binding timetables in our bill for de-
ployment of missile defense systems.
For example, section 235 requires a
multiple site national defense system
to reach the initial operational capac-
ity in 2003. These timetables are
though exempt from adequate testing.
I hope we can have a system by then. |
hope we can have one that really
works, and | hope it will be calibrated
to meet the threat that we may have in
those outyears. But since the applica-
ble missile testing statutes that were
in previous laws are repealed in this
National Defense Act we have before
us, what we have is a timetable for ac-
tual deployment stated as a part of the
law and repealing the testing that
would be required to determine if the
systems are ready to deploy or whether
they are going to be effective when
they are deployed.

I do not think that is a good com-
bination. Finally, there is an arbi-
trary—and possibly unconstitutional—
restriction on the obligation of funds
by the executive branch to enforce the
terms of the ABM Treaty.

I invite all of our colleagues to look
at those aspects where there is a de-
marcation definition between the thea-
ter ballistic missile and the national
missile defense that is precluded except
under certain conditions in the ABM
Treaty. | have no quarrel with those
definitions. | think they are sensible
definitions, and | think we do have to
have a demarcation point because
clearly theater missile defenses are not
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intended to be covered under the ABM
Treaty. They never were covered. They
should not be covered now.

The problem is once this definition is
set forth, the executive branch is
barred from doing anything at all re-
garding the ABM Treaty in terms of its
own negotiations, and | think that that
goes way too far. In fact, the wording
of the proposal we have before us is so
broad that any Federal official includ-
ing Members of Congress would be pre-
cluded, as that statute now would read,
from doing anything contrary to that
definition. | think that goes too far,
and |1 do not think that is what we
want. | hope we can work in a coopera-
tive way to iron out some of those dif-
ficulties, which | believe can be done,
while continuing the strong goal and
endorsement of moving forward with
defenses without doing so in a way that
is counterproductive.

The Department of Energy portions
of the bill contain provisions that di-
rect the creation of new capabilities
for the remanufacture of nuclear weap-
ons.

Madam President, | have serious
questions about whether this is a pre-
mature judgment at this time. The De-
partment of Energy ‘“‘Stockpile Stew-
ardship’ plan is only now under review
by the Department of Defense. | know
that Mr. DoMENICI, the Senator from
New Mexico, and others have been in
discussion with Senator THURMOND and
his staff and Senator LoTT and his
staff, Senator KEMPTHORNE, on these
energy questions, and | hope we can
work something out here that makes
sense, that moves us in the right direc-
tion without making premature judg-
ments that are not ripe for decision.

Madam President, these are impor-
tant issues for discussion and debate.
There are questions about the poten-
tial international implications of a
number of these provisions. For in-
stance, the Russian leadership and
their Parliament have stressed repeat-
edly, both to this administration and
to various Members of the Senate and
House, both parties, the importance
they attach to continued compliance
with the ABM Treaty. They have indi-
cated that should they judge the Unit-
ed States no longer intends to adhere
to that treaty, then they would aban-
don their efforts to ratify the START
Il Treaty, which is now pending in the
Russian Duma.

Further, they warned that they
would stop further compliance with
other existing treaties including the
drawdowns mandated by START I. In
my judgment, there is a real danger
that the provisions of the Missile De-
fense Act will be considered by the
Russians as what is known as ‘“‘antici-
patory breach’ of the ABM Treaty.

Madam President, if this bill leads to
that outcome, it will not enhance our
national security. It will be adverse to
our national security. Under START I
and START II, the arms control trea-
ties which have been entered into by
Republican Presidents and adhered to
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by Democratic Presidents, the Rus-
sians are obliged under the terms of
these treaties to remove more than
6,000 ballistic missile warheads from
atop their arsenal of ICBM’s and sub-
marine-launched ballistic missiles.
This includes the very formidable
MIRV’d SS-18 ICBM'’s, the very ones
that threaten our land-based Minute-
man and MX missiles with first-strike
possibilities.

These are not insignificant treaties,
Madam President. They basically re-
move much of the first-strike capabil-
ity that we spent 10, 15 years being con-
cerned about and spending hundreds of
billions of dollars trying to defend
against.

They will also have to remove all of
their MIRV’d SS-24 missiles and com-
pletely refit their ICBM force with sin-
gle warhead missiles. These are goals
that were worked on in a bipartisan
fashion for several decades by both
Democrats and Republicans with a lot
of the leadership coming from Repub-
lican Presidents in the White House.

This removal of 6,000 warheads by
treaty is a far more cost effective form
of missile defense than any ABM sys-
tem that the SDI Program has ever en-
visioned. | am not one of those who be-
lieves we ought to be so locked into
every provision of the ABM Treaty
that we do not believe it is a document
that has to be improved, that has to be
amended. | think it does. | do not think
it is completely up to date. | think we
need to take another look at it. | think
we need to review it. | think there are
changes that can be made and should
be made in accordance with the provi-
sions of the treaty.

Yet, this bill, if enacted, would cre-
ate a very high risk of throwing away
both the START Il reductions which
have not yet taken place, and the
START | reductions which are taking
place now. Because this bill, No. 1, acts
as if the ABM Treaty does not exist; it
does not even really acknowledge that
there are any concerns. No. 2, it ig-
nores the opportunity to negotiate sen-
sible amendments with the Russians.
And | think it is premature to believe
that that effort cannot succeed. | do
not think we have even started real se-
rious efforts, and | think that those ef-
forts at least have a strong possibility
of success. And No. 3, this bill does not
acknowledge that we can get out of
that treaty. We can exit the treaty
under its own terms if our national se-
curity is threatened.

If we are going to get out from under
the ABM Treaty, if we are going to ba-
sically decide it no longer is in our na-
tional security interests, then we
ought to get out of the treaty the way
the treaty itself provides, which is our
obligation under international law and
our obligation under the treaty itself.
We can serve 6 months’ notice and exit
the treaty if the Russians are not will-
ing to make changes which we believe
are necessary for our national security.
That is the way to get out of the trea-
ty. We should not get out of the treaty
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by anticipatory breach with provisions
of the law that we have not carefully
thought through.

Indeed, Madam President, in this re-
spect the actions proposed in the bill
could be self-fulfilling. They could pro-
voke Russia to stop its adherence to
the START Treaties which would leave
a huge arsenal of Russian missiles in
place and we would then have to move
from a thin missile defense to protect
against accidental launch or to protect
some kind of small nation, radical na-
tion, or terrorist group launch, we
would then have to start worrying
about the SS-18’s again.

Now, do we really want to do that?
Do we want a self-fulfilling circle? We
take action without regard to the ABM
Treaty in this bill. The Russians react
by not basically going through with
START Il. Then they decide they are
not going to comply with START I.
Then they decide they are not going to
comply with the conventional forces
reduction in Europe causing all sorts of
problems there.

Then, of course, we have to increase
our defense. We have to go from the
kind of system that President Bush
wanted, which is an accidental launch
type thin system that does not cost
hundreds of billions of dollars, is
achievable, that we can do. We could go
to a much different kind of system. We
are back in a spiral of action and reac-
tion between the United States and
Russia. | do not think we really want
to go back into that atmosphere. That
is one of the accomplishments we have
had in the last 10 years. | do not think
that is what the authors of these provi-
sions in the bill really intend. But I
think it has got to be thought about
because those are the implications of
where this bill will head.

Madam President, this leads me to
pose several questions. Are we as a na-
tion better off if the START | and
START |1 treaties are abandoned than
if they remain in force? If somebody
thinks we ought to abandon them and
we are better off without them, why do
we not say so? Why do we not say so?
We have got to stop legislating as if
there are no consequences to what we
legislate. Other people in the world
react. | think that is the way we have
legislated too many times on foreign
policy. | see it increasingly taking
place. We act as if we can take part of
a cake, legislate, forget the con-
sequences, and not even own up to
what is likely to happen based on what
we ourselves are doing.

The second question. Are we and our
NATO allies better off if the Russians
decline to be bound by the limits on de-
ployments of conventional forces con-
tained in the Conventional Forces in
Europe Treaty? We have already drawn
down our forces to 100,000. The allies
are reducing significantly, in many
cases more than we are. We are draw-
ing down based on the CFE Treaty and
based on the Russians’ behavior be-
cause they have indeed dramatically

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

reduced their forces. Do we really want
to reverse that?

Of course, someone can say, well, the
Russians cannot afford it now. They
are not going to be able to build up.
That is probably true. | think for the
next 5 to 6 to 7 years, they will not be
able to afford a conventional buildup.
What they can do is start relying on
their early use of nuclear weapons very
quickly, like tomorrow morning. If
they are going to decide they are going
to give their battlefield commanders
tactical nuclear weapons again, we are
going to go right back to a hair trigger
situation. That is what they can do.
That is cheap. That is the cheap way. |
do not think that is what we want. | do
not think that is what the Russian
leadership wants at this stage. But are
we thinking about what we are doing?

Next question. What will be the ef-
fect on Russian cooperation with us in
forums such as the U.N. Security Coun-
cil if arms control agreements are
abandoned, even if it is an inadvertent
abandonment on our part?

Fourth question. What is the ballis-
tic missile threat to U.S. territory that
requires us to abandon compliance
with the ABM Treaty and to abandon
the pursuit of possible amendments to
that treaty even when there is nothing
whatsoever in that treaty that pre-
vents us from taking every step we
would otherwise take in the next fiscal
year? Why are we doing this at this
point in time? | think that is the ques-
tion. If we were at a point where we
had to make a decision, then | could
understand some of the pressure in this
regard. But there is nothing, according
to all the testimony, there is nothing
whatsoever in the ABM Treaty, even as
now interpreted, that prevents us from
taking every step we need to take in
the next fiscal year. So why are we
doing this? | do not have an answer to
that.

Finally, what is the nature of the
theater missile threat? And that is
what | believe everyone would ac-
knowledge is the greatest priority, the
greatest threat we have now. It is not
a future threat. It is a present threat,
theater ballistic missiles. We already
face those. As Senator THURMOND out-
lined in his opening statement, we
faced those in the Persian Gulf war.

What is the change that has taken
place? That basically would have us, as
we are doing in this bill, have the
money for developing and deploying no
less than four overlapping-coverage
missile defense systems to protect the
rear area of the theater while leaving
our U.S. forward-deployed ground
troops totally unprotected from attack
by existing enemy short-range mis-
siles.

Madam President, | will have an
amendment later in this process that
will add back in the only program we
have to protect our frontline troops
from short-range missiles. Those are
the threats we face right now. We have
a program called Corps SAM that is
aimed at making those systems that
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can protect frontline troops. That sys-
tem has been totally zeroed out in this
bill; $35 million has been taken out. |
assume that was part of the money
that went into the beef-up of $300 mil-
lion for national missile defense. |
think that is a reverse priority. We
ought the deal with the most imminent
threats first. The most imminent
threat we face now is the theater bal-
listic missile threat, particularly the
frontline effect on our troops from
short-range missiles. So | will have an
amendment that | hope we can get
some attention to in adding back that
program at a later point in this debate.

Madam President, | have a number of
other concerns about the bill. First,
our ability to monitor and control
treaty-mandated strategic weapons re-
ductions could be affected by the fail-
ure of the bill to fully fund the Depart-
ment of Energy’s arms control and
nonproliferation activities. | am not
certain whether that provision is part
of the negotiation that is ongoing now
with the Senator from New Mexico,
Senator DOMENICI, and Senator BINGA-
MAN who has taken a great lead in this,
but I am sure that will be the subject
of some debate here on the floor.

The other provisions, | think there
are questionable priorities, as men-
tioned for the missile defense pro-
grams. While the bill provides an addi-
tional $300 million in funding for the
national defense program and $470 mil-
lion for other missile defense programs
which were not requested by the ad-
ministration, the Corps SAM missile
defense system, which is strongly sup-
ported by the war-fighting command-
ers. That program is terminating. We
will have a letter from our war-fighting
commanders showing that is one of
their top priorities. It makes no sense
to provide vast increases for long-range
speculative programs that will require
billions in expenditure before their va-
lidity can be assessed while denying
funds for specific theater missile de-
fense initiatives designed to protect
our frontline troops which we have the
possibility of securing in the very
short-range distant future—in the very
next few years.

Madam President, also, I am con-
cerned that the bill fails to fund cer-
tain ongoing Department of Defense
programs on the theory that the pro-
grams should be funded by other agen-
cies, even though neither the budget
resolution nor the committee bill
makes any provision for any other
agency to assume DOD’s responsibil-
ities. These include programs that have
received bipartisan support for many
years, such as humanitarian assist-
ance, which was initiated by our
former colleague, Republican Senator
Gordon Humphrey; foreign disaster re-
lief, which was initiated by another
former colleague, Republican Senator
Jeremiah Denton; and the civil-mili-
tary cooperative action program,
which was developed on a completely
bipartisan basis by the Armed Services
Committee.
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Madam President, there are many
good features in this bill, but there are
a number of key areas where this bill
can be improved during the consider-
ation by the Senate. | look forward to
working with Senator THURMOND, the
other members of the committee, and
the Senate in a cooperative fashion to
move this bill along so we can com-
plete our work in a timely fashion, and
so that we can come out with a solid
bill that will move our national secu-
rity in the right direction.

Madam President, | yield the floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina, the Presi-
dent pro tempore.

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, |
wish to thank the able ranking mem-
ber for his kind remarks and also
thank him for his fine cooperation in
getting this bill to the floor.

Madam President, | will now ask that
the able Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
INHOFE] be recognized.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. | do have an opening
statement.

Madam President, before presenting
my opening statement, | would like to
yield momentarily to Senator KyL for
the purpose of proposing an amend-
ment.

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

AMENDMENT NO. 2077
(Purpose: To state the sense of the Senate on
protecting the United States from ballistic
missile attack)

Mr. KYL. Madam President, | have
an amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KyL], for
himself and Mr. INHOFE, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2077.

Mr. KYL. I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 371, below line 21, add the follow-
Ing:

SEC. 1062. SENSE OF SENATE ON PROTECTION OF

UNITED STATES FROM BALLISTIC
MISSILE ATTACK.

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

(1) The proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction and ballistic missiles presents a
threat to the entire World.

(2) This threat was recognized by Secretary
of Defense William J. Perry in February 1995
in the Annual Report to the President and
the Congress which states that “‘[b]Jeyond the
five declared nuclear weapons states, at least
20 other nations have acquired or are at-
tempting to acquire weapons of mass de-
struction—nuclear, biological, or chemical
weapons—and the means to deliver them. In
fact, in most areas where United States
forces could potentially be engaged on a
large scale, many of the most likely adver-
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saries already possess chemical and biologi-
cal weapons. Moreover, some of these same
states appear determined to acquire nuclear
weapons.”’.

(3) At a summit in Moscow in May 1995,
President Clinton and President Yeltsin
commented on this threat in a Joint State-
ment which recognizes * . the threat
posed by worldwide proliferation of missiles
and missile technology and the necessity of
counteracting this threat. . ..

(4) At least 25 countries may be developing
weapons of mass destruction and the deliv-
ery systems for such weapons.

(5) At least 24 countries have chemical
weapons programs in various stages of re-
search and development.

(6) Approximately 10 countries are believed
to have biological weapons programs in var-
ious stages of development.

(7) At least 10 countries are reportedly in-
terested in the development of nuclear weap-
ons.

(8) Several countries recognize that weap-
ons of mass destruction and missiles increase
their ability to deter, coerce, or otherwise
threaten the United States. Saddam Hussein
recognized this when he stated, on May 8,
1990, that “‘[o]ur missiles cannot reach Wash-
ington. If they could reach Washington, we
would strike it if the need arose.”.

(9) International regimes like the Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty, the Biological Weapons
Convention, and the Missile Technology Con-
trol Regime, while effective, cannot by
themselves halt the spread of weapons and
technology. On January 10, 1995, Director of
Central Intelligence, James Woolsey, said
with regard to Russia that ** . we are
particularly concerned with the safety of nu-
clear, chemical, and biological materials as
well as highly enriched uranium or pluto-
nium, although | want to stress that this is
global problem. For example, highly en-
riched uranium was recently stolen from
South Africa, and last month Czech authori-
ties recovered three kilograms of 87.8 per-
cent-enriched HEU in the Czech Republic—
the largest seizure of near-weapons grade
material to date outside the Former Soviet
Union.”.

(10) The possession of weapons of mass de-
struction and missiles by developing coun-
tries threatens our friends, allies, and forces
abroad and will ultimately threaten the
United States directly. On August 11, 1994,
Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutch
said that “[i]f the North Koreans field the
Taepo Dong 2 missile, Guam, Alaska, and
parts of Hawaii would potentially be at
risk.”.

(11) The end of Cold War has changed the
strategic environmental facing and between
the United States and Russia. That the Clin-
ton Administration believes the environ-
ment to have changed was made clear by
Secretary of Defense William J. Perry on
September 20, 1994, when he stated that ““‘[w]e
now have the opportunity to create a new re-
lationship, based not on MAD, not on Mutual
Assured Destruction, but rather on another
acronym, MAS, or Mutural Assured Safety.”.

(12) The United States and Russia have the
opportunity to create a relationship based on
trust rather than fear.

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the
Senate that all Americans should be pro-
tected from accidental, intentional, or lim-
ited ballstic missile attack.

Mr. KYL. Madam President, | just
wanted to propose this amendment
now, since the Senator from Oklahoma,
the coauthor of this amendment, is
making his opening statement now be-
cause perhaps some of the remarks he
will make in his opening statement
will also reflect on the amendment,
which we want to be considered next.
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So | yield to the Senator from Okla-
homa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. | thank the Senator
from Arizona.

Madam President, | am pleased today
to speak on behalf of the Fiscal Year
1996 Defense Department Authorization
Act. | urge my colleagues to preserve it
in its somewhat inadequate but present
form.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

Mr. INHOFE. Since the 1991——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has the floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would
the Senator yield?

Mr. INHOFE. | would be glad to yield
after the statement.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | ask unanimous
consent that at the conclusion of the
Senator’s statement, | be permitted to
make an inquiry of the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has the floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, |
made a unanimous-consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has the floor.

Does he yield for that request?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President,
the Senator from Oklahoma indicated
he had a statement. | merely ask unan-
imous consent that | be recognized for
the purposes of that inquiry at the con-
clusion of the remarks of the Senator
from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. | would like to ask the
Senator to repeat his unanimous-con-
sent request, please.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | ask unanimous
consent that at the conclusion of the
Senator’s remarks, | be recognized for
the purposes of making an inquiry of
the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield for that request?

Mr. INHOFE. Yes.

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair.

I have a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has the floor.

Mr. INHOFE. | thank you.

Mrs. BOXER. | have a parliamentary
inquiry.

Mr. INHOFE. | do not yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. | am ad-
vised by the Parliamentarian that the
Senator from Oklahoma has the floor.
If he does not yield, there is no ability
to request a parliamentary inquiry.

Does the Senator from Oklahoma
yield the floor?

Mr. INHOFE. | do not yield until the
conclusion of my opening statement.

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

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President,
does the Senator object to my unani-
mous-consent request? | ask unani-
mous consent that at the conclusion of
his remarks | be recognized for pur-
poses of making a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has the floor. If he
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yields for a unanimous-consent re-
quest, it is his prerogative to do so.
Does the Senator from Oklahoma yield
the floor?

Mr. INHOFE. Not at this time,
Madam President.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from——

Mr. FEINGOLD. The Senator indi-
cated he would not object to my simply
taking the floor to make a unanimous-
consent request of the type | indicated.
That is all | am asking at this time.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, let
me continue my opening statement
from the top again.

I am pleased to speak on behalf of
this fiscal 1996 defense authorization
bill. Although I believe it is still inad-
equate, | think it is as good as we could
pass at this time.

Since the 1991 Persian Gulf war, the
military has been cut, misused, ne-
glected, and otherwise distracted from
its ultimate purposes—protecting and
preserving America’s vital interests.
This bill, with its House counterpart,
represents a first step towards
strengthening America’s Armed
Forces.

One of the most important messages
which voters delivered in 1994 was the
need to restore the strength of Ameri-
ca’s defenses. With this bill, the Senate
has clearly had enough of the Clinton
administration’s weak hand in the na-
tional security arena. We have added $7
billion to the administration’s request.

It has become fashionable in some
circles to assert that now that the cold
war is over, there is no longer a threat
out there. But history has told us that
most wars come with little or no warn-
ing. From the attack on Pearl Harbor
to the invasion of Korea to the inva-
sion of Kuwait, few could have pre-
dicted the size and scope of American
military involvement which became
necessary in the wake of these unex-
pected events. The lesson learned the
hard way in Pearl Harbor remains true
today: We must always be prepared.

President Reagan reminded us many
times that we, as Americans, never
have the luxury of taking our security
for granted. It is up to each generation
to take the steps necessary to preserve
and pass on the legacy of freedom to
the next. With this bill, we are begin-
ning to take up that challenge.

As we look to the future, all we can
predict with certainty is that there
will be more surprises. What there will
be we cannot be sure, but we can make
some educated guesses. For instance,
the gulf war taught us the growing im-
portance of stealth, of space, and of
ballistic missiles. As we look to the fu-
ture, it is clear that technology will be
playing a key role, both in shaping the
threats we will be facing and the de-
fenses that we will need.

Madam President, it was not long
ago that the former CIA Director Wool-
sey estimated that there are some-
where between 20 and 25 nations that
currently have or are developing weap-
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ons of mass destruction, either nuclear,
chemical, or biological, and they are
also developing the means with which
to deliver those.

Today, we are going to have an
amendment, the Kyl-Inhofe amend-
ment, which will be addressing that, so
I will not elaborate on that at this
time but will seek time during the con-
sideration of that amendment.

This is a good bill, but | must express
my deep concern with the Senate’s fail-
ure to support further funding of the B-
2 bomber. The House, in its bill, had
$553 million. America is reducing her
military presence around the world.
Budget constraints and the end of the
cold war are naturally causing us to
pull back our forward deployed forces
overseas. But as a world leader, our
continuing ability to project power
around the world will be critical. Un-
fortunately, our ability to immediately
respond in a crisis is going to be dimin-
ished unless we are able to use our
technological advantages wisely.

This is why the revolutionary B-2
Stealth bomber is so important for our
future arsenal. From bases within our
own country, these aircraft can quick-
ly deliver devastating payloads to vir-
tually any target on Earth without re-
fueling. They can penetrate the tough-
est air defenses with minimal risk to
our pilots.

The B-2 multiplies mission cost-ef-
fectiveness. Today, the standard bomb-
ing run package using escorts, air de-
fense suppression aircraft, refueling
tankers, and bombers requires up to 67
aircraft and 132 crew members. The
same mission can be completed with
only two B-2’s and four crew members.

Many Americans have been per-
suaded that sophisticated weaponry,
such as the B-2, are relics of the cold
war. They have been told that we can
easily discard such systems without di-
minishing our security in the current
world environment. They have been
told that there are more important and
immediate priorities. It is an easy ar-
gument to sell, but | do not buy it, and
| plan to make my support for more B-
2’s clear as the deliberations go on.

For 8 years, Ronald Reagan gave us a
policy of ‘“‘peace through strength,” a
policy which invested wisely in defense
needs with a special emphasis on Amer-
ica’s inherent leadership in advanced
technology. | believe proven success of
that policy should continue to guide
our defense posture. This is why, de-
spite my reservations regarding the B-
2, | support this bill. It will help save
lives and protect our vital interests in
the future.

I congratulate Chairman THURMOND
and Senator NuUNN for the solid effort,
united effort they put forth. | urge my
colleagues to support it. | yield the
floor.

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. KYL. Madam President, | would
like to begin by complimenting both
the chairman, Senator THURMOND, and
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Senator NuNN, for their work, and all
the members of the Armed Services
Committee for presenting a very good
bill to the Senate this year. | do not
have the honor of serving on the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee. | did
serve on the House Armed Services
Committee for 8 years. Frankly, | am
very pleased with the product that has
come out of the committee this year.

I, second, want to associate myself
with the remarks the Senator from
Oklahoma just made. | believe they
help to set the stage for a good debate
on what we need to do to provide for
the defense of the United States.

Third, Madam President, I want to
begin a discussion of the amendment
which Senator INHOFE and | have laid
down and which | think deals with one
of the key parts of the bill that has
been presented this year. It is the issue
of missile proliferation, and the ques-
tion of what the United States ought to
do about it.

Given the fact that there is some dif-
ference of opinion about exactly what
the nature of the threat is and when we
ought to begin to deal with that threat,
it seemed to Senator INHOFE and me
that we should add something to the
bill in the way of findings and a sense
of the Senate which expresses our be-
lief that the American people should be
defended from ballistic missile attack.

There are very fine findings cur-
rently in the bill. We all agree that
those findings are a proper predicate
for what follows in the bill. But we also
believe that there are some other
things that should be added as findings
and that the Senate should go on
record expressing its sense that Ameri-
cans should be protected from either
accidental, intentional, or limited bal-
listic missile attack.

Madam President, let me read the
portions of the findings of the amend-
ment which we believe help to lay the
predicate for further action the Senate
will be taking with respect to the pro-
tection of American people from ballis-
tic missile attack. We say, first of all,
that the Senate finds the proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction and
ballistic missiles present a threat to
the entire world.

This threat was recognized by Sec-
retary of Defense William J. Perry in
February of this year in the annual re-
port to the President and the Congress,
which states:

Beyond the five declared nuclear weapon
states, at least 20 other nations have ac-
quired, or are attempting to acquire, weap-
ons of mass destruction—nuclear, biological,
or chemical weapons, and the means to de-
liver them. In fact, in most areas where the
United States forces could potentially be en-
gaged on a large scale, many of the most
likely adversaries already possess chemical
and biological weapons. Moreover, some of
these same states appear determined to ac-
quire nuclear weapons.

We think this is an important finding
because of this question that has been
posed: Why should we be preparing
some of the things that we are prepar-
ing now? Why should we be testing and
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developing capable theater missile de-
fenses and beginning to plan for the
day when we would develop and eventu-
ally deploy a national missile defense
system? It is because of the concern
that has been expressed in this year’s
report to the President and Congress
by the Secretary of Defense, among
others.

Also, recently, in May of this year, at
the summit in Moscow, President Clin-
ton and President Yeltsin commented
on this threat in a joint statement
which recognizes:

. . The threat posed by worldwide prolifera-
tion of missiles and missile technology and
the necessity of counteracting this threat.

At least 25 countries may be develop-
ing weapons of mass destruction and
the delivery systems for such weapons.
We further find that at least 24 coun-
tries have chemical weapons programs
in various stages of research and devel-
opment. Approximately 10 countries
are believed to have biological weapons
programs in various stages of develop-
ment. And, finally, at least 10 coun-
tries are reportedly interested in the
development of nuclear weapons.

Several countries recognize that
weapons of mass destruction and mis-
siles increase their ability to deter, co-
erce or threaten the United States Sad-
dam Hussein recognized this when he
stated on May 8, 1990:

Our missiles cannot reach Washington. If
they could reach Washington, we would
strike it if the need arose.

Madam President, we further find in
the preliminary findings to the sense-
of-the-Senate resolution that inter-
national regimes like the nonprolifera-
tion treaty, biological weapons conven-
tion and the missile technology control
regime, while effective, cannot by
themselves halt the spread of weapons
and technology.

On January 10, 1995, Director of the
CIA, James Woolsey, said, with regard
to Russia:

We are particularly concerned with the
safety of nuclear, chemical and biological
weapons, as well as highly enriched uranium
or plutonium, although I want to stress this
is a global problem. For example, highly en-
riched uranium was recently stolen from
South Africa, and last month Czech authori-
ties recovered 3 kilograms of 87.8 percent-en-
riched uranium in the Czech Republic—the
larger seizure of near-weapons-grade mate-
rial to date outside the former Soviet Union.

That is former CIA Director James
Woolsey.

We further find in this resolution
that the possession of weapons of mass
destruction and missiles by developing
countries threatens our friends, allies,
and forces abroad, and will ultimately
threaten the United States directly. On
August 11, 1994, Deputy Secretary of
Defense, John Deutch, now Director of
the CIA said:

If the North Koreans field the Taepo Dong
2 missile, Guam, Alaska, and parts of Hawaii
would potentially be at risk.

(Mr. THOMPSON assumed the chair.)

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, these are
not hypotheticals for other countries,
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other places in the world. This is the
United States and our territory. The
former Deputy Secretary of Defense
says that they would potentially be at
risk.

We further find, in finding 11, that
the end of the cold war has changed the
strategic environment facing and be-
tween the United States and Russia.
That the Clinton administration be-
lieves the environment to have
changed was made clear by Secretary
of Defense William Perry on September
20, 1994, when he stated:

We now have the opportunity to create a
new relationship, based not on MAD, not on
Mutual Assured Destruction, but rather on
another acronym, MAS, Mutual Assured
Safety.

The United States and Russia have
the opportunity to create a relation-
ship based on trust rather than fear.

That is the final finding in this
sense-of-the-Senate resolution. As a re-
sult of all of these findings, these fac-
tors, of these statements made by the
key representatives of this administra-
tion, it is the sense of the Senate that
all Americans should be protected from
accidental, intentional, or limited bal-
listic missile attack.

Let me focus a moment on that sim-
ple one-sentence statement of what the
sense of the Senate would be. We
should be protected from accidental
launch of ballistic missiles. | cannot
think of anyone who would disagree
with that sentiment. It does not take a
star wars or a strategic defense initia-
tive to protect against such an attack.
We have the capability to develop, and
ultimately deploy, a system which
would provide that protection. Inher-
ent within this bill is the beginnings of
the development and deployment of
such a system.

It is the sense of the Senate that all
Americans should be protected from in-
tentional ballistic missile attack. Ob-
viously, if there is an intentional at-
tack, we want to be protected from
that. We mentioned the Taepo Dong 2
missile under development by the
North Koreans. Should they decide to
launch an attack against Alaska, for
example, who among us would argue
that we should not be prepared to meet
that threat? Indeed, the mere threat
that such an attack could be launched
inhibits the conduct of our foreign pol-
icy because of the potential of black-
mail by a country like North Korea.

To digress a moment to further
elaborate on this point, one of the rea-
sons that we have such a difficult time
dealing with North Korea today is that
North Korea does pose an offensive
threat to millions of South Koreans
and thousands of American troops
against which we have no real defense,
because of the proximity of Seoul,
Korea to the long-range artillery of
North Korea, and because of the de-
ployment of North Korean forces. It is
very clear that if there were a North
Korean attack or bombardment from
their artillery, literally millions of
South Koreans and thousands of Amer-

August 2, 1995

icans would be Killed before the United
States had an opportunity to respond.
We simply do not have a defense
against that kind of an attack, unless
everybody from Seoul, Korea could
move back about 30 miles. That is obvi-
ously not going to happen.

Because of the nature of this threat,
we are in a position to be blackmailed
by North Korea. We cannot go in and
deal with North Korea as we would like
to because they do have a means of in-
flicting great harm and damage on us
and on the people of South Korea. We
literally have no way to stop it. The
only way to respond to that is by some
kind of massive military action that
would hopefully roll them back. But
the damage would already be done.

That is the same thing with respect
to missiles. A missile can be either
used for blackmail in the conduct of
one country’s foreign policy, to push
its weight around, or to actually
launch against another country in a
time of war, in order to either create
chaos and inflict damage on civilian
populations, or to be launched against
military targets. And in order to pro-
hibit that from inhibiting the conduct
of our foreign policy, we have to have
a way of defending against it. If you do
have a way of defending against it, you
can essentially say you can build the
missiles if you want, deploy them if
you want, but you cannot be effective
in using them, so we are not going to
be bullied.

If you do not have an effective mis-
sile defense—and as | quoted, we do
not—then we are susceptible to that
negative influence of bullying by a
country like North Korea. That is why
it is important for us to have the
means of defending ourselves and our
allies, whether troops are deployed
abroad, or whether it is the defense of
the American homeland—in this case,
Alaska—by a threat from the North
Koreans.

Finally, it would be the sense of the
Senate that all Americans should be
protected from limited ballistic missile
attack.

The reason we state it that way, Mr.
President, is because we are concerned
here about a limited attack. We do not
believe that there is currently existing
a threat of massive, strategic attack of
intercontinental ballistic missiles by a
country such as Russia, and possibly
China, which are the only countries
today that could pose that kind of
threat to the United States. We do not
believe that circumstances warrant the
development of a system that would
provide a protection against such an
attack.

That is why there is no longer an ef-
fort to develop a strategic defense,
such as was contemplated during the
Reagan administration when the cold
war was a very real threat to the Unit-
ed States, and when the Soviet Union
then was quite belligerent with the
United States, and when such a threat
actually existed. That is what not we
are trying to do.



August 2, 1995

Now, that is why all we are saying
here is that it is the sense of the Sen-
ate that all Americans should be pro-
tected from accidental, intentional, or
limited ballistic missile attack.

That is the sense-of-the-Senate reso-
lution. Those are the findings. Let me
finish my presentation with a couple of
other quotations that | think would
not necessarily be properly included
within the findings, but which | think
help to make the case that this is not
some hypothetical, this is not some-
thing that only paranoid people are
concerned about, it is something that
at the highest councils in our Govern-
ment, our intelligence, and the Defense
Department, there is concern.

The first reason is because it is not
necessarily the development of an in-
digenous capability by a country that
is of concern here. We are concerned
about North Korea developing the mis-
siles that could eventually reach the
United States. As a matter of fact, the
missile that could reach the United
States is not even shown on this chart
here which illustrates some of the
other missiles that are in development,
or already developed, and their capa-
bilities.

The CSS-2, for example, is a Chinese
missile that has been sold to the Saudi
Arabians. It has a range of about 3,000
kilometers. That obviously poses a
threat to countries in the Middle East,
as well as some European countries.

It is not just the indigenous threat,
but the possibility of a sale of one of
these missiles to another country. |
mention this missile, because this mis-
sile was sold by the Chinese to the
Saudi Arabians. Saudi Arabians are ob-
viously allies of the United States, and
we do not fear that missile would be
launched against us by this regime. We
also did not fear during the regime of
the Shah of Iran that Iran would ulti-
mately be unfriendly to the United
States. Of course, that is the situation
that exists today.

A country that acquires a weapon
like this today, if there should be some
instability or other circumstance that
changes its government, obviously, it
could effectively, and perhaps not in
the long-distance future, pose a threat
to the United States.

We are first concerned about the in-
digenous threat, but second, we are
concerned about a purchase. That is
where the time element comes in. We
can give an estimate of how long it
takes a country like North Korea to
develop a No Dong. It could be another
5 years to develop that. But they could
sell a country with great capability in
a matter of days or weeks, and the de-
ployment could be a threat to us in a
very short period of time.

A third aspect, in addition to the in-
digenous development and the sale of
missiles to be used for military pur-
poses, is, of course, the sale of satellite
launch capable missiles. This has been
done throughout the world, as well.
There is absolutely nothing to prevent
the interchange of a satellite to be

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

launched into space for weather pre-
diction, for example, and a warhead of
mass destruction, a chemical or bio-
logical warhead, or even a nuclear war-
head in such a missile.

These missiles are proliferating
around the world. Even though they
have a peaceful purpose, they can very
quickly be used for military purposes,
and therefore, for us to base pre-
dictions on the fact that an adversary
of ours will take a long time to indige-
nously develop a weapon, again does
not adequately and accurately state
the intelligence threat to the United
States.

We have to be prepared to accept the
fact that nations will buy either weap-
ons or buy space launch capable mis-
siles for use as weapons, and that can
be done in a very short period of time.
We only have to look at previous exam-
ples to know it has been done.

As a matter of fact, Iraqi Scuds were
purchased from another country and
then modified by the Iragis.

It is not just the indigenous develop-
ment but the purchase of the weapons
and the purchase of satellite delivery
missiles that also create part of the
problem here.

Mr. President, let me ask unanimous
consent that other material be printed
in the RECORD at this point, and allow
me to reach a conclusion of my state-
ment in support of this amendment for
a sense-of-the-Senate statement.

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

THREAT AMENDMENT

Proliferation is a real concern:

(A) At their summit in Moscow in May of
1995, President Clinton and President Yeltsin
commented on the threat posed by prolifera-
tion when they released a Joint Statement
recognizing ‘. . . the threat posed by world-
wide proliferation of missiles and missile
technology and the necessity of counter-
acting this threat. . . .”’

(1) In a March 1995 report, The Weapons
Proliferation Threat, the Central Intel-
ligence Agency’s Nonproliferation Center ob-
served that at least 20 countries-nearly half
of them in the Middle East and South Asia-
already have or may be developing weapons
of mass destruction and ballistic missile de-
livery systems. Five countries—North Korea,
Iran, Iraqg, Libya, and Syria—pose the great-
est threat because of the aggressive nature
of their regimes and status of their weapons
of mass destruction programs. All five al-
ready have or are developing ballistic mis-
siles that could threaten U.S. interests.

(2) The missile proliferation threat, even to
the U.S. homeland with long-range missiles,
is real and growing. Third World nations are
advancing their missile programs through
indigenous development, the purchase of
missile components, and the purchase of
space launch vehicles for reportedly peaceful
purposes.

(3) While space launch vehicles can be used
for peaceful purposes, such as launching
communications satellites, they also give
would-be proliferants an inherent missile ca-
pability. Every four years another country
develops space launch capability.

(4) The Clinton Administration is over-
estimating how long it could take for Third
World countries to develop nuclear missiles
that could hit the American homeland. The
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Clinton Administration claims that missile
attack threats from potentially dangerous
Third World nations to the U.S. homeland
will not arise for at least ten years. No one
can possibly know that—much less depend
on such a guess.

(5) This estimate is based on the assump-
tion that the states acquiring missiles will
develop them indigenously. While it is ques-
tionable whether it will take ten years for
Third World countries to develop missiles on
their own, it is clear that proliferants could
purchase long-range missiles and nuclear
warheads at any time, with little or no ad-
vance warning.

(6) Indeed, Saudi Arabia purchased the
2,000-mile range CSS-2 missile from China
several years ago. Others, such as Iran and
Syria, have purchased shorter range ballistic
missiles from North Korea. There is evi-
dence, including from Russian General Vic-
tor Samoilov, who was charged with main-
taining control over nuclear weapons, that
nuclear warheads have disappeared from
former Soviet sites.

(7) There are also reports that nuclear
weapons have been sold abroad covertly, par-
ticularly to Iran.

(8) The key to estimating how long the
United States has to respond to a missile
threat is not, as is currently the practice, to
determine how long it takes a rogue state to
produce ICBMs once it has decided to do so.
Rather, U.S. planning should be based on
how long a rogue state needs to field missiles
once the intelligence community has con-
vincing evidence that either their develop-
ment or purchase is under way.

(9) The evidence, as reported by the Herit-
age foundation, thus far is troubling indeed.
For example:

“(a) Iraq tested a booster with potential
intercontinental range in 1990, only months
after the U.S. intelligence community dis-
covered what it was doing. After the Gulf
War, it was discovered that Irag had been
pursuing an extensive, undetected, and cov-
ert program to develop nuclear warheads for
its ballistic missiles. By authoritative ac-
counts the lraqgis were within 18 months of
having the bomb.

“(b) U.S. intelligence in early 1994 discov-
ered that the North Koreans were developing
a long range missile dubbed the Taepo Dong
2. Then Deputy Secretary of Defense John
Deutch testified on August 11, 1994, that the
Taepo Dong 2 may be able to strike U.S. ter-
ritory by the end of this decade. If so, this
capability will have arisen only five years
after its discovery.”

(10) Once the basics of missile technology
are mastered, adding more range to the mis-
sile is not a great technical challenge. It can
be accomplished by adding more thrust and
rocket stages. Further, it can be accom-
plished under the guise of developing space
launchers. Every booster capable of placing
satellites in orbit can deliver a warhead of
the same weight to intercontinental range.
And missile sales can create a new missile
threat very quickly.

(111) Others will argue that if the United
States were threatened by a nuclear weapon,
it would be in the form of a suitcase bomb,
or errant aircraft, or fashioned like the
Oklahoma City bombing.

(A) Each scenario represents a possible
method of attack. But, why is that an argu-
ment against BMD? We make great strides
to cope with these and other Kkinds of
threats. We have anti-aircraft weapons to
shoot down hostile aircraft. We suspend com-
mercial flights from potentially dangerous
countries. The immigration and customs
services monitor people and goods coming to
the United States. Law enforcement agencies
seek to identify terrorist groups before they
act. Our tools may be woefully inadequate,
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but we make considerable efforts. Not so in
defending the country against ballistic mis-
sile attack.

(IV) Moreover, the ballistic missile is the
weapon of choice in the Third World. Ballis-
tic missiles signify technological advance-
ment, and are thus a source of prestige in
the developing world. Missiles have become
symbols of power, acquiring a mystique un-
related to their capabilities. Regional powers
that have acquired these weapons can
threaten the security of global powers and
extend influence throughout the region.

(A) Jasit Singh, Director of the Indian In-
stitute for Defense Studies and Analysis, has
pointed out that ‘“the element which is tend-
ing to rapidly enhance the strategic value of
ballistic missiles . . . is there is yet no credi-
ble defense against them.”

(V) Others may argue that the arms con-
trol regimes will protect us from threat from
ballistic missiles. Not so.

(A) The Non-Proliferation Threaty (NPT),
provides a useful barrier to discourage the
transfer of technology concerning weapons of
mass destruction. It is not, however, leak
proof, and should not be relied upon as a pri-
mary element of American and allied secu-
rity. The NPT, for example, failed to prevent
Iraq or North Korea from developing their
nuclear weapons programs.

(B) The Missile Technology Control regime
(MTCR), founded by Ronald Reagan in 1987,
again, has admirable goals, but can only
slow the transfer of missile technology until
more effective measures can be developed.
The MTCR is a weak agreement that has no
monitoring agency or enforcement mecha-
nism, does not incorporate all the world’s
missile producers (most notably China), and
cannot forbid technologies that have civil
uses.

(C) Former CIA Director James Woolsey
said on January 10, 1995, that, with regard to
Russia, ‘“. . . we are particularly concerned
with the safety of nuclear, chemical, and bio-
logical materials, as well as highly enriched
uranium or plutonium, although | want to
stress that this is a global problem.

(D) We simply cannot rely on arms control
to do the job.

(V1) The Kyl/Inhofe amendment expresses
the Sense of the Senate that Americans
should be defended—whether in foreign lands
or here at home.

We can argue about how to do it: but we
should not begin this debate without at least
agreeing on the basic premise that Ameri-
cans should be protected. Surely we can all
agree with that.

There is nothing threatening about de-
fenses. Missile defense destroys only offen-
sive missiles.

Mr. KYL. These missiles are, unfor-
tunately, becoming the weapon of
choice of bullies in the world. Because
they are relatively inexpensive, they
can be used to great effect for black-
mail purposes. The Iragis demonstrated
how even an errant launch, as the
chairman of the committee noted in
his eloquent opening statement, can
cause great damage.

Mr. President, 20 percent of all Unit-
ed States casualties in the lragi war
were from one Scud missile attack,
which Kkilled 28 Americans with one
missile, because we did not have the
capability of defending against that.

A question has been asked here, why
now? Why are we so concerned about
this now? Well, | did not realize until
this morning, when radio reports car-
ried the story, that it was 5 years ago
today that Kuwait was invaded by lIraq.
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I think it is an anniversary worth re-
flecting on for a moment.

One could easily ask what has
changed, knowing that this kind of
threat can materialize almost over-
night; knowing that we need to be pre-
pared to deal with it; knowing that 28
Americans at one time died from a
Scud missile attack—20 percent of all
of our casualties came from that—
knowing of the destruction that the
Scuds directed on the State of Israel;
and knowing of our great concern
about that, because we could not locate
the missile.

The only way we had to deal with it
was to try to shoot it down, and fi-
nally, knowing after the fact that our
Patriot missiles, designed to shoot
down aircraft, not missiles, though
pressed into action for that purpose,
were really only effective to interdict
about 30 percent of the Scuds that
came their way.

Knowing all of these things, one
would imagine that 5 years later, we
would have made great strides to pro-
tect ourselves against the threats that
are posed. The fact of the matter is
that virtually nothing has changed.
Other than a slightly upgraded inves-
tigation of the Patriot missile, we do
not have a missile defense. This is 5
years later, a period of time in which
we should have been able to develop
and deploy an effective missile defense
against a weapon like the Scud. We
have not done so.

Just taking the theater context and
forgetting for a moment the potential
threat to the United States, it is clear
that we have not adequately pursued a
defense against this weapon of choice
by the troublemaker nations of the
world.

We have not developed and deployed
a new sensor. We have not developed
and deployed a new missile. We have
made some strides in the research, but
part of the reason we have not done
this is because there has been no clear
national mandate, no clear national in-
struction, to get about the business of
doing this. There are all kinds of rea-
sons why.

The fact of the matter is, we need to
get on with the business of getting this
done. That is why | compliment Sen-
ator NUNN and Senator THURMOND for
much of what they have included in the
bill this year.

We have some small differences we
will perhaps need to work on. One
thing on which we can all agree at this
beginning point of the debate is that
there is a threat to be concerned about,
and that we do need, as we begin this
debate, to at least express the sense of
this body that Americans need to be
protected against an accidental or a
limited ballistic missile attack.

Mr. President, if we cannot agree on
that, | suspect the American people
would rightly question whether we are
the body in which to repose confidence
about their future security. | am con-
fident that we can agree to this. Based
upon that, we can make some sensible
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decisions about both the policy em-
bodied in this year’s defense bill and
the expenditures inherent in the au-
thorization bill.

I look forward to working with the
chairman, Senator NuUNN, and other
members of the committee, and other
Members of this body, in working
through this bill based on an under-
standing there is a threat to the United
States from ballistic missile attack,
and to our forces abroad, and our al-
lies, and it is against this threat we
should be protected.

I hope when the time comes, Mr.
President, my colleagues here will see
fit to support the Kyl-Inhofe amend-
ment, which expresses the sense of the
Senate.

AMENDMENT NO. 2078 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2077

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, | send a
second-degree amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2078 to
amendment No. 2077.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFI