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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].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, our day is filled with
challenges and decisions. In the quiet
of this magnificent moment of con-
versation with You we dedicate this
day. We want to live it to Your glory.

We praise You that it is Your desire
to give Your presence and blessings to
those who ask You. You give strength
and power to Your people when we seek
You above anything else. You guide the
humble and teach them Your way. Help
us to humble ourselves as we begin this
day so that no self-serving agenda or
self-aggrandizing attitude will block
Your blessings to us or to our Nation
through us. Speak to us so that we may
speak with both the tenor of Your
truth and the tone of Your grace.

Make us maximum by Your Spirit for
the demanding responsibilities and re-
lationships of this day. We say with the
Psalmist, ““God, be merciful to us and
bless us, and cause Your face to shine
upon us, that Your way may be known
on earth, Your salvation among the na-
tions.”—Psalm 67:1-2. Amen.

——————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
acting majority leader is recognized.
Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President.

———

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this morn-
ing the leader time has been reserved
and the Senate will resume consider-
ation of S. 1026, the Department of De-
fense authorization bill. Under the
order, Senator DORGAN is to be recog-
nized to offer an amendment regarding
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the national missiles defense. That
amendment is limited to a 90-minute
time limitation. Therefore, Senators
may anticipate a rollcall vote at ap-
proximately at 10:30 a.m. if all debate
time is used. Additional rollcall votes
are expected throughout the day today
and the Senate is expected to remain in
session into the evening.

I yield the floor, Mr. President, so
that Senator DORGAN and others might
be recognized.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ASHCROFT). Under the previous order,
the Senate will now resume 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 per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] is recog-
nized to offer an amendment on which
there shall be 90 minutes for debate
equally divided.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, may I in-
quire of the Senator from North Da-
kota? The Senator from Nebraska has
been attempting to make an opening
statement with regard to the measure
before us. I am wondering, after the
Senator from North Dakota has made
the presentation under the unanimous-
consent agreement, if both sides would
agree to the Senator from Nebraska
having 10 minutes for an opening state-
ment on the overall measure without
being charged to the time under the

control by the majority or the minor-
ity.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, if I
might respond to the Senator from Ne-
braska, I have no objection. But my
understanding is that the 9 to 10:30
time period for this amendment would
result in a vote at 10:30, and there are
some leadership obligations that re-
quire that vote to occur at 10:30, and by
unanimous consent we have limited de-
bate to an hour and a half, 45 minutes
to each side, on the amendment.

It might be the case that the Senator
should give an opening presentation
immediately after the vote at 10:30.

Mr. EXON. I thank the Senator. That
does not happen to agree with the
schedule of the Senator from Nebraska.
But I will try again.

Thank you very much, Mr. President.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I might
say that I have no objection. But my
understanding is that the 10:30 vote
must occur at 10:30 because of some
leadership obligations by previous
agreement.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Robert Rus-
sell, a fellow on detail from the Depart-
ment of Energy, be allowed floor privi-
leges during the debate of S. 1026.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2087
(Purpose: To reduce the amount authorized
to be appropriated under Title II for na-
tional missile defense)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-
GAN], for himself, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. LEAHY,
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Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mr. BUMP-
ERS, proposes an amendment numbered 2087.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 32, strike out line 14 and insert in
lieu thereof the following‘ ‘$9,233,148,000, of
which—

““(A) not more than $357,900,000 is author-
ized to implement the national missile de-
fense policy established in section 233(2);”.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we have
by unanimous consent a time agree-
ment on this amendment, I understand
45 minutes to each side. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. President, let me begin to de-
scribe this amendment. It is painfully
simple. There was $300 million added to
the defense authorization bill by the
Armed Services Committee for some-
thing that this country does not need
and that the Secretary of Defense says
he does not want. The proposal that I
lay before the Senate is to take the
$300 million back out.

This, it seems to me, is a very sym-
bolic issue. The $300 million is to build
a national missile defense system with
instructions it be done on a priority or
accelerated basis so that the deploy-
ment begins in 1999. Some said yester-
day, well, this has nothing to do with
star wars. And, of course, that is not
true at all. This is, in fact, national
missile defense, which includes a star
wars component. It is the building of
missiles in order to create some sort of
astrodome over our country to block
incoming intercontinental ballistic
missiles.

It is the revival of a proposal offered
in the early 1980’s by then President
Ronald Reagan. Of course, times were
different then. The Soviet Union ex-
isted. We had a cold war that was in
full force. We had an active adversary
and a real threat. Times have changed.
Now we have the dismantling and de-
struction of intercontinental ballistic
missiles in Russia. And, paradoxically,
we are helping pay the bill to destroy
those missiles.

It is an irony that does not escape me
this morning that the same people who
proposed $300 million in additional
spending this year as part of what will
eventually be a $48 billion new project
are also saying they want to cut back
on our contribution to help the Soviets
dismantle and destroy their interconti-
nental ballistic missiles. If ever there
is a disconnection, it seems to me it is
in that logic.

To call this $300 million—or what
eventually will be a $40 billion pro-
gram—*‘pork” is I think unfair to pigs.
Hogs carry around a little meat. This
in my judgment is pure, unadulterated
lard.

I want to describe this proposal in
the context of what the Secretary of
Defense has said. I am reading from a
letter from the Secretary to Senator
NUNN:
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This bill will direct the development for
deployment by 2003 [incidentally, the early
deployment by 1999] of a multiple site sys-
tem for national missile defense that, if de-
ployed, would be a clear violation of the
ABM Treaty. The bill would severely strain
U.S.-Russian relations and would threaten
continued Russian implementation of the
START I Treaty and further Russian consid-
eration of the START II Treaty. These two
treaties will eliminate strategic launchers
carrying two-thirds of the nuclear warheads
that confronted the Nation during the cold
war.

That is a statement of current ad-
ministration policy.

S. 1026 would authorize appropriations for
defense programs that exceed by approxi-
mately $7 billion the administration’s FY
1996 request.

A $7 billion increase, this from folks
who say they are opposed to the Fed-
eral deficit.

Here is what the committee says:

The committee recognizes that deploying a
multiple site NMD system by 2003 will re-
quire significant investments in the out-
years.

And, incidentally, the Congressional
Budget Office says anywhere from $30
to $40 Dbillion. But the committee
avoids the issue. The committee:

. . . directs the Secretary of Defense to
budget accordingly.

This is very interesting. The Armed
Services Committee says we are going
to build this. Here is $300 million you
do not want to build something we do
not need, and it is going to cost $48 bil-
lion, and we say to you, Mr. Secretary
of Defense, ‘‘budget accordingly.”’

It does not say where he should get
the money. It does not say they are
going to raise taxes to pay for it. It
says to the Secretary of Defense, budg-
et accordingly.

Well, we all understand what that
means. That means that the warriors
who fight so hard rhetorically to re-
duce the Federal budget deficit are now
wallflowers who decide they want to
use the taxpayers’ credit card to go out
and purchase a $48 billion national bal-
listic missile program that this coun-
try does not need and cannot afford.

It seems to me we ought to ask two
questions about these kinds of pro-
posals when they come to us. One is, do
we need it? And the second is, can we
afford it?

On the first question, do we need it,
do we need the $300 million added to
this budget, the Secretary of Defense
says no.

Can we afford it? Even if we do not
need it, can we afford it? Does anybody
in this room, living in a country that is
up to its neck in debt, with annual
yearly deficits that are still alarming
and a Federal debt approaching $5 tril-
lion, believe we can afford something
we do not need?

I am going to talk some about the
system itself, but first I wish to talk
about the irony of being here in the
Chamber at a time when we are told re-
peatedly, week after week after week,
that we do not have enough money. We
are told we do not have enough money
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to fully fund the programs to be able to
send kids to college. So we are going to
budget in a way that is going to make
it harder for families to send their kids
to college because we have to tighten
our belt. We are told that we cannot af-
ford to provide an entitlement that a
poor child should have a hot lunch at
school in the middle of the day because
we must tighten our belt. We are told
health care is too expensive and so we
must cut $270 billion from Medicare
and a substantial amount from Med-
icaid because we must tighten our belt.

So for the American family, the mes-
sage is tighten your belt on things like
education, health care, nutrition. But
when it comes to security, we are told
it is not time to tighten our belt; let us
get the wish lists out and let us get the
American taxpayers’ checkbook out—
or the credit card more likely—and let
us decide to build a project that the
Secretary of Defense says he does not
want money for at this point.

Let me talk about the project itself.

This bill provides research and devel-
opment funds in order to accelerate the
deployment of a national missile de-
fense system. The administration re-
quested $371 million for its ongoing re-
search and development program. The
Armed Services Committee says that is
not good enough for us. The committee
wants $300 million more added to the
request because it wants to deploy the
system in four years. The committee is
telling the Defense Department to
build it. They are saying that it does
not matter to us what you think; it
does not matter to us whether you
think we need it. We insist you build
it.

I come from a State where the only
antiballistic missile system in the free
world was built. It was built in the late
1960’s and early 1970’s. Less than 30
days after it was declared operational,
it was mothballed. In other words, in
the same month that it was declared
fully operational it was also
mothballed.

It is anticipated, because of our Na-
tion’s geography, that one of the sites
in a multiple site national missile de-
fense system would be in North Da-
kota. There would likely be one North
Dakota site. And I suppose some would
say, well, that means jobs in your
State; you ought to support this.

I do not think it makes sense to sup-
port a defense initiative of this type es-
pecially at this time in our country’s
history if you measure it with the
yardstick of a jobs program. Yes, this
might include some jobs in North Da-
kota, but it also will include the com-
mitment and the prospect of taking $40
billion from the American taxpayers to
build a project we do not need, with
money we do not have, at a time when
we are telling a lot of Americans that
we cannot make investments in human
potential for the future of this country.

There is an ancient Chinese saying:

If you are planning for a year, plant rice;
if you are planning for 10 years, plant trees;
if you are planning for 100 years, plant men.
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I take ‘“‘plant men’’ to mean ‘‘educate
your children.”

In this Chamber, we appropriately
say that we have big financial prob-
lems. We are choking on debt and must
do something about it. We have a lot of
folks who talk a lot about it, gnash
their teeth, who wring their hands, and
act like warriors on deficit reduction—
until it comes time for a bill like this.
And then they say to us, boy, we have
threats; we have threats from North
Korea; we have threats from Libya; we
have threats from Iraq.

What do those threats suggest we
should do? What we should do is, under
the aegis of reform—which is the wrong
“re” word; the real ‘‘re’”” word is not
“reform’’; it is ‘‘retread’’—is resurrect
and dust off a proposal coming from
the early 1980’s, a cold war relic to
build a national missile defense system
to put an umbrella over America to
protect against incoming missiles from
some renegade country. Far more im-
portant, in my judgment, is the threat
from a suitcase bomb somewhere; you
start worrying about a nuclear device
hauled in the trunk of a car and parked
at a dock in New York City; you start
worrying about a canister 3 inches high
of deadly biological weapons. That is
far more likely a threat to this country
than a terrorist getting ahold of an
intercontinental ballistic missile and
attempting to blackmail America.

Mr. President, I am most anxious to
hear those who defend this kind of
spending on projects that are, in my
judgment, worthless. So let me at this
point yield the floor and listen and
then respond to some of what I hear. I
hope maybe the Senate, voting on this
today, will decide that it ought not
spend $300 million we do not have on
something the Secretary of Defense
says we do not need. That would seem
to me to send a powerful signal to the
American people who in this body is se-
rious about the issue of the Federal
deficit.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
reserve my time.

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise in strong opposition to the Dorgan
amendment. The Armed Services Com-
mittee has taken a hard look at the
ballistic missile defense programs and
concluded that an increase of $300 mil-
lion is warranted—indeed, badly need-
ed. If the United States is to ever be
defended against even the most limited
ballistic missile threats, we must begin
now.

The administration’s program for na-
tional missile defense is simply inad-
equate. And in my view, the ballistic
missile threat facing the United States
is significant and growing. This threat
clearly justifies an accelerated effort
to develop and deploy highly effective
theater and national missile defenses.
In the bill now before the Senate we
have done just this. The Missile De-
fense Act is a responsible and measured
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piece of legislation that responds to a
growing threat to American national
security.

There have been many arguments
raised in opposition to the Missile De-
fense Act of 1995. These are either false
or seriously exaggerated. Let me ad-
dress three of the main objections that
have been mentioned repeatedly.

First, the Missile Defense Act of 1995
does not signal a return to star wars. It
advocates modest and affordable pro-
grams that are technically low risk.

Second, it does not violate or advo-
cate violation of the ABM Treaty. The
means to implement the policies and
goals outlined in the Missile Defense
Act of 1995 are contained in the ABM
Treaty itself.

Finally, the policies and goals con-
tained in the Missile Defense Act of
1995 will not undermine START II or
other arms control agreements. Russia
has repeatedly agreed in the past that
deployment of a limited national mis-
sile defense system is not inconsistent
with deterrence and stability. The
United States must not allow critical
national security programs to be held
hostage to other issues when there is
no substantive or logical linkage be-
tween them.

Mr. President, I therefore would con-
clude by urging my colleagues to op-
pose the amendment by the distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota.
This amendment would undermine a
critical defense requirement and fur-
ther perpetuate the vulnerability of
the American people.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I, too, rise
in opposition to the amendment. I
would like to begin with a quote from
Secretary Perry in this general area
now, that we have entered the post-
cold war time. Secretary Perry is
quoted as saying:

The bad news is that in this era deterrence
may not provide even the cold comfort it did
during the cold war. We may be facing ter-
rorists or rogue regimes with ballistic mis-
siles and nuclear weapons at the same time
in the future. And they may not buy into our
deterrence theory. Indeed, they may be mad-
der than MAD.

MAD, mutually assured destruction.

Mr. President, I think it is unfortu-
nate that there are those who seem to
think that the American people should
not be defended against the one mili-
tary threat which holds them at risk in
their homes on a daily basis. Simply
stated, this amendment seeks to per-
petuate what many believe is truly an
American vulnerability.

Yesterday there were only five Sen-
ators who opposed a sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution that the American peo-
ple should be defended against acci-
dental, intentional, or limited ballistic
missile attack. Today the Senator from
North Dakota is attempting to cut $300
million from national missile defense
to ensure that American cities will in
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effect remain undefended without this
additional funding.

Senators yesterday voted in favor of
defending the American people in this
new era that we are in. So today all
Senators will have an opportunity to
demonstrate whether or not they are
serious about a national defense. If you
believe, as the Senator from North Da-
kota so honestly does, and has stated,
that the United States should not be
defended against this particular poten-
tial for ballistic missile attack, then
support the amendment. But if you be-
lieve that the time has come to get on
with national missile defense, you
should oppose this amendment.

We have heard quite a bit about how
there is no threat and how investment
in national missile defense is a waste of
money. Let us remember that more
Americans died in the Persian Gulf war
as a result of one missile than any
other single cause. I do not imagine
that the families of these victims
would view missile defense investments
as a waste.

The argument that there is no threat
to justify the deployment of a national
missile defense system I think is stra-
tegically shortsighted and technically
incorrect. Even if we get started today,
by the time we develop and deploy an
NMD system we will almost certainly
face new ballistic missile threats to
the United States. Unfortunately, it
will take almost 10 years to develop
and deploy even a limited system.

Much has been made of the intel-
ligence community’s estimate that no
new threat to the United States will
develop for 10 years. But the intel-
ligence community has confirmed that
there are numerous ways for hostile
countries to acquire intercontinental
ballistic missiles in much less than 10
years by other than indigenous devel-
opment. I would point out the same in-
telligence has also prepared a chart
that has been displayed on the Senate
floor showing the North Korean missile
programs, including the Taepo Dong II
ICBM, which DIA says could be oper-
ational in 5 years.

We see the size and the capability of
destructive ability of these various
missiles. You have got the Scud-B, the
Scud-C, the No Dong, the Taepo Dong I
and II. And these have not been tested.
But it is very capable for them to do
that, the North Koreans to do that.
And it is estimated that they could go
to this biggest one, which would be
well over the 1,000 kilometers, in 5
years or maybe less. And in developing
this system North Korea has dem-
onstrated to the world that an ICBM
capability can emerge rapidly and rel-
atively with little notice.

Nobody knows with certainty what
the range of this potential new missile
would be. But we do know that it is ap-
proximately the size of the Minuteman
ICBM.

Even if we knew with certainty that
no new threat would materialize for 10
years there would still be a strong case
for developing and deploying a national
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defense system. Developing an NMD
system would serve to deter countries
that would seek to acquire otherwise
ICBM capability. A vulnerable United
States merely invites proliferation,
blackmail, and even aggression.

It has also been argued that the ad-
ministration’s NMD program costs less
than the one proposed in the defense
authorization bill. Well, I guess that is
right. It usually does cost more to ac-
tually do something about a problem
than nothing, which is precisely what
the administration’s program will do, I
fear—mothing at all. They request
money. And they have requested al-
most $400 million this year. And yet it
is not enough to actually get the job
done. The administration’s program
has no deployment goal in sight. In ef-
fect, you know, it wastes almost $400
million per year on a program designed
never to achieve a specific end. In my
view, if we are not going to actually
deploy something we ought to take the
rest of the NMD money and spend it on
something that will defend America.

The Senator from North Dakota has
stated that the system we want to
build will cost $40 billion. But by the
administration’s own charts, it states
that it would cost less than $25 billion,
including a full space-based sensor con-
stellation. How does this compare to
the cost of the F-22, the B-2 or other
major new systems? I think it is a pret-
ty good investment relative to vir-
tually anything else that DOD is devel-
oping. What good does it do to be able
to project power overseas with modern
and sophisticated weapons if we cannot
secure our families at home? Remem-
ber what we are talking about here.

It is not an insignificant amount, an
additional $300 million approximately,
but you are talking about the cost of
three or four airplanes. You are talking
about offensive weaponry, three or four
airplanes. We can move toward the
ability to develop and deploy this sys-
tem.

One other chart I would like to refer
to with regard to the national missile
defense program. The Bottom-Up Re-
view just, I guess, 2 years ago, pro-
jected the expenditures at this level for
the national missile defense. The ad-
ministration fiscal year 1995 request
was as you see up to about, I believe it
indicated about $500 million. And then
in the fiscal year 1996 it dropped down,
and what this bill actually does is basi-
cally a very small increase over what
the administration’s fiscal year 1995 re-
quest was. So, talking about just
enough increase to move toward actual
development and the ability to deploy
within 10 years.

So this is a good-sense approach. It is
one based on what the administration
had projected in its Bottom-Up Review
and what it asked for in 1995.

For those who argue that the Senate
Armed Services Committee is throwing
money at ballistic missile defense, I
point out that the amount of this bill
for the Ballistic Missile Defense Orga-
nization is $136 million lower than the
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Clinton administration’s own Bottom-
Up Review recommended for fiscal year
1996. It is also less than the administra-
tion’s own budget forecast in last
year’s plan.

All four of the defense committees in
Congress have increased funding for
the national missile defense. In fact,
the Senate Armed Services Committee
and the Senate Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee have recommended a
smaller increase than the House com-
mittees have. The House has rec-
ommended an increase of $450 million.

In response to those who say the ad-
ministration did not request this in-
crease, I point out the Ballistic Missile
Defense Organization has made it clear
on many occasions and with the admin-
istration’s, I think, tacit approval,
that if more money was made available
for ballistic missile programs that they
would want to spend $400 million on
the national missile defense program.

The bottom line is simple. If you
think that the American people should
not be defended against ballistic mis-
siles, then go ahead and support this
amendment. If you think that the time
has come to do something about an
ever-increasing threat in this post-
cold-war era, then vote against this
amendment.

I strongly urge my colleagues to put
themselves on the side of defending the
American people at a very reasonable
cost.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for the time.

I was listening intently to the Sen-
ator from Mississippi. I was glad he
brought that up because the Senator
from North Dakota has said over and
over and over again that this is a $40
billion program for the future. I think
it has to be clarified, and yet after we
clarify it, I suggest the Senator from
North Dakota will continue to use $40
billion. This is just not true.

The Senator from Mississippi talked
about, according to the figures of the
administration, it was $24.2 billion. But
I suggest that includes the SMTS pro-
gram, Brilliant Eyes, which is funded
separately, which can be taken off. It is
closer to $18 billion.

We do have an investment today in
the program of $38 billion. Some people
estimate it is more than that. Let us
be conservative and say $38 billion in
what we call the SDI program, which
some people like to continue to use
star wars to try to make the public of
this country believe that this is some
fantasy, that it is not real. It is not
something we are handling today.

The SDI program, we feel, helped end
the cold war by 5 years. What kind of a
value can we put on that? In fact, the
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Russian Ambassador to the TUnited
States, Vladimir Lukin, stated that if
it had not been for SDI, the cold war
would have gone on for 5 additional
years.

The SDI program and its research led
to systems, not fantasies, but systems
in place today, such as the Aegis sys-
tem, cruisers and destroyers, Kinetic
energy programs, the hit-to-kill tech-
nologies which are used in the THAAD,
the PAC-3, the Navy upper-tier defense
systems. These are not star wars; these
are technologies. They are on line
today.

All we are trying to do is say that in
5 years from now, where many in the
intelligence community say we are
going to be threatened by perhaps
North Korea or other technology that
will reach the United States—and this
is something that most of the intel-
ligence community agrees with—we
want to do something today that will
be within the confines of the ABM
Treaty. We talked about that before.
This is as much as we can do to reach
the point so that 5 years from today,
we are going to be able to defend the
United States against missile attacks.

The Senator from North Dakota re-
fers over and over again to the suitcase
bombs, to the ships and vans that de-
liver weapons. And on that case, I
agree with the Senator from North Da-
kota, I think he is right. But we are al-
ready taking care of that. We are al-
ready working on that program.

The Senator from North Dakota
talks about intelligence estimates. I
asked yesterday on this floor, what if
we are wrong, what if those intel-
ligence estimates he is saying where
the threat is not there for 10 more
years, what if we are right and it is 5
more years? What if he is wrong? Look
back to 1940 and Pearl Harbor. At that
time our estimates were wrong; North
Korea in 1950, or more recently, Iraq in
1990. Our intelligence was wrong at
that time.

The Senator relies on the cold war
mutually assured destruction program
embodied in the triad of missile sub-
marines, land-based missiles and bomb-
ers, but we had all these things 5 years
ago, and that did not deter Saddam
Hussein from using Scud missiles.

When the Senator points out that the
administration says that $300 million
to defend Americans from attack is not
in our interest, he ignores the fact that
just 3 months ago, the director of the
Pentagon’s Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization, with the administra-
tion’s blessing, said that they could
spend $500 million more. That is $200
million more than the additional
amount we are trying to put on that we
did put on in the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee and our counterparts
in the other body to reach a system
that would defend America.

The Senator from North Dakota is
also citing the administration sup-
posedly defended our interests last
year by spending $2 billion. We are
doing a lot of talking now about $300
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million. What about the $2 billion that
we spent for humanitarian missions
that, by their own admission, in the
Senate Armed Services Committee, by
the Secretary of Defense were really
not to our vital national security in-
terests.

I am talking about Somalia and Haiti
and Bosnia and Rwanda. We are spend-
ing all this money. We are sending our
troops all the way around the world to
defend violations of human rights. Cer-
tainly, I am not insensitive to the eth-
nic cleansing that is going on and all
these human rights violations. But we
are spending huge amounts for that. I
disagree with the foreign policy of the
administration, and I do not think we
should be doing it. But if we are doing
it, that is $2 billion, and we are talking
$300 million right now to keep this on
line to be able to defend this country 5
years from now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for 2 additional
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from South Carolina yield 2
additional minutes?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr.
grant him 2 more minutes.

Mr. INHOFE. Finally, Mr. President,
I must express my amazement with the
priorities of the Senator from North
Dakota. He wants to cut $300 million
from the missile defense. He says we
have higher domestic priorities. We
heard about the nutrition programs, we
heard about all these social programs
that seem to, in his mind, have a high-
er priority.

I suggest to you that this $300 million
is a relatively small amount of money.
The one bomb in Oklahoma City that
wiped out the Murrah Federal Building
cost the taxpayers $500 million—one
bomb.

I suggest if the Senator from North
Dakota could have stood with me in
Oklahoma City on April 19, April 20,
April 21, when they are sending troops
and volunteers into this building to
pull out people who might be alive in
there, the hope was there that more
would be alive, then the fourth day
came and the smell of death had envel-
oped the city, if you could have been
there, and what was going through my
mind was, this is just one building in
one city, one missile could come in
there and wipe out every building in
the city of Oklahoma City, in the city
of Sioux Falls, SD, in Bismarck, ND, in
New York City, could wipe out the en-
tire thing.

Multiply that one thing, the Murrah
Federal Building in Oklahoma City by
100, by 1,000. That is the threat that is
out there. That is the threat that can
reach, according to many in the intel-
ligence community, this country with-
in 5 years. We have to be ready for
that. This should be the highest pri-
ority. We are elected to defend Amer-
ica. That is exactly what this is about
today.

President, I
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So, Mr. President, in the strongest of
terms, I say this is the minimum that
we can do to keep on force, to have a
national missile defense system in
place in 5 years when the threat is very
real.

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished chairman of
the Armed Services Committee.

The Ballistic Missile Defense Initia-
tive, reported by the Armed Services
Committee, puts our Nation on the
right track to address the growing mis-
sile threat to our country.

In the defense appropriations bill,
which was reported last week, we fully
supported every element of that plan,
and I congratulate Senators THUR-
MOND, LoOTT, and others who worked
with them on this plan.

Every intelligence assessment avail-
able to the Congress indicates that the
threat posed to U.S. military forces is
growing from ballistic missiles, as is
the threat to the United States itself.

There can be no greater imperative,
as we allocate funding for research and
development for future systems, than
to develop and deploy an effective na-
tional missile defense system.

This matter has special significance
to every citizen of my State of Alaska.
Already, North Korea is developing
missiles that could attack the military
installations in Alaska.

Alaska-based F-15’s, F-16’s, and OA-
10 aircraft will be the first to respond
to any attack on South Korea. On that
basis, we are a target for North Korea.

The distinguished Senator from
North Dakota may be confident that
his State will not face that threat in
coming years, and I share that con-
fidence. Our country was lucky in the
gulf war. The ingenuity and technical
creativeness ensured that we had some
minimal capacity to respond to the
Iraqi Scud missile threat.

We cannot, and must not, rely on
luck to be ready to face the risk of mis-
sile launches against my State and
against the United States in total. We
must make the investment now to have
ready a system to deploy, if that is the
decision of the President and Congress.

The additional funds proposed for au-
thorization and appropriation for na-
tional missile defense is a reasonable
and affordable start for this program.

I am here to urge all Members to sup-
port this initiative. I do so as a Sen-
ator from a State that is seriously
threatened today, and I believe the
funding authorized by this bill, already
included in the defense appropriations
bill, is the proper way to start.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield
such time as I may consume to myself.

Mr. President, statements have been
made that my position is I do not want
to defend America’s cities against a
very real threat—total nonsense; abso-
lute nonsense.
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My position is that we should not be
spending money we do not have on
something the Secretary of Defense
says we do not need. Let me read from
a letter from Secretary of Defense Wil-
liam Perry to Senator NUNN:

The bill’s provision would add nothing to
DOD’s ability to pursue our missile defense
programs and would needlessly cause us to
incur excess costs and serious security risks.
The bill would require the United States to
make a decision now on developing a specific
national missile defense for deployment by
2003, with interim operational capability in
1999, despite the fact that a balanced stra-
tegic missile threat has not emerged. Our na-
tional missile defense program is designed to
give us the capability for a deployment deci-
sion in 3 years, when we will be in a much
better position to assess the threat and de-
ploy the most technologically advanced sys-
tem available, if they think it is needed.

This is not a case of somebody decid-
ing we do not want to protect Amer-
ica’s cities. It is a case of saying we do
not want to spend $300 million that the
Secretary of Defense says we do not
need to spend.

Let me respond to a couple of other
things that have been said. This is not
about just $300 million. It is about $48
billion, according to the Congresional
Budget Office. I ask all the Senators
who spoke here, where are you going to
get that money? You suggest that the
Secretary of Defense budget for it. I
ask you, are you going to charge it?
And are you going to tax people for it?
Where are you going to get the money?
Do you want to advance a notion now
that you want to build a $50 billion new
system, which by the way does, indeed,
include star wars, as page 59 of the bill
says? I ask you, where are you going to
get the money for it?

Let me say to you, as well, that when
you talk about the threat from an
intercontinental ballistic missile, as
you have all talked about, you under-
stand and I understand—I have some
material that I will not read from on
the floor, but it is material from Nobel
laureates, from veterans of the Man-
hattan project and from physicists who
are experts in this field, all of whom
agree—and I think you would agree—
that a threat from a renegade country
is far more likely as a result of a cruise
missile, which cannot be defended
against by this system, than it is from
an intercontinental ballistic missile. A
cruise missile is easier to build and
cheaper to build and more likely for
them to get.

I ask you this question, if you are
worried about protecting America’s
cities: If you finished spending $48 bil-
lion to defend against ballistic mis-
siles, then tell me how that system de-
fends America’s cities against the far
more likely threat of cruise missiles.
The fact is that by building a national
ballistic missile defense you have done
nothing to defend against a cruise mis-
sile attack on American cities.

That is the point. The point here is
that this is a weapons program with a
constituency. Like all weapons pro-
grams, it does not matter what the cli-
mate is—it can be rain, snow, wind, or
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sleet; you can have a Soviet Union or
not, and it could be 1983 or 1995—this
weapons program has legs. It has jobs
and it has constituencies. This is out of
step, makes no sense, and yet we see on
the floor of the Senate folks who come
here and say, well, let us, this year,
stick $300 million more in this program
than was asked for and than is needed.
Why? Because we want to defend Amer-
ica’s cities. Against what? Against a
threat which the Secretary of Defense
says does not exist, and Nobel laure-
ates and veterans of the Manhattan
project say does not exist.

If you are so all-fired worried about
threats, let us focus on the threats that
the Nation will really face.

One additional thing. I think the
Senator from Oklahoma makes the
point that I have been trying to make
this morning when he talks about the
tragic bombing of Oklahoma City. It is
not an intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile with all of its sophisticated tar-
geting that is the likely way to attack
against America. It is far more likely
to be a rental truck, a suitcase, a glass
vial, a single-engine airplane. I think
the Senator from Oklahoma made the
point I was trying to make.

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DORGAN. I will not yield on my
time.

Mr. INHOFE. I would like to respond
to the Senator.

Mr. DORGAN. If the Senator would
give time, I am happy to answer ques-
tions. But we have 45 minutes equally
divided.

I will at this time reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Min-
nesota, Senator WELLSTONE.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
first of all, let me just say that 5 min-
utes is not a lot of time to make the
case. But I am in strong support of the
Dorgan amendment for a number of
reasons. First of all, I will talk policy,
and then I will talk budget. There is no
significant long-range ballistic missile
threat to the United States now or in
the immediate future. The head of the
DIA stated:

We see no interest in or capability of any
new country reaching the continental United
States with a long-range missile for at least
the next decade.

Mr. President, the national missile
defense provides no defense against the
most likely future attacks on the
United States, which will not be deliv-
ered by missiles. We have seen that
clearly in a tragic way at the World
Trade Center, the Federal building in
Oklahoma City, and the subway in
Tokyo.

Mr. President, there are many argu-
ments I could make about this impos-
sible dream. But let me just put it in a
slightly broader context. We have out
here a bill that requests $7 billion more
than the Pentagon says it needs. We
have out here with star wars a request
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for $300 million more than the Pen-
tagon says it wants to spend or needs
to spend.

Mr. President, I think this amend-
ment is about more than star wars. It
is about priorities. And if you look at
requests for Head Start, it is $3.9 bil-
lion, but the total cost of the next air-
craft carrier, the CVN-78, is $4.6 bil-
lion.

If you look at requests for police offi-
cers, housing, childhood immunization,
alongside star wars, the B-2, Pentagon
budget, $7 billion more in this bill than
requested by the Pentagon itself, of the
kind of stories that are now coming
out, Mr. President, about a variety of
different pork projects, all across the
country, we have to ask ourselves the
question, what are we doing here?

I was on the floor of the Senate not
too long ago, saying why are we elimi-
nating low-income energy assistance? 1
was talking about the poor in the cold-
weather State of Minnesota. We also
could talk about cooling assistance.
This was during the time where we
read that 450 people died, many elderly
and poor.

On the one hand, we cut low-income
energy assistance, we cut education
programs, we cut job programs, we cut
all sorts of nutrition programs, we are
not investing in our children, and we
have here a bill that asks for $7 billion
more than the Pentagon says it needs
for our national defense.

Now we have—for this impossible
dream, many independent people argu-
ing it never will work anyway—a re-
quest for an additional $300 million.

Mr. President, the real national secu-
rity for our country is not for star wars
in space. It is to feed children and edu-
cate children and provide safety and se-
curity for people in communities, and
job opportunities for people on Earth.

This is outrageous. At the very time
we have some of our deficit hawks say-
ing, ‘“Cut this nutrition program, cut
low-income energy assistance, cut
legal services, cut job training, cut
summer youth programs, cut education
programs, cut health care programs,”
we have here a budget that asks for $7
billion more than the Pentagon wants,
and $300 million more for star wars—
this impossible dream, this fantasy—
than is requested by our own defense
people.

This is really a test, I say to my col-
league from North Dakota, this is a
test case vote, as to whether or not we
are serious about reducing the deficit
and investing in people in our country,
investing in people who live in the
communities in our country. That is
what this is about.

Senators, you cannot dance at two
weddings at the same time. Maybe you
are trying to dance at three weddings
at the same time. You cannot keep
saying you are for deficit reduction,
you cannot Keep saying you are for
children and education, you cannot
keep saying that you are for job oppor-
tunities, you cannot keep saying you
are for veterans, you cannot keep say-
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ing we will not cut Medicare, and at
the same time allocating more and
more money for your pork military
projects, and adding to a military
budget that the Pentagon itself says it
does not need. I yield the floor.

Mr. THURMOND. I yield 10 minutes
to the distinguished Senator from Ari-
zZona.

Mr. KYL. I thank the distinguished
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee for yielding time to discuss this
amendment.

Going back to basics, the amendment
is to cut $300 million from the commit-
tee’s request for funding for the De-
fense Department. The committee has
a $300 million increase from what the
administration had requested for this
particular part of the budget. The
House had increased it $400 million.
The Senate increase is less than the
House increase by $100 million. The
Dorgan amendment is to cut $300 mil-
lion from the committee’s request.

The primary arguments against the
committee’s mark are categorized into
two areas: First, the threat is not that
great or that soon; second, the money
could be spent on other things.

First, talking about the threat, there
is a suggestion here that the threat is
not imminent. The threat we are talk-
ing about is a threat to relatively soon
be able to attack the continental
United States, because this is the na-
tional missile defense part of the pro-
gram we are talking about.

Now, we all understand that eventu-
ally we will have to have a defense
against missiles that would either be
accidentally or intentionally launched
against U.S. territory. The question is,
how soon do we need to begin preparing
for that?

The Senator from North Dakota says
we do not need to worry about it yet
because it will be maybe 10 years be-
fore the threat emerges. There are two
primary responses to it. First, it is
wrong; and, second, we are not taking
into account the fact that it takes a
long time to develop the programs to
respond to the offensive threat.

We have been working at this pro-
gram for a long time. It has been 5
years yesterday, since the taking over
of Kuwait by Iraq. Yet we are not very
far down the road in terms of improv-
ing our ability to defend even against a
missile like the Scud B that the Iraqis
had. We are talking here about much
longer range missiles than the Scud B.
We are talking about missiles that
could reach U.S. territory.

Now, at first we are talking about
the State of Alaska or the Territory of
Guam. I know it is of interest to the
Senator from North Dakota.

In fact, we all would be very, very
concerned about a threat to any U.S.
citizen, whether it be in Guam or
whether it be in Alaska. It does not
have to be to the heartland of America.

What is the fact with regard to this
threat? The person who last headed the
CIA just prior to the new Director,
John Deutch, the then Acting Director



August 3, 1995

of the Central Intelligence Agency, Ad-
miral William Studeman, made this
point just a few months ago. He said,

Our understanding of North Korea’s earlier
Scud development leads us to believe that it
is unlikely Pyongyang could deploy Taepo-
Dong I or Taepo-Dong II missiles before 3 to
5 years. However, if Pyongyang has
foreshortened its development program, we
could see these missiles earlier.

What the acting CIA Director was
saying is that they probably will not
have this missile that could reach the
United States for 3 to 5 years.

Well, we cannot develop this system
within 3 to 5 years. The bill calls for
some kind of a deployment, hopefully,
by 1999. That is within the timeframe
that the CIA Director acknowledges
the Taepo-Dong II missile could be de-
veloped.

Now, what about the current CIA di-
rector? John Deutch said last year, “‘If
the North Koreans field that Taepo-
Dong II missile, Guam, Alaska, and
parts of Hawaii would potentially be at
risk.”

The point here is that North Korea, a
belligerent state over whom we have
virtually no negotiating control, no
diplomatic control, is developing a
weapon which the CIA says could po-
tentially reach United States territory
in 3 to 5 years.

If the 3 years is correct, we cannot
possibly have anything deployed in
time to meet that threat. Even if it is
just used to blackmail us, it is a tre-
mendous threat. For those who say
that there is no threat here, the facts
do not bear them out. The intelligence
estimates do not bear them out.

The other side of this argument is,
well, there are other threats. There
could be a suitcase bomb. There is a
cruise missile threat, and of course the
answer is yes, that is true. We are
doing everything we can to meet those
threats as well.

It is a fallacy of logic to suggest that
because there is some other threat
that, therefore, this is not a threat.
That is the logic of the Senator from
North Dakota. Well, somebody might
bring a suitcase bomb over.

Well, we are working that problem
very hard. The last three CIA Directors
have said that their primary concern is
the proliferation of these weapons of
mass destruction and the missiles that
can deliver them.

As a matter of fact, there has not
been a suitcase nuclear bomb explode,
but there have been missiles launched
against U.S. forces. As a matter of fact,
as I said yesterday, fully 20 percent of
our casualties in the Persian Gulf were
as a result of a Scud missile. We did
not have an adequate protection
against the Scud missile.

We at least had the Patriot over
there. We have nothing to protect the
people in the United States. I think the
CIA Directors are a pretty good source
for the proposition that there is a po-
tential threat out there, and we will be
lucky to be able to deploy a system in
time to meet that threat, if their sta-
tistics are correct.
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Now, just one quick final point on
the threat. The Senator from North
Dakota suggests that the triad is actu-
ally adequate here, but the same Sec-
retary of Defense that he is so fond of
relying on has made it clear that mu-
tual assured destruction, the threat
that we retaliate with nuclear weapons
against Iraq or some other country, is
just not credible.

As Secretary Perry said on March 8
of this year,

The bad news is that in this era, deterrence
may not provide even the cold comfort it did
during the cold war. We may be facing ter-
rorists or rogue regimes with ballistic mis-
siles and nuclear weapons at the same time
in the future, and they may not buy into our
deterrence theory. Indeed, they may be mad-
der than MAD.

And the M-A-D that he is referring to
is the mutual assured destruction doc-
trine, which the Secretary is saying is
madness today. That doctrine no
longer works. We need a defense, not
just the threat of massive retaliation
to prevent countries from launching
missiles against the United States.

Finally, let us talk about the amount
here. First of all, as the Senator from
Mississippi pointed out earlier, the
amount that is in the Senate bill this
year is less than the Clinton adminis-
tration requested last year in their 5-
year budget. So in the 5-year plan the
administration sent up here last year,
they were asking for more money for
this program than the committee has
asked for this year. It is a matter of
timing, of when you spend the money.
As I think I have pointed out, even
with this amount of money we will be
lucky to be able to field something
that is effective by the time the threat
is upon us.

Second, there is a suggestion here
that the Secretary does not want this
because he has not asked for it. Obvi-
ously, we are all aware of the politics
within the Pentagon and the adminis-
tration and not asking for it is not the
same as not wanting it. You will note
in the letter from the Secretary, no-
where does he say: Do not send us this
$300 million, I do not want it and I will
not spend it if you send it to me. As a
matter of fact, his spokesman on this
issue, Gen. Malcolm O’Neill, before the
House committee just a few weeks ago,
was asked if he could spend this
money, and here is what he said:

I have reviewed the BMD program, the im-
pact of last year’s budget reductions and the
schedule of several key programs in order to
recommend where additional resources could
be best applied.

Remember, the House is talking
about $400 million in additional re-
sources. And he says:

These funds could be effectively used in
several key BMD programs to accelerate de-
velopment efforts, preserve early develop-
ment options for a national missile defense
system, and to protect current theater mis-
sile defense system acquisition schedules.

In other words, the expert in this
area, the head of the program, Gen.
Mal O’Neill, made it clear to the House
of Representatives if he had this extra
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money he could effectively use it. I un-
derstand the administration position is
against this. We all understand that.
But it is not common sense when you
recognize the speed with which this
threat could be upon us and the ability
we have to develop a system that could
defend us.

When I say it is not common sense, I
do not mean to denigrate the Secretary
of Defense. He is a fine public servant
and is very concerned about the future
of our country. But reasonable people
can differ about the speed with which
we ought to get on with this effort and
the priority of spending this money. I
submit the weight of evidence from the
Central Intelligence Agency and from
the other people who have spoken on
the issue is, we better get about this
task right away.

The final point with regard to the
money is that while we could be spend-
ing this money on summer youth pro-
grams or Low Income Home Energy As-
sistance—of course we could. But what
is more important, defending American
lives or summer youth programs? We
have to set priorities around here. I
submit, if a missile were launched
against the State of Hawaii or the
State of Alaska, every one of us on this
floor would be denouncing the act and
would be asking why that was allowed
to happen? Who sat by while this
threat emerged? Who allowed this
threat to evolve to the point we could
not defend our own citizens from a mis-
sile attack? Those would be the ques-
tions asked on this floor.

Today that question can be answered
because those people who seek to cut
these funds out of the committee bill
will be the people responsible for us not
having a system at the time that the
CIA believes we are going to need to
have it. That is the question before the
body. Do we go along with the leader-
ship? Do we go along with the com-
mittee, which is the body of expertise
on this? Do we go along with the Cen-
tral Intelligence estimates, and do we
go along to fund this program to at
least get us on a path to develop and
deploy a system in the time we need it?
Or do we take the risk and roll the
dice, spend the money on summer
youth programs or Low Income Home
Energy Assistance or the like?

I submit the decision today is that
we should go along with the commit-
tee’s request here, support the com-
mittee and vote down the DORGAN
amendment which would cut the $300
million.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me
yield a minute to myself before I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Arkan-
sas.

I might say if ever there is an Olym-
pic event called side stepping, I have
seen this morning several candidates
for gold medals.

Let us not be confused about what
the Secretary of Defense has said. Here
is a letter he sent last week. It says
this:
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The bill’s provisions would add nothing to
DOD’s ability to pursue our missile defense
programs and would needlessly cause us to
incur excess costs and serious security risks.

That is not a letter from a Secretary
who is undecided about whether this is
good policy or not. The Senator from
Arizona says he just has not asked us.
The Senator says that of course, the
Secretary would like to get it this ad-
ditional money.

Mr. KYL. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DORGAN. This letter says he
does not want it. He thinks it adds ex-
cess costs and additional security risks
to this country. So let us not be con-
fused about the message from the Sec-
retary of Defense. He is clear on this
issue.

Mr. KYL. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DORGAN. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Arkansas. I will be
happy to yield momentarily for a ques-
tion.

Mr. KYL. Briefly, can the Senator
point anywhere in that letter where he
is referring to this $300 million? He is
referring generally to this bill, not to
this $300 million.

Mr. DORGAN. In fact, he specifically
refers to this $300 million in this pro-
gram, I say to the Senator from Ari-
zona, in the following part of this para-
graph. I read it once before and I am
not going to read it again for you.

The point is, he is talking about de-
veloping specific national missile de-
fense for interim operational capa-
bility in 1999 and for full deployment in
2003. That is exactly and specifically
the program we are now debating. If
the Senator is asking, was the Sec-
retary talking about this issue, the an-
swer is clearly, unequivocally, yes,
that is exactly what the Secretary was
talking about in this letter.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEWINE). The Senator from New Hamp-
shire is recognized.

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator
from South Carolina for yielding, and
thank him for his leadership in support
of the defense of the United States of
America.

I am very pleased that this amend-
ment has been offered. I oppose it, ve-
hemently and strongly oppose it, but I
am glad it has been offered because it
gives the American people a chance
once and for all to see just exactly
what this debate is all about and who
stands for what.

The Dorgan amendment would leave
the American people completely wvul-
nerable to ballistic missile threats,
completely vulnerable. It says to our
constituents, it is OK to protect Israel,
protect France, protect Germany, pro-
tect Italy, protect our allies, but not
our folks at home. Do not protect
them.

The armed services bill, on the other
hand, establishes a program to defend
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all Americans, regardless of where they
live, against a limited ballistic missile
attack. For the life of me, I do not un-
derstand how anyone could use the ar-
gument it is OK to protect somebody in
one area of the country and not in an-
other area of the country. How can one
do that and keep a straight face?

The Clinton program and the Dorgan
amendment leaves the United States
hostage, completely, to the likes of
Kim Jong I1 and the Pyongyang Com-
munists. The intelligence community
has suggested that North Korea may
well deploy an ICBM capable of strik-
ing Alaska and Hawaii within 5 years,
and some talk maybe even as far as
San Francisco in a very short period of
time, but the Senator from North Da-
kota thinks it is wrong for us to defend
these American citizens?

If the Senator disagrees with this as-
sessment, let us look at the statement
of the recently confirmed Director of
the Central Intelligence Agency, John
Deutch. Dr. Deutch stated,

If the North Koreans field the Taepo Dong
II missile, Guam, Alaska, and parts of Ha-
waii would potentially be at risk.

This is a serious, serious problem.
The issue really boils down to this.
Twenty nations have acquired or are
acquiring weapons of mass destruction
and the capability to deliver them,
Iran, Syria, North Korea, Libya, China,
to name a few. That ought to put the
fear of God in us—just that, just think-
ing about those nations. And at least
24, some of the same ones I just men-
tioned, have chemical weapons. And
approximately 10 more are believed to
have biological weapons. And at least
10 countries are reportedly interested
in development of nuclear weapons.

The international export control re-
gime is failing to prevent the spread of
these technologies. They are being
spread all over the world, this missile
technology, biological, chemical, nu-
clear, and the capability to deliver
them.

The Armed Services Committee,
under the strong leadership of Senator
Strom THURMOND, recognizes that fact.
This is a far-reaching, farsighted, look-
ing-ahead attempt to protect the
United States of America and its citi-
zens in the outyears. You have to be
thinking about that today, not 50 years
from now, because 50 years from now it
will be too late. You think about it
today, and that is what the Senator
from South Carolina has done. Under
his leadership we have provided, in the
Armed Services Committee, the oppor-
tunity to protect our citizens.

The Dorgan amendment would say
that the continental United States,
Alaska, and Hawaii, are absolutely vul-
nerable to these threats. The reckless
leaders of North Korea, Syria, Libya,
and others basically have free access to
our citizens. The choice is simple, real-
ly; really simple. If you believe the
American people should be protected
against limited accidental or inten-
tional missile attacks—take your
choice—you should support the Armed
Services Committee bill.
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That is why we are on the com-
mittee. That is why we delve into these
matters in great detail. That is our
specialty. That is what we are there
for, to understand these things and to
present options to the full Senate. But
if you believe the American people
should not be defended and should be
completely vulnerable, then you vote
for the Dorgan amendment.

It is ironic—and tragically ironic,
frankly—that those who oppose defend-
ing the American people hide behind
the fig leaf of the cold war. The cold
war is over. And the technology and
the philosophy that we use to defend
against it is also over. We do not have
mutual assured destruction anymore.
We do not have a bipolar world any-
more. These people are not rational.
Does anybody think Saddam Hussein is
rational? Would Saddam Hussein have
used a nuclear missile in the Persian
Gulf war if he had the opportunity?
You bet he would. He just does not
have it.

We do not have the capability to pro-
tect against this. It is very interesting
that focus groups have been held where
we call a few people into the room and
interview them. We asked them, ‘“What
would you do if somebody fired a mis-
sile at the United States?” In this
group, American citizens were put to-
gether in a room and they were asked,
“What would you do if someone fired a
missile at the United States of Amer-
ica?”’ And every single one of those
people said, ‘“We would shoot it down.”
Guess what? We do not have the capa-
bility to shoot it down, Mr. President.
This amendment will make sure we do
not have the capability to shoot it
down until it is too late.

So I urge my colleagues to defeat
this very irresponsible amendment.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, first
of all, I want everyone to understand
that the President’s request already
has $371 million in the bill for a na-
tional ballistic missile defense system.
The committee added $300 million. So
now we have $671 million, almost dou-
bling what the Pentagon requested.
The Senator from North Dakota very
sensibly and wisely is trying to strike
out the extra money. I hear people on
that side of the aisle saying, ‘“We are
not trying to abrogate the ABM Trea-
ty. This does not abrogate the ABM
Treaty.” Really?

Here is what the ABM Treaty says:

Each party shall be limited at any one
time to a single area out of the two provided
in Article III of the treaty for deployment of
antiballistic missile systems or their compo-
nents. . . .

English is the mother tongue. If you
speak English, you understand the
word ‘‘single.” It means one. Our one
site is now in North Dakota.
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Here is what this bill says. Here is
what the language of the bill clearly
says if you speak the mother tongue.

It is the policy of the United States—to de-
ploy a multiple-site national ballistic mis-
sile defense system . . . .

I want to emphasize that—‘‘a mul-
tiple-site’” NBMD system.

And section 235 of the bill says:

The Secretary of Defense shall develop a
national missile defense system, which will
attain initial operational capability by the
end of 2003 . . .

It shall include . . . ground-based intercep-
tors deployed at multiple sites . . .

Remember, the ABM Treaty bans
multiple-site systems. If that in itself
is not compelling, there is more. This
bill says we will decide what is a na-
tional missile defense system, and
what is a theater missile defense sys-
tem. We could not care less what the
Russians think. Do you think people in
Russia, the former Soviet Union, who
crafted this treaty with us and that we
ratified with, should have any say
about what we are going to do in abro-
gating the treaty?

I read a very interesting article the
other day in the Washington Post, an
op-ed by someone named Sarah Roo-
sevelt, who I do not know. She said,
“Do not tweak the bear.” Russia is an
economic basket case. They are a mili-
tary basket case. They were a military
basket case and an economic basket
case when Hitler decided he could take
them with one hand behind him. They
did not have any choice but to allow
millions of their people to be slaugh-
tered until they could arm and beat
Hitler.

If I had asked this body 10 years ago
standing beside my desk, ‘‘Senators,
what would you give to see the Soviet
Union disappear, and to see East Ger-
many, Hungary, Poland, all of those
nations free, how much would you be
willing to cut the defense budget in ex-
change for that?’—10 years ago—I
daresay a consensus in the body, the
smallest number would have been 30
percent, and a lot of people would have
said 50 percent.

So what are we doing with this bill,
which is the most irresponsible defense
bill T have seen in my 21 years in the
U.S. Senate? We say we are going to
give to the Pentagon $7 billion which it
doesn’t even want. What kind of insan-
ity is sweeping over this body?

We spend already, without the addi-
tional $7 billion, twice as much as our
eight most likely enemies including
China, Russia, North Korea, Iraq, and
Iran—twice as much; and, with NATO,
twice as much as the rest of the world
combined. And in this bill we are put-
ting an additional $7 billion into de-
fense.

If this bill goes to the President’s
desk in its present form and he does
not veto it—I am going to say publicly
he is a very good friend of mine, and I
want him to be reelected—if he does
not veto this bill, I am going to be ter-
ribly disappointed.

I yield the floor.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Lou-
isiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, there
is an old song that says: ‘“You keep
coming back like a song.”

Mr. President, in spite of the end of
the cold war, in spite of the fact that
the Russians are dismantling their nu-
clear weapons and we are buying the
plutonium and the enriched uranium,
in spite of the fact that there is no
longer a threat from intercontinental
ballistic missiles to the United States,
no longer targeted at this country, this
same issue, this military-industrial
complex that the Defense Department
does not want, keeps ‘‘coming back
like a song.”

Mr. President, I have had amend-
ments on this I guess four or five times
over the past few years; more than I
think $25 billion ago. And we have won
it sometimes on the floor only to see it
reversed by one vote or by two votes.
But, Mr. President, this really at this
time in our history is madness.

The biggest threat to this country
right now is not from Russian ICBM’s
and certainly not from Saddam Hus-
sein, who is no conceivable threat to
the continental United States. Rather,
the real threat to the United States is
from this kind of spending, which
would start a new cold war, which
would hurt the economy of the United
States and weaken this country.

If you are really worried about nu-
clear weapons, I can tell you where the
threat would come. It is from a ter-
rorist nuclear weapon which could be
easily brought into the United States
in a suitcase.

Look, if they can smuggle bales of
marijuana into this country easily,
they can easily smuggle into this coun-
try a suitcase bomb which can be put
into something the size of a briefcase.
And so why are we spending billions of
dollars, even going into space-based la-
sers? Do you know what it takes to
drive a space-based laser? A nuclear
bomb. That is what it takes; otherwise,
they do not have enough power.

That is what we are spending all this
money for? What is the threat, Mr.
President? It is absolute madness. It is
what President Eisenhower warned
against—the military industrial com-
plex—which gets this enthusiasm, gets
it going; we have jobs out there in the
economy. That is what this thing is
about. It is not about defending the
United States.

We really ought to go further than
the Dorgan amendment. We ought to
do away with any thought of deploying
any ballistic missile defense in the con-
tinental United States. Do some re-
search but do away with this deploy-
ment. It makes no sense today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Alabama.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I wish
to speak for a few minutes about our
ballistic missile defense program and
the ABM Treaty with an eye toward
dismantling several myths about our
missile defense program and the scope
of the ABM treaty. Unfortunately,
many of the opponents of a deployable
national missile defense system, in-
cluding the President, confuse the cen-
tral issues at hand in this debate
through the perpetuation of two cen-
tral myths about national missile de-
fense.

They maintain consistently that one,
deploying a national missile defense
system is a return to star wars and
two, that such a deployment is an ab-
rogation of the ABM Treaty. Neither of
these claims has any grounding in fact.

First, the opponents of a deployable
NMD system would have the Senate be-
lieve that in supporting NMD deploy-
ment we are committing ourselves to a
long-term research program that would
cost this Nation tens of billions of dol-
lars.

In addition, they would have the Sen-
ate think that this system is a space-
based system modeled along the lines
of the star wars program of the 1980’s.
The deployed NMD system called for in
this bill is neither a distant techno-
logical dream, a space-based system,
nor an overly expensive investment for
the American taxpayer. This legisla-
tion calls for a deployable, multiple
site, ground-based interceptor system
by the year 2003. Let me repeat—a
ground-based interceptor system.

The current GBI configuration of a
national missile defense system builds
off our current advances in theater
missile defense—advances that proceed
from the concept of ground-based anti-
ballistic missiles. Such a system builds
upon existing ground-based intercep-
tion technology—technology that is
currently deployed or is being vali-
dated through successful flight tests.

The only current limitation on rapid
EKV development and deployment is
the funding strangulation placed on
our NMD program by the current ad-
ministration. The centerpiece of this
system, the Exoatmospheric kill vehi-
cle or EKV, has been in development
for 5 years and has demonstrated out-
standing technological progress and
achievements. The EKV is a real piece
of hardware designed to perform a mis-
sion that is well within our current
intercept capabilities. As opposed to
tens of billions dollars in outlays to de-
velop and deploy a ground-based NMD
system, a deployable system will re-
quire a scant percentage of the funding
provided for space-based research in
1980’s. In fact, this year’s authorization
and appropriations bill call for an in-
crease of only $300 million for national
missile defense—an amount that is
roughly a third of the cost of one de-
stroyer. The opponents of national mis-
sile defense also claim that the na-
tional missile defense provisions in
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this authorization bill would violate
the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.
While the ultimate goal of multiple
site deployment of an NMD system will
require modifications to the ABM
Treaty, nothing in the range of the
coming year’s research and develop-
ment efforts will in fact, violate the
constraints of the treaty. Therefore,
the committee has, wisely, asked only
for a Senate study on the application
and relevance of the ABM Treaty to
the current missile defense needs of
this country. The ABM Treaty is over
two decades old. It is based upon a doc-
trine of deterrence commonly known
as mutually assured destruction. While
this doctrine was absolutely applicable
to the realities of the cold war, it has
little place in a nonbipolar world of
rogue regimes and proliferating bal-
listic missile technology. Unfortu-
nately, the current administration con-
tinues to adhere not only to a belief
that the parameters of the treaty re-
main valid in today’s world, but seem
determined to apply unilateral inter-
pretations to the treaty that limit not
only our national missile defense pro-
gram, but also our theater missile de-
fense systems—limitations beyond
those expressly contained in the trea-
ty. Therefore, the committee has rec-
ommended a provision that would cod-
ify TMD speed and range standards for
treaty compliance—standards derived
from the administration’s own Novem-
ber 1993 proposal. Make no mistake,
Mr. President, the global political situ-
ation and the nature of the ballistic
missile threat has changed dramati-
cally from the time of the ABM Trea-
ty’s ratification. North Korea is near-
ing long-range ballistic missile capa-
bility. Just 2 months ago, the Chinese
fired a truck-launched ICBM, dem-
onstrating just how easy it will be for
rogue states to develop and launch
ICBM’s on the cheap. Mr. President,
the threat to the United States from
long-range Dballistic missiles from
rogue regimes will exist by 2003, if such
capabilities do not already exist.

It is absurd and irresponsible to con-
tinue to deny our citizens protections
from a real threat, especially if that
protection can be provided for limited
cost and is based upon technology
which is near fruition. I strongly urge
my colleagues to see through the
myths regarding national missile de-
fense and resist any attempts to weak-
en the commitment of this act to de-
ploying an NMD system.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Ohio, Sen-
ator GLENN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in favor of the amendment of-
fered by my colleague from North Da-
kota, Mr. DORGAN, to strike the $300
million that was added to the bill by
the majority of the Armed Services
Committee for national missile defense
[NMD].

The President had requested $371 mil-
lion for NMD—and the committee is
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proposing virtually to double that
amount.

I do not believe that sensitive na-
tional security and diplomatic issues
should be allowed to sink into the un-
ruly pit of partisan politics. There have
been appropriate lines drawn over the
many years of this Republic by the var-
ious political parties, and I think most
of us would have to agree that politics
should stop at the water’s edge when it
comes the most sensitive issues of our
national defense and security.

The language on national missile de-
fense in the bill and the committee re-
port, however, vaults over this line in a
manner that infringes upon the con-
stitutional prerogatives of the Execu-
tive in foreign policy, drains our Treas-
ury, makes our country less secure,
and ultimately increases international
strategic instability.

After having to listen to the litany of
complaints by the current majority
party about tax-and-spend members of
my own party, I find it ironic to see
the majority party has now embraced
this same tax-and-spend doctrine as
the Rosetta Stone of that party’s en-
tire approach to strategic defense.

This is all the more ironic given that
the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Perry—
whose words can surely be taken as
nonpartisan on this issue—has stated
quite clearly that, “* * * a valid stra-
tegic missile threat has not emerged.”
[Letter of Sen. Nunn, July 28, 1995]
These words echo the sentiments of our
intelligence community. Gen. James
Clapper, the DIA Director, testified be-
fore the Armed Services Committee on
January 17, 1995, that ‘“* * * we see no
interest in or capability, of any new
country reaching the continental
United States with a long range missile
for at least the next decade.”

The ABM Treaty authorizes its par-
ties to have a limited national missile
defense capability, but the terms of the
treaty are quite clear about what is
permissible and what is not permis-
sible. The committee majority seems
determined to plus-up those programs
that will inevitably drive us out of that
treaty—a result that they earnestly be-
lieve will serve the national security.

Yet will it truly serve our security to
spend a fortune to erect high-tech Ma-
ginot line defenses of dubious reli-
ability against nonexistent threats,
while we continue to underfund efforts
to address clear and present dangers? I
am speaking particularly of the chal-
lenges we should be facing to prevent
proliferation from occurring, as op-
posed to just trying to cope with it
after it is a fact of life as the majority
evidently prefers to do. Proponents of
the current bill seem more eager to
prevent Qadhafi from launching a bliz-
zard of nuclear-tipped ICBM’s at Chi-
cago than in keeping Qadhafi from ob-
taining the nuclear materials he will
need to manufacture such warheads in
the first place. Let me say, it would be
a much more efficient use of our re-
sources to focus our efforts on the lat-
ter type of problem. By the way, if Qa-
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dhafi finally gets enough of that mate-
rial, he will not need to—and probably
will prefer not to—attach the United
States using ballistic missiles. There
are plenty of other ways to get the job
done.

Will it serve our security to place in
jeopardy the progress that has been
made in recent years in the START
process to cut the size of the United
States and Russian nuclear arsenals? If
we march forward blindly into the fu-
ture and eventually abrogate the ABM
Treaty, does anybody seriously believe
that such an action will have no effect
on Russia’s readiness to proceed with
such cuts in its nuclear stockpile?

Will it serve our security to drain
some $48 billion out of our Treasury to
build a national missile defense sys-
tem? That is what the Congressional
Budget Office has estimated it will cost
to build a complex that covered Grand
Forks, ND, and five other States. To
this we must add billions more for the-
ater missile defense—which these days
is getting to look more and more like
strategic missile defense. And the costs
just keep adding up. We must not for-
get the long-term costs of operating
and maintaining such facilities. The
legacy we will leave to future genera-
tions from this investment will not be
a more secure country, but a less se-
cure world, and a towering pile of budg-
etary IOU’s.

Will it serve our security, in deploy-
ing an extensive national strategic
missile defense mnetwork, to drive
China, Britain, and France out of inter-
national negotiations aimed at further
nuclear reductions?

Will it serve our security to jeop-
ardize the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty, which was just extended indefi-
nitely on the basis of solemn commit-
ments by the nuclear-weapon states
both to conclude an early comprehen-
sive ban on all nuclear tests and new
progress on nuclear arms control and
disarmament?

These are just some of my reasons for
supporting the Dorgan amendment
today. We are standing on a slippery
slope leading to the demise of the ABM
Treaty. The Dorgan amendment mere-
ly seeks to remove one large banana
peel from that slope. I urge all my col-
leagues in joining me in endorsing his
responsible proposal.

In summary, Mr. President, the
President requested $371 million for na-
tional missile defense. That was to do
the basic research. And somehow we
come along now and want to say we are
going to double that amount; we are
going to put another $300 million in
here. And for what? I do not under-
stand the rationale of this whole thing
except it seems to me we have reversed
parties here almost. Tax and spend, tax
and spend, tax and spend, that is what
we have heard leveled at the Demo-
cratic Party all these years. Now, here
we are with something that is not even
needed and we are going to tax and
spend, and now it is the Republican tax
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and spend. I think that is a wvalid
charge back at the Republicans on this.

Tax and spend for what? The Sec-
retary of Defense says that a balanced
strategic missile threat has not
emerged. General Clapper, DIA direc-
tor, testified before the Armed Services
Committee, and I quote him:

We see no interest in or capability of any
new country reaching the continental United
States with a long-range missile for at least
the next decade.

At the same time we are going to en-
danger the ABM Treaty, which author-
izes its parties to have a limited na-
tional missile defense capability—lim-
ited. But the terms are quite clear
about what is permissible and what is
not permissible.

I do not know why the majority is de-
termined to plus up these programs
with something that will take a chance
of eventually driving us out of that
treaty. I think it is ridiculous. Will it
really serve our security to place in
jeopardy the progress that has been
made in recent years in the START
process to cut the size of the United
States and Russian nuclear arsenals? If
we march forward blindly into the fu-
ture and eventually abrogate the ABM
Treaty, does anybody seriously believe
such an action will have no effect on
Russia’s readiness to proceed with such
cuts in its nuclear stockpile?

I just do not see how it is going to
serve our security to drain $48 billion—
$48 billion—out of our Treasury to
build a national missile defense system
that is not needed. And that is not my
figure. That is what the Congressional
Budget Office estimated it will cost to
build a complex that covers Grand
Forks, ND, and five other States. That
is $48 billion, and it does not even cover
the whole country. That does not even
cover the theater missile defense,
which I support.

I think it moves in the wrong direc-
tion. I do not see that it serves our se-
curity in deploying an expensive na-
tional missile defense network to drive
China, Britain, and France out of the
international negotiations aimed at
further nuclear reductions.

I am not sure either exactly what
kind of system this is. Is this to be an
SDI system? The President provided re-
search, and yet we do not know what
this system is. At best, it is going to be
a $48 billion operation just to cover five
States. It literally makes no sense
whatsoever to take a chance of driving
us out of the ABM Treaty when we
have no international intercontinental
missile defense necessity for this coun-
try at this time.

Let us do the research the President
wanted. Let us continue on down the
road with that research, which I favor,
voted for it, support fully, and if we see
a threat developing, we will have time
to go to what this provides pre-
maturely.

I know my time has expired. I yield
the floor.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEWINE). Who yields time?
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Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, three
quick rebuttals. First, to my distin-
guished colleague from Ohio where he
quotes General Clapper. There are two
fallacies in that argument I say. One,
it is predicated on a startup within a
country to build it all the way up. But
there are open bids on the free market
in this world today from many coun-
tries, primarily Iran, Iraq, and others,
that would buy a Chinese system which
could hit the United States within that
lesser period than 10 years. Also, it will
take us 10 years to build the very sys-
tem we are debating here at this point
in time. So there is a convergence, Mr.
President, in time and need for this
system.

Shifting to another argument from
the distinguished Senator from Lou-
isiana, who said it is madness. Well, let
me tell you, Mr. President, a little
story of madness. The distinguished
Senator from Georgia; myself; the dis-
tinguished Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
INOUYE]; and the distinguished Senator
from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] were in Tel
Aviv on February 18, 1991. I remember
it very well. It happened, coinciden-
tally, to have been my birthday. We
were there in the Defense Ministry
when a Scud alert was sounded and in
a very calm way we participated with
the others in putting on our gas masks.
The Scud fell some 2 or 3 miles away.
We were not in danger.

May I say to my colleagues, when we
went out the next morning to visit the
community that was struck and to
talk to the people, that was madness.
That was madness, to see in their faces
the attack by Saddam Hussein for no
military reason whatsoever, strictly to
use that type of weapon as a terrorist
weapon, a single strike. Coincidentally,
it was the last to fall on Tel Aviv.

And I say, Mr. President, that same
problem could happen, a single one as a
terrorist weapon to fall on this coun-
try, and we have an obligation to the
people of this country to invest this
comparatively small, modest sum to
ensure against that.

Mr. NUNN. Would the Senator yield
for a brief observation?

I remember that evening very well.
And I do not want to say this with
much humor. There is not much hu-
morous about anything regarding a
Scud missile attack. The Senator said
we were not in danger. If the Senator
would amend that by saying we were
not in danger because the target was
where we were, the Ministry of De-
fense, and the Scud missiles are notori-
ously inaccurate. So we were probably
in a safe place. But the target was the
Ministry of Defense, we found out.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ac-
knowledge that. I recall, if we want to
close off on a note of humor, the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia said to
me, ‘‘Saddam Hussein just sent you a
birthday present.”

I yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DORGAN. How much time do I
have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven
minutes, thirty seconds. The Senator
from South Carolina has 2 minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. I yield 1 additional
minute to the Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. GLENN. I want to respond very
briefly to my distinguished friend from
Virginia. He is talking about theater
missile defense. I am all for theater
missile defense.

What we are talking about here is
starting down a track that if we go this
route and violate the ABM Treaty, we
have got the Russian