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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
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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.
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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



S11236

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 Russians at that point of
probably putting the coordinates back
into their missiles or ICBM’s. We have
plenty of time, according to the people
that do the estimates on these things,
for Qadhafi and people like that before
they develop true intercontinental ca-
pability. I am all for the theater mis-
sile defense that would have taken care
of the situation that he is talking
about that he was in. But I think when
we go down this track of taking a
chance of knocking out the ABM Trea-
ty, which this does, if we go ahead with
this whole process, then I think we
just—the greatest likelihood is we are
going to encourage the former Soviets,
the Russians, to go back on the track
of missile activation again. I see that
as a real threat. That is an active
threat. And I think this is folly to go
down that course.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Who yields time?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I will make this real
quick.

After my remarks, the Senator from
North Dakota made a couple of com-
ments. Let me respond to him. First of
all, he said we do not have any cruise
missile defense in this bill. That is a
greater threat. Let me suggest to you
if you read page 119, we have $140 mil-
lion in here for cruise missile defense.
And I hope that no one believes that we
think that the missile threat is the
only threat to America. There are
many other threats that are being ad-
dressed.

Now, the other thing is that the two
Senators from Wisconsin and North
Dakota know very well that the de-
fense budget is not causing the deficit.
We always hear about from the big
spenders over there, ““Well, we’ve got
to do something about defense.” The
last 11 years our defense budget has de-
clined. And for that period of time for
every $1 of defense cuts, we have had $2
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of increase in domestic spending. To be
specific, in using 1995 dollars, in fiscal
year 1985 the defense budget was $402
billion. Today we are considering one
that is $265 billion.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. the Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Who yields time?

Mr. NUNN. Will the Senator yield me
1 minute?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, the way 1
see this, I do not intend to vote for this
amendment. I believe the money that
is added here, the $300 million, which
puts this budget back on national mis-
sile defense, about where it was when
President Bush left office, I think the
money is consistent with a limited thin
defense but an effective defense against
limited attack against accidental
launch or against third countries that
may develop a limited capability
against the United States. What is in-
consistent with that is the language in
this bill which will be the subject for
the next amendment which puts us in a
position of anticipatory breach of the
ABM Treaty, will be read like that in
Russia, with no reason to be in breach
because we do not have any programs
in the next fiscal year that would in
any way contravene that treaty. So we
are going to be paying a huge price for
nothing because of the language in this
bill. So I will not favor the money
striking because the money is needed.

I will favor though the amendments
that will try to correct this language.
If this language goes forward as it is,
we are going to pay a big price, prob-
ably not only in the failure of ratifica-
tion of START II but also in the Rus-
sians not complying or continuing to
comply with START I. So we are buy-
ing ourselves perhaps 6,000 or 8,000 war-
heads pointed at America by the lan-
guage in this bill. And I hope people
recognize that when we get to the next
amendment. But I do not believe the
answer is to strike the money which
everybody agrees at some point we are
going to need some Kkind of limited de-
fense. The administration agrees with
that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is expired.

Mr. NUNN. Could I get another
minute?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina does not have
any time.

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Chair.

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

Mr. DORGAN. I yield 30 seconds to
the Senator from Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. EXON. I thank the Senator from
North Dakota.

Mr. President, I rise in support of
Senator DORGAN’s amendment to elimi-
nate the Armed Services Committee
add-on of $300 million for the national
missile defense system. If I am not al-
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ready listed, I ask unanimous consent
that I be added as a cosponsor.

The committee funded increase of
$300 million is an initial downpayment
on what the committee majority adver-
tises as a multisite, multilayered mis-
sile defense system designed to protect
against a large and sophisticated mis-
sile attack. The missile defense lan-
guage in the authorization bill makes
clear that the system desired is one
that will violate the ABM Treaty and
intercept a Soviet-type missile attack.
The $300 million plus-up in the bill is
the first installment of a bill that
could grow to a staggering $48 billion
cost according to a March 1995, CBO re-
port. This $48 billion is in addition to
the $35 billion we have already spent on
missile defense. Let no one misunder-
stand the significance of this vote. This
is the first of many expensive install-
ments to resurrect the Star Wars con-
cept.

This vote is on a question of prior-
ities. At a time when we are signifi-
cantly slashing domestic spending and
making tough, painful budgetary
choices, it would be irresponsible to
add $300 million into a system concept
designed to defend against a threat
that does not exist today and will not
exist by the operational deployment
date of 1999.

I believe we should send a powerful
signal to the American public by ap-
proving the Dorgan amendment and
putting the Senate on record that the
domestic welfare of our citizens will
not be sacrificed on the gold plated
alter of star wars. This vote is on a
question of priorities. We can ill-afford
to shrug our shoulders and say ‘‘what
is $300 million’’ at a time when we are
asking all Americans to tighten their
belts. As I said earlier, a vote for this
$300 million installment is only part of
a lengthy payment plan that will even-
tually drain our treasury by another
$40 to $50 billion. To buy into such a
payment plan would be the height of
fiscal folly. I urge my colleagues to
support the Dorgan amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise
today in strong opposition to this
amendment which would severely re-
duce the funding needed to develop
missile defenses. In light of our experi-
ences in the Persian Gulf war, and the
advanced weapon development pro-
grams of hostile countries such as
Korea, this amendment should be
soundly rejected by the Senate.

The dangers of leaving our own coun-
try unprotected cannot be ignored.
Perhaps some Senators have forgotten
that we had a demonstration of the
dangers of a ballistic missile attack
just a few years ago. The picture of an
unprotected Israel being hit by Scud
missiles chilled the hearts of all Amer-
icans, but that incident would pale in
comparison to the consequences of a
nuclear missile strike. It was reported
in the news a year ago that the North
Koreans vowed to launch missiles at
Tokyo should armed conflict occur
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with South Korea. While their capa-
bility to launch such an attack is ques-
tionable, the threat cannot be ignored.

It is my understanding that in reac-
tion to this, Japan has approached the
Department of Defense to discuss the
purchase of our THAAD missile sys-
tem. Unfortunately, THAAD will not
be ready for deployment until the turn
of the century. I am sure that if Japan
could have anticipated the threat they
now face, they would have invested in
some type of missile defense system
much sooner. As it is, Japan will be
vulnerable to North Korean blackmail
for years to come. They can only hope
that North Korea never carries out its
threat.

Mr. President, we cannot allow the
United States to be put in such a vul-
nerable position. I firmly believe, how-
ever, that the present crisis with North
Korea clearly demonstrates that need
to continue the development of a na-
tional missile defense system. The cost
of being unprepared to defend ourselves
is too great to be ignored.

I encourage my colleagues to join me
in defeating this unwise amendment.

Mr. DORGAN. I yield the remaining
time to myself.

Mr. President, this has been a most
unusual debate. I see a couple in this
chamber who are parents who have no
doubt read their children the
Berenstain Bears books. One of the
Berenstain Bear books talks about the
“give me’s.” Talks about ‘‘give me,
give me, give me, give me this, give me
that, give me this.” You know, it is in-
teresting to me as I read to my chil-
dren and describe the Berenstain Bears
books about ‘‘give me,” it reminds me
a bit of the folks who come to this
floor with every conceivable project,
every conceivable program in national
defense that is proposed by someone
and says—they say, ‘“We have got to
build this. We have got to fund it. In
fact, we cannot wait. We have got to do
it right now.”

I asked the question an hour and a
half ago, where are you going to get
the money? Where is the money? The
Congressional Budget Office says this
will cost $48 billion. I ask, where is the
money? Are you going to charge it?
Are you going to tax people for it?
Where are you going to get the money?
I have not heard one response in an
hour and a half. And I know why, be-
cause they do not have the foggiest no-
tion where they are going to get the
money. They just have an appetite to
spend it and build this program.

Let me end where I began. This is
$300 million the Secretary of Defense
says he does not want, and we do not
need, that folks who say they are op-
posed to the Federal deficit are now in-
sisting we spend. To describe this as
pork is to give hogs a bad name. At
least hogs carry around a little meat.
This is in my judgment pure lard to
pay for a program this country does
not need and cannot afford.

Now let me respond to a couple of the
things that have been said. During this
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debate it has been said that this na-
tional defense program does not violate
the ABM Treaty. Supposedly, this does
not violate the ABM Treaty. How can
anyone possibly say that? Of course it
violates the ABM Treaty. To under-
stand that is only to be able to read.
This bill calls for many sites. The ABM
Treaty only allows one. This bill calls
for more than 100 interceptors. The
ABM Treaty limits this Nation to less
than 100 interceptors. This bill on page
59 calls for weapons in space. The ABM
Treaty forbids weapons in space. Of
course this bill violates the ABM Trea-
ty. Let us not debate this issue with
that kind of representation.

This leaves us vulnerable, one speak-
er said. That what folks want to do is
defend France and Israel and leave us
vulnerable. There is $371 million in this
bill for ballistic missile defense. I am
not touching that.

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. THURMOND. Has the time ex-
pired on both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has no time left.

The Senator from North Dakota has 2
minutes, 45 seconds. The Senator from
South Carolina has no time left.

The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we are
told by some speakers that our inten-
tion is to leave American cities vulner-
able while at the same time we defend
Israel and France and Egypt and oth-
ers.

Total nonsense. There is $371 million
in this bill for a ballistic missile de-
fense system. All we want to do is take
out the extra $300 million that was
added that the Secretary of Defense
says he does not want and that we do
not need. That is all we are trying to
do.

I do not need to hear from folks
about the threat to this country. North
Dakota has been ground zero for 40
years. If we seceded from the Union, we
would be the third most powerful coun-
try in the world—300 intercontinental
ballistic missiles with Mark-12 war-
heads, a B-52 base, we had a B-1 base.
We understand about ground zero.
They built an ABM system in North
Dakota, in fact, the only site in the
free world. Spent billions. Within 30
days after it was declared operational,
it was mothballed. Tell that to the tax-
payers.

We understand about missiles and
bombers and national defense, and we
understand about ground zero. But we
also understand about Government
waste. We understand it when people
say we cannot afford to send kids to
school; we are going to make it harder
for parents to send their kids to col-
lege; we cannot afford money for the
elderly for health care; we simply can-
not afford money for nutrition pro-
grams; we have to tighten our belts.

And then the same folks say that it
is our priority to add money to a sys-
tem that the administration does not
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need. The Senator from Louisiana said
this is madness. He is absolutely cor-
rect. This makes no sense at all. We
ought to decide as a Senate what our
priorities are. The Senator from Ohio,
a decorated combat veteran in service
to this country, stood up and said it
the way that it is. Let us build things
that are necessary for the defense of
this country.

I am for a strong defense, but I am
not for wasting the taxpayers money
on boondoggles that we do not need
and boondoggles that will not work.
Let us decide for a change that we
mean what we say when we talk about
reducing the Federal budget deficit.
Let us decide we cannot at this point
embark on a new venture, to spend $48
billion on a ballistic missile program, a
national defense missile system—yes,
Star Wars, because part of it will be
based in space—at a time when we are
up to our neck in $5 trillion of debt,
and when this year we will run a $170
billion deficit.

If we have some courage and common
sense in this body, we will, in this case,
say, ‘“You can’t add $300 million for
something this country doesn’t need
and for something the Secretary of De-
fense doesn’t want. To do so makes no
sense.”’

That is the ultimate threat to this
country: That debt, this deficit, this
kind of mindless spending. That is the
threat to America, and let us decide to
stand up and finally stop it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. All time has
now expired.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
move to table the amendment and ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table amendment No.
2087. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Colorado [Mr. CAMPBELL], is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 354 Leg.]

YEAS—51
Abraham Faircloth Lugar
Ashcroft Frist Mack
Bennett Gorton McCain
Bond Gramm McConnell
Brown Grams Murkowski
Burns Hatch Nickles
Coats Heflin Nunn
Cochran Helms Packwood
Cohen Hollings Pressler
Coverdell Hutchison Roth
Craig Inhofe Santorum
D’Amato Kempthorne Shelby
DeWine Kyl Simpson
Dole Lieberman Smith
Domenici Lott Snowe
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Specter Thomas Thurmond
Stevens Thompson Warner
NAYS—48
Akaka Feingold Kohl
Baucus Feinstein Lautenberg
Biden Ford Leahy
Bingaman Glenn Levin
Boxer Graham Mikulski
Bradley Grassley Moseley-Braun
Breaux Gregg Moynihan
Bryan Harkin Murray
Bumpers Hatfield Pell
Byrd Inouye Pryor
Chafee Jeffords Reid
Conrad Johnston Robb
Daschle Kassebaum Rockefeller
Dodd Kennedy Sarbanes
Dorgan Kerrey Simon
Exon Kerry Wellstone
NOT VOTING—1
Campbell

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 2087) was agreed to.

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

Mr. SMITH. I move to table the mo-
tion.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, in a mo-
ment I will send an amendment to the
desk which would strike language from
the bill which violates the ABM Trea-
ty, which establishes unilateral inter-
pretation of the ABM Treaty, and
which also would tie the President’s
hands in even discussing the ABM
Treaty with the Russians.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent, however, that I now be allowed to
yield the floor to Senator EXON for 10
minutes, and then to Senator BAUCUS
for 5 minutes, without losing my right
to the floor.

Mr. McCAIN. Reserving the right to
object, and I will not object, may I ask
the Senator from Michigan, as part of
that, will he agree to a time agreement
on his amendment?

Mr. LEVIN. We are trying to see how
much time will be required by various
speakers. We are trying to put that to-
gether right now. We are working on
that.

Mr. MCCAIN. Also, reserving the
right to object, following your amend-
ment, there will be no more amend-
ments on this issue?

Mr. LEVIN. I cannot say that; I do
not know that.

Mr. MCCAIN. Again, reserving the
right to object, I remind the Senator
from Michigan, we have now been on
this single issue for all intents and pur-
poses for 2 days.

At this point, we will have thor-
oughly ventilated the ballistic missile
defense issue, and at some point we
should acquire a 1list of proposed
amendments and be prepared to move
forward. I hope it is possible we could
start reaching some time agreements.

The issue is a very important issue. I
understand. It is critical. At some
point, I think we should move on to
other issues. There are other Members
who plan on proposing amendments. I
hope we can move forward.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I want
to make an objection. Reserving the
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right to object, can I inquire of the
Senator whether or not, given the
somewhat unusual procedure of asking
two Senators be allowed to speak—you
now holding the floor—would the Sen-
ator include in his request that those
desiring to speak will not offer amend-
ments?

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to do
that. It is not my understanding they
want to offer amendments.

I will modify my amendment. But I
also will modify my UC in another
way.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, is it in
order for a quorum to be called at this
point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 1
sorry, I did not hear you.

Mr. LEVIN. Is it in order for a
quorum call?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, it is
not. The Senator from Michigan has
the floor.

Mr. McCAIN. I object to the unani-
mous-consent request of the Senator.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the most
dangerous portion of this bill, in my
view, is its head-on assault on the
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. This is
not a subtle issue. This is not an issue
of interpretation. That is a frontal,
head-on assault which says that it is
now going to be the policy of the
United States——

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, could
we have order in the Senate? The Sen-
ator is making a very important
speech. He is entitled to be heard.

I make the point of order the Senate
is not in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The Senate is not in
order. Will we remove the conversa-
tions, please, from the floor? Will we
remove the conversation over here on
my left from the floor, please? The
Senator may proceed.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the lan-
guage we are going to analyze, that is
in this bill, directly confronts the ABM
Treaty and says it is the policy of the
United States—and these are the words
of the bill—no longer to abide by the
ABM Treaty.

It does it in a number of ways
throughout this bill, but the way in
which it does it first is by simply stat-
ing, in section 233, that ‘It is the pol-
icy of the United States to deploy a
multiple site national missile defense
system.” It goes on beyond that in sec-
tion 233, but that is a very clear state-
ment of what the intention and what
the effect is, of this bill.

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator from
Michigan yield for one second?

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to.

Mr. McCAIN. I will be glad to with-
draw my objection to the unanimous-
consent request of the Senator from
Nebraska to speak for 10 minutes.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend from
Arizona. While we were going back to

am
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the unanimous consent, I would like to
modify my UC in another way. This re-
lates to the question of how many
amendments will there be on this sub-
ject.

It was my intention originally to
offer three different amendments strik-
ing the bill in three different places. I
believe there has been some discussion
between the ranking member and the
chairman on this subject. I am not
positive. But my amendment strikes
language in three separate places and,
rather than having three amendments
striking three different places, since
the issue is generally the same, I would
modify my unanimous-consent request
to make it in order that the amend-
ment that I send to the desk strike
three different provisions.

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator work
on a time agreement for that amend-
ment?

Mr. LEVIN. We are working.

Mr. THURMOND. As I understand it,
the Senator has one amendment; is
that correct?

Mr. LEVIN. I have one amendment
touching the bill in three different
places rather than having three amend-
ments. This is the only amendment on
ABM that this Senator has. But there
are other Senators who may have other
amendments.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Senator
from Michigan.

If he wants to proceed with his unan-
imous-consent request, I will not ob-
ject.

Mr. LEVIN. As modified?

Mr. MCCAIN. As modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. Is it necessary,
when a unanimous-consent request is
made, is it necessary for a Senator to
reserve the right to object to get the
floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. When a
unanimous-consent request is made,
the Senator making the request retains
the floor. Others may ask for a right to
reserve the right to object at the suf-
ferance of the Senator having the floor.

Mr. BUMPERS. But is it necessary
for a Senator to be recognized? When a
request is made for a unanimous-con-
sent agreement, is it necessary for the
Senator to say ‘I reserve the right to
object” in order to state whatever he
wishes to state or she wishes to state?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the appropriate process to proceed.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, my
question is, is it necessary?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is ap-
propriate.

Mr. BUMPERS. But it is not nec-
essary, is it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair says it is an appropriate process.

Is there objection now to the UC?

If there is confusion here, will the
Senator restate his unanimous-consent
request, please?

Mr. LEVIN. I am not sure the confu-
sion relates to my unanimous-consent
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request. I will be happy to restate my
unanimous-consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If you
would.

Mr. LEVIN. That is, I now be allowed
to yield the floor for 10 minutes to the
Senator from Nebraska. Following his
10-minute remarks, without offering an
amendment, that the Senator from
Montana be recognized for 5 minutes,
and that he is not intending to offer an
amendment. And that, then, I retain
my right to the floor.

It is now part of the modified UC
that it be in order in the amendment,
which I will send to the desk, that it
touch the bill in three places.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The Senator from Nebraska is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank the
Chair and I thank my friend from
Michigan, Senator LOTT, and others for
their cooperation. I would simply say,
we have just gone through an exercise
in futility, although finally successful.
Had the Senator allowed me to pro-
ceed, I would have been almost through
with my statement at this time. But at
least I appreciate the consideration
that has been offered by both sides.

There has been some criticism about
the possibility of redundancy with re-
gard to this authorization bill, particu-
larly with regard to ballistic missile
defenses. I simply say, this is the time
to pause, this is the time to reflect,
this is the time, if you will, to take
some time. Because what we are about,
in this authorization bill, is going to
have long-range, possibly serious im-
plications, in the view of this Senator,
who has worked on these matters for a
long, long time.

Later in the day, I believe, probably
my colleague from Arkansas, Senator
BUMPERS, will be addressing some of
the issues that I will be addressing
now, and he will probably be ref-
erencing a statement that came out of
Moscow today with regard to what the
Russians are doing and not doing and
thinking as we proceed in this area.

Certainly, the policies regarding the
national security interests of the
United States should not be dictated
by Moscow. But certainly, since we are
talking about the possible violation if
not the outright violation of treaties
that we are a party to and a part of, we
are talking about serious business
here. And whatever redundancy is nec-
essary to get that message across
should be the order of the day.

Mr. President, I rise to offer my
thoughts on the fiscal year 1996 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act.
Rarely in my 17 years in the U.S. Sen-
ate have I come to the floor to take
issue with a Defense authorization bill
reported out of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee. As a member of the
committee, I have usually been satis-
fied that the reported bill was the prod-
uct of a bipartisan effort to further ad-
vance our national security objectives.
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To my dismay, the content and philos-
ophy embodied in this year’s bill is a
significant departure from those of pre-
vious years. Crafted with little bipar-
tisan consultation, the bill reported
out of the committee represents a re-
grettable and potentially harmful U-
turn in our national security policy
that will, unless corrected, return the
United States to the confrontational
cold war policies of the 1980’s that pre-
dated the fall of the Soviet Empire.

While much in the committee bill is
laudable and will greatly enhance the
readiness and capabilities of our Armed
Services, I am fearful that these con-
structive elements of the authorization
bill will be offset by misguided efforts
to defend against threats that do not
exist and hostile attempts to scuttle
international agreements intended to
enhance our security through peaceful
means. As originally drafted—I empha-
size ‘‘originally drafted’’—in the Armed
Services Committee, this bill at-
tempted to: abolish the Department of
Energy; gut the cooperative threat re-
duction program responsible for the re-
moval of thousands of Russian nuclear
warheads from their missiles; prevent
the administration from carrying out a
number of important nuclear non-pro-
liferation agreements relative to North
Korea and the former Soviet Union,
and purchase unwanted B-2 bombers at
a potential cost totaling tens of bil-
lions of dollars.

While the majority of the Armed
Services Committee was successful in
overturning these and other aston-
ishing hardline recommendations,
many provisions remain in the re-
ported bill that will return us to the
cold war mentality of yesteryear.
Among the most objectionable of these
reversals are bill provisions that: advo-
cate violation of the antiballistic mis-
sile treaty; as has been briefly ad-
dressed and will be addressed more so
by the Senator from Michigan on an
amendment that I am a cosponsor of.

Add over $500 million in star wars
missile defense funding; endanger rati-
fication of the Start II Treaty, and res-
urrect at least two battleships.

Let me repeat that because this is an
old battle that this Senator has carried
on against unneeded, unwanted, and
useless battleships.

It resurrects at least two battleships
at a cost of nearly a $0.5 million a year
with untold future modernization and
operations costs; and, mandates the re-
sumption of nuclear weapons testing.

These are just a few of the things
that I think are terribly wrong with
this bill.

The defense authorization bill is rife
with legislative initiatives and reshuf-
fled spending priorities intent on re-
kindling an arms bazaar that will have
both domestic and international reper-
cussions. The bill includes $7 billion—
let more repeat that this bill includes
$7 billion—in additional spending above
the administration’s request, a large
majority of which has been siphoned
off for the purchase of ships, planes,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

trucks, and other weapons not re-
quested by the Pentagon. The so-called
readiness debate we used to hear so
much about is dead after only a year.
The real winners in the committee re-
ported bill are the defense contractors
who stand to receive billions of dollars
in unexpected weapons buys.

While our domestic spending ac-
counts are being squeezed tighter and
tighter—and while the polls are show-
ing very clearly that with all the hoop-
la the standing in the public with the
newly created Congress is going down
and down. The people are catching on.

So I emphasize again, Mr. President,
while our domestic accounts are being
squeezed tighter and tighter, this bill
contains a Christmas list or unex-
pected gifts for home State contractors
that carry staggering price tags: $770
million more for missile defense con-
tracts; a $650 million downpayment for
two more DDG-51 destroyers; $1.3 bil-
lion for the unrequested LHD-7 assault
ship; 12 more F-18’s than asked for and
the list goes on. Add in to this mix a
committee initiative establishing a
loan guarantee program for defense
contractors to export their weapons
overseas and you can understand why
defense contractors throughout the
country are popping champagne corks:
Christmas has indeed come early.

But the bill to the taxpayer is not
complete at the committee passed au-
thorization of $264.7 billion. There is a
built-in cost overrun. In the rush to
fund these and other unrequested
multibillion dollar weapons, the com-
mittee majority did not fund the an-
ticipated expenses for ongoing Depart-
ment of Defense operations in Iraq and
Bosnia. This outstanding bill, the cost
of which will in the mean time come
out of Pentagon operation accounts,
will come due next year and I warn my
colleagues to not be surprised when
this $1.2 billion expense is funded in
part by more domestic spending cuts.
Ironically, this built-in cost overrun is
nearly identical to the cost of the
LHD-7 add-on. I would hope that the
Senate will reconsider this issue during
floor debate and decide to place the op-
erations funding of our troops in the
field overseas above the cost of build-
ing an unneeded naval vessel.

While the funding priorities in this
bill are questionable to say the least,
there should be no doubt as to the de-
sign and effect of the bill on arms con-
trol and international relations. The
defense authorization bill before the
Senate takes aim at scuttling the ABM
Treaty by requiring that the United
States break out of the treaty and de-
ploy a multiple site national missile
defense system by 2003. Caught in the
cross hairs of the committee’s aim is
the START II Treaty as well. Although
this arms control agreement is a good
deal for the United States as well as
global security, the defense authoriza-
tion bill does its best to see that it is
killed in the cradle. That is precisely
what will happen if the bill provision
to break out of the ABM Treaty is ap-
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proved. Ratification of START II will
be blocked by the Russian Duma and
the new alliance between our two coun-
tries will, in turn, be irreparably dam-
aged, thrown into a resumption of the
cold war, and still higher defense budg-
ets. The bill is filled with jabs at Mos-
cow designed to create distrust toward
the United States and harm our new al-
liance. As if breaking out of the ABM
Treaty and derailing START II Treaty
ratification is not enough, the bill adds
$30 million for a new antisatellite
weapons program, it attacks and limits
the Nunn-Lugar program that has been
responsible for the safe and account-
able disarming of over 2,500 former So-
viet nuclear warheads, it cuts Energy
Department nonproliferation, arms
control, and verification funding, it
recommends reconstituting our nuclear
weapons manufacturing complex at un-
told billions of dollars while at the
same time advocating the resumption
of U.S. nuclear weapons testing. This
last committee initiative is contrary
to U.S. policy and is designed to scut-
tle ongoing comprehensive test ban ne-
gotiations and any prospect of reaching
a treaty agreement. I will have a great
deal more to say about the issue of nu-
clear testing later on during the con-
sideration of this bill.

In summary, I am concerned with the
tone and substance of the bill. The
level of micromanagement placed on
the Pentagon and the Department of
Energy is unprecedented and harmful
to our Nation’s standing in the inter-
national community. Many of the com-
mittee initiatives are driven by a de-
sire to defend against a superpower
threat to U.S. security that simply
does not exist. At a time when our one-
time enemies are now allies and the
world community is committed more
than ever before to the peaceful resolu-
tion of conflicts, the committee bill is
at odds with reality and in strong need
of amendment before it can properly
serve our Nation’s security interests.

At a time when American leadership
in the world community is strongly
needed, we cannot be viewed as a na-
tion living in the past, jousting with
imaginary dragons in order to lay
claim to the mantle of being ‘‘strong
on defense.” We are a strong country,
the preeminent military power in the
world by far. But we must also be for-
ward looking and recognize that it is in
our national interest as well as in the
interest of other nations to encourage
arms control and alliances based on
collective security. It is unfortunate
that some feel more comfortable in an
adversarial environment than in one
based on cooperation and a lowering of
superpower antagonism.

Like a beehive, the world in 1995 has
the capacity to be both dangerous and
peaceful. If handled properly, the hive
can be benign and capable of producing
sweet honey. If agitated, however, it
can become hostile and threatening.
The defense authorization bill in its
present form is a sharp stick ready to
be jabbed into the hive. The design and
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intent of the bill is to agitate the world
community to the ultimate detriment
of ourselves. This is not the time in
history to rekindle the rhetoric of the
cold war. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port amendments that will correct
these and other self-defeating elements
of this flawed legislation.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana has 5 minutes.

Mr. BAUCUS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

VIETNAM MOVING WALL OPENING CEREMONY

Mr. President, this morning, the
Vietnam Moving Wall—the portable
replica of the Vietnam War Memorial—
came to Bozeman, MT. I would like to
offer my thanks and congratulations to
retired Col. Ron Glock and Jim Caird
for their hard work in making it all
happen, and say a few words in honor of
this solemn occasion.

Walls generally divide people. But
this wall unites us. It unites us, as
Montanans and Americans, in rev-
erence and gratitude to the Americans
who gave their lives in Vietnam.

The Vietnam War Memorial allows
people to touch the names of their
friends and their relatives, and remem-
ber those individuals who touched our
lives so deeply. And the Moving Wall,
as it travels our country, allows each
of us to honor their lives and their
gifts, and remember the lessons of his-
tory.

The young people who were born
after the war—many of them now en-
tering adulthood—have a chance to ex-
perience and understand the magnitude
of a war where we lost over 50,000
Americans.

The families and comrades in arms
see their brothers, fathers, and friends
given the honor which is their due.

And we all learn again the lesson of
the cost of war.

So today we come together to honor
and remember all those we lost in Viet-
nam, and in particular those who went
off to war from Bozeman and Montana
State and whose names we can read on
the Wall today:

David Jay Allison, Jack Herbert An-
derson, Alan Frederick Ashall, Richard
DeWyatt Clark, Air Force Capt.
Charles Glendon Dudley, whose mother
is present at the opening ceremony this
morning, Glenn Charles Fish, James
Francis Fuhrman, Raymond LeRoy
Gallagher, Edward Joseph Hagl, Hal
Kent Henderson, James D. Hunt, Lyle
Albert Johnson, Ronald George Jordet,
Patrick Joseph Magee, Ronald John
Moe, Stephen Stanford Oviatt, Duane
Kenneth Peterson, Jimmy Dee Pickle,
Dean Andrew Pogreba, Alexander Pom-
eroy, Roger Paul Richardson, Anton
John Schonbrich, Donald William
Seidel, Larry Max Smith, Jerry Wayne
Snyder, Arthur Lee Stockberger,
Johnnie Bowen West- ervelt, Robert
Vincent Willett, Jr., and Alvy Eugene
Wood.

May the Lord bless them and grant
them eternal peace.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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The Senator from Michigan retains
the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, this bill is a head-on
assault on the ABM Treaty. There is
nothing subtle about it. Unlike our ex-
isting policy which permits us to con-
sider whether or not we wish to with-
draw from the treaty at the appro-
priate time, if and when there is a
threat and after we have done the re-
search and development to see how
much it would cost to put up a na-
tional defense and after we have gath-
ered together the information that we
need and the impacts that we need in
order to make that decision on a rea-
sonable basis, this bill decides now that
it is the policy of the United States to
pull out of the ABM Treaty. It makes
no bones about it. The language of sec-
tion 233 says:

It is the policy of the United States to de-
ploy a multiple-site national missile defense
system.

That is a clear breach of the ABM
Treaty. Article III of the ABM Treaty
says:

Each party undertakes not to deploy ABM
systems at more than one site.

The ABM Treaty has permitted us to
do a number of things. First, it is per-
mitting arms reduction in offensive
weapons. Without the ABM Treaty, the
Russians are not going to be reducing
their offensive weapons, as they have
agreed to in START I and we hope they
will ratify in START II. That process is
going to be ended because if they are
going to be facing missile defenses,
they are going to be increasing the
number of offensive weapons rather
than decreasing the number of offen-
sive weapons.

They have told us that. So the ABM
Treaty has allowed us to do the most
important single thing we are probably
doing right now in the nuclear stra-
tegic world, which is to reduce the
number of offensive nuclear weapons.

The ABM Treaty has also allowed us
to avoid a defensive arms race, where a
defense is installed and there is a coun-
termeasure to the defense, and then
there is a counter-countermeasure to
the defense, and then there is a
counter-counter-counter, and on and
on ad infinitum.

But first and foremost, what is going
on right now is the dramatic reduction
of offensive arms, and we have been
told by the Russians—and I am going
to read from General Shalikashvili’s
letter in just a moment about how seri-
ously he takes this issue—they are
going to stop the reduction of offensive
arms and forget the ratification of
START II.

That is what the stakes are in this
discussion. This is not some theoretical
discussion about defenses. This is a
premature decision to destroy a treaty
which is allowing us now as we speak
to reduce the number of offensive
weapons that threaten us, that face us,
that are aimed at us now.

The bill also States in section 235
that to implement the policy that I
just read in section 233:
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The Secretary of Defense shall develop an
. operationally effective national missile
defense system which will attain initial op-
erating capability by the end of the year
2003.
It shall be developed in a way which in-
cludes ground-based interceptors deployed at
multiple sites.

There we go again with the multiple-
site breach of the ABM Treaty. Section
235 also provides for an interim oper-
ational capability. It is all laid out
very specifically as to the deployment
schedule for the ABM system.

Now, this is a head-on collision. This
again is not like our current law pro-
vides, that we are going to continue to
do research and development on na-
tionwide defenses, on strategic missile
defenses. This bill decides now that it
is the policy to deploy such a system
before we have done the research and
development and before we have con-
cluded our negotiations with the Rus-
sians in an effort to make such a na-
tionwide defense system permissible
under an amended treaty.

This is not a question of interpreta-
tion. This is the head-on clash, this is
the trashing of the ABM Treaty. This
is the establishing of a policy now to
pull out of the ABM Treaty. I cannot
think of anything much more short-
sighted than this. It is a provocative
move to commit ourselves now to de-
ploy an illegal national defense sys-
tem, the ABM Treaty be damned. This
is going to wreck the START treaty
which was a landmark arms reduction
treaty which was achieved by Presi-
dent Bush, and it is going to spark a
buildup of offensive weapons instead of
the reduction of offensive weapons
which we have been trying to achieve.

Now, General Shalikashvili, the
Chairman of our Joint Chiefs of Staff,
wrote me the following on June 28:

While we believe that START II is in both
countries’ interests regardless of other
events, we must assume such unilateral U.S.
legislation could harm prospects for START
II ratification by the Duma and probably im-
pact our broader security relationship with
Russia as well.

The Secretary of Defense has weighed
in in strong opposition to these missile
defense provisions saying, in a letter to
Senator NUNN dated July 28:

These provisions would put us on a path-
way to abrogate the ABM Treaty. The bill’s
provisions would add nothing to the DOD’s
ability to pursue our missile defense pro-
grams and would needlessly cause us to incur
excess costs and serious security risks.

Secretary Perry’s letter continues as
follows:

. . . certain provisions related to the ABM
Treaty would be very damaging to U.S. secu-
rity interests. By mandating actions that
would lead us to violate or disregard U.S.
Treaty obligations—such as establishing a
deployment date of a multiple-site NMD sys-
tem [national missile defense system]—the
bill would jeopardize Russian implementa-
tion of the Start I and Start II Treaties,
which involve the elimination of many thou-
sands of strategic nuclear weapons.
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And Secretary Perry’s letter went on
to say the following:

The bill’s unwarranted imposition, through
funding restrictions, of a unilateral ABM/
TMD demarcation interpretation would
similarly jeopardize these reductions, and
would raise significant intermational legal
issues as well as fundamental constitutional
issues regarding the President’s authority
over the conduct of foreign affairs.

And he concluded as follows in his re-
cent letter to Senator NUNN:

Unless these provisions are eliminated or
significantly modified, they threaten to un-
dermine fundamental national security in-
terests of the United States.

That is pretty strong language. Here
is the Secretary of Defense, telling us
this language, unless it is eliminated
or significantly modified, will “* * *
threaten to undermine fundamental
national security interests of the
United States.”

Not only would this committee deci-
sion to deploy missile defenses destroy
a treaty which has been a cornerstone
of global nuclear arms control for over
20 years, it would increase the threat
to the United States by leaving more
nuclear weapons pointed at us and it
would, in addition, poison our relation-
ship with Russia, a relationship which
is improving and beginning to stabilize.
Now, why do we want to risk that?
Why do we want to hand the hard-lin-
ers in the Russian Duma an excuse to
block the ratification of the Start II
Treaty and resume an offensive arms
race, instead of continuing and accel-
erating the dismantlement of nuclear
strategic weapons? There is no new
threat of massive nuclear missile at-
tack on the continental United States
requiring a decision now to pull out of
the ABM Treaty.

The Director of the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency, General Clapper, said:

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.

For several years, we have had a bi-
partisan consensus in Congress for con-
tinuing research on national missile
defense that is consistent with the
ABM Treaty. We have had a consensus
that we should preserve the option to
decide later to deploy a national mis-
sile defense system if the threat in-
creases or if it proves financially fea-
sible, or both. At the same time, we
have had a national or bipartisan con-
sensus that we should seek ABM Trea-
ty understandings or changes that are
mutually agreeable between the United
States and Russia, and we should be
doing these things simultaneously. We
should be doing research and develop-
ment of national missile defenses. We
should be seeking understandings and
modifications of the ABM Treaty while
these research activities are con-
tinuing, and we should keep the option
open when the time comes to withdraw
from the ABM Treaty.

This bill before us breaks that bipar-
tisan consensus, and instead decides
now that it is the policy of the United
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States to trash the ABM Treaty and to
withdraw from it. This bill commits us
to meet a deployment program that is
simply reckless because it is so inten-
tionally provocative to the Russians
without any military benefit to us be-
cause our present program is uncon-
strained by the ABM Treaty. What we
are doing now in missile defense re-
search is unconstrained by the treaty.

We do not need to make this decision
now to trash a treaty which is allowing
us to reduce the number of offensive
weapons that threaten us. That is what
is so reckless about this language. It
prematurely commits us to a course of
action which we need not take now and
maybe never need to take. We do not
know that.

We have had a bipartisan consensus
to keep an option open. This wipes out
that bipartisan consensus. Now, there
is another provision in this bill which
is threatening to our security in the
eyes of Secretary Perry, and that is the
one that sets a demarcation line be-
tween short-range and long-range mis-
siles. Defenses against the former are
permitted. Defenses against the long-
range missiles are not.

What is the demarcation line? What
is the range? We have been trying to
negotiate that with the Russians as to
what is the precise line between a
short-range missile and a long-range
missile. We put a proposal down on the
table which we hope is going to be
adopted. This bill incorporates our pro-
posal as U.S. law.

We, in this bill, unilaterally adopt
the proposal that the administration is
making at a negotiating session and
saying they cannot deviate from their
proposal. Now, that is a rather unusual
way to negotiate: You are sitting down
with the other side, trying to reach an
agreement, and your Congress back
there unilaterally puts into domestic
law what your first proposal is. Now,
what would we think if the Duma did
the same thing? We say we would like
a range of 3,600 kilometers and the
Duma says, unilaterally, the ABM
Treaty means a range of 3,000 kilo-
meters. Now, what would our reaction
be? We are sitting at a negotiating
table with the Russians, trying to fig-
ure out a demarcation line, and the
Russians unilaterally make their own
interpretation and make it their law,
and tell their President he cannot devi-
ate from that law. He cannot even sit
down with the Americans to talk about
it. He cannot even listen.

Under this bill, the President’s peo-
ple are not even allowed to listen to a
Russian proposal because that would
involve the expenditure of funds; that
is, travel funds. So you can Kkiss good-
bye those negotiations. And, by the
way, the language in this bill says it is
the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent cease all negotiations for a year.
That is just sense-of-the-Senate lan-
guage. But there is the power of the
purse that is used here to prevent the
President or the President’s people
from implementing any Presidential
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policy relative to the ABM Treaty. Ne-
gotiations to set a demarcation line
are over.

Now, this is a country that has thou-
sands of nuclear weapons that we have
been in a cold war with, that we are
trying to improve our relationship
with, and we have had some real suc-
cesses. And now we put one stick, two
sticks, three sticks right in their eyes.
For what? A new threat? Has our re-
search carried us to the point where we
now can even make a decision as to
whether we can effectively and cost-ef-
ficiently deploy such a system? We are
not at that point now.

The ABM Treaty does not constrain
our research and development. That is
why Secretary Perry said that the
bill’s unwarranted imposition through
funding restrictions of a unilateral de-
marcation interpretation would jeop-
ardize these reductions and would raise
significant international legal issues,
as well as fundamental constitutional
issues regarding the President’s au-
thority over the conduct of foreign af-
fairs.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letters from General
Shalikashvili and Secretary Perry be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF,
Washington, DC, June 28, 1995.
Hon. CARL LEVIN,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN. Thank you for your
letter and the opportunity to express my
views concerning the impact of Senator War-
ner’s proposed language for the FY 1996 De-
fense Authorization Bill on current theater
missile defense (TMD) programs.

Because the Russians have repeatedly
linked the ABM Treaty with other arms con-
trol issues—particularly ratification of
START II now before the Duma—we cannot
assume they would deal in isolation with
unilateral US legislation detailing technical
parameters for ABM Treaty interpretation.
While we believe that START II is in both
countries’ interests regardless of other
events, we must assume such unilateral US
legislation could harm prospect for START
II ratification by the Duma and probably im-
pact our broader security relationship with
Russia as well.

We are continuing to work on TMD sys-
tems. The ongoing testing of THAAD
through the demonstration/validation pro-
gram has been certified ABM Treaty com-
plaint as has the Navy Upper Tier program.
Thus, progress on these programs is not re-
stricted by the lack of a demarcation agree-
ment. We have no plans and do not desire to
test THAAD or other TMD systems in an
ABM mode.

Even though testing and development of
TMD systems is underway now, we believe it
is useful to continue discussions with the
Russians to seek resolution of the ABM/TMD
issue in a way which preserves our security
equities. Were such dialogue to be prohib-
ited, we might eventually find ourselves
forced to choose between giving up elements
of our TMD development programs or pro-
ceeding unilaterally in a manner which
could undermine the ABM Treaty and our
broader security relationship with Russia.
Either alternative would impose security
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costs and risks which we are seeking to
avoid.
Sincerely,
JOHN M. SHALIKASHVILI,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, DC, July 28, 1995.
Hon. SAM NUNN,
Ranking Member, Committee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR NUNN: I write to register
my strong opposition to the missile defense
provisions of the SASC’s Defense Authoriza-
tion bill, which would institute Congres-
sional micromanagement of the Administra-
tion’s missile defense program and put us on
a pathway to abrogate the ABM Treaty. The
Administration is committed to respond to
ballistic missile threats to our forces, allies,
and territory. We will not permit the capa-
bility of the defenses we field to meet those
threats to be compromised.

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.
The bill would require the U.S. to make a de-
cision now on developing a specific national
missile defense for deployment by 2003, with
interim operational capability in 1999, de-
spite the fact that a valid strategic missile
threat has not emerged. Our NMD program is
designed to give us the capability for a de-
ployment decision in three years, when we
will be in a much better position to assess
the threat and deploy the most techno-
logically advanced systems available. The
bill would also terminate valuable elements
of our TMD program, the Boost Phase Inter-
cept and MEADS/Corps SAM systems.
MEADS is not only a valuable defense sys-
tem but is an important test of future trans-
Atlantic defense cooperation.

In addition, certain provisions related to
the ABM Treaty would be very damaging to
U.S. security interests. By mandating ac-
tions that would lead us to violate or dis-
regard U.S. Treaty obligations—such as es-
tablishing a deployment date of a multiple-
site NMD system—the bill would jeopardize
Russian implementation of the START I and
START II Treaties, which involve the elimi-
nation of many thousands of strategic nu-
clear weapons. The bill’s unwarranted impo-
sition, through funding restrictions, of a uni-
lateral ABM/TMD demarcation interpreta-
tion would similarly jeopardize these reduc-
tions, and would raise significant inter-
national legal issues as well as fundamental
constitutional issues regarding the Presi-
dent’s authority over the conduct of foreign
affairs. These serious consequences argue for
conducting the proposed Senate review of
the ABM Treaty before considering such
drastic and far-reaching measures.

Unless these provisions are eliminated or
significantly modified, they threaten to un-
dermine fundamental national security in-
terests of the United States. I will continue
to do everything possible to work with the
Senate to see that these priorities are not
compromised.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM J. PERRY.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the bill
does not stop there.

Mr. KENNEDY. I wonder if the Sen-
ator will yield for a question, or does
he prefer to finish.

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to yield
for a question.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I have
been listening with great interest to
the Senator’s comments, and I find
them enormously persuasive.
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Does the Senator agree with me that
these negotiations on SALT I and
SALT II have been worked out in a
very comprehensive way by Republican
Presidents, Democratic Congresses,
Joint Chiefs of Staffs, Secretaries of
Defense? They were all negotiated not
just as a way of trying to ease some
pressure on the Soviet Union, but were
negotiated because they were consid-
ered to be in the United States na-
tional security interest. It was Repub-
licans and Democrats alike, after de-
bate and discussion in the course of the
hearings with the Foreign Relations
Committee and the Armed Services
Committee, and over a very difficult
and complex period of time, as to the
nature of the relationship between the
United States and the Soviet Union,
and that these were put into place be-
cause the leaders of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the leaders of our military estab-
lishment, the Secretaries of Defense,
the Secretaries of State, Presidents of
the United States—Republican in these
instances in terms of the SALT agree-
ments—Dbelieved that they were in our
national security interest.

As I understand from the Senator’s
excellent presentation, just by review-
ing the particular words and phrases
that are included in the defense au-
thorization bill, the provisions that are
included in the legislation, that this is
effectively saying that a majority, in
this case probably in terms of the vote,
are expressing a counterview; that
somehow they have better knowledge
of the security interests and the nature
of the nuclear threat to the American
people than that long-term negotiating
process that took place by those who
were very sensitive to the security in-
terests, the role of the United States
and the relationship between the
United States and the Soviet Union.

Can the Senator comment briefly on
the historic context? I found very per-
suasive the particular details.

Second, does the Senator from Michi-
gan, if he assumes that all of this was
done in our security interest, believe
that this is an extraordinary action on
the floor of the U.S. Senate, when we
are having our challenge in our rela-
tionship between China and the United
States—we recently have heard about
two military officers who were actually
arrested in China; we have the tragic
circumstances around Mr. Wu who has
been apprehended, and the human
rights violations—a range of different
challenges that we are having with one
of the other great world powers, China?

Our Secretary of State is involved in
trying to work out at least some kind
of modus operandi with the Chinese. As
a student of history and as one of the
leaders in the U.S. Senate on the whole
issue of arms control policy, does the
Senator from Michigan feel that we
should be unilaterally abrogating the
solemn treaty of the United States
with the Soviet Union on nuclear weap-
ons that will certainly, in a very sig-
nificant way, put in serious threat our
relations with the Soviet Union? Does
this make any sense?
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Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is right. The
Secretary of State has written a letter
to Senator NUNN dated August 2, which
I also want to print in the RECORD,
which addresses the questions which
the Senator from Massachusetts has
raised.

These arms reduction treaties, start-
ing with the ABM Treaty, which is lim-
iting arms, and then going to START I
and START II—START II is before us
now, supported by the chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee—these
have been negotiated by Democratic
and Republican administrations alike.
These are not partisan treaties.

President Nixon is the one who nego-
tiated the ABM Treaty. This is a Re-
publican President who strongly be-
lieved that the ABM Treaty was in our
security interest, and I believe every
single President since has supported
keeping the ABM Treaty, modifying it
at times. We have had protocols to it,
we have had interpretations to it, but
it has allowed us to reduce offensive
arms. So it has had broad bipartisan
support in administration after admin-
istration.

The Secretary of State points that
out when he says in his letter to Sen-
ator NUNN that ‘‘successive administra-
tions have supported the continued via-
bility of the ABM Treaty as the best
way to preserve and enhance our na-
tional security.” And the Secretary of
State points out that these unilateral
interpretations ‘“‘would immediately
call into question the commitment to
the treaty and have a negative impact
on United States-Russian relations and
on Russian implementation of the
START I Treaty and Russian ratifica-
tion of the START II Treaty.”

The START II Treaty is going to
come to the floor of the Senate one of
these days, I understand with the sup-
port of the chairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, negotiated by a Re-
publican President. It allows us to sig-
nificantly reduce, dramatically reduce,
the number of offensive nuclear weap-
ons which we face.

We are told by General Shalikashvili
and Secretary Perry that for us to
trash the ABM Treaty will threaten
the ratification of the START II Trea-
ty. It makes absolutely no sense in
terms of the bipartisan consensus
which has been put together for these
treaties over the years and in terms of
reducing the number of offensive weap-
ons. So I agree with the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator’s
conclusion be that should the violation
of the ABM Treaty—and I think the
Senator has made that case both with
regard to the multiple-site issue and
also for the unilateral declaration on
the theater and strategic systems,
which are in the process of being nego-
tiated, and the unilateral action or
statement or sense-of-the-Senate reso-
lution, that as far as our chairman of
our Joint Chiefs of Staff, according to
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the President of the United States as
well as the Secretary of State—those
who have responsibility in the nature
of both defense policy in this area and
diplomacy—that the counteraction will
be an action by the Soviet Union which
will result in more nuclear missiles
being pointed toward the United
States, there will be more nuclear mis-
siles pointed to the cities in my State,
there will be more nuclear missiles
pointed to cities in the Senator’s
State, and that there will be less secu-
rity in terms of the citizens of our Na-
tion from the dangers of nuclear war?

Finally, let me just ask the Senator,
how does the whole Nunn-Lugar effort
fit into this whole process? We have
been involved in the very recent times
with a bipartisan effort to try and help
and assist the dismantling of Soviet
weapons systems. For the obvious rea-
son, as the Senator and others have
pointed out, we believe that kind of re-
duction is in our security interest.

There have been difficulties in terms
of the expenditure of funds and other
factors which I know that the Armed
Services Committee and DOD are inter-
ested in. The Congress has been review-
ing that effort in terms of trying to see
further action in the dismantling of
nuclear weapons.

Does he think that this kind of uni-
lateral action will enhance that whole
kind of effort for further dismantle-
ment, or does the Senator believe that
whole effort will be undermined in a
significant way as well?

Mr. LEVIN. I think the Nunn-Lugar
effort is totally undermined, because
instead of being willing to dismantle
weapons, which Nunn-Lugar helps
them achieve, our best experts in the
State Department, the Defense Depart-
ment say they are going to go the
other way, they are going to stop the
dismantlement and stop the ratifica-
tion of START II, because now they are
going to be told by the U.S. Senate
that it is the American policy to put
up defenses to their weapons, and that
means in order for whatever they have
left after START II to be effective,
they are going to have to have more,
not less, in order to overcome whatever
defense.

This is a very threatening thing, we
have to understand, to us. This is a
threat to our security, what is going on
in this bill language, because instead of
seeing offensive weapons aimed at our
States continuing to be reduced, the
numbers of those weapons are suddenly
going to go up instead of down. At a
minimum, we are going to see the ter-
mination of these dramatic reductions
which we have been able to achieve
under START I and START II.

Mr. KENNEDY. I know the Senator
has further comments to make, but I
want to ask him, as I understand the
situation we are facing in the Soviet
Union—we are facing local elections
that are going to be taking place in the
next year. It is also a commitment in
terms of the Presidential election
which is to take place next year—there
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is movement in terms of the Soviet
Union and, as I understand it, in terms
of the political process and activity of
increasing involvement and intensity
and increasing United States invest-
ments.

Obviously, there are the creaking
problems of a new nation finding itself
in terms of trying to develop demo-
cratic institutions in that nation. Does
the Senator, as someone who is a stu-
dent both of the Soviet Union and the
recent history of this time, does he
think that this will help to stabilize
the nature of the political discussion in
the Soviet Union? As he has pointed
out, the reduction of these nuclear
arms was done because we believed
they were in the security interests of
the United States. As the Senator
pointed out, if we take this action,
that will be threatened.

Does he believe, as well, that if the
Soviet Union did this action to the
United States, there could be a coun-
teracting reaction here in the Senate
and among the American people? Does
he anticipate that this may very well
have some factor and force in terms of
the domestic politics and defense poli-
tics of the Soviet Union?

Mr. LEVIN. This unilateral action in
setting the dividing line between short-
range and long-range missiles, which
has been subject of the negotiations,
suddenly is yanked out from those ne-
gotiations, the U.S. Senate usurps this
and puts into American law what it be-
lieves the demarcation line is and pro-
hibits the President from negotiating
any other demarcation line. At the
same time, we establish the policy of
the United States to deploy a system
which clearly violates the ABM Treaty.

Doing those things will play into the
hands of the most rabid, anti-Western
political forces in Russia. We are going
to pay a terrible price, not just in hav-
ing more weapons face our States, we
are also going to pay a terrible price in
terms of lending unwitting support to
the very anti-Western forces in Russia
which are creating so much difficulty
already, not just for Russia, but for the
rest of the world.

Mr. KENNEDY. Finally, the Senator
spent a great deal of time in recent
years, along with others, in terms of
the meaning of the ABM Treaty. I am
a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. All of us were enormously im-
pressed during the 1980’s and 1990’s
when the ABM Treaty issue and related
issues were being reviewed as to the
meaning. I think all of us who followed
this whole issue in terms of arms con-
trol and the ABM Treaty are very
mindful of the expertise which the Sen-
ator from Michigan has.

I hope at some time during the de-
bate that at least included in this
record, there will be some references to
that review and that study, so that
those that may be newer Members of
this body can have some appreciation
for the extensiveness and the depth of
the hearings that were held on the
meaning and significance of the ABM
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Treaty, which was challenged and re-
viewed and reviewed. So that the pres-
entation will be given the weight that
it should have. I think some reference
or incorporation of some past discus-
sion of that history is important for
the understanding of the Senators.

I thank the Senator. I hope that our
colleagues listen carefully to the excel-
lent presentation. I find it absolutely
persuasive. We have not gotten into if
the Soviet Union takes corresponding
action, what will be the corresponding
action here in the United States. I
think anybody who has followed the
arms issue with the Soviet Union can
predict that very easily and with cer-
tainty, not only with the cost but the
instability that will be brought about.

So I thank the Senator. I think it has
been a very important presentation. I
think, in many respects, this may very
well be either the first or second most
important vote that we will have this
year. I hope our colleagues give it at-
tention.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Senator from
Massachusetts. He reminds us that we
had a debate here, and there was an ef-
fort made by Senator NUNN and myself,
and many others, to avoid a unilateral
reinterpretation of the ABM Treaty
during the 1980’s. This Senate has had a
long history in not undermining trea-
ties or not undermining chief execu-
tives who are aimed at negotiating
treaties. We have an advise-and-con-
sent function that is very different
from putting into American law unilat-
eral interpretations and prohibiting
Presidents from even negotiating rel-
ative to treaties.

Senator NUNN’s leadership during the
1980’s on the whole ABM issue—and the
Senator from Massachusetts was cor-
rect, he was deeply involved in it, as
well—was part of a long-time bipar-
tisan effort, generally, on the part of
the Senate to avoid this kind of unilat-
eral interpretation of treaties being
put into American law and under-
mining the executive branch in their
negotiating function, as well.

Now, Mr. President, the language in
this bill, by saying that ‘‘appropriated
funds may not be obligated or expended
by any official for the purpose of im-
plementing any executive policy that
would apply the ABM Treaty to the re-
search, development, or deployment of
a missile defense,” means the Presi-
dent and the President’s representa-
tives cannot even listen at a negotia-
tion. They cannot even use travel
money. ‘‘Appropriated funds are pro-
hibited here from being obligated or
expended by any official for the pur-
pose of implementing an executive pol-
icy that would apply the ABM Treaty
to the deployment of a missile de-
fense.”

That is section 238(b). In another sub-
section: “Or from taking any other ac-
tion to provide for the ABM Treaty to
be applied to the deployment of the
missile defense.”’

That is what the ABM Treaty is all
about.
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So this language does three things.
First, it unilaterally says what the de-
marcation is between short-range and
long-range, and makes that the law of
the United States. It prohibits the
President of the United States from ne-
gotiating anything other than that. He
cannot even listen to anything other
than that.

It does one other thing. This is some
of the most, I think, extreme language
I have read in any bill, almost on any
subject that has come to the floor be-
cause, under this language, if there
were a test that violated this definition
of a long-range system, nobody could
act to stop it, because it says here that
“‘appropriated funds may not be ex-
pended by any official to implement
any policy that applies the U.N. treaty
to the deployment of a missile de-
fense.”

What happens if you have a test here
of an ABM system against a missile
with a range of 4,000 kilometers, clear-
ly in violation of the demarcation line,
by this new demarcation line. Under
this language, until the test is com-
pleted, the prohibition on the use of
any funds to stop that test stands.

This language says that ‘‘unless and
until there is an ABM qualifying flight
test of a system, this prohibition
stands.”

This language goes so far as to say
that even if there is going to be a flight
test of an ABM system against a mis-
sile, with a range that clearly violates
this unilateral declaration, that no-
body can stop that illegal action on our
part, which is admittedly illegal under
this unilateral definition because the
flight test has not occurred. Unless and
until the flight test is completed, this
restriction stands.

The ABM Treaty cannot be used to
stop a test, even if it is illegal, by the
definition in this bill.

Now, if we want to talk about lan-
guage which is so excessive, this fits
the test. That is what it says, what I
guess is the frosting on the cake. What
the bill provides is that we will have a
commission to look at this whole
thing. On page 61 of this bill, section
237, it says that the Senate should un-
dertake
. . . a comprehensive review of the con-
tinuing value and validity of the ABM Trea-
ty, with the intent of providing additional
policy guidance on the future of the ABM
Treaty during the second session of the 104th
Congress.

Now, in addition to undertaking a
comprehensive review of the ABM
Treaty, we were are also told in sub-
section B we should consider estab-
lishing a select committee to carry out
the review, and to recommend such ad-
ditional policy guidance on future ap-
plication of the ABM Treaty, as the se-
lect committee considers appropriate.

Now, that is a little bit like having
the hanging first, and then the trial.
This bill says it is our policy to trash
the ABM Treaty; this is the dividing
line unilaterally; the President cannot
negotiate anything else. But it is our
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policy now under this bill to withdraw
from the ABM Treaty. That is what
this bill says.

Then the same bill that says that
says: But we are going to have a study;
we are going to have a comprehensive
review of the continuing validity of the
ABM Treaty.

We ought to have the study before we
trash the treaty. Looking at the com-
mittee report on page 119, it says:

The committee believes that Congress
should undertake a comprehensive review of
the continuing value and validity of the
ABM Treaty, with the intent of making a
well-informed and carefully considered rec-
ommendation on how to proceed by the end
of the 104th Congress.

That is supposed to be the purpose of
this comprehensive review.

On page 120, the majority says it is
prudent—prudent—to dedicate a year
to studying all ABM Treaty-related
issues and alternatives, and rec-
ommends the review of the continuing
value and validity—a careful 1-year re-
view, the report says—of the con-
tinuing value and validity of the ABM
Treaty. Why not do the ‘‘careful” study
before we decide to trash the treaty?

If it is prudent to have a 1-year study
of the ABM Treaty’s value, is it not
prudent to have the review prior to
saying it is the policy of the U.S. Gov-
ernment to trash the ABM Treaty?
Does not prudence dictate that you
withhold your conclusion until after
the study?

If the purpose of our ‘‘comprehensive
careful 1l-year review’” is to make a
study of the value of the ABM Treaty,
for heaven’s sake, we should withhold
the conclusions until after the study.
That is not what this bill does. This
bill says it is the policy of the United
States to deploy a multiple-site sys-
tem. That is an illegal system under
the ABM Treaty. That is why Sec-
retary Perry says that these serious
consequences argue for conducting the
proposed Senate review of the ABM
Treaty before considering such a dras-
tic and far-reaching measure. He un-
derlines the word ‘‘before.”

It seems to me it is just absolute
common sense that we do not reach
conclusions and implement those con-
clusions the way this bill does, with
initial operating capability, with a
date set, 2003. There is an IOC of 2003
for a national missile test, an interim
capability mandated by the bill for this
system.

We are mandating violations of a
treaty when at the same time in an-
other part of the bill we say we are
studying the continued validity of that
treaty. That makes no sense at all.

Mr. President, I will be sending an
amendment to the desk which address-
es these three issues that I have just
outlined. It will strike the words that
it is the policy of the United States to
deploy a multiple-site system, since
that is directly violative of the ABM
Treaty; we will also strike the lan-
guage which sets forth in permanent
law what the demarcation line is be-
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tween long-range and short-range mis-
siles, since that is the subject of nego-
tiations; and we will also strike the
language which prevents the President
from even discussing any matters rel-
ative to the ABM Treaty with the Rus-
sians.
AMENDMENT NO. 2088
(Purposes: (1) To strike section 233(2); (2) To
strike section 237(a)(2), which states that
the President should cease all efforts to
clarify ABM Treaty obligations; (3) To
strike Section 238, which establishes a uni-
lateral interpretation of the ABM Treaty
and prohibits treaty-compliance efforts)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, at this
point, I send the amendment to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
KYL). The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN],
for himself, Mr. EXON, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
GLENN, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
FEINGOLD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr.
BIDEN, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, and Mr. PELL, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2088.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 52, strike out lines 20 through 25.

On page 62, strike out lines 8 through 11.

Beginning on page 63, strike out line 11 and
all that follows through page 65, line 24.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished manager of the bill on the
majority side, Senator THURMOND, is
anxious to get a time agreement.

I wonder if I might inquire of the dis-
tinguished ranking member as to the
progress we are making on that. Many
Senators are working on their sched-
ules. Many Senators are anxious to en-
gage in the debate on this particular
amendment, I think at the convenience
of the Senate. And this means to keep
this momentum that we have this
morning going forward, I wonder if I
might inquire as to this.

Mr. NUNN. I say to my friend from
Virginia, I think we ought to inquire of
the Senator from Michigan as to his in-
tentions.

We talked about a time agreement.
The Senator from Michigan informed
me he would prefer to come to the floor
and determine how many people want-
ed to speak on this amendment.

I welcome a time agreement. I hope
we can reach one. Perhaps the Senator
from Michigan could give an indication
of his feeling at this point.

Mr. LEVIN. I do not have the final
figure yet, but it is approximately—
and there are a couple more Senators
we must consult with—2% hours on
this side that will be needed so far. We
think that is fairly close to the total,
but we are not quite there yet.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that is
a period of time considerably longer
than I had hoped. That would mean if
this side were to require an equal
amount, we would be 5 hours.

Credit, perhaps, is being given on the
25 hours for this time, so we are begin-
ning as of this moment.

Mr. LEVIN. That would be 2% addi-
tional hours, but that is not quite yet
the total. There are two other Senators

(Mr.
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we have yet to hear from that we be-
lieve want to speak, and we have not
heard how much time.

Mr. NUNN. If I may say to my friend
from Virginia, the Senator from Michi-
gan made such a powerful speech on
this subject, with the intervention of
the Senator from Massachusetts, and I
plan to make a speech on it, and I
know the Senator from Nebraska plans
to speak, perhaps by the time our col-
leagues hear these speeches, they will
not feel the need to speak as long on
this subject. That remains to be seen.

I hope we can cut that time down. I
will work with the Senator from Michi-
gan. This is an important amendment.
This is the heart of the bill in terms of
the opposition to the bill. This is the
heart of it.

While I would like to accelerate this
process and will work hard to do that,
I do think that once this matter is set-
tled one way or the other on this
amendment, and perhaps on another
amendment that may follow if this one
fails, I think once we do that, we will
begin to make a lot more progress on
the bill.

So, I say to my friend from Virginia
and my friend from South Carolina, I
know they want to move this bill, I
will continue to work with them to see
if we cannot reach some time agree-
ment.

Mr. President, I would like to be rec-
ognized.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
might say, I thank my distinguished
colleague. It is very reassuring to hear
him say we can try to reduce the
amount of time. Because the majority
leader is very anxious to have this bill
completed, as you know, on the time-
table this week. I hope we can reduce
the amount of time.

I see the Senator from Michigan indi-
cating——

Several
Chair.

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

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, if Senator
EXON has a question?

Mr. EXON. No, I was going to follow
up on some of the remarks that had
been made by the other Senators on
this matter. The Senator from Georgia
probably wishes to do the same.

Mr. NUNN. Has the Senator from Ne-
braska had a chance to make a state-
ment this morning?

Mr. EXON. Yes, I got that statement
made.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I am going
to make some remarks on the Levin
amendment and I am going to try to
cut my remarks down. I think this is a
very important amendment. I support
the amendment. I would like to lay out
what I consider to be the defects in the
bill as it now exists and why I think
this amendment is important and why
I will support the amendment.

If this amendment fails I anticipate
another amendment in this area.

Mr. President, the defects in the ma-
jority’s Missile Defense Act of 1995 are

Senators addressed the
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simple and straightforward. First, the
Missile Defense Act constitutes what,
in law, I would call—reflecting back
years ago on my law school courses—I
would call this an anticipatory breach
of the ABM Treaty. Only in this case,
it is not a contract, as in law school.
The bill before us proposes to breach an
international treaty, the treaty be-
tween the United States of America
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics, now succeeded by Russia, on
the limitation of the antiballistic mis-
sile systems known as the ABM Trea-
ty. Thus the Missile Defense Act if we
pass it, if it became law, puts this body
on record as directing the United
States to knowingly violate an existing
international treaty without first seek-
ing amendments to the treaty and
without reference to the provisions in
the treaty which permit either party to
withdraw upon 6 months’ notice.

The ABM Treaty was entered into,
not as a sacred document to be adhered
to forever, but rather as a document
that reflected the security interests of
both the Soviet Union and the United
States at that time. I am not wedded
to every word in the ABM Treaty, as I
will review in a moment. I do believe
amendments are in order. But why not
negotiate the amendments? Why act as
if there is no treaty? That is what this
bill does.

If we cannot negotiate the amend-
ments, if the Russians will not budge
after a good-faith effort, why not then
consider whether to withdraw from the
treaty under the provisions of the trea-
ty? That is the way you get out of a
treaty if you do not feel it is in your
national security interests.

The second problem with the Missile
Defense Act is that this breach is whol-
ly unnecessary to the conducting of the
near-term missile defense program run
by the ballistic missile defense organi-
zation. In other words, we are basically
serving notice that the treaty is going
to be breached and it is not getting us
anything in the next fiscal year—noth-
ing. There is no program in this bill
that would violate the ABM Treaty in
the next fiscal year.

Enactment of the Missile Defense Act
authorizes no activity by the ballistic
missile defense office during fiscal year
1996 that would otherwise be proscribed
by the ABM Treaty.

So, what we have is we are asked to
take a gratuitous poke at the eye of
the Russians, while helping to persuade
them that the United States Congress
is bent on resurrecting what some have
called star wars.

In my view the Russians do not have
the resources to compete in this arena
in the near term. So they will certainly
be frustrated, in the sense that they
see us moving to breach the ABM Trea-
ty when they do not have the resources
to compete. They just simply do not
have the finances to compete.

But, what they do have is thousands
of missiles. Not a few hundred, but
thousands of missiles that they are
supposed to dismantle under START I,
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and they already are doing that under
START I, and thousands more missiles
they are supposed to dismantle under
START II, which has been negotiated,
and signed by President Bush but is
now pending ratification both in the
Duma and here in the Senate.

What they can do very easily is they
can simply continue to target those
thousands of missiles at the United
States. That is likely to be their re-
sponse to what they see as a breach of
the ABM Treaty.

Do we really, on the floor of the U.S.
Senate, after going through the Reagan
administration, the Bush administra-
tion, basically negotiating carefully
arms control agreements and trying to
carry them out, getting thousands of
nuclear warheads dismantled, do we
want to turn around and do something
in this bill that is going to say to the
Russians, in effect: We are going to
break out of the ABM Treaty. Now
whatever you do is up to you?

I know what they are going to do. I
believe I know what they are going to
do. They do not have billions of dollars
to conduct defenses now. They may in
the future. In the future I think it is in
their interests also to have some de-
fenses. I think both countries ought to
have some limited defenses against ac-
cidental launch, against any kind of
unauthorized launch or against a Third
World country that emerges as a
threat. I think we ought to have those
kind of defenses. I think the Russians
ought to, too.

But if we strike out unilaterally they
are going to do what we would do if we
were in their circumstances. What is
that? We would not dismantle our stra-
tegic offensive forces. We would find a
way to proliferate the offensive forces
because those offensive forces are
going to have defenses that they have
to contend with. And, what the Rus-
sians would fear, as we would fear, is
that the combination of going to a
lower START level, dismantling war-
heads, going down to START II, doing
that, limiting the number of warheads;
then having the United States em-
barked on a breach of the ABM Treaty,
saying we are clearly going to deploy
defenses without regard to negotiation,
without regard to amendments, with-
out regard to the provisions of the
treaty—the combination of those two
things says to them: Limited warheads,
defenses by the United States, possible
preemptive attack. We would never do
that. We know that. But they do not
know that just like we do not know
that about them. That is the basis of
our deterrence policy. We do not know
that and we are not going to bank on
it.

But the combination limiting the
number of warheads, defenses in this
country that basically breach the ABM
Treaty, plus a preemptive attack,
means that they would lose the ability
to retaliate.

That is paranoia. But the whole
equation of deterrence for years has
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been based on both sides being some-
what paranoid. And not irrationally so,
based on the former confrontation all
over the globe.

This breach of the ABM Treaty is
wholly unnecessary. This poke in the
eye to Russia leads to a third problem.
That problem is one with serious, per-
haps even tragic consequences. While
enactment of the Missile Defense Act
permits nothing within our own missile
defense programs that we cannot al-
ready do in the next fiscal year, it may
very well persuade the Russians that
we have abandoned our obligations
under the ABM Treaty.

Perhaps the majority does not really
want to do that. If so, we have room to
work out wording that would change
that impression in this bill. The Rus-
sians have repeatedly told us, those in
the executive branch as well as those of
us in the Senate who have met with
them on many occasions, they have
told us of the importance they attach
to continued compliance with the ABM
Treaty by both parties. And they have
suggested if they conclude we are aban-
doning the ABM Treaty unilaterally,
this would call into question Russia’s
continued compliance with their inter-
national agreements.

Thus we may be jeopardizing START
I and START II, thousands of warheads
that would continue to be pointed at
the United States, it will take us 10 or
12 years at best to build the defenses,
yet we have a chance of dismantling
thousands of warheads that are aimed
at us.

Which is more cost effective? Em-
barking on a unilateral course without
regard to the people we entered into
the treaty with? Or negotiating with
them, and determining what we would
do if negotiations fail?

Why do we want to get thousands
more warheads pointed at the United
States? I do not. I do not think any-
body in this body does. I do not think
the American people do. That is the re-
sult of where we are heading, unless
this bill is changed.

Mr. President, it is not only the two
START agreements, it is also the Con-
ventional Forces in Europe Treaty.
That is the treaty where the Russians
dismantled and continue to dismantle
literally thousands—they are moving
at least thousands and thousands of
tanks and other threatening equip-
ment, artillery tubes under the CFE
Treaty in Europe.

They already are frustrated by that
treaty. They already are making signs
that this treaty causes them big prob-
lems. It is going to be a problem
whether we pass this amendment or
not. But, if we pass this amendment, it
is going to be a bigger problem very
quickly.

The two START treaties, if fully en-
tered into force, will reduce by three-
fourths the number of Russian ballistic
missile warheads in their arsenal—a far
greater reduction of nuclear warheads
potentially threatening the TUnited
States than any defensive system could
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possibly offer or that we have any ca-
pability of developing and paying for in
the next 10 years. Three-fourths of the
warheads are coming off under START
I and START II.

Do we really want to jeopardize that?
The Russians have complained fre-
quently about the enormous cost to
them of compliance with these two
START treaties and the CFE. But so
far they are complying. We may reach
a point where they do not. But they are
so far complying. How much more will
it cost us in our own defense budget if
the START treaties go by the boards?
Also, many Members are aware the
Russians have been seeking relief from
the limitations imposed under the CFE
Treaty on the level of conventional
forces and equipment they are per-
mitted to station on their volatile
southern flank. If the full Senate
adopts the Missile Defense Act, this
will give them a plausible excuse to ig-
nore the CFE Ilimits on stationing
forces and equipment. To repeat, Mr.
President, all of these serious con-
sequences and costs may be brought
upon us by adoption of the Senate
Armed Services Committee majority’s
Missile Defense Act, which itself allows
us to do no more than we already
planned to do in the short run, unless
the bill is changed.

The fourth problem with the Missile
Defense Act is that it tries legisla-
tively to have it both ways: the Senate
Armed Services Committee majority
wants the ABM Treaty to go away, and
legislates as though it had already
gone away; yet they do not take the
straightforward approach of using legal
remedy. Mr. President, if the Senate
believes adherence to the ABM Treaty
is no longer in our national interest,
then we should have availed ourselves
of a straightforward and honorable res-
olution. Under article XV, paragraph 2,
of the ABM Treaty, the United States
can withdraw from the ABM Treaty,
after giving 6 months notice to Russia.
Is the Senate ready to take that step?
Or will we adopt the language of the
Missile Defense Act to squeeze past, a
direct confrontation with the ABM
Treaty, by pretending that it is not
there.

It seems to me that is the course we
are on, pretending it is not there.

This unwillingness to confront the
ABM Treaty head-on, Mr. President,
leads to the fifth problem with the Mis-
sile Defense Act. By ignoring the ABM
Treaty, rather than proposing U.S.
withdrawal from it, the Senate Armed
Services Committee majority are
forced to try to negate its effect by the
following legislative device: They re-
strict the use of appropriated funds to
enforce our obligations under the ABM
Treaty. In attempting to negate the
treaty in this way, Mr. President, the
Senate Armed Services Committee ma-
jority sets up a direct constitutional
conflict between the executive and the
legislative branches regarding respon-
sibility for the conduct of foreign pol-
icy and the enforcement of this Na-
tion’s international obligations.
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Mr. President, consider what is at
stake here. Should the Missile Defense
Act approved by the Senate Armed
Services Committee majority be en-
acted in the next couple of years, we
stand to gain nothing, but we stand to
lose a great deal: we could lose the
agreed drawdowns of nuclear arsenals
under START I and II; we could lose
the CFE Treaty’s constraints on Rus-
sian conventional force deployments
near troubled areas.

Now, some in the Senate Armed
Service Committee majority will argue
that the Missile Defense Act does not
really breach the ABM Treaty, because
only some subsequent testing or de-
ployment action would technically
place us in violation of the treaty.

They will argue this by saying that
only some subsequent testing or de-
ployment would technically place us in
violation of the treaty.

Mr. President, this is too clever by
one-half. If the Russian Republic were
to announce tomorrow that it no
longer intended to meet the timetable
for reduction of nuclear systems under
the START I Treaty, that it was not
going to renegotiate them, that it sim-
ply was going to move forward as if
START I did not exist, and that there
was nothing we could do about it,
would the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee come to the Senate floor to
calmly inform us that this is not a
breach of their obligations under the
treaty? Would they argue that the
START I Treaty can only be breached
once the deadline for implementing re-
ductions is past? Or would they say in-
stead, as I think would be the case,
breach is inevitable, and based on what
the Russians have told us, we should
now move to prepare for this breach
and take the necessary security pre-
cautions?

I think that the majority—and I
would be in that majority—would say
let us assume that they are going to do
what they say they are going to do;
they are going to breach the treaty,
and we had better start recognizing
that.

To recap, Mr. President, the Senate
Armed Services Committee’s Missile
Defense Act provision has major prob-
lems: First, it abandons United States
adherence to the ABM Treaty; second,
abandoning adherence now is unneces-
sary—we can conduct an effective mis-
sile defense program in the near-term
while continuing adherence; third,
abandoning adherence now is likely to
impose huge costs on us, if Russia de-
clines to carry out some of its legal ob-
ligations in response to our breach;
fourth, the Senate Armed Services
Committee bill abandons adherence by
stealth, rather directing the adminis-
tration to use the legal withdrawal
procedures contained in the treaty; and
fifth, by failing to use the legal option,
the Senate is forced to try to compel
the executive branch to abandon adher-
ence by usurping certain powers of the
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executive branch over the conduct of
foreign policy, a move that raises seri-
ous constitutional issues, and could
lead to this act never becoming law
even if it passed as is.

Mr. President, I do not want any Sen-
ator to misconstrue my message re-
garding the ABM Treaty, and I am sure
there will be people on this side who
will not listen to the latter part of this
message. I am not a diehard supporter
of the ABM Treaty as some sacred doc-
ument that cannot be changed. I think
that would be a mistake in view of this
treaty. Circumstances change. The cir-
cumstances surrounding the treaty’s
establishment have changed signifi-
cantly since it was entered into in the
early 1970’s. Therefore, either the trea-
ty itself must be changed to reflect the
new realities, or the Congress and the
President must at some point make the
decision that the treaty’s usefulness
has ended and exercise our legal right
to withdraw from the treaty.

The ABM Treaty condition contains
provisions for renegotiation; indeed,
that is precisely what the Clinton ad-
ministration has been trying to do at
Geneva, and they really need the back-
ing of Congress to do that. Thus, it is
not a foregone conclusion that the
treaty cannot be amended by mutual
agreement to allow us to deploy the
missile defenses we consider necessary
to meet our national security require-
ments. But Russia must understand
that these negotiations must make
progress and that the time period
available for negotiations is not infi-
nite. It is finite.

I think that message needs to go
forth to the Russians clearly. It would
be useful if it went forth in a united
way from both the administration and
from the Congress. But we will not
have any united message because we
are going to be too busy deciding
whether there is an anticipatory
breach by ignoring any negotiations
and by ignoring the treaty itself.

Mr. President, I intend to vote in
favor of the amendment by the Senator
from Michigan; I hope it is successful.
If it fails to pass, I believe the Senate
then will face a major dilemma. I be-
lieve that, unless the problems I have
outlined above are dealt with, this bill
faces a bleak future. The administra-
tion is already on record that the
House version of the Missile Defense
Act is unacceptable, as is the provision
in this bill as passed by the committee.

Thus, the prospects for an outcome
in conference that will become law are
indeed bleak unless we make some fun-
damental changes.

The Senator from Michigan seeks to
correct the flaws by striking whole sec-
tions. If this approach is shown to be
unacceptable to a majority of Senators
present and voting, then the only re-
maining possibility will be to try to
modify the language. And I will cer-
tainly have an amendment to do that
after we decide what happens on this
amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
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Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have
worked for many years with my distin-
guished colleague from Georgia, and
more often than not we have had a
joinder of views and positions. But on
this we are strong opponents.

I was the author of a number of pro-
visions in this bill which are the sub-
ject of the strike of my good friend, the
Senator from Michigan.

I vigorously oppose the Senator’s
amendment.

Mr. President, it is my understanding
the administration is orchestrating a
full court press to defeat the Missile
Defense Act of 1995 and in particular
section 238 of that act which was
known as the Warner amendment dur-
ing our markup.

I was the author of the previous Mis-
sile Defense Act, and the Missile De-
fense Act of 1995 builds on the act that
was put in in I believe 1991.

Therefore, it seems to me that it is a
logical sequence of legislative steps by
the Congress to build on the foundation
that we laid in 1991.

I have tried for many years together
with a number of my colleagues
through many, many legislative initia-
tives to ensure that the men and
women of the Armed Forces are not
once again sent into harm’s way unless
they are provided with the most effec-
tive defenses that not only we can buy
with the dollars but that we can devise
with the brains. I wish to emphasize
that—devise with the brains.

My basic premise is that
administrations have used the ABM
Treaty as a means to limit the use of
the intellectual capacity of the United
States to develop the most efficient,
the most cost-effective and the most
technically sound and reliable systems
for the defense against short-range bal-
listic missiles.

We failed in many respects during
the gulf war. The crude Scud missile
was utilized by the Iraqi military
forces not only against the coalition of
allied military forces but against the
innocent people, the defenseless people
of Tel Aviv.

Israel was not a combatant in the
gulf war, yet Saddam Hussein rained
down upon those innocent people the
Scud missile, not for military purposes
but solely for terrorist purposes.

Here we are some several years later
still wrestling with the fundamental
question: Are we going to unleash the
full magnitude of the brains of this Na-
tion, working with other nations, and
in particular Israel, to devise the finest
and most technically capable system to
defend against the short-range missile?

That is what this is all about—that is
that section of the strike that goes to
the Missile Defense Act of 1995.

Over 30 nations now have short-range
ballistic missiles—30 nations. Talk
about the ABM Treaty. The ABM Trea-
ty is between the United States of
America and the former Soviet Union.

successive
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And at that time in 1972 there was not
even on a drawing board, so far as any-
body can recall, an idea about a short-
range system. Today, there are 30 na-
tions with some measure of capability,
and yet we are sitting here dealing
with this archaic act, treaty, whatever
you wish to call it, saying that it
should stand there as a guardian
against the ability of this country to
devise our best systems.

Seventy-seven nations have cruise
missiles, the flat trajectory. Many of
the systems that we are looking at now
to deter the ballistic missile also have
a technical capability of being adapted
to defend against the cruise missile.

As the gulf war demonstrated, the
threat such missiles pose to the men
and women of the Armed Forces is real,
immediate, and growing. At this very
moment and while we are debating this
issue, all across the world are men and
women of the U.S. Armed Forces on
watch as a means to deter against at-
tack, many of them within the range of
the short-range ballistic systems posed
as a threat by these 30 nations.

How many recall the incident in the
gulf war which resulted in the largest
number of American casualties? It was
a single Scud missile that landed on a
barracks killing and wounding the
greatest number of Americans during
that war.

Are we to say to the American peo-
ple, particularly the mothers and fa-
thers, the uncles and aunts, the loved
ones of those on duty in places
throughout the world today that this
could happen once again because the
United States will not unleash its full
brain power to devise the best system
to defend against that type of weapon?

If you look at the balance between
the launch pad of a short-range system,
that is fairly elementary. You can cob-
ble that together. We know that from
the crude Scud missile system. You can
put it together. But the defense, the in-
terceptor, the electronics needed to
bring that missile into the bore sight
of some weapon, that is many times
more costly than the launch system.
But we are going to stand here, if I lis-
tened correctly to the proponents of
this amendment and once again go
back to a treaty of 1972 and allow it to
stand, stand there and block the full
resources, mental and dollarwise of
this great Nation to prevent another
incident like we experienced in the
gulf.

In the judgment of this Senator, we
must accelerate the development and
deployment of highly effective land-
and sea-based theater missile systems
to protect our troops, defenses that are
not artificially or wrongfully limited,
constrained by this ABM Treaty.

Therefore, Mr. President, it was in
April of this year that I introduced an
amendment along with dozens of co-
sponsors to clearly establish a policy
for the United States of America which
states that the ABM Treaty does not
apply to short-range theater ballistic
systems.
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In effect, this legislation is intended
to prevent the Clinton administration
from making the ABM Treaty in effect
a TMD treaty. That is what is under-
way and has been underway for some
several years, to take this 1972 treaty
and somehow wrap it around the short-
range system. Despite administration
claims that this provision is unconsti-
tutional, I carefully chose the congres-
sional power of the purse as the vehicle
to get congressional views on the issue
of ABM-TMD demarcation, to take
those into consideration.

Contrary to the assertion of its crit-
ics, this provision does not prohibit ne-
gotiations with the Russians. I listened
to this this morning. I cannot believe
it. That is a weak reed to walk out on,
I say to the proponents of the Levin
amendment, a very weak reed to walk
out on.

Instead, the provision would in effect
prohibit the implementation of any re-
sulting agreement which would have
the effect of making the ABM Treaty a
TMD treaty. That was the purpose of
my legislation. I have tried in the past,
and many others have tried, but to no
avail to ensure that the Senate of the
United States would be involved in de-
cisions the administration might make
in the demarcation negotiations.

Last year, I sponsored legislation re-
quiring that any international agree-
ment entered into by the President
that would substantially modify the
ABM Treaty be submitted to the Sen-
ate for advice and consent pursuant to
our constitutional authority on trea-
ties.

Despite that legal requirement, it be-
came clear to me during the adminis-
tration briefings on the demarcation
issue—and I will say to their credit,
particularly to a former Senate Armed
Services staff assistant, Robert Bell,
there has been considerable consulta-
tion on this demarcation series of ne-
gotiations, but we have not been able
to present what I regard as a con-
vincing argument.

I repeat, despite that legal require-
ment of last year, it became clear to
many of us here in the Senate during
these briefings on the demarcation
that the administration had no inten-
tion of submitting any demarcation to
the U.S. Senate, no intention, despite
the fact that the administration’s ne-
gotiating position would result in an
international agreement that would
impose major new limitations on the
United States.

Therefore, many of us saw the need
to act, and act we did. And as a con-
sequence, we have before us today a
bill that will give this country needed
protections. Regrettably, one of our
colleagues, joined by others, is wishing
to strike that provision.

Mr. President, the ABM Treaty was
never intended to limit or restrict the-
ater missile defense systems. That is
clear. The administration, in a sense,
concedes the point. In addition, I had
the opportunity to discuss this issue
with two individuals who were inti-
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mately involved in the ABM Treaty ne-
gotiations at that period of time, 1972.
I was privileged to be the Secretary of
the U.S. Navy and was in Moscow pri-
marily for the purpose of the Incidents
of the Sea Agreement with the delega-
tion that signed the ABM Treaty.
These were persons that I had worked
with for some several years prior there-
to in the Department of Defense. The
ABM Treaty was not a matter pri-
marily in any respect under the juris-
diction of the military departments.
But nevertheless, the military depart-
ments, including, of course, the Navy
Department, had access to the negotia-
tions, the papers, and were asked from
time to time for views on this issue.

So I do have a contemporary recol-
lection firsthand of this period of time
in history. And I went back and talked
with my former colleague, Dr. John
Foster, who at that time was the head
of the research and development sec-
tion in the Department of Defense, an
eminent scholar, mathematician, phys-
icist. And he reassured me that the
issue of short-range systems was not a
product in any respect of the treaty. I
likewise talked to former Secretary of
State Henry Kissinger, who was the
National Security Adviser during that
period of time. And he also reaffirmed
just a short time ago that theater mis-
siles were never contemplated during
the ABM Treaty negotiations.

Specifically, according to Dr. Kis-
singer, the focus of the negotiation was
on defenses against intercontinental
ballistic missiles because they were the
only systems that were then in exist-
ence. Unfortunately, the administra-
tion appears intent on concluding an
agreement with the Russians that
would severely limit the technological
development and deployment of United
States theater missile defense systems,
an agreement that would transform the
ABM Treaty, in my judgment, into a
TMD treaty.

These are examples of what the ad-
ministration has been doing, is table
proposals; that is, put on the table for
discussion with the Russians, proposals
that would accept performance limita-
tions on the TMD systems. The ABM
Treaty does not even impose perform-
ance limitations on the strategic sys-
tems.

Second, the administration initially
accepted a Russian proposal to prohibit
deployment of the Navy upper-tier sys-
tem, a system that was subsequently
deemed to be treaty compliant by the
administration. Initially they put that
on the table as a proposal.

The negotiations clearly then and in-
deed now are headed in the wrong di-
rection. In my view, it is time for the
Congress to act to pave the way for the
development of the most capable, most
cost-effective theater missile defense
system to protect the lives of the men
and women of our Armed Forces. My
legislation does just that. It would pro-
hibit the obligation or expenditure of
any funds by any official of the Federal
Government for the purposes of pre-
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scribing, enforcing or implementing
any Executive order, regulation or pol-
icy that would apply the ABM Treaty
or any limitation or obligation under
such treaty to research, development,
testing or deployment of a theater mis-
sile defense system, upgrade or compo-
nent. The standard which I have used
in this legislation to define the demar-
cation line between antiballistic mis-
sile defenses are limited by the ABM
Treaty.

Let me repeat that. The standard
which was used in this legislation and
adopted by the Senate Armed Services
Committee to define the demarcation
line between antiballistic missile de-
fenses which are limited by the ABM
Treaty and theater missile defenses
which are not so limited by the treaty,
is the one, the very one used by the ad-
ministration at the beginning of the
demarcation negotiations in November
1993. That is, a missile defense system
which is covered by the ABM Treaty is
defined as a missile defense system
that has been field tested against a bal-
listic missile with, one, a range of more
than 3,500 kilometers, or, two, a max-
imum velocity of more than 5 kilo-
meters per second.

Put simply, if a missile defense sys-
tem does not have a demonstrated
field-tested capability to counter inter-
continental ballistic systems, it should
not be limited in any way by the ABM
Treaty. Without this legislation, Mr.
President—I acknowledge that the cur-
rent occupant of the chair was a most
valuable participant in drawing up this
legislation—without this legislation,
Mr. President, the Senate will have no
role to play in an international agree-
ment which will impose major new ob-
ligations and restrictions on the mili-
tary capabilities of the United States.
This is an issue which is vital to our
national security and which can be ig-
nored no longer.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a brief question?

Mr. WARNER. Yes. Two sentences,
and then I will be happy to yield. We
will no doubt debate this issue at
length, as we are doing right now. And
I welcome the debate, and I urge all to
support those who seek to defeat the
amendment by our distinguished col-
league from Michigan.

I yield the floor.

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. NUNN. I cannot speak for the
Senator from Michigan. Of course, he is
on the floor to speak for himself.

What I hear the Senator from Vir-
ginia say is his main purpose is to pro-
tect the theater missile defense sys-
tems and to have a demarcation point
of definition between those systems
and the strategic systems that would
be affected by the ABM Treaty. Assum-
ing that is the Senator’s main objec-
tive, it seems to me we can reach some
agreement on this because that is not
the language that gives me the prob-
lem. I do not think it is the language
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that gives the Senator from Michigan
the problem. It is all language that ba-
sically states we are going to deploy
national missile defenses with multiple
sites without any negotiation and
without any regard to the ABM Treaty,
which has nothing to do with theater
missiles. That is all strategic and it is
all clearly involved with the ABM
Treaty.

But if the Senator’s main goal is to
protect the theater missile defense sys-
tem and have a demarcation more than
a definition, as long as there is some
flexibility for the administration so
that there is not an absolute ruling out
of any administration efforts—because
somebody has got to negotiate this de-
marcation point no matter what we
say—if that is the Senator’s goal, I
agree with him on the demarcation
point. I think that is a very sensible
point. If that is the Senator’s goal,
then there is no reason we cannot find
a way, whatever happens on the Levin
amendment, to deal with this lan-
guage, because that is not the language
we are trying to take out of this bill.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in
reply, that is encouraging to hear the
views from my distinguished colleague.
The Levin amendment, nevertheless,
strikes the Missile Defense Act of 1995,
which in turn incorporated in the com-
mittee markup the Warner provision,
which I have just addressed.

Do I understand that there is some
thought about amending the Levin
amendment to——

Mr. LEVIN. No.

Mr. NUNN. I think the Senator from
Michigan stated——

Mr. LEVIN. I want to go through the
language of the amendment.

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

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair and
apologize for jumping in without being
recognized.

My amendment strikes the language
in the bill which commits us to deploy
a system which clearly violates the
ABM Treaty. It leaves the language
about deploying as soon as possible
highly effective theater missile de-
fenses. That is in the bill. It is left in
the bill. T was surprised to hear the
Senator from Virginia say the issue
here is whether we want to deploy the-
ater missile defenses. Boy, that is not
the language we are after. We left that
language in there.

Section 233 says:

It is the policy of the United States—

(1) deploy as soon as possible highly effec-
tive theater missile defenses capable of coun-
tering existing and emerging theater bal-
listic missiles;

We did not touch that. It is the next
paragraph we touched. The next para-
graph says it is the policy of the
United States:

(2) deploy a multiple-site national missile
defense system. . .

Which I am absolutely confident my
friend from Virginia will agree that a
multiple-site national missile defense
system is inconsistent with the ABM
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Treaty, just as I concede that the ABM
Treaty does not prohibit theater mis-
sile defenses. It does not and we should
proceed to deploy those, and we are.

By the way, General Shalikashvili
says the ABM Treaty does not con-
strain our development of theater mis-
sile defenses. He said in his letter to
me ‘‘the progress on these programs’—
referring to theater missile defenses—
“‘is not restricted by a lack of a demar-
cation agreement.”

Just as I would be the first to con-
cede, indeed proclaim, that the ABM
Treaty does not restrict theater mis-
sile defenses, I hope my friend from
Virginia will agree that his language in
section 233(2) that it is a policy to de-
ploy a multiple-site national defense
system that would violate the treaty
unless the treaty were amended. We
are seeking to try to amend this trea-
ty. Yes, theater missile defenses are
not constrained by the ABM Treaty,
nor should they be, nor are they. But it
is the language in subparagraph (2)
that makes it the policy to deploy a
multiple-site national defense system
which clearly violates the ABM Treaty,
which is the first target of the amend-
ment.

So we leave in the theater defense
language in subparagraph (1). We do
not touch that.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator address section 238?

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to.

Mr. WARNER. That is the provision
of the Senator from Virginia, and that
is subject to the strike.

Mr. LEVIN. It is the bill that I am
addressing in three different places. In
section 238——

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that is
the subject of the amendment of the
Senator from Virginia and the subject
I just covered in my floor remarks.
Looking at the Senator’s amendment
at the desk, in section 3, it says ‘‘to
strike section 238 which establishes a
unilateral interpretation of the ABM
Treaty and prohibits treaty compliance
efforts.”

Mr. LEVIN. Section 238 does estab-
lish the dividing line between long-
range and short-range missiles. It does
it unilaterally, it does it in law. The
reason that that is inappropriate is
these are the subject of negotiations
now, should be the subject of negotia-
tions. If the Duma established a range
of 4,000 kilometers for a short-range
missile, I think the Senator from Vir-
ginia would be on his feet saying,
“What, the Russian legislative body is
unilaterally determining what is a
short-range system and they said 4,000
kilometers? What is going on? We
thought this was the subject of nego-
tiations, this is bad faith. You have a
Russian legislative body unilaterally
saying 4,000 kilometers?”’

Yes, we should not be establishing in
law—in law—the demarcation line be-
tween the two when two things are
true: One is the subject of ongoing ne-
gotiations and two, and this is criti-
cally important, is that General
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Shalikashvili told us that the absence
of a demarcation line, having been
agreed to, is not a constraint on the re-
search and development of the theater
missiles that we all support. In other
words, it is not constraining us. So for
us to prematurely, unilaterally have
the Congress say this is the demarca-
tion line between long-range and short-
range does great mischief in terms of
reaching an agreement with the Rus-
sians on a bilateral basis and militarily
does not achieve anything for us be-
cause the absence of a demarcation
line is not constraining the research
and development of theater missiles.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a brief question and
observation?

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I think it
is important, and I state this only for
my own view and the Senator from
Michigan can respond. There is a dif-
ference in making a finding and saying
that this is where the Congress thinks
the demarcation line ought to be and
passing a line saying this is the way it
is. Passing a law knocks out the execu-
tive branch of Government, if they sign
the law and if it is constitutional, in
any kind of negotiation. So you do not
even have the ability under this bill,
the way I read it now, for the President
to say to the Russians or his Ambas-
sador to say to the Russians, this is
what the Senate passed. I believe the
bill is so sweeping in its denial of exec-
utive authority to have any negotia-
tions on this point that I do not think
they would be able to inform the Rus-
sian Duma or the Russian leadership,
Yeltsin and others, as to what the Sen-
ate did.

If the Senator wants to say this is
where we think the line ought to be,
and this is what we believe the admin-
istration ought to negotiate with the
Russians, and this is what we think the
Russians ought to accept, or these are
the sensible findings we make, that
would be a totally different matter. It
is when you put it in law so it knocks
out not only the Russians from having
any say whatsoever in it, no negotia-
tions, no say, no response, it knocks
out even the President and the execu-
tive branch.

First of all, I do not think this will
become law, but if it does, you will
have almost an absurd situation. In
fact, there is some language in here
that is so broad that it might be inter-
preted if this became law to preclude
the U.S. Senate from even debating it
again. It says no Federal official. We
are Federal officials, last time I got my
paycheck. We are included in that, too.
We cannot even talk about it once it is
passed.

I think the Senator’s language goes
much further than the Senator’s in-
tent. That is what I think we need to
work on, and if we can make findings
on demarcation and urge the President
forward and urge him to take this posi-
tion, then I believe we can reach some
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consensus. It is the law part of it that
bothers me.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
may reply——

Mr. NUNN. I believe I was to ask a
question. That is a question mark at
the end.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). The Chair observes the Sen-
ator from Michigan has the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to yield
to the Senator from Virginia to answer
the question without losing my right
to the floor.

Mr. WARNER. The three of us who
are now engaged in debate and, indeed,
the occupant of the chair and others
have been in the briefings on the nego-
tiations of this demarcation issue.

As I said in my remarks, it was the
fear that the administration would not
come back to the U.S. Senate for ‘‘ad-
vise and consent’” that has required
this Senator and others to take this ac-
tion. We cannot sit here knowingly, al-
lowing the administration to go forth
with a demarcation which would, in
our collective judgment, not be in the
best interest of this country, and the
only way we would have a means to ex-
press that would be through the advice-
and-consent procedure. And the admin-
istration, very forthrightly, said they
would not bring it back. And that is
the reason we acted.

Mr. KYL. Will the Senator yield to
me for 1 minute?

Mr. LEVIN. Yes.

Mr. KYL. I want to add to the com-
ments of the Senator from Virginia
that at least some of us on this side
have sent no fewer than five letters to
the President on this subject asking to
be consulted and advised, suggesting
that the administration, frankly, was
going too far in these discussions with
the Russians and asked him not to do
S0.
As the Senator from Virginia just
noted, one of the reasons for finally
putting the language in the bill is that
our entreaties have gone unheeded, the
administration has gone forward. This
is apparently the only way we can get
their attention. We had 50 Senators, all
Republicans, urging the administration
not to go forward, and they did so any-
way. That is the reason for finally act-
ing in a legislative way.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. LEVIN. As the Senator from
Georgia said, it is very different to give
a recommendation to the President,
which is one thing. To put into law
what we believe the demarcation line
is unilaterally, saying that the Presi-
dent cannot deviate from it, and he
cannot negotiate even an improvement
from our perspective. By the way, this
language even goes beyond that. This
language literally, when you read it,
would prevent an official of the United
States from stopping a test which vio-
lates this demarcation line by its own
terms. In other words, let us assume
that we were testing an ABM system
against a missile that had a range of
4,000 kilometers. This language says
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that until it is flight tested, this prohi-
bition is in place. That is what the lan-
guage says. The Senator from Virginia
and I have worked a long time on lots
of bills together. But this language vio-
lates common sense because you could
not even stop a test from occurring,
which, by the terms of this bill, vio-
lates the ABM Treaty. That is how ex-
treme this language is.

I yield the floor at this point.

Mr. WARNER. I will be very brief.
The Senator from Michigan put in a
letter of the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs, General Shalikashvili. I wish to
put in the RECORD at this point in our
colloquy my reply to General
Shalikashvili and in the spirit of total
fairness, again his reply back to my
letter. Clearly, we disagree.

I would like to read one paragraph to
the Senator. I said to the general:

Unfortunately, that is exactly what is hap-
pening. Our ongoing TMD efforts—in par-
ticular THAAD and Navy Upper Tier—have
been artificially limited by ABM Treaty con-
siderations. For example, neither system has
been allowed to incorporate space-based sen-
sors because of concerns that the use of such
sensors would not be ABM Treaty-compliant.
This despite the fact that all of the military
experts with whom I have consulted have as-
sured me that we could develop and deploy
more cost-effective and technically capable
TMD systems if such systems incorporated
space-based elements.

Mr. President, that is it, clear and
simple. It is right there.

I ask unanimous consent to have
those letters printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, July 18, 1995.
Gen. JOHN M. SHALIKASHVILI, USA,
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Washington,
DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to
your June 28 letter to Senator LEVIN con-
cerning the impact of the ‘“Warner Amend-
ment,”” which prohibits the application of
the ABM Treaty to U.S. theater missile de-
fense systems.

I introduced this amendment in April with
only one goal in mind—to rapidly provide
the brave men and women of the Armed
Forces with the most technically advanced,
cost-effective theater missile defense sys-
tems which the United States is capable of
producing. As you well know, over 30 nations
currently possess short-range ballistic mis-
siles. The Gulf War demonstrated that such
missiles pose a threat to our troops which is
real, immediate and growing.

In my view, work on defenses against these
missiles should not in any way be con-
strained by restrictive and erroneous inter-
pretations of the ABM Treaty—a Treaty
which was never intended to limit or restrict
theater missile defenses.

I was there, General, in Moscow in May
1972 when this Treaty was signed. Further, as
Secretary of the Navy, I knew and had access
to the people conducting the negotiations
and preparing the working papers for those
negotiations. I have since—recently—spoken
with some of thee people to confirm that
short-range systems were not the subject of
their work. The ABM Treaty was intended
only to apply to strategic, long-range sys-
tems. It should not now be stretched to cover
the short-range, or theater, systems.

Unfortunately, that is exactly what is hap-
pening. Our on-going TMD efforts—in par-
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ticular THAAD and Navy Upper Tier—have
been artificially limited by ABM Treaty con-
siderations. For example, neither system has
been allowed to incorporate space-based sen-
sors because of concerns that the use of such
sensors would not be Treaty-compliant. This
despite the fact that all of the military ex-
perts with whom I have consulted have as-
sured me that we could develop and deploy
more cost-effective and technically capable
TMD systems if such systems incorporated
space-based elements. And I might add that
this is not a new problem. This course was
followed by previous administrations as well
as the current one.

My amendment establishes a clear demar-
cation line between anti-ballistic missile de-
fenses which are limited by the ABM Treaty,
and theater missile defenses which are not.
The demarcation standard which I selected
for my amendment is the one used by the
Clinton Administration at the beginning of
the demarcation talks in November 1993, and
one that was accepted by the Russians at
that time. It is a standard which, to my
knowledge, has not been disputed by either
party to the negotiations.

Contrary to the assertion in your letter,
my amendment does not prohibit the Admin-
istration from conducting demarcation nego-
tiations with the Russians. Instead, the
amendment would, in effect, prohibit the im-
plementation of any agreement which might
result from those negotiations which would
have the effect of making the ABM Treaty a
TMD Treaty. To remain on solid Constitu-
tional grounds, I carefully chose the Con-
gress’ power of the purse as the vehicle to
ensure that Congressional views on this issue
are taken into consideration.

I, and many of my colleagues, have grave
reservations about the direction the Admin-
istration has been pursuing in the demarca-
tion talks with Russia. It appears that the
Administration is intent on concluding an
agreement with the Russians that would se-
verely limit the technological development
and deployment of a U.S. theater missile de-
fense system. For example, reportedly over
the objections of senior military officers, the
Administration earlier this year tabled a
proposal which would impose performance
limitations on our theater missile defense
systems, and accepted a Russian proposal to
prohibit the deployment of the Navy Upper
Tier system—a system that was subse-
quently deemed to be Treaty-compliant by
the DoD. The negotiations are clearly headed
in the wrong direction. A change of course is
in order.

Your letter mentioned the potential im-
pact my amendment might have on Russian
ratification of START II. I might point out
that START II Treaty ratification by the
Russian Duma is in doubt for reasons having
nothing to do with the ABM Treaty or U.S.
theater missile defense efforts. Put simply,
many Russians do not want to give up their
multiple warhead ICBMs, as called for under
START II. We must not hold our TMD efforts
hostage to Russian threats concerning
START II ratification, or any other issue.

While I share your desire to maintain a
good security relationship with the Rus-
sians, I am not willing to sacrifice vital and
legitimate U.S. defense efforts in the inter-
est of that security relationship.

I think you would agree with me that our
goal should be to provide our troops with the
best defenses that our technical experts are
capable of producing. I believe that my
amendment advances that goal.

Thank you for your attention.
Sincerely,
JOHN WARNER.
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THE CHAIRMAN,
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF,
Washington, DC, August 2, 1995.
Hon. JOHN WARNER,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: Thank you for
your letter and strong support of efforts to
protect US troops from the theater missile
threat. The explanation and clarification of
the intent and effect of your amendment are
sincerely appreciated.

Since the beginning of the demarcation
discussions, the first priority of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff has been protecting US
troops. I share the view that the ABM Treaty
was never intended to limit theater missile
defenses, and agreed to an initial demarca-
tion approach to the Russians based on the
standard specified in your amendment. As
you note, the Russians appeared to accept
the limiting parameters of 3500 km and 5 km/
sec for testing against theater ballistic mis-
siles, but pushed for interceptor performance
limits as well.

In June 1994, in an effort to each early, ac-
ceptable demarcation agreement, some lim-
its on interceptor velocity were proposed by
the United States. As negotiations pro-
gressed, a subsequent proposal for an interim
agreement which would have deferred some
unresolved issues—such as deployment of
Navy Upper Tier—was also proposed. The
Russians rejected both US approaches.

The May 1995 Joint Summit Statement
was an effort to move the negotiations away
from technical parameters back to a set of
principles which would preserve both the
ABM Treaty and our ability to test and de-
ploy needed theater missile defenses. The
latest US negotiating position was based on
that joint statement and was intended as
just the sort of ‘‘change of course’ you sug-
gest.

The Chiefs and I have been fully involved
in developing US positions and have never
lost sight of our first responsibility to pro-
tect US forces. We are unanimous in our
commitment to develop and field highly ca-
pable theater missile defense systems. While
cueing from space-based sensors has yet to
be incorporated into those systems, this is
currently in our plans.

With regard to broader security issues, the
linkage between the ABM Treaty and
START II has been stressed repeatedly by
the Russians with US military representa-
tives in many fora, including discussions
with members of the Duma. While there are,
of course, other factors at play in the Duma
considerations, one must assume that unilat-
eral US legislation could harm prospects for
START II ratification and probably impact
our broader security relationship as well.

In closing, the priority goal has been to
provide the US Armed Forces with best de-
fenses technical experts are capable of pro-
ducing. But we also seek to reconcile re-
quirements for protection from theater bal-
listic missiles with further strengthening of
the framework of strategic stability, includ-
ing strategic arms reduction and the ABM
Treaty. We are working to achieve both
these goals.

Sincerely,
JOHN M. SHALIKASHVILI,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the amendment to strike the
missile defense provisions in the bill,
because, if passed as is, I think this
language will greatly complicate the
work of our military and of our dip-
lomats in the years ahead. I have been
interested to hear that one of the rea-
sons we have this in the bill, appar-
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ently, is because we have sent a num-
ber of letters, or some Members have
sent a number of letters to the Presi-
dent, and did not get a response. They
either got no response or one they did
not like, so they decided to put it in
legislation.

I can only say that I think taking
that kind of action, when the leader-
ship, in negotiating treaties and in see-
ing they are adhered to, is a function of
the executive branch, does not ring
very strongly with me, because I can
remember—I could probably go back to
the files and bring out a dozen or more
letters I wrote during the Reagan ad-
ministration, during those 8 years and
during the 4 years of the Bush adminis-
tration, and I may have gotten re-
sponses to some of those but certainly
not to all of them. That did not mean
to me that I took over what the con-
stitutional powers of the President are
and put into law things that would
have tried to put my view into law, as
opposed to what treaty requirements
were or what treaties had been nego-
tiated.

I say further that I think we are, ob-
viously, talking a lot here about the
demarcation between theater missile
defense and national missile defense.
That is a legitimate thing to try and
work out. But to take over and unilat-
erally on the part of the Congress de-
fine language that would change the
ABM Treaty or have that potential, I
think, is wrong. I think we have to
tread very carefully when we do that.

I think this could possibly harm our
efforts to proceed with nuclear arms
reduction, not just with Russia, when
we try and negotiate these things with
China, Britain, and France. It will
raise new threats to the global nuclear
nonproliferation regime, especially its
cornerstone, the Nuclear Nonprolifera-
tion Treaty, NPT. It could establish an
extremely undesirable new method for
unilaterally reinterpreting treaties,
thus setting up a precedent that will
obviously be used against us in the
years ahead.

I think it could establish programs
that would cost us a fortune. It could
divert money from military needs that
are, in my opinion, much more vital to
the country and ultimately leave
America substantially no safer as a re-
sult. It tramples on the President’s
constitutional responsibilities as Com-
mander in Chief and as the individual
in charge of American foreign policy.
In short, I think this would be a very
bad mistake for this country.

I would like to begin with a few com-
ments about the general level of par-
tisanship that we have seen from the
proponents of these provisions on the
ABM Treaty. I hasten to add that I
think missile defense should not be a
partisan affair. All Americans under-
stand that (a), the national interest
may require the deployment of U.S.
forces in unstable areas around the
world. This bill contains some very un-
desirable features, I feel, that, if en-
acted, could greatly complicate the
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work of our military and our diplomats
in the years ahead.

Let me talk about ballistic missile
defense. So (a), the national interest
may require deployment of U.S. forces
in unstable regions around the world;
and (b), these forces may be the targets
of missile attacks, including missiles
delivering weapons of mass destruc-
tion; and (c), such forces must be pro-
tected. That is something I am sure we
can all agree on.

Now, though the committee has ap-
proved many of the administration’s
requested theater missile defense
projects, the majority’s refusal to yield
on several controversial proposals deal-
ing with key missile defense issues
gives these proposals the quality of
partisan ultimata rather than a sound
foundation for policy. In other words,
it is either or else.

Similarly, the bill’s heavy emphasis
on investing in expensive hardware for
missile defense detracts from an equal-
ly, if not more important, goal: Pur-
suing means to reduce the numbers and
performance characteristics of offen-
sive missiles that may be fired against
us in theater conflicts. This goal typi-
cally requires significant improve-
ments in export controls, intelligence
capabilities, analytic capabilities for
the conduct of arms control and non-
proliferation verification activities,
better coordination between our mili-
tary and our diplomats and other such
means.

The committee, however, is placing
inordinate reliance upon technical
fixes to counter missile attacks, rather
than strengthening efforts to slow our
halt of the proliferation of such mis-
siles in the first place. This position is
unfortunate, since the latter will ulti-
mately prove to be a better investment
of scarce taxpayers’ dollars.

With respect to the missile defense
provisions the bill does support, many
of these would considerably erode the
stable consensus that exists to support
ballistic missile defense efforts, would
jeopardize both antiballistic missile,
ABM and START II treaties, usurp the
President’s constitutional powers with
respect to the conduct of foreign rela-
tions and the performance of the role
of Commander in Chief, or otherwise
erode, rather than enhance, U.S. na-
tional security.

These conclusions, to me, follow from
an examination of the following provi-
sions of the bill: First, the bill man-
dates, as a statutory policy objective,
an action that would violate the ABM
Treaty. It establishes a policy of de-
ploying a multiple-site national mis-
sile defense network by the year 2003.
That is in violation.

Second, the majority places into U.S.
law a formal definition of an ABM-per-
missible ballistic missile defense sys-
tem. We can justifiably assume, as the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Gen. John Shalikashvili, has warned,
any such statutory definition could
jeopardize prospects for early ratifica-
tion of the START II Treaty in the
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Russian Parliament and negatively im-
pact our broader security relationship
with Russia.

It seems only prudent that before the
Congress ventures off with a unilateral
interpretation of a major bilateral
arms control accord, we should con-
sider very carefully several implica-
tions of such an action.

They would include: Is this the type
of precedent we wish to establish as a
basis for treaty interpretation? Do we
want to set an example that can lead
the Duma to legislate its own preferred
definitions of vital terms of Russia’s
arms control and disarmament trea-
ties?

In other words, what if the Russian
Duma, what if we had word coming
through or had pictures on TV this
evening on the news that the Russian
Duma is unilaterally deciding to put a
new interpretation into the ABM Trea-
ty. What would we do? I know what we
would do. We would think the whole
thing is null and void if they went
ahead and legislated preferred defini-
tions of vital terms of Russia’s arms
control and disarmament treaties.

If Russia deployed enough ballistic
missile defense sites containing mis-
siles just falling below the dictated
threshold, could they collectively ac-
quire an ability to counter United
States strategic nuclear forces? What
will be the reactions of China and other
powers if the United States moves
away from its ballistic missile defense
restraints?

I point out that these agreements are
hammered out word by word by word
over agonizingly long negotiations.
The ABM Treaty was no exception to
that. To change some of that wording,
or to change an interpretation of it
unilaterally, means that our word in
any other treaty that we might have
with any other place around the
world—whether China, Russia, wher-
ever—is not going to be looked at as
being worth very much.

While the committee majority has
raised the specter of structural nuclear
disarmament—a term that is supposed
to describe our alleged inability to ex-
pand our nuclear arsenal in the event
of future threats—it ironically ignores
completely the effects on our deterrent
force of releasing Russia from the trea-
ty obligations that prevent it from ac-
quiring a national missile defense ca-
pability.

The Russians are not going to just
stand by and see us reinterpret that
treaty without feeling free to go their
own way. They will no longer be bound
by that agreement that was hammered
out over a long period of time.

So, if the opponents in the ongoing
missile defense debate have their way,
and that ‘‘fearsome beast,”” the ABM
Treaty, is finally slain, the credibility
of America’s strategic missile forces
would almost immediately be called
into question as Russia begins to de-
ploy its own large-scale national mis-
sile defense force.

What would prevent them from doing
it? Certainly not the treaty that we
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would have violated at the time. It
seems to me, if the majority is truly
interested in avoiding this structural
nuclear disarmament, as it is called, it
should do all it can to ensure that U.S.
nuclear deterrent retains its credi-
bility. This is exactly what the ABM
Treaty helps to achieve, by barring
Russia from creating its own national
strategic missile defense system.

The treaty accomplishes this, more-
over, without the need for a diplomati-
cally and financially costly expansion
of our offensive nuclear capabilities.
So-called deficit hawks in Congress
today should, therefore, love the ABM
Treaty, not revile it. It works to pre-
serve our deterrent and saves plenty of
money at the same time. One of the es-
timates by CBO has indicated that
even a partial national missile defense
system would cost about $48 billion, at
a time when we really do not need it,
as testimony and as the letters from
the Secretary of Defense and Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff have indi-
cated.

I am afraid our colleagues in the ma-
jority, however, have turned a collec-
tive blind eye to these considerations.
They appear to believe that unilateral
United States actions to ensure against
our own national missile vulnerability
will instantly translate into a safer
America and not lead Russia to reduce
its vulnerability to our own strategic
missile attacks.

In its enthusiasm not to miss an op-
portunity to bash the ABM Treaty, the
majority is urging a course of action
that can weaken our nuclear deterrent
capability, can stimulate an offensive
nuclear arms race, and eventually fun-
nel tens or hundreds of billions of dol-
lars into elaborate strategic national
missile defense schemes, none of which,
of course, will ever free American citi-
zens from risk of nuclear attack.

The bill seems to enshrine into law
what is known as the fallacy of the last
move, which holds that any increment
in our own security will take place
without any detrimental side effects. I
lose a lot more sleep over the side ef-
fects than I do over the slogan of
“structural nuclear disarmament.”’

The Oklahoma City and World Trade
Center bombings, coupled with the
Tokyo gas attacks should serve as a so-
bering reminder that weapons of mass
destruction can be delivered by a vari-
ety of means other than missiles. It
does not mean we are not concerned
about missiles. We are. Furthermore,
our intelligence officials have repeat-
edly testified the United States will
not face a new missile threat until
sometime in the next century.

The Director of the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency, Lt. Gen. James Clap-
per, testified before the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence last January:
“We see no interest in or capability of
any new country reaching the conti-
nental United States with a long-range
missile for at least the next decade.”

We should not permit a fixation with
delivery systems to distract our atten-
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tion from the important goal of halting
the proliferation of nuclear, biological,
and chemical weapons.

Third, the majority voted down on a
straight party vote a proposal by Sen-
ator LEVIN to ensure that America’s
theater missile defense systems will
not be given strategic antiballistic
missile capabilities, a proposal that
was essentially a restatement of exist-
ing law, existing law under the ABM
Treaty.

Fourth, the majority insisted on al-
most doubling the size of the adminis-
tration’s request for national missile
defense projects, despite the majority’s
complete inability to identify any new
foreign threat against which such a de-
fense would be directed.

I do not believe that a highly conjec-
tural North Korean missile threat to
the Aleutian Islands sometime in the
21st century is sufficient grounds for
America to abandon the ABM Treaty. I
doubt North Korea will even manage to
survive as a country by that time. It
may not, anyway.

Furthermore, there is a fundamental
contradiction in the majority’s willing-
ness to write a blank check on behalf
of national missile defense and yet
apply the sternest possible accounting
standards for the more modest sums
that we authorized elsewhere in this
bill to such programs as humanitarian
assistance and foreign disaster relief.

I would add, the systems we are talk-
ing about have yet to be invented. We
made some progress in setting up sys-
tems, or doing some research in years
past, but to mandate at this point we
will have any of these systems by the
year 2003, which is what is in the sys-
tems we are proposing here, is wishful
thinking. Some of the claims under
star wars were made back some years
ago. I talked to the people at the Pen-
tagon who were working in these areas,
who had some confidence in those sys-
tems, or said they did. I thought some
of the claims were so preposterous I
went out to some of the laboratories
where work was going on on the so-
called star wars system. The scientists
who were working on the systems out
there almost laughed about some of the
claims being made on star wars at that
time. It was not just a matter of hav-
ing the money to deploy, to cut the
hardware and deploy it. We had not yet
invented the systems. Yet we are talk-
ing about now we can set up a national
missile defense system, just a partial
one, for $48 billion, with equipment
that has yet to be invented and cer-
tainly should not be deployed on a
timetable between now and the year
2003. Within 8 years, we are supposed to
now have this and it has to be de-
ployed. And that is ridiculous.

Star wars before was talking about
deformable laser mirrors, 12 feet
across, that could take lasers of a
power not yet invented, and focus it on
a spot out there several hundred miles
in space the size of a golf ball. At least
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the first step would be to focus it on a
mirror in space that could be deformed,
then focus it in turn on a spot the size
of a golf ball several hundred miles
away on a missile coming up at a
changing rate of speed, and keep it fo-
cused on that area. We do not have the
computer capacity nor the technology
yet developed to enable us to do some
of those things that were claimed years
ago.

Now we are saying we have some dif-
ferent systems. But those systems are
anything but proven and are anything
but systems that should be set up on a
time schedule that would have to be in
place by law by the year 2003.

What do we think the Soviets would
be doing all this same time? I know
what the Duma would probably do, our
counterpart over there in Russia. The
Duma probably is going to say, OK, if
all bets are off on the ABM Treaty,
then the very first thing we are going
to do is put all the coordinates back in
on American targets we just took out
of our missiles in agreement with the
Americans, back just a few months
ago. To me, that would be very silly if
we did anything that might lead them
into that kind of activity.

Yet, if the Russians were doing the
same thing we are debating here today,
I can guarantee the first thing I would
be doing on the floor would be demand-
ing we put their coordinates back in
our missiles if they were advocating
abrogating the ABM Treaty and de-
ploying a missile defense system that
neither side thought we needed to de-
ploy.

Much has been written about the
dangers of new isolationism as a for-
eign policy doctrine. Its companion in
defense policy I guess would be called a
fortress America. Nothing is more re-
flective of this doctrine than the cur-
rent bill’s fundamentally misguided
policy approaches on nuclear testing
and the ABM Treaty.

So I am still hopeful a new biparti-
sanship will emerge in the years ahead,
however, behind policies that reflect a
greater awareness of the costs of a
modern national defense, a greater sen-
sitivity to international reactions to
U.S. defense actions, greater apprecia-
tion of the unexploited potential that
lies in creative international solutions
to security problems, and a greater em-
phasis on preventing proliferation
rather than trying to manage it. If we
abrogate the ABM Treaty or put lan-
guage in here, in this legislation, or
permit language to stay in that allows
the Duma, in its own right, to start re-
interpreting the ABM Treaty, then I do
not see any option but what we are
into an arms race again. Just as we
spent probably most of the past decade
taking some of those dangers down, re-
ducing our arms, taking the targeting
out of our missiles and the Soviets
took it out—the Russians took it out of
their missiles, I think we are in danger
of reversing this whole direction, this
trend that has been set in place over
the past 10 years, and to cope with a
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threat that is not out there, by the
best testimony we have from the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and spend a
lot of money in the whole process, $48
billion for a very limited defense sys-
tem that will not be a full national
missile defense. It would be, basically,
a missile defense that covers five
States.

So I support the change proposed by
the Senator from Michigan. I hope our
colleagues will look at this very, very
carefully. If we are to put into law
something that encourages the ABM
Treaty to be questioned and the Sovi-
ets to have less confidence in the
American willingness to abide by that
treaty, I think we will have made a
drastic mistake in the Senate of the
United States.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. DOLE. I will just take a minute.
I want to see if we cannot get agree-
ment on time here. We have been on
this amendment since 11 o’clock. I have
been listening to people ask for time
agreements. We are not even close to a
time agreement.

This bill is dying on the floor. This
may be a very important amendment,
but we intend to complete action on
this bill by tomorrow night or I do not
see when it comes up again. Because
Friday—Saturday we will do appropria-
tions bills, maybe one or two appro-
priations bills. Maybe late Saturday
afternoon we can start on welfare re-
form, and then late in the week take
up the defense appropriations bill.

If we want to pass the DOD bill we
have to have cooperation. If we do not
want to pass it, I assume we can take
6 or 7 hours on this amendment. It has
been 2% hours.

Is there any indication, any willing-
ness to enter into a time agreement at
this point? The Senator from Michi-
gan——

Mr. LEVIN. If that is addressed to
me, we are very willing to enter into a
time agreement. Two Senators who
wanted to speak have already spoken.
There is one now who says he is willing
to give up his time. I am adding it up
and I will come up with a figure in
about 2 minutes, now.

Mr. DOLE. I will just wait until the
Senator adds it up. If we do not get it
now, it may be another hour.

TITLE 31

Mr. KYL. Will the majority leader
yield so I may make an announcement
on behalf of Senator THURMOND? This is
a very important announcement for all
Members of the Senate. Senator THUR-
MOND and Senator DOMENICI propose to
offer a substitute amendment to title
31 of Senate bill 1026. This amendment
contains numerous changes. In order to
allow all Senators an opportunity to
review it, copies of the amendment will
be available in the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee.

I thank the majority leader for yield-
ing.
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Mr. NUNN. I believe, if I may just
add to the statement of my colleague
from Arizona, that is the energy sec-
tion of the bill that has been worked on
for 2 or 3 days.

Mr. KYL. That is correct.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, when the
Senator from Michigan adds the time
there, we may want some time on the
other side of the amendment. Hopefully
not as much. I do not think it would
take as much.

Mr. LEVIN. We need 1 hour and 50
minutes on this side.

Mr. DOLE. Say 2 hours on that side,
and 1 hour on this side? So we could
vote, then, by maybe 4:30, depending on
how much time we use? I do not think
we need 2 hours on this side. I just
want to get the time agreement.

If there is no objection, let me pro-
pose this consent agreement.

I ask unanimous consent that there
be 3 hours on the Levin amendment
prior to a motion to table, to be di-
vided 2 hours for Senator LEVIN or his
designee, 1 hour for Senator THURMOND
or his designee, no second-degree
amendments or amendments to the
language proposed to be stricken be in
order prior to a failed motion to table,
and any second-degree amendment or
amendment to the language proposed
to be stricken be relevant to the first-
degree amendment, and that following
the conclusion or yielding back of
time, Senator THURMOND or his des-
ignee be recognized to table the Levin
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and I do not intend
to object, did the unanimous consent
preclude second-degree amendments?

Mr. DOLE. No, not until after a mo-
tion to table, if it is not tabled.

Mr. LEVIN. It would be open to sec-
ond-degree amendments which are rel-
evant.

Mr. DOLE. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. EXON. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I would hope we are about to be in
a place where we could agree to this. I
heard the leader say that there would
be no second-degree amendments. Now
I understand. I was not clear.

If T understand correctly, the amend-
ment offered under the unanimous con-
sent agreement by the majority leader,
if we agree to this time agreement, as
he has just spelled out, there would be
no allowable second-degree amendment
to the Levin amendment until after a
tabling motion.

Mr. DOLE. That is correct.

Mr. EXON. After a tabling motion,
then a second-degree amendment would
be in order.

Mr. DOLE. That is what we have
done here the last several times.

Mr. EXON. I have no objection.

Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to
object for one more moment, in the
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event that it is not tabled, then in the
event more second-degree amendments
are offered, there is not in this unani-
mous consent any time limit on those
second-degree amendments.

Mr. DOLE. That is true. This only re-
fers to this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Several
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, under this
time agreement I would like to yield
myself 20 minutes, and I ask to be noti-
fied when that 20 minutes has expired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, since the
Senator from Ohio just spoke in favor
of the amendment, I thought I would
take some of our time to speak in op-
position to the amendment.

It seems to me that the arguments in
favor of the amendment boil down to
three: First of all, variations of the
theme of the ABM Treaty is relatively
sacrosanct; second, we have to do ev-
erything possible to avoid riling the
Russians, doing something they may
not like; and, third, that we should not
limit the power of the President.

Let me discuss each of those argu-
ments in turn. First of all, regarding
the 1972 ABM Treaty, I think it is im-
portant to recognize that the ABM
Treaty has, since its inception in 1972,
been under the process of negotiation.
There have been discussions going on
between our two countries almost
throughout that period of time. So the
fact that we may be talking about
making changes in it is nothing new,
and it has never been interpreted as a
breach or an anticipatory breach of
treaty for the United States to be stat-
ing that we want to change a par-
ticular part of the agreement. As a
matter of fact, the original ABM Trea-
ty called for two national ballistic mis-
sile sites, not one. That was amended
to one site. And one of the things that
is being called for in the underlying
legislation here is multiple sites.

I think almost all of us would agree
that it does not make sense for us to
deploy an ABM system in this country
if we cannot have multiple sites. It just
will not be effective. So that is our
stated policy in the legislation. That is
nothing new. It is nothing that the
Russians should get excited about. As a
matter of fact, I am not even sure what
their position would be. I would not be
surprised at all if they would agree
that multiple sites are appropriate. So
I do not think that is a big problem
with the policy stated in the bill for
multiple sites.

The second point under this first ar-
gument is that demarcation, as called
for in legislation here, does not violate
the ABM Treaty. As a matter of fact,
the administration has already been
demarking what is appropriate testing
for a theater ballistic missile system,
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and has already been discussing that
with the Russians.

Bob Bell, former staff member of the
committee, a prominent specialist at
the National Security Council, told the
National Defense University that, “We
have already reached an agreement
with the Russians that you can shoot
at a target that goes 5 kilometers per
second and not have it captured as an
ABM.”” The problem here is, of course,
that the negotiations that the adminis-
tration has been engaging in went fur-
ther than that, and accepted, at least
temporarily, Russian demands that the
proposed demarcation also include a
speed limit on the United States’ inter-
ceptor of 3 kilometers per second,
which would in effect dumb down our
system to the point where it would not
be as robust as we would want it to be.

The point here is that you cannot
argue demarcation per se is a violation
of the ABM Treaty. The administration
has done it. That has been policy. The
question before us is whether or not we
will in legislation demark that limit at
which we can test our theater ballistic
missile system since it has never been
a part of the ABM Treaty. I think that
is an important point for us to make.
Again, the ABM Treaty only limits
strategic systems. It does not limit
theater systems.

All the demarcation in the Warner
language does is to define the level of
testing that can be engaged in for the-
ater systems. There should not be any-
thing wrong with that. The administra-
tion has already engaged in demarca-
tion. As a matter of fact, in a speech
before the National Defense University,
again referring to Bob Bell, he ably ex-
plained that this question of identi-
fying the demarcation between ABM
and TMD has been an issue for as long
as the treaty has been around, and, as
a matter of fact, it has changed. One of
the things he said is, what is a TMD
and what is not a TMD goes back to
the ratification hearings and the nego-
tiations themselves.

During the Senate hearings on the
ABM Treaty in 1972, then-Director of
Defense Research and Engineering,
Johnny Foster, was asked by Senator
Proxmire, ‘“Where is the line? Where is
the distinction between the two?” He
said, “If you shoot a missile inter-
ceptor at a target that goes faster than
2 Kkilometers per second, that is an
ABM.”

Of course we all know that demarca-
tion is unacceptable today. That is the
point. Technology changes. It has been
23 years since the ABM Treaty was
adopted.

What we are trying to do in this leg-
islation is to keep up with the times.
As a matter of fact, our own Defense
Department has made the point that
the treaty has not kept up with the
times, and the gentleman who is now
the CIA Director, John Deutch, has
made the point that the treaty, the
ABM Treaty, constrains us in ways
that technology should not anymore.
And, as a result, it seems to the com-
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mittee—and it seems to me—that it is
important for the United States to
draw this demarcation so that we can
test the systems that we could ulti-
mately deploy against theater threats.

Why is it important to have the lan-
guage in the bill? Because the adminis-
tration in effect proposes to dumb
down our TMD. And that is the prob-
lem. In both the Patriot system and
the THAAD system earlier, we dumbed
them down. The reason the Patriot
could not be any more successful in the
gulf war was because of decisions made
right after the ABM Treaty that in ef-
fect preclude the use of certain sensors
to enable it to be more robust.

We have done the same thing with
the THAAD system in taking out cer-
tain software and making certain hard-
ware changes that precluded it from
being as robust as it otherwise would
be in meeting these threats. We cannot
do this anymore. And we should not
dumb down our TMD system.

Our demarcation language in the bill
merely proscribes tests against stra-
tegic missiles, as I said, and that en-
ables us then to continue to test the
theater system in a way that would
make it effective against future
threats.

Let me quote, as a matter of fact,
from General Shalikashvili. He has
been quoted before. Let me first of all
quote a January 3 memo to Deputy
Secretary of Defense John Deutch.
Here is what he said General
Shalikashvili said:

The United States should make no further
concessions and even start thinking about
rolling back the U.S. negotiating position.

The reason that General
Shalikashvili, I believe, made that
statement is because he understood
that the position that Bob Bell had ne-
gotiated with the Russians that I re-
ferred to earlier was as far as this
country should go; that if we went any
further, we would arbitrarily be put-
ting limits on our theater systems in
ways that we should not do. That
would make them less capable of meet-
ing future threats. That is why he said
at that time that we should make no
further concessions and even start
thinking about rolling back the U.S.
negotiating position.

That is the real position of General
Shalikashvili. That is the position
which is embodied in this legislation,
to make no further concessions with
regard to this demarcation.

Finally, with respect to this argu-
ment that the ABM Treaty is sort of
sacrosanct, I want to make this point.
There is no anticipatory breach in the
bill at all because, of course, there are
two specific conditions. No. 1, there
can be amendments to the ABM Trea-
ty. That is all we are suggesting should
eventually occur here. But it is sug-
gested that maybe the Russians will
not agree with the policies stated in
the bill, and they will not agree to
those negotiations or to our position.

The United States can always with-
draw from the ABM Treaty after hav-
ing given 6 months’ notice if that is
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deemed to be in the interest of the
United States. So should we deem it to
be in the interest of the United States
to act in ways that the Russians would
deem inimical to continuation with the
ABM Treaty, they can either negotiate
or the United States can step out of
the treaty. The bill itself does not vio-
late the treaty.

I want to make that point crystal
clear.

There is some notion that has been
seeping into this debate that somehow
there is still a cold war going on here.

The cold war is over. The Soviet
Union, with whom we negotiated the
ABM Treaty, is no longer even in exist-
ence. The threats that the theater bal-
listic missiles are designed to thwart
are not necessarily threats emanating
from the Soviet Union or now Russia
but, rather, are threats coming from
countries like North Korea and Iraq
and Iran, and countries of that sort.

Therefore, we cannot be proscribed
from acting against those threats be-
cause of an ABM Treaty with the Rus-
sians. We need to proceed to develop
theater missiles that can protect the
United States, protect our forces de-
ployed abroad, and protect our allies
against these theater threats, whether
they come from Iran, Iraq, North
Korea, or whatever. So the ABM Trea-
ty really ought not to stop us from
doing it.

The second point is that it would
cause the Russians to react negatively.
It would not be a reason for the United
States to forego actions which are
clearly in our national interest. The
argument that is being made here is
the same argument that was used
against the Reagan initiatives that in
fact today are credited with ending the
cold war. Maybe the Russians will
react badly to this. Well, as it turned
out, by taking bold action, we were
able to win peace through strength.
The cold war is over because of the ini-
tiatives we took and because we did
not listen to those who said the Rus-
sians might react badly to this if we do
it. So I do not necessarily think that is
a good argument.

I again refer to the now CIA Director,
John Deutch, on the ABM Treaty. In
some respects, the technology has ex-
ceeded the limits of the ABM Treaty,
and we have to go forward with the
technology to protect ourselves not
just from Russian threats but from
threats around the rest of the world.
And the problem of waiting for the
Russians to agree is that this is no
longer a bipolar world and we have
these other threats to be concerned
about.

It is also, I think, an important point
to make that the Russian Duma is not
likely to ratify the START II Treaty in
any event, and this is clear from a vari-
ety of things that come out of Russia.
So to suggest that the action we take
here is going to prevent Russia from
ratifying the START II Treaty is not
relevant.
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Chairman of the Duma’s Foreign Re-
lations Committee, Vladimir Lukin
said:

We need big money to carry out these re-
ductions [in START II], and we don’t have it.
We do not want to ratify this treaty and
then not be able to comply with its terms.
We will have to wait until we see how to pay
for our promises.

That is the reason—or at least that is
one of the reasons—nothing to do with
what we are talking about today.

Others suggest that ratification
should be tied to other international
issues.

The Speaker of the Federation Coun-
cil, their upper chamber, Vladimir
Shumeyko, said:

We closely link [START II] ratification
with the overall situation existing between
Russia and NATO. . . We consider the perse-
verance of NATO as a stumbling block to our
cooperation in the era of disarmament and
advancement on the road to peace.

And still others see START II as in-
imical to Russian interests. Viktor
Ilyukhin, chairman of the State Duma
Security Committee, said:

If this treaty [START II] is fully imple-
mented, the United States will almost dou-
ble its superiority, while the damage to Rus-
sia’s national security will be unrecoverable.

There are many more quotations
that I could cite.

The point is there are a lot of reasons
why a lot of Russians do not want to
ratify the START II Treaty. It is not
because of what we are doing in this
legislation here today.

Finally, let me just refer to this no-
tion of anticipatory breach. If we are
going to use that legal doctrine here,
we also ought to refer to the equitable
doctrine of clean hands.

I will not take the time here to recite
the numerous instances of Soviet and
Russian violations of treaties that we
have negotiated, but they are numer-
ous. And in some respects we have cho-
sen to ignore those violations because
we believe that it is important to con-
tinue the dialog and to keep the proc-
ess moving. But the fact is it would be
anomalous for the Russians to consider
that a policy we state today that in no
way involves a violation of the treaty
is some kind of a big deal when they
are in violation of a variety of treaties,
and should my colleagues desire we can
put that information in the RECORD.

The final argument that is given as a
reason to support the amendment of
the Senator from Michigan is that the
language of the bill ties the President’s
hands. What we do here is two things.
We call for a study to determine what
the administration should negotiate
relative to the ABM Treaty. We are not
saying what the administration has to
negotiate. We are saying let us have a
study and pick those areas where we
want to make a change. One of them I
think is going to be clear. We should
not go forward in this country to de-
ploy a national defense missile system
at one site. That would not make
sense. So one of the items clearly is
going to be let us ask the Russians to
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negotiate this multiple site. That is
the only way we should deploy a na-
tional system. And I do not see what
the problem with that is.

In the meantime, we are saying let us
not use defense funds to continue, the
administration should not use the 050
account to continue to make conces-
sions to the Russians on matters that
ought to be either the subject of fur-
ther negotiation or at least the admin-
istration ought to come to the Senate
to discuss them with us.

That is the final point I wish to make
here. We have been trying for months
to get the administration to work with
us. That is what advice and consent is
all about. And it is true that there are
prerogatives of the administration that
are important to be protected, and I do
not want to step on those. But it is also
true that the Senate has prerogatives.
We have the right of advice and con-
sent, and thus far the administration
has generally ignored the position that
at least those of us on this side have
taken. What we are asking in this leg-
islation is that you not go any fur-
ther—in fact, we are demanding that
the administration go no further in the
direction of making further conces-
sions to the Russians in ways that
would limit our ability to develop our
theater systems which can be used not
just against Russians but against other
potential threats; that they do not do
that; that they not use defense funds
for that purpose. That is why we are
saying it is important for us to be talk-
ing to the administration.

If the administration wants to get to-
gether with us and talk about what
they can do, if they want to submit the
changes to the Senate, then well and
good. So far that has not been the ad-
ministration’s position.

So with regard to the argument that
we are stepping on the administra-
tion’s prerogative, I would just note
that the administration has been ig-
noring the Senate and its advice and
consent prerogatives, and it is time for
us to be giving a little advice and ask-
ing for the ability to consent to what
the administration is doing.

Mr. President, the bottom line here
is that the Armed Services Committee
came up with a very good bill, and I
wish to commend the chairman of the
committee, Senator THURMOND, who is
here; Senator LOTT is a member of the
committee; Senator WARNER made an
excellent statement here this morning
in opposition to the amendment of the
Senator from Michigan, and I believe
that it would be in the best interests of
the United States for this body to
agree with the Armed Services Com-
mittee to vote down the amendment of
the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to yield
20 minutes to the Senator from Ne-
braska.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have been
listening and waiting very patiently
for my turn to make some remarks on
this matter. I had hesitation about the
unanimous-consent agreement because
this is one of the most important mat-
ters, if not the most important matter
in my view that I have been a part of
in my 17 years in the Senate.

Notwithstanding the desire to move
on briskly, I simply say that I hope, re-
gardless of political affiliation, we will
all take a very close look at what we
may be about to do unless the Levin, et
al, amendment, of which I am proud to
be an original cosponsor, is passed.

I have been listening to the Senator
from Arizona and his rather interesting
remarks, and during those remarks the
Senator from Arizona mentioned the
names of several very prominent ad-
ministration officials, including Bob
Bell at the White House, National Se-
curity Council. He mentioned the
present CIA Director, the former sec-
ond man at the Department of Defense.
He mentioned the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of  Staff, General
Shalikashvili.

I simply want to say that I am not
indicating the Senator from Arizona
has misrepresented any of the state-
ments that those individuals have
made, but I have checked, while the
Senator from Arizona was addressing
the Senate, with Bob Bell at the White
House. Bob Bell tells me that, notwith-
standing the name dropping, all of the
individuals mentioned by the Senator
from Arizona to substantiate his posi-
tion of being against the Levin amend-
ment is not shared by anyone in the
administration including each and
every one of the officials mentioned in
support of his argument by the Senator
from Arizona.

This is a tremendously important
matter. My judgment is that this
should not come down to a party-line
vote.

I am afraid it is going to be a party-
line vote. Maybe if we can just reach a
few Republicans. I would guess at this
time that we would not lose more than
one or two Democratic votes, two at
the most, on this side of the aisle,
maybe none, which means that we
Democrats are talking to five, six or
seven of our Republican friends asking
that they look very closely at this be-
fore they vote against the Levin
amendment.

I thought it was rather ironic a cou-
ple hours ago while I was on the floor
at that particular time there were four
Senators on the floor. There was Sen-
ator NUNN, for whom I have great re-
spect and with whom I have worked
closely for 17 years; there was the
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, my dear friend, and no one has
more respect in this body, in the view
of this Senator, than my friend STROM
THURMOND from South Carolina; there
was JOHN WARNER, who came to the
Senate the same time as this Senator.
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And the four of us happened to be here
on the floor.

There have been many very impor-
tant statements made and, I thought,
well thought out by Members on both
sides of this issue. It is an issue that
may not be clear-cut in some people’s
minds. For 17 years, I believe, on na-
tional defense matters I have stood
hand in hand with the Senator from
South Carolina, the Senator from Vir-
ginia and others. I do not know that we
have been very far apart, if far at all,
on many issues. I can include Senator
LoTT, a Member of the Senate that I
work very closely with; Senator LEVIN;
and others.

I simply say that we are at a point
where I do not feel it is fair to indicate
people are in bad faith on that side of
the aisle on the matter. I just hope
they will listen to the pleas that we are
making on this side. Maybe a good way
to put it is, I think they know not
what they do. They are not badly in-
tentioned. I think they know not what
they do.

To put this in perspective, I would
like to ask a question of the Senator
from Michigan on this matter that
may put this in some kind of perspec-
tive as far as this Senator sees it. Not-
withstanding the protestations to the
contrary, if the Levin amendment is
not adopted, I feel that we have gone a
long way down the road to disrupt
some of the advances that have taken
place over the last few years with re-
gard to downplaying the role of depend-
ence on nuclear devices. It is this Sen-
ator’s feeling—and I am wondering to
what degree this is shared by my friend
and colleague from the State of Michi-
gan. Senator LEVIN and I came here at
the same time. We have sat side by side
on the Armed Services Committee. We
have generally agreed. And I would
generally include him in that group of
bipartisan Senators, Democrats and
Republicans, that have worked hand in
hand on critical defense matters.

Without losing my right to the floor,
I want to ask Senator LEVIN this ques-
tion: If your amendment striking basi-
cally the references to the ABM Treaty
fails, it is the opinion of this Senator
that such action, if your amendment
fails, will probably end any chance of
finally completing in a successful fash-
ion the implementation of the START
I treaty. In all likelihood, further, it
will scuttle any chances of cooperation
to obtain ratification of the START II
treaty and then further eliminations of
the number of nuclear warheads that
were planned to follow on beyond that.
I think it drives a stake through the
heart of the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.
I think it certainly would do great
harm to any chances that we have with
regard to the nonproliferation treaties
that we are interested in. And last and
certainly not least, I would think this
action very likely would go a long way
to maintain a conventional forces un-
derstanding in Europe meaningful from
the standpoint of seeking some form of
stability in the world. All of these
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things, I think, have a very grave
threat of extinction if we proceed in
the fashion that the ABM Treaty lan-
guage that the Senator from Michigan
is trying to strike as it came out of the
committee remains.

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is right. In
my view and, even more important by
far, in General Shalikashvili’s view
when he says in his letter to Senator
WARNER, the following:

With regard to broader security issues, the
linkage between the ABM Treaty and the
START II has been stressed repeatedly by
the Russians and U.S. military representa-
tives in many forums, including discussions
with many Members of the Duma. While
there are, of course, other factors that play
in the Duma consideration, one must assume
that unilateral U.S. legislation could harm
prospects for START II ratification and
probably impact our broader security rela-
tionship as well.

And it is that broader security rela-
tionship that I think my good friend
from Nebraska is referring to. And I do
agree with his assessment of the im-
pact. But again, our top military offi-
cer agrees, our Secretary of Defense
agrees, our Secretary of State agrees
with that assessment.

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend from
Michigan. Let me summarize, if I can,
some of the overall problems that I see
with this measure that I partially ad-
dressed in remarks this morning.

The way this came out of the com-
mittee it attacks the limits of the
Nunn-Lugar proposal that has been re-
sponsible for the safe and accountable
disarming of over 2,500 former Soviet
Union warheads. It cuts the Energy De-
partment nonproliferation arms con-
trol and verification funding. It rec-
ommends reconstituting our nuclear
weapons manufacturing complex at un-
told billions of dollars, while at the
same time advocating the resumption
of U.S. nuclear weapons testing. This
last committee initiative is contrary
to U.S. policy, and it is designed to
scuttle ongoing comprehensive test ban
negotiations and any prospect of reach-
ing a treaty agreement.

I will have some more to say about
this later on as we go into other par-
ticular issues under consideration in
this bill. Let me simply say, though, I
am concerned with the tone and the
substance of the bill and the level of
micromanagement placed on the Pen-
tagon and the Department of Energy is
unprecedented and harmful to our Na-
tion’s standing in the international
community. Many of the committee
initiatives are driven by a desire to de-
fend against a superpower threat to
U.S. security that simply does not
exist. At the same time, when one-time
enemies are now allies and the world
community is committed more than
ever before to the peaceful resolution
of conflicts, the committee bill is at
odds with the reality and the strong
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need of amendment before it can prop-
erly serve our Nation’s security inter-
ests. At a time when American leader-
ship in the world community is strong-
1y needed, we cannot be viewed as a na-
tion living in the past, jousting with
our imaginary dragons in order to lay
claim to the mantle of being strong on
defense. We are a strong country, the
preeminent military power of the world
by far. But we must also be forward
looking and recognize that it is in our
national interest as well as the interest
of other nations to encourage arms
control and alliances based on collec-
tive security. It is unfortunate that
some feel more comfortable in an ad-
versarial environment than in one
based on cooperation and lowering of
superpower antagonism.

Like a beehive, the world in 1995 has
the capacity to be both dangerous and
peaceful. And handled properly, the
hive can be benign and capable of pro-
ducing sweet honey. If agitated, how-
ever, it can become hostile and threat-
ening. The defense authorization bill in
its present form is a sharp stick ready
to be jabbed into the hive. The design
and intent of the bill is to agitate the
world community to the ultimate det-
riment of ourselves. This is not the
time in history to rekindle the rhetoric
of the cold war. I urge my colleagues to
support the amendment that will cor-
rect these and other self-defeating ele-
ments of this flawed legislation.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, a defense
bill must meet threats, real threats,
not shadows or ghosts of threats dis-
appeared.

Our military leaders and our intel-
ligence services have properly identi-
fied the threats our Nation faces.

They have come before us and told us
what threats we face.

We have ignored much of their coun-
sel and drafted a bill addressed to the
realities of yesterday and a dark view
of a possible future tens of years away.

This provision if enacted will take a
step toward abrogating the anti-
ballistic missile treaty, scuttling the
START II Treaty, and launching us
back into the arms race of the cold
war.

This bill includes many weapons sys-
tems designed to match a missile
threat from the Soviet Union that does
not exist. Due to the diligent efforts of
former President Bush, President Clin-
ton, our diplomats and Senators like
Mr. NUNN and Mr. LUGAR, we have been
able to substantially curtail that
threat, to destroy hundreds of the mis-
siles that used to be aimed at our na-
tions, and to divert the targeting of the
others that still remain.

Since 1991, the Nunn-Lugar program
has helped the states of the former So-
viet Union to destroy their weapons of
mass destruction and reduce the threat
posed by proliferation of these weap-
ons. This program remains an example
of concise policy designed to meet an
identified threat and has significantly
improved our national security.

We cannot stress to the appropriate
degree how important arms control ef-
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forts have been to our national secu-
rity. Today, as a result of bipartisan ef-
forts from different administrations,
Russia is planning to eliminate 6,000
nuclear warheads that formerly were
directed toward our Nation. That is far
more than any national missile defense
could hope to destroy.

It would be a shame if the other pro-
visions of this bill caused this progress
to be in vain.

Therefore, I reject the provisions in
this bill that if enacted will most like-
ly resurrect an arms race between the
United States and Russia.

By unilaterally deciding what the
ABM standard is in regard to missile
interceptors, the Senate would disrupt
the negotiating process currently un-
derway. Not only is this an unwar-
ranted intrusion into the normal work-
ing of foreign policy, this provision
dangerously increases the risk that the
ABM and other weapons treaties will
be abrogated completely by the Rus-
sians.

Later this year the Russian Duma
was to vote on the ratification of
START II. After they see the provi-
sions in this bill regarding the ABM
treaty, and realize how we plan to have
a missile defense system that could
theoretically counter an attack on the
United States, the incentive to destroy
the thousands of weapons called for in
START II will be greatly diminished.

Regardless of what we tell them, the
Russians will logically be thinking,
why destroy our missiles when we may
need them to get through a U.S. mis-
sile defense system?

Though its proponents claim this
measure will protect us from a change
in Russian policy, this measure will
only further destabilize our relations
and cause the hardliners in Russia to
question our commitment to START
II.

We would be throwing away a chance
to destroy literally thousands of nu-
clear weapons on the faint hope that
we can build an impenetrable missile
defense system.

To justify the national missile de-
fense system now when the Soviet
threat is gone, the supporters of this
bill are countering the views of our
professional military and intelligence
personnel and telling the American
people a threat exists elsewhere when
in fact it does not.

The supporters of this bill say that
North Korea, Iran, Iraq, or Libya now
have or will have shortly the ability to
launch a missile that can reach our
shores. That is simply not the case.

The report to this bill specifically
notes the possible threat from the
North Korean Taepo Dong II missile,
which the report claims may have the
range to hit Alaska. Since this weapon
is in development, we do not in fact
know that this missile will be capable
of that range. But with North Korea in
such dire straits economically and the
growing possibility of its opening, with
reunification with the south increas-
ingly likely, should we spend billions
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on a missile defense system that prob-
ably won’t work to counter a threat
that may never exist?

Our professional military and intel-
ligence personnel, the people who have
the training, the knowledge, and the
access to the most sensitive of infor-
mation to judge these threats, say
there is no threat from any indige-
nously developed missile for the next 10
years. Yet the supporters of these pro-
visions do not believe those who know
the most about this subject.

This presumed threat does not justify
spending the tax money of American
citizens on unproven and untested anti-
ballistic missile defense.

This bill adds $300 million this year
toward a national missile defense sys-
tem. In 1993, the GAO reported that the
cost of such a system would total $35
billion and a CBO estimate from earlier
this year pegged the cost at $48 billion.
As we know from past estimates, these
estimates would probably be low.

The bill calls for the deployment of
this system even though it is unproven
and untested.

Under the most likely of scenarios,
the nuclear umbrella this would create
would be a leaky one that fails to com-
pletely protect our Nation if the non-
existent threat were to become real.
With nuclear, chemical or biological
weapons, anything less than 100 per-
cent certainty will not suffice.

One clear lesson from history is that
in military affairs, those who con-
centrate their efforts on defense are
bound to fail. In the 1930’s and 1940’s
France felt secure behind the Maginot
Line. Their defensive posture was out-
witted and decimated by a German
Army dedicated to the offensive. When
it comes to threats to the United
States today, the means chosen to de-
liver a weapon of mass destruction
would very likely be something other
than a missile. It may be a cliche that
the best defense is a good offense, but
it is also true. We should look to
counter any incipient threat from
rogue nations through a robust offen-
sive capability.

If someone is intent on attacking the
United States, they need not be rocket
scientists to figure out our Nation’s
vulnerabilities. Why spend millions of
dollars on missiles whose launch we
can instantly trace and respond to with
enough devastating force to destroy an
entire civilization? No, our potential
adversaries would most likely seek the
path of least resistance. The delivery
system posing the greatest threat is
the rental truck, not a ballistic mis-
sile. We face that real threat through
offensive actions against rogue nations
and terrorist groups.

We can support and focus our offen-
sive capability through intense intel-
ligence activities, so our policymakers
and military commanders know most
about what countries or groups are de-
veloping weapons of mass destruction,
delivery systems, and the characteris-
tics and locations of these systems.
Next, the full diplomatic and economic
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powers of our Nation can be used to
counter the threat that may develop.
Then, if the developers cannot be dis-
suaded in peacetime, the weapons
themselves can be destroyed either pre-
emptively or in war.

I have heard other Senators state
that the United States is vulnerable to
an accidental ballistic missile attack.
The truth is, the situation today is the
same as it has been for 30 years. We
have managed to survive this long be-
cause governments have stressed prop-
er security and operating procedures
for these terrible weapons. Nations un-
derstand the gravity of a mistake when
nuclear weapons are involved. That is
why the launching of one of these mis-
siles involves so many intricate, redun-
dant steps with multiple built-in safe-
guards.

Yes, Murphy’s law is true. Accidents
can happen. But to have an accidental
ballistic missile launch, several acci-
dents must occur. Several redundant
safeguard systems would have to fail
all in the proper sequence at the pre-
cise moment, not just multiple failures
of equipment but also multiple failures
of human judgment, communication,
and authority.

I am no statistician, but I bet the
likelihood of all that occurring simul-
taneously is far more remote than
other Senators have led the public to
believe. It would be far more likely
that an interceptor missile in the na-
tional missile defense aimed at a mov-
ing target would miss its mark. The
threat of an accidental ballistic missile
launch toward our shores does not
meet even the lowest threshold to qual-
ify as a legitimate threat.

Again, I say to my colleagues, we
need to have a rational assessment of
the threats our Nation faces. And the
threat we face from a Russia with sev-
eral thousand more nuclear weapons is
far greater than the threat from a Rus-
sia that abides by the START II agree-
ment.

Mr. EXON. I ask unanimous consent
that Senator KERREY be listed as a co-
Sponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
SNOWE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. EXON. I ask the Chair how much
time is remaining of the time assigned
to the Senator from Nebraska?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six and a
half minutes.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that at this time, I
be allowed to yield in this order: 8 min-
utes to Senator SIMON; 15 minutes to
Senator KERRY; 8 minutes to Senator
BINGAMAN, and that they be recognized
in that order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Senator from Illinois.
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Mr. SIMON. Madam President, it was
just a few days ago when Senator
BYRD, in the middle of a series of votes,
was acknowledged for his 14,000th vote
in a row. He got up and, among other
things, he said there is a growing and
excessive partisanship in this body.

I was on the subway this morning
with Senator LUGAR, and some young
eager student asked me what was dif-
ferent from when I came here. I said,
“The body, the Congress as a whole, is
more partisan than it used to be.”

I mention that because if we end up
with a straight party vote on some-
thing as vital to the future of our Na-
tion as this is, we have not done our
two parties a favor. I think the Levin
amendment is extremely important to
the security of our country.

If we just decide we are going to ab-
rogate the ABM Treaty on our own, we
are going to interpret it the way we
want to, and that is what this amend-
ment calls for, we are going to raise
fears all over the world. We are going
to be playing into the hands of the
Russian hardliners. No one should mis-
understand that for a moment. If we
pass this bill without the Levin amend-
ment, the Russian hardliners are going
to say, ‘“We’re going to have to stop
this elimination of nuclear warheads.
We’re going to have to move in the
other direction.”

Unilaterally to say this is what the
ABM Treaty is going to be—and among
other things in this bill it says, no U.S.
official, presumably the Department of
Defense, can discuss with any other
country what the ABM Treaty means.
That is a restriction on freedom of
speech, among other things, that is un-
wise.

What we have is the present course
where we are gradually reducing the
nuclear threat, the arms threat in the
world where we have moved from the
great threat being nuclear annihila-
tion, to the great threat being insta-
bility around the world, and we are
going to move to a world where the
threat is both instability and a nuclear
threat.

Our present course reduces the nu-
clear danger. I happen to think we are
spending way too much on arms. We
are spending more than the next eight
countries combined. If you take a look
at the 1973 defense appropriations and
add the inflation factor to it, we are
spending more today than we were in
1973. That is when the Berlin wall was
up, that is when we were in Vietnam,
that is when we had almost twice as
many troops in Europe.

I think some sensible reduction in
arms expenditure 1is desirable and,
frankly, I think even the high number
requested by the administration would
not be there but for the sensitivity of
the President, because he was not part
of the military, he does not want to
look like he is antimilitary. But this $7
billion increase is just unwarranted.

On top of that, to say we are going to
just unilaterally decide what the ABM
Treaty means, on top of that to esca-
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late the nuclear threat, I think, just
does not make any sense at all, and it
is going to waste billions and billions
and billions of dollars in addition to in-
creasing the threat to our country.

If this bill passes in substantially the
present condition, then I think the
President of the United States has no
option but to veto it, and I will strong-
ly urge the President to veto it.

We have to move away from an arms
race. This bill, without the Levin
amendment, increases the probability
of an arms race.

Madam President, I yield whatever
time I may have left to Senator LEVIN.

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. KERRY. Thank you,
President.

Madam President, I want to con-
gratulate the Senator from Michigan
and also thank the Senator from Illi-
nois for his comments with respect to
this amendment. It seems that some of
our colleagues in this body, in the
wake of losing the former Soviet em-
pire and the monolith of communism
as targets of their opposition, now have
lost their compass. They seem unsure
of where to direct their energies and
our taxpayers’ money, and so are
struggling to find another opponent at
which to throw this Nation’s treasure—
regardless of the costs or risks en-
tailed.

The Soviet Union has ceased to exist,
and we are well into implementation of
the START I Treaty limiting nuclear
weapons and on our way to a START II
Treaty to dismantle strategic delivery
systems and further limit nuclear
weapons.

So we are on a course where the com-
pass clearly points toward reduction in
the number of nuclear weapons present
in our world, toward the reduction of
risk to our citizens and our society
itself from an aggressor’s attack, to-
ward the control and reduction of
weapons, and, indeed, toward the cre-
ation of stability in our world’s polit-
ical equation.

As all of us who grew up in the 1950’s
and 1960’s understand, nuclear deter-
rence is built on the concept of mutu-
ally assured destruction. ‘“They’” can
destroy ‘‘us,” ‘“we” can destroy
‘““them,” so neither chooses to destroy
the other because nobody knows what
would be left.

In effect, that has maintained a state
of rough peace—even if an uneasy
peace—since the end of World War II.
Certainly there have been surrogate
wars and smaller skirmishes and cli-
ent-state struggles around the globe,
but the great nuclear powers have
never seen fit to attack each other be-
cause of the belief that the damage
that would be returned would be unac-
ceptably great.

Now, in 1995, we are no longer faced
with Soviet expansionism, a Soviet de-
sire to exploit every conceivable West-
ern weakness, and, in every way short
of initiating an all-out conflict, a So-
viet desire to achieve and maintain the

Madam
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advantage in every competitive situa-
tion. We no longer stare across the
North Pole at thousands of Soviet nu-
clear warheads targeted on America’s
cities, its industrial and military fa-
cilities, and its governmental and so-
cial lifelines. Yet in the bill that is be-
fore the Senate today, we have a provi-
sion that unilaterally abandons—and, I
would argue, effectively nullifies—one
of the critical ingredients that has
brought us to the point where the com-
pass is pointing in the right direction.

The Antiballistic Missile—or ABM—
Treaty is a keystone to this arms con-
trol progress—which already has made
huge contributions to the security and
safety of our Nation and its people, and
offers the promise of even greater safe-
ty and security in the foreseeable fu-
ture.

The bill brought before the Senate by
the Republican-controlled Armed Serv-
ices Committee establishes as our na-
tional policy that we will have a na-
tional missile defense system at ‘“‘mul-
tiple locations,”” which violates the
ABM Treaty. It says that we will de-
velop defense systems against theater
ballistic missiles without regard to the
ABM Treaty restrictions. It prohibits
our President from even negotiating on
this subject. It prohibits any inter-
ference with TMD missile testing that
is self-apparently illegal under the
ABM Treaty which our Nation signed
and this very body ratified.

The bill before us unilaterally oblit-
erates the ABM Treaty, Madam Presi-
dent.

Anyone who understands the history
and psyche of the Russian people
knows that they adamantly insist on
realistic means of defending their na-
tion. Fundamental to their willingness
to enter into arms control agreements,
and to continue to abide by them, is a
requirement that their strategic weap-
ons systems be effective in order to
serve as a real deterrent to aggression
against their nation, and an effective
means of retaliation if that deterrence
fails.

If the United States moves ahead
unilaterally to build a system that can
defend successfully against their stra-
tegic forces, we undo a delicate bal-
ance, and in the process almost surely
destroy the willingness of the Russian
nation to continue to honor arms con-
trol agreements that further damage
their side of the balance-of-power equa-
tion.

Madam President, nuclear deterrence
is already tricky enough. But it really
has always rested on each nation’s per-
ceptions of the others’ forces and of the
threat that is poised against it. We
hold the upper hand with respect to
that today, relative to every country
on the face of this planet.

Today, to break out of the ABM
Treaty, or signal our intention to do
s0, is to invite a return to the days of
suspicion and countersuspicion, and far
more dangerously, to invite a diminish-
ment of the stability of our current
world order. It is not perfect, of course,
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but I think few would argue with the
assertion that it is better than it was
for the 40 years between 1949 and 1989.

We do not attack each other, because
we know to do so would be to beg the
ultimate destruction. But if we develop
a capacity to knock down anything
that could be sent at us, we have
changed the threat perception—the
perception of whether a balance ex-
ists—changed it in our own mind, and
changed it for those who are our adver-
saries.

Changing the threat perception or
the perception of whether a balance ex-
ists initiates the very hopscotching
process that is the simple history of
the entire cold war. We detonated the
first atom bombs; the Soviets followed.
We detonated the hydrogen bomb; they
followed. We put long-range bombers in
the air with nuclear weapons; they fol-
lowed. We developed intercontinental
ballistic missiles; they followed. We de-
veloped long-range submarines with
ballistic missile capability; they fol-
lowed. We developed multiple inde-
pendently-targeted reentry vehicle or
MIRVed nuclear warheads; they fol-
lowed. Every single major episode of
the cold war consisted of a first effort
by the United States to develop tech-
nology that would give us an advan-
tage. In every case, the Soviets re-
sponded by countering that advantage.
After the Berlin wall fell, finally it be-
came evident that this was an insane
and vicious circle, consuming precious
resources in our Nation and bank-
rupting the Soviet Union—in more
than one respect.

But now, at long last, that threat has
receded. The Soviet Union is no more.
And the threat of ballistic missile at-
tack of the United States is virtually
nil—and will be virtually nil for many
years.

Only Russia and China today can
reach the United States with a nuclear
warhead carried on an ICBM. All our
intelligence agencies agree that there
is no significant threat of such a mis-
sile attack today from either of those
nations. Russia, while one must respect
the military power still at its disposal,
including intercontinental ballistic
missiles, is not in any wise prepared to
engage our Nation in an armed con-
flict. China has some strategic ballistic
missile capability, but not anywhere
close to enough to initiate a war with
the United States. We are the only re-
maining superpower.

And our intelligence community fur-
ther agrees that no other nation will be
able to develop the ability to hit the
United States with ballistic-missile-
conveyed weapons of mass destruction
for a minimum of 10 years.

Let me share with my colleagues an
excerpt from the prepared statement of
Lt. Gen. James R. Clapper, Jr., Direc-
tor of the Defense Intelligence Agency,
to the Senate Select Committee on In-
telligence at a public hearing on Janu-
ary 10 of this year on the threats faced
by our Nation. General Clapper said, in
part:

S11261

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.

Then-Acting Director of Central In-
telligence Adm. William Studeman, in
response to questions asked at that
same hearing, replied that

No new countries have emerged with the
motivation to develop a missile to target
CONUS and the four that we previously iden-
tified—North Korea, Iran, Iraq, and Libya—
are at least a decade away.

The administration, the Secretary of
Defense, and the Secretary of State are
all opposed to the missile defense and
ABM provisions of this bill. Let me
share the Secretary of State’s letter
with the Senate. In a letter to the
ranking member of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, he says:

I am writing to you to express my deep
concern over certain provisions in S. 1026.
Specifically, it contains missile defense and
ABM Treaty-related provisions that raise se-
rious constitutional foreign policy and na-
tional security concerns. Unless these provi-
sions are removed or modified, I will oppose
this bill.

If enacted into law, the provisions related
to missile defenses and the ABM Treaty
would put the U.S. on a path to violate the
ABM Treaty by developing for deployment a
non-compliant, multi-site, National Missile
Defense by the year 2003. Such a program is
unnecessary and would place the START I
and START II treaties at risk.

I know that the Secretary of Defense
also has opposed these provisions.

Successive administrations, this one
included, have supported the continued
viability of the ABM Treaty as the best
way to preserve and enhance our na-
tional security.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have the entire letter print-
ed in the RECORD.

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

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, DC. August 2, 1995.

DEAR SENATOR PELL: I am writing to you
to express my deep concern over certain pro-
visions in S. 1026, the Senate’s National De-
fense Authorization Act for FY 1996. Specifi-
cally, S. 1026 contains missile defense and
ABM Treaty related provisions that raise se-
rious constitutional, foreign policy and na-
tional security concerns. Unless these provi-
sions are removed or modified I will oppose
this bill.

If enacted into law, the provisions related
to missile defenses and the ABM Treaty
would put the U.S. on a path to violate the
ABM Treaty by developing for deployment a
non-compliant, multi-site National Missile
Defense (NMD) by the year 2003. Such a pro-
gram is unnecessary and would place the
START I and START II Treaties at risk.

Successive Administrations have supported
the continued viability of the ABM Treaty as
the best way to preserve and enhance our na-
tional security. Not only has it been critical
to preventing an arms race, but it has also
made possible the extraordinary progress
that both Republican and Democratic Ad-
ministrations have made in reducing stra-
tegic offensive arms. Our allies, including
Britain and France, also view the ABM Trea-
ty as crucial to strategic stability and the
viability of their own independent nuclear
deterrents.
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Another provision seeks unilaterally to
impose a solution to the on-going negotia-
tions with the Russians on the ABM/TMD de-
marcation. By prohibiting the obligation and
expenditure of funds to implement Article
VI(a) of the ABM Treaty according to any in-
terpretation except the interpretation speci-
fied in the bill, the bill would infringe upon
the President’s exclusive responsibility for
the execution of the law and would impair
the conduct of foreign relations consistent
with U.S. treaty obligations.

Further, such actions would immediately
call into question the U.S. commitment to
the ABM Treaty, and have a negative impact
on U.S.-Russian relations, Russian imple-
mentation of the START I Treaty, and Rus-
sian ratification of the START II Treaty.
This would leave thousands of warheads in
place that otherwise would be removed from
deployment under the two Treaties, includ-
ing all MIRVed ICBMs such as the Russian
heavy SS-18.

There is no need now to take actions that
would lead us to violate the Treaty and
threaten the stabilizing reductions we would
otherwise achieve—and place strategic sta-
bility at risk. We have established a treaty-
compliant approach to theater missile de-
fense that will enable us to meet threats we
may face in the foreseeable future—and one
that preserves all the benefits of the ABM,
START and START II Treaties.

I hope that you will join with me to ensure
that future generations enjoy the benefit of
these treaties and remove these provisions
that place these benefits at risk.

Sincerely,
WARREN CHRISTOPHER.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, we do
not need to abrogate the ABM Treaty
in order to defend against a threat that
does not exist, and will not exist for at
least 10 years. Indeed, there are many
things that we can do while remaining
in full compliance with the ABM Trea-
ty to prepare a defense, should the de-
cision be that such preparations are
warranted and their cost is justified.
And we always retain the option, under
the terms of the treaty, to withdraw
from the treaty under its terms, or to
negotiate modifications to the treaty if
the Russians will agree to our objec-
tives.

I might add, respectfully, that there
are other ways to respond to a per-
ceived threat that do not require build-
ing $40 billion systems that we do not
even know will work when they are
completed. We could use permissive ac-
tion links; we could be negotiating
harder with the Russians, and others,
to take steps to prevent any kind of ac-
cidental launch; we could pursue the
activities supported by Nunn-Lugar
program funding, including strength-
ening Russian government controls
over their nuclear weapons, safely and
surely dismantling surplus nuclear
weapons and delivery systems, and pre-
venting technicians from transferring
dangerous technologies to rogue states;
we can provide for integral systems
that literally destroy a missile before
it is launched if someone tries to fire it
without authorization.

Indeed, under the terms of the ABM
Treaty, we already are allowed to de-
velop an antiballistic missile defense
system in one location, and we started
to do some years ago in Grand Forks
and then we decided it was too expen-
sive and we gave it up.
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But that is not the course this bill
takes, Madam President. The missile
defense and ABM provisions of this bill
are an exercise in sheer lunacy. This is
an attempt to create from thin air a
reason to continue the numbingly ex-
pensive defense systems that the de-
mise of the cold war has made super-
fluous—while simultaneously threat-
ening the tremendous progress we have
made in reducing the threat to our peo-

ple from nuclear weapons.
The effect of this bill is to jettison

the current, real, demonstrable protec-
tions of the START I and START II
Treaties in exchange for spending a
minimum of $40 billion to develop a
system to attempt to defend our Na-
tion against ballistic missiles—an en-
tirely theoretical system that may or

may not function as designed.
There are some Senators who have

argued that we must be prepared, even
if the risk is small and distant, for the
possible threat of a potential aggressor
nation developing and choosing to use
against the United States a ballistic
missile carrying a weapon of mass de-
struction. Others have said that the
biggest risk is that some rogue nations
may purchase such systems from either
Russia or China. Mr. President, the
fact is that if such nations wish us ill,
and choose to act on those wishes,
there are far less expensive, far faster,
far easier, and far less technically com-
plicated and failure-prone ways to
wreak ill on the United States—ways
against which a national missile de-
fense system would be powerless to de-
fend.

Should a rogue nation, for whatever
reason, choose to pursue development
and fielding of a ballistic missile sys-
tem capable of reaching our Nation,
that capacity is so far down the road,
so prone to detection, and so capable of
being preemptively neutralized if nec-
essary, that the world should not shud-
der at the notion that we are somehow

defenseless.
The main threats to our Nation

today are from terrorists rolling
bombs, nuclear or conventional, into
our cities in cars or trucks, or carrying
them in suitcases. Or cruise missiles
launched from offshore. These are
threats that the $40 billion-plus na-
tional missile defense system either
cannot defend against at all, or against
which the system could defend only in-
completely.

The biggest threat of all, Madam
President, is one right before our faces.
It is the very same threat with which
we have lived for the duration of the
cold war, and which we finally reduced
dramatically and are reducing further
by the arms control treaties which are
constructed on the bedrock foundation
of the ABM Treaty. Trashing the ABM
Treaty will rekindle the strategic/nu-
clear arms race with Russia, because
even in its current condition of eco-
nomic distress, Russia will do whatever
is necessary to ensure it has an effec-
tive deterrent and retaliatory capa-
bility. Russia, at a minimum, will re-
target its ICBM’s and SLBM’s on
American cities, industries, and mili-
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tary installations. It will stop retiring
and disassembling nuclear warheads
and delivery systems. The progress to-
ward a safer world that was so pains-
takingly and painfully achieved over
two decades by Presidents of both par-
ties would be demolished. Surely, in a
world that lacks the Soviet empire, in
a world where we do not have the same
kind of threat we have lived with for
the last 50 years, we do not have to
turn around and create a new arms
race.

Let us review the effects of this pro-
vision of the bill: In one sweeping
movement, we are effectively demol-
ishing—unilaterally—a treaty to which
our Nation is a party and which this
Chamber ratified. This action simply
ignores procedures to withdraw legally
from a treaty we determine no longer
is in our best interests.

We are countenancing in law the
known, deliberate violation of TU.S.
law.

We are pushing Russia to cease abid-
ing by the terms of START I and halt
progress to implementation of START
II.

We are tying the hands of our Presi-
dent in terms of negotiating arms con-
trol agreements.

And we are launching this Nation on
the course of spending a minimum of
$40 billion for an untried, untested mis-
sile defense system that will not pro-
tect against the greatest threats of at-
tack on this Nation.

The people of this Nation have long
ago concluded that we in the Congress
often make decisions and laws that
make no sense to them. The provisions
of this bill that pertain to missile de-
fense and, in particular, to the ABM
Treaty, result from fanning the flame
of an irrational fear built on a fiction—
a fiction with which none of our senior
intelligence community officials
agrees, and that has no basis in our for-
eign policy history, in our arms control
history, or in current threat analysis.
If the Senate approves these provi-
sions, it will take one of the most out-
rageously nonsensical steps it has
taken in my 11 years of service here.

I strongly support the amendment of
the Senator from Michigan in deleting
the offensive language from this bill. I
believe Senate adoption of his amend-
ment is absolutely essential. Without
approval of this amendment, I will vote
against this bill and urge all Senators
to do the same. I will join with other
Senators to urge the President to veto
it—a step he already has indicated he
expects to take if these provisions are
not acceptably modified.

I believe this bill is destined for the
trash heap if the amendment is not ap-
proved. I hope it will be approved by an
overwhelming vote.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I
opposed this bill when it was being con-
sidered in the Armed Services Com-
mittee. The main reason I did so were
the
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provisions in the bill entitled the Mis-
sile Defense Act of 1995.

I believe these provisions will do this
Nation’s security more harm than
good, by ensuring that START II will
not be ratified by the Russian Duma.

Madam President, I am not going to
repeat the analysis which Senator
LEVIN, Senator NUNN, Senator EXON,
Senator KERRY, and various others
have already made about the specific
provisions that the Levin amendment
would strike. They are clearly the
most provocative of the provisions on
missile defense that the bill contains
and the ones that are most certain to
incite the Russians to react.

I would like, however, to ask my col-
leagues how we, here in this Senate,
would react if the Russian Duma
passed a defense bill that contained the
following provisions: First, how would
we react if the Russians adopted a pro-
vision that committed Russia to deploy
a multisite antiballistic missile de-
fense by the year 2003, with an interim
capability by the year 1999, which con-
stituted an anticipatory breach of the
ABM Treaty and that added hundreds
of millions of dollars in ruble equiva-
lence in order to pursue that goal.

How would we react here in this Sen-
ate if the Russians adopted a provision
that revived a space-based missile de-
fense program, in the hope that it
would allow Russia to dominate space
in the long run, while providing a sec-
ond layer of missile defense for that
country?

How would we react here in this Sen-
ate if the Russians adopted a provision
that unilaterally resolved the theater
missile defense demarcation line at a
point that would clearly make the
American theater missile defense sys-
tems beyond Patriot violations of the
ABM Treaty in Russia’s view?

How would we react here in this Sen-
ate if the Russian Duma adopted a pro-
vision that limited President Yeltsin’s
ability to retire strategic weapons sys-
tems before START II is ratified by the
U.S. Senate?

Finally, how would we react in this
body if the Russians adopted a provi-
sion that proposed to resume
hydronuclear testing with yields up to
hundreds of tons of TNT, which is a
level that is not usually associated
with the term hydronuclear.

Madam President, if that bill were to
pass the Russian Duma, the din on this
floor would be deafening. Member after
Member would stand up and declare
that the right wing had won the inter-
nal political controversy in Russia,
that the cold war was back on, and
that in light of this deeply provocative
attack by the Russian Duma, ratifica-
tion of the START II Treaty was out of
the question.

I am certain that at least 34 Senators
here would dispatch a letter to the
President declaring their opposition to
START II, and demanding a defense
supplemental bill be submitted to the
Congress so we could react to what has
happened.
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Now, of course, if we do this sort of
thing, in this defense bill that we are
now considering on the floor, I presume
the expectation is that the Russians
would not be similarly provoked.

Madam President, I do not buy that
assumption. The one thing that the
Russian industrial base could effec-
tively compete with us on is fabri-
cating nuclear weapons and missiles.
Some of that base is in the Ukraine
and would have to be revived in Russia.

I, for one, do not want to take the
chance that the extreme provisions in
this bill will reignite the arms race. I,
for one, do not want to subscribe it a
double standard in our dealings with
the Russians, now that the cold war is
over.

The extreme and provocative actions
by our so-called ‘‘conservatives’” in
this bill, in my view, will undoubtedly
play into the hands of those who con-
sider themselves conservative from a
Russian perspective—those, in many
cases, in Russia at least, who are bent
on unraveling START II and other
arms control efforts.

The only thing that is attempting to
be conserved by this transnational alli-
ance would be the cold war.

Madam President, I urge my col-
leagues, as many others have this
afternoon, to support Senator LEVIN’S
effort to strike the most extreme pro-
visions of this bill. If they are not
struck, I trust that the President
would veto the bill. I hope that is not
necessary. I hope that we can act ap-
propriately on this amendment and
this bill can be improved to an extent
that the President could sign it. Thank
you. I yield the floor.

Mr. THURMOND. I yield 10 minutes
to the distinguished Senator from
Maine.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, in sitting
here in the past few moments listening
to the debate, I am somewhat surprised
at the level of rhetoric that is cur-
rently being used.

We heard Senator after Senator get
up and say this declaration in the DOD
authorization bill is one to violate the
ABM Treaty, or to signal our intent to
do so. They say this is a unilateral ab-
rogation of the treaty against a fic-
tional threat.

I point out to my colleagues that
nothing in this bill calls for the abro-
gation of the ABM Treaty. Nothing in
this bill calls for us to violate the trea-
ty.

Fictional threat? I wonder how our
supporters on the other side feel about
the fictional threat that was launched
against the state of Israel? What if the
state of Israel had no defensive sys-
tems? What if they had no Patriots to
defend against the Scud missile?

I wonder how many would take the
floor and say it is tough luck that they
are out of business. All we had to have
is a few Scud missiles carrying chem-
ical warheads land in Tel Aviv or Jeru-
salem and wipe out their populations.
They had no defensive mechanism
available against it.
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We are talking about something
quite different in terms of ICBM
threats. I recall the debate on the
threat from Iraq, during the debate on
the Persian Gulf war. I remember those
citing estimates by our CIA and our
DIA and other intelligence agencies at
that time. They said, we cannot give
you an estimate. It could be 1 year, it
could be 10 years, and we are guessing
it is closer to 10 years than 1 year.

Following the war with Saddam Hus-
sein, I think we came to an entirely
different conclusion. We discovered
that Saddam had achieved much great-
er progress toward that goal than we
had been aware of.

Members on the other side say this
should not be a partisan issue. Why is
it that every time the Republican ma-
jority suggests a policy, it is partisan,
but when everybody on that side lines
up and vote against it, it is not par-
tisan.

This is not a partisan issue. It ought
to be bipartisan. We ought to say, as a
body, that we are concerned about the
proliferation of technology—missile
technology—in the world. We are con-
cerned when we see major powers sell-
ing technology to potential enemies.
We are concerned when we see China,
for example, selling technology to
other countries that may pose a threat
to us in the future. We ought to be con-
cerned about the proliferation of tech-
nology that one day—and we cannot
predict when that one day will be—will
pose a threat to our population.

Now, admittedly, if we were to en-
gage in a war with the former Soviet
Union, that would not involve a lim-
ited attack or an accidental launch
against us. That would be a massive ex-
change, against which there is no de-
fense.

I am one who, at different times over
a number of years, has stood on this
floor opposing the notion of having a
so-called dome over the United States
to protect us from an all-out attack. I
never believed it was possible to do so
and led the effort to defeat spending
money in pursuit of that kind of sys-
tem.

But I have also stood on the floor
with the Senator from Georgia, Sen-
ator NUNN, when he expressed concern
about limited attacks, about acci-
dental launches, about what we would
do if suddenly received a message stat-
ing: ‘“‘Sorry, some accidental launch
has taken place. There is an ICBM
headed for New York City or Wash-
ington, DC, or Los Angeles,” and all we
can do is wait for it to hit?

We are talking about constructing a
system that will protect against a lim-
ited attack or accidental launch and
nothing more, and it is all to be done
in accordance with the ABM Treaty.

The ABM Treaty as originally writ-
ten called for multiple site defenses,
two sites for each side. We renegotiated
that treaty—at that time with the So-
viets—to one site. Now we are saying,
in view of the proliferation of tech-
nology, we ought to renegotiate it to
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allow each of us, the Russians and the
United States, to have some minimal
capability to protect our respective
countries against an accidental launch
or a limited attack. We can do that
within the ABM Treaty.

The ABM Treaty explicitly antici-
pates ‘‘changes in the strategic situa-
tion” and provides a means to nego-
tiate amendments to deal with such
changes. It also allows for us to pull
out of the ABM Treaty upon 6 months’
notice.

Following what I hope will be the de-
feat of the Levin amendment, I intend
to offer an amendment—perhaps joined
by the Senator from Georgia, perhaps
not—to make it clear that we intend to
act in accordance with the ABM Trea-
ty. We intend also to call upon the
President to seek to negotiate with the
Russians to allow each side to develop
and deploy a limited system to protect
our respective countries against this
proliferation threat. And if the Presi-
dent should fail to do so, it will be my
recommendation that the President
come back and report to the Congress
and then seek our advice as to whether
or not we should continue with the
ABM Treaty or at that time should in-
dicate our desire to withdraw.

That is all within the ABM Treaty.
And contrary to what is being rep-
resented here on the floor this after-
noon, we are not seeking a unilateral
abrogation. I do not want to see that. I
hope, later on during the course of this
afternoon, I can make that very clear
with explicit language that will resolve
any doubts about that. We want to con-
tinue to act in accord with the ABM
Treaty. The ABM Treaty allows us to
negotiate to seek amendments. We
want to see if we cannot negotiate with
the Russians to allow for a deployment
on a land-based system with multiple
sites—and the Russians would have the
same right to do so—to protect us
against miscalculation or accident.

Madam President, there is an as-
sumption in all of this debate that
somehow the threat will only come
from the former Soviet Union. I do not
make that assumption. We are con-
cerned about what is taking place on a
global basis. We are concerned about
potential threats from other sources.
We cannot predict who they are, where
they may be, or how far along the line
of technology development they have
proceeded. But we cannot face our con-
stituents in good conscience and say:
“Sorry we failed to take any measures
to protect you. Our only defense is to
launch an all-out attack on whomever
launched that missile.”” That is our
only option today. Is that a rational,
sound option, to say if you launch one
or two missiles against the United
States, we end up launching ours
against yours?

What we need to do is to have a lim-
ited protective system. That is what
the Armed Services Committee seeks
to do in this authorization. I intend,
following the debate and conclusion of
the Levin amendment, to offer an
amendment to make that very clear.
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Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I will
just yield myself 1 minute and then I
will yield to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, the
language of this bill which we strike
says it is the policy of the United
States to deploy a multiple site na-
tional missile defense system. A mul-
tiple site national defense system is
not allowed by the ABM Treaty. Pe-
riod.

It also says we should negotiate.
That is great. But it is very precise,
and we tried to get these words out in
committee and we failed. I am very
glad to hear from the Senator from
Maine he does not support abrogating
the treaty and he will offer language
making it clear we want to stay inside
the ABM Treaty. That is what my
amendment does. That is precisely
what my amendment does, is to strike
the language which says that it is the
policy of the United States to deploy a
multiple site system—which violates
the ABM Treaty.

There is one other provision in here.
The Senator from Maine talks about,
“We should negotiate,” and I surely
agree with him on that, too. It is stat-
ed right here in language which the
amendment will strike, if it succeeds,
that it is the sense of the Senate the
President should cease all efforts to
modify or clarify obligations under the
ABM Treaty.

So while the Senator from Maine, in
a way that I fully support, says he
thinks we should negotiate changes in
the ABM Treaty, the bill has language,
which the Levin amendment will
strike, which says that for 1 year pend-
ing this study the President should not
seek to modify, to clarify obligations
under the ABM Treaty.

So I think the amendment which the
Senator from Maine says he will oppose
actually gets exactly at the language
which I believe he basically will oppose
as well, at least from the statement he
gave this afternoon on the floor, that is
to make it clear we are not now going
to declare we are going to violate the
ABM Treaty. The purpose of the Levin
amendment is to strike the language in
the bill that says we are going to vio-
late the ABM Treaty. It is clear, as you
can read it. “It is the policy of the
United States to deploy a multiple site
system.”” That is what is not permitted
by the ABM Treaty. That is the lan-
guage, specifically targeted, rifleshot
language that we seek to remove from
this bill.

Now I will yield to the Senator from
Massachusetts 15 minutes.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

Madam President, I listened to the
interventions of my friend and col-
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league from Maine and the response
from the Senator from Michigan, Sen-
ator LEVIN, about whether the provi-
sions in question effectively abrogate
the ABM Treaty. I would like to refer
to the committee report which I be-
lieve gives us an answer. The report
reads, ‘“The committee acknowledges
that many of the policies and rec-
ommendations contained in the Missile
Defense Act of 1995, if implemented,
would require relief in one form or an-
other from the ABM Treaty.”

It cannot be much clearer than that.
This language, agreed upon by the ma-
jority of the members of the com-
mittee, acknowledges that many of the
policies and recommendations con-
tained in the Missile Defense Act of
1995, if implemented, would require re-
lief from the ABM Treaty.

It is the purpose of the amendment of
the Senator from Michigan to remove
those particular provisions that would
require such relief. Those who oppose
his amendment want to maintain the
provisions in the Missile Defense Act of
1995 which effectively will emasculate
the ABM Treaty.

There is no question—certainly there
was no question on the minds of any of
the members of the Armed Services
Committee—as to what was intended,
and the Senator from Michigan has
outlined in careful detail those parts of
the ABM Treaty that are inconsistent
with the provisions included in this
bill. So we should be under no illusion
about what was intended by the major-
ity of the members of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee and what the remedy
will be if the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Michigan is accepted.

Madam President, during the course
of the debate on the issue, some on the
other side have argued that we need to
build and deploy a national missile de-
fense to protect our citizens against
the accidental and unauthorized launch
of Russian nuclear missiles. The De-
fense Department has looked at this
matter. It is not a new issue. It is not
a new argument. It is a matter that
was considered and has been considered
in its various forms over recent years
in the fashioning and shaping of the
START I, START II and the ABM trea-
ties. During that consideration, the De-
fense Department determined that the
best way to defend our Nation against
accidental launches is to do two things:
first, reduce the number of nuclear
missiles in the Russian arsenal, there-
by reducing the likelihood of an acci-
dental launch. Republicans understood
that. President Nixon understood it
when he advanced the ABM Treaty.
President Bush understood it when he
advanced the START I and START II
treaties. The Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the various Secretaries of Defense and
State understood it as well.

There must be some new revelation
that has come over the members of our
committee to undermine that very
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basic and fundamental concept em-
braced by Republicans and Democrats,
Presidents, Secretaries of Defense, and
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
They agreed that the most important
thing that can be done for the security
of the United States was to achieve nu-
clear arms reductions. These agree-
ments were initiated and supported be-
cause Presidents over a long period of
time believed that they were in the in-
terest of the security of the American
people, and of the nations of the globe.

The Missile Defense Act would under-
mine these achievements, the success-
ful arms reductions negotiated in
START I and START II. We have been
warned of that. The Chairman of our
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary
of State have outlined the statements,
comments, and conditions of Russian
leaders that indicate they would not go
forward to ratify START II if the ABM
Treaty is abrogated.

Before taking the second step to pro-
tect our Nation against the unauthor-
ized or accidental launch of nuclear
missiles one must understand that the
Soviet Union is not our adversary and
that it is not our ally. We can expect
one form of conduct from our adver-
sary and another from our ally. But the
Soviet Union is neither.

So the Secretary of Defense and the
Joint Chiefs have recognized a second
step, which they have put into prac-
tice, that will be further undermined if
the Levin amendment is not agreed to,
and that is to work cooperatively with
the Russians to assure firm command
and control over our respective forces.
For example, in 1994 we reached the nu-
clear detargeting agreement with the
Russians. We agreed that our nuclear
missiles deployed in silos or on sub-
marines would not be targeted against
each other—an important step.

The Russian missiles are not tar-
geted against us today. I do not want
to see them retarget their missiles on
our territory because they have addi-
tional concern about the United States
breaking out of the ABM Treaty. Our
friends on the other side cannot guar-
antee that. We cannot, as supporters of
the Levin amendment, guarantee it.
But we can say with some degree of
predictability that the arguments for
changing that policy of retargeting and
increasing instability are further ad-
vanced by the defeat of the Levin
amendment.

We agreed in 1994 that we would
change the targeting of our missiles
both on land and on the seas, and, in
that way, if there were an accidental
launch of a Russian nuclear missile, it
would not land on United States cities
but harmlessly in the ocean. We
achieved this important agreement
through cooperative discussions, not
by mandates such as those included in
this particular proposal that would
mandate the President’s negotiating
position on the demarcation between
theater missile defenses and strategic
defenses. We get it through cooperative
methods, not by sending bulletins to
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the Russians. We did it through co-
operation, and it has worked and is
working, and we are safer and more se-
cure today because of that.

How are we going to make similar
progress if there is no cooperative rela-
tionship with the Russians? How are we
going to do that? We have not heard an
explanation of how cooperation will
continue if this bill is not amended.
Once again, the key to United States-
Russian nuclear safety is maintaining
the productive relationship we have
struck since the end of the cold war: to
continue with the START reductions
and cooperative threat reduction ef-
forts. And the best way to protect
Americans from unauthorized and acci-
dental launches of Russian missiles as
maintained by the Defense Department
is through cooperative measures, not
through active defenses.

There are two efforts—continued re-
ductions in strategic nuclear weapons
and the Nunn-Lugar cooperative threat
reduction programs—that we must en-
sure will continue. There is no question
that there would be serious damage to
these efforts if we allow this bill to put
cooperative ventures at risk.

Finally, Mr. President, in the com-
mittee report on this bill, there is the
discussion in the section on the Missile
Defense Act that states that in the
near term, national missile defense de-
ployments serve to stabilize mutual de-
terrence by reducing prospective incen-
tives to strike first in a crisis.

That has been an issue that has been
debated by Republicans and Democrats
for as long as I can remember, for as
long as we have been talking about
strategic nuclear weapons. That was
the argument when we were looking at
star wars, and it has been resurrected
even with the changed world condi-
tions.

I have great difficulty understanding
the logic behind this point. If we were
to deploy a national missile defense,
we would be degrading the effective-
ness of the Russian offensive missiles.
And as anybody who follows strategic
nuclear policy understands, any time
you degrade the effectiveness of a na-
tion’s missiles, you shorten the fuse on
those missiles in a time of crisis, you
increase the incentives for the other
side to strike first.

Mutual deterrence remains as the ul-
timate guarantor of our safety from
nuclear attack. There are ways to
make deterrence more stable and more
secure. That is through negotiation of
arms reductions and negotiations on
command and control agreements that
improve the safety of U.S. and Soviet
nuclear arsenals.

I believe that is the way to go, and
all of those efforts will be advanced by
the acceptance of the Levin amend-
ment.

Madam President, I strongly support
the amendment to save the Anti-Bal-
listic Missile Treaty from unilateral
abrogation, which would be the result
if this bill is enacted in its present
form. Since the United States and the
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Soviet Union signed this landmark
treaty in 1972, it has been the corner-
stone of United States nuclear arms
control policy. By insuring that nu-
clear arsenals remain effective deter-
rents, the ABM Treaty has brought sta-
bility to the nuclear relationship for
the past quarter century.

Unilaterally discarding the ABM
Treaty would severely undermine the
cooperative  United States-Russian
strategic relationship. Just as the
United States is beginning to reap the
greatest rewards from the strategic nu-
clear policy constructed on the founda-
tion of the ABM Treaty, many Mem-
bers of Congress want to throw it all
away.

The START I and START II accords,
signed by President Bush, would
verifiably eliminate three-quarters of
all the nuclear weapons ever pointed at
the United States. Through the Nunn-
Lugar cooperative threat reduction
Program, the Russians are actually ac-
cepting United States help to dis-
mantle their nuclear weapons, a situa-
tion that none of us would have dared
imagine only a decade ago.

The bill’s provision is a clear and
present danger to the ABM Treaty. It
would turn United States-Russian co-
operation into mistrust. We would be
discarding tangible present advances in
arms control for the illusion of future
security through a national missile de-
fense system that will cost billions of
dollars above and beyond the huge de-
fense burden we already carry in this
era of deep budget cuts.

The only way that opponents of the
ABM Treaty could develop a rationale
in support of the offending provisions
in this bill is by misrepresenting the
nature of nuclear threats to the United
States in the post-cold war era, the
value of the ABM Treaty today, and
the need for building and deploying
strategic defense in the near future.

Five transparent myths underlie the
case for building national missile de-
fenses and abrogating the ABM Treaty.
Once the myths are exposed, the case
for abrogating the ABM Treaty crum-
bles.

Myth No. 1 is that the ABM Treaty is
a cold war relic whose value dis-
appeared with the demise of the former
Soviet Union, so that we can abrogate
the ABM Treaty at no cost to United
States security.

The cold war may have ended, but
nuclear deterrence still remains as the
centerpiece of U.S. nuclear security.

The end of the cold war and the re-
laxation of military tensions between
the United States and the Soviet suc-
cessor states have not made the ABM
Treaty obsolete. The nature of nuclear
weapons and their massive destructive
power has not changed. No matter how
much the opponents of the ABM Treaty
wish it were otherwise, effective mu-
tual deterrence is what keeps Ameri-
cans safe from nuclear war.

Today, 6 years after the fall of the
Berlin Wall and nearly 4 years after the
breakup of the Soviet Union, the rela-
tionship between the United States and
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Russia is in transition. Russia is no
longer our adversary, but it is not our
ally either. Although we see no appar-
ent tensions that could lead to nuclear
conflict, prudence dictates that we
structure our remaining nuclear arse-
nals to achieve the most stable nuclear
deterrence possible.

The end to the hostile relationship
allows us to cooperate much more ex-
tensively than in the past to solidify
and stabilize nuclear deterrence at
much lower levels of nuclear weapons.
Over the past 6 years, we have managed
to use this change in the relationship
in a way that leaves deterrence more
stable, and the American people safer
than at any time since the beginning of
the cold war.

Consider the progress we have made
in recent years. In 1991, President Bush
and President Gorbachev signed the
START 1 Treaty. Two years later,
President Bush and President Yeltsin
signed the START II Treaty, which
will reduce the number of Russian nu-
clear warheads pointed in our direction
from 10,000 to 3,500.

In addition, through cooperative ini-
tiatives, the so-called Nunn-Lugar pro-
grams, we are working with the Rus-
sians to assist them in dismantling
their nuclear warheads, thereby sub-
stantially reducing the Russian arse-
nal’s threat to the United States and
substantially reducing the likelihood
that nuclear weapons will end up in the
hands of renegade regimes or terror-
ists.

The ABM Treaty is the indispensable
foundation for these steps. Abrogating
the treaty would jeopardize all of these
important advances, and endanger the
future of United States-Russian nu-
clear relations.

Some argue that the ABM Treaty is
obsolete because deterrence is no
longer needed. They pretend that we
can rely on missile defenses to protect
the American people from nuclear war.
This is the same preposterous argu-
ment we heard during the 1980’s, when
star wars was oversold as a miracle
protection from the nuclear threat.

SDI never came close to meeting the
standards of operational effectiveness
and cost-effectiveness that the Reagan
administration said would be necessary
to make the transition from deterrence
to defense. No technical advances since
the abandonment of that ill-conceived
and wasteful adventure make the re-
ality today any different. Defense can-
not replace deterrence, and we would
be foolish to try it. The ABM Treaty is
not obsolete. It is still the foundation
for stable deterrence, and it deserves to
be maintained.

The second myth is that the Russians
will not mind if we abrogate the ABM
Treaty. It is said that we can deploy a
national missile defense and still main-
tain a cooperative strategic relation-
ship with Moscow.

This groundless assertion is refuted
by the Secretary of Defense, the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
most important of all, by the Russians
themselves.
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Gen. John Shalikashvili, the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a
June 28 letter to Senator LEVIN stated
that undermining the ABM Treaty will
make START II ratification by the
Russian parliament highly unlikely. In
the letter, he addresses this issue clear-
ly. He writes:

While we believe that START II is in both
countries’ interests regardless of other
events, we must assume such unilateral US
legislation could harm prospects for START
II ratification by the Duma and probably im-
pact our broader security relationship with
Russia as well.

General Shalikashvili is the top mili-
tary officer in the Nation. He has had
extensive contacts with senior Russian
military officers. In his view, enact-
ment of legislation that harms the
ABM Treaty will damage our coopera-
tive security relationship with the
Russians at the very moment when we
are trying to move forward in arms
control.

Secretary of Defense Perry, in a let-
ter to Senator NUNN, the ranking mem-
ber of the Armed Services Committee,
feels the same way. He writes that the
provisions in this bill ‘“‘would jeop-
ardize Russian implementation of the
START I and START 1II treaties, which
involve the elimination of many thou-
sands of strategic nuclear weapons.”’
Secretary Perry understands full well
the damage this bill would inflict on
U.S. security, which is why the admin-
istration strongly opposes these provi-
sions.

The Russians themselves feel the
same way. At the May summit in Mos-
cow, President Clinton and President
Yeltsin signed a joint statement that
commits both nations to upholding the
ABM Treaty, and to developing and de-
ploying theater missile defense sys-
tems in compliance with the Treaty. It
is reckless to think that the Russians
will watch us violate this commitment
without a response that will set back
the cause of our mutual security.

At the Conference on Disarmament
in Geneva on June 29, Russian Foreign
Minister Alexander Kozyrev reaffirmed
the commitment of the Yeltsin govern-
ment to ratify the START II Treaty,
‘“‘subject to strict compliance with the
ABM Treaty.”

It could not be any clearer. If we ab-
rogate the ABM Treaty, we will not
have START II, much less START III.
We will not have cooperative threat re-
duction. And we may well not have a
comprehensive test ban and other arms
control agreements we need in the
years ahead.

The third myth underlying the pro-
posed abrogation of the ABM Treaty is
that we face the threat of ballistic mis-
sile attack from renegade nations that
will achieve this capability in the near
future.

This myth squarely contradicts the
conclusions of the U.S. intelligence
community and the Pentagon leader-
ship.

Lt. Gen. James Clapper, Jr., the Di-
rector of the Defense Intelligence
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Agency, testified before the Armed
Services Committee in January that
‘““‘we see no interest in or capability of
any new country reaching the conti-
nental United States with a long range
missile for at least the next decade.”
Secretary Perry endorsed this judg-
ment in testimony before the Armed
Services Committee this year.

Concern about