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listening to them as they formulated
the legislation that will help these
communities to become strong.

A major component of this
empowerment initiative is title II,
which allows these communities to im-
plement school choice. Not surpris-
ingly, most of these community leaders
made school choice a top priority in
their list of essential components for
the renewal of their communities.

According to the Center for Neigh-
borhood Enterprise, 70 percent of low-
income parents, who were aware of
school choice opportunities, were sup-
portive of school scholarships for their
children. Their No. 1 comment was
that in order to improve their commu-
nities, they must be able to have qual-
ity educational choices for their chil-
dren.

I’d like to direct Members’ attention
today’s Washington Times, page A3.
The Associated Press is calling today
the super Tuesday of school choice.
There are a number school choice
events happening today. Today in the
other body, they voted on cloture of de-
bate on the D.C. appropriations bill
which includes choice scholarships for
the low-income students of the District
of Columbia. Unfortunately that vote
failed by six votes.

In Milwaukee, Parents for School
Choice is defending the Milwaukee plan
before the Wisconsin Supreme Court
and in St. Paul, MN, Governor
Carlson’s choice initiative will be de-
bated.

In some parts of this great country,
the state of education continues to
decay. Despite solutions of more
money, more bureaucracy, more regu-
lation, and greater Federal intrusion
into our schools, we would all agree
things have gotten worse, not better.

Our children need the opportunity to
pursue a good education. If this edu-
cational opportunity is outside their
school district, they should have
chance to take advantage of it and find
their American dream through quality
education.

A good education is a key ingredient
in ending the cycle of poverty that en-
traps so many of our Nation’s children.
This empowerment initiative will lib-
erate the parents of low-income chil-
dren to choose a school that meets the
educational needs of their children.

Mr. Speaker, the 104th Congress has
been accused of not looking out for the
poor and less advantaged, and simply
being a voice for the rich. Well, Mr.
Speaker, this bill will dispel that
myth. In fact, it challenges these crit-
ics to match their rhetoric with their
support for this proposal. This bill is
targeted to the low-income families
and communities—to the people who
most need the opportunities of choice
in education.

In an article in the Washington
Times, Carol Innerst reported that pub-
lic school teachers in troubled urban
districts are much more likely to send
their children to private schools than
other Americans. A surprising 12.1 per-

cent of all public school teachers and
administrators send their children to
private schools. In those public school
systems considered the worst, an aver-
age 32 percent of the public school
teachers and administrators send their
children to a school outside of the dis-
trict they work in, frequently to a pri-
vate school.

I want to encourage my colleagues to
seriously consider supporting the Com-
munity Renewal Project when it is in-
troduced on the House floor. It is a
wonderful project that spans both ideo-
logical and political platforms. it is a
bill that well help Americans pursue
the American dream.
f

ILLEGAL CUBAN SHOOTDOWN
WARRANTS PUNISHMENT OF
CASTRO, BUT NOT DESPITE
LONG-TERM UNITED STATES IN-
TERESTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, the Cas-
tro regime has acted in callous viola-
tion of international law in shooting
down two defenseless and clearly
marked civilian aircraft. Whether or
not the Brothers to the Rescue planes
strayed into Cuban airspace hardly
matters. No law permits a military
fighter plane to shoot down an un-
armed civilian aircraft. Civilized peo-
ple everywhere are rightly outraged by
these murders and by the disregard
that the Castro regime has shown for
human life and human rights.

The families of the pilots and crew
who were killed have our sympathy in
their tragic loss. These men were dedi-
cated to a noble goal—freedom for the
people of Cuba.

We are told that the Cuban MiG pi-
lots made no effort to contact the
Brothers to the Rescue pilots, to make
the usual warning signals to them, or
to escort their small airplanes from the
area before firing on them. All this
demonstrates a willful failure to follow
the internationally agreed-upon rules
for dealing with such a nonthreatening
approach to national airspace.

Fidel Castro’s desperate response re-
flects the nature of his regime. He’s
again shown us his contempt for inter-
national law and his need to isolate the
Cuban people from the world commu-
nity.

The steps the President has taken
constitute, for the most part, a reason-
able and measured response. The Presi-
dent has properly sought and won
international condemnation for an act
that flouts international law and
norms. The President also has proposed
legislation to enable him to use frozen
Cuban assets to provide compensation
to the victims’ families. I expect to
support that proposal. I also think it is
reasonable to add some restrictions on
travel at this time.

The President’s call for expanding
Radio Marti, however, makes sense if

and only if Radio Marti is first cleaned-
up. The problems that have plagued the
operation of Radio Marti are legion and
do not reflect well on the management
of USIA’s surrogate broadcasting pro-
grams. Now, more than ever, it is es-
sential that Radio Marti be brought up
to U.S. Information Agency standards
for quality and accuracy of news broad-
casts. Otherwise, expanding its oper-
ations will not serve U.S. interests.

I also do not agree with the President
that it is in our national interest to
cozy up to the Helms-Burton legisla-
tion, even in response to such an offen-
sive provocation by the Cuban Govern-
ment. If we tighten the embargo we
will only be playing into Castro’s
hands by helping him to keep his peo-
ple in a state of isolation and depriva-
tion. As in the case of our other former
and hold-over adversaries from the
cold-war era, the best policy for the
United States to follow, for its own
self-interested reason and for purposes
of reforming the political and eco-
nomic system in Cuba, is a policy of
tough-minded engagement.

The murderous attacks on the Broth-
ers to the Rescue airplanes was an ille-
gal and outrageous act. It is one for
which Castro has to be punished. At
the same time, we should not become
captive to a limited ideology. Instead
we should seek constructive ways to
stand with the Cuban people in their
struggle for freedom, and to serve the
enlightened self-interest America has
in a peaceful transition to political and
economic freedom in Cuba.
f

MISSILE DEFENSE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WELDON] is recognized for
60 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise this evening to speak,
perhaps not for an hour but certainly
for some time, on the issue of missile
defense and partially in response to the
administration’s announcement of a
little over a week ago in regard to
their missile defense program for this
fiscal year and the request to Congress
which we anticipate receiving in the
next several weeks.

TRIBUTE TO MC LEAN STEVENSON

Mr. Speaker, before I get into that,
let me make a few comments about the
unfortunate passing during the Feb-
ruary work period of McLean Steven-
son. Most of our colleagues in this Con-
gress and most of the people around
the country know McLean Stevenson
as a Hollywood star who made his fame
primarily through the program
‘‘M.A.S.H.’’

However, I want to speak briefly
about McLean Stevenson and his com-
mitment to fire and life safety issues.
McLean Stevenson, at a young age, was
rescued from a house fire by a group of
firefighters in his hometown, and be-
cause of that incident had a lifelong in-
terest in promoting the welfare of fire-
fighters in general and promoting the
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issue of fire and life safety. It was not
until he retired from the M.A.S.H. se-
ries that he devoted his full time to
working on these issues.

In that context, many of us who are
involved in the fire and emergency
services caucus here on the Hill came
to know McLean Stevenson. For the
past 3 years he has been a regular
attendee at our national fire and emer-
gency services dinner. We have held
seven of them here in the Nation’s cap-
ital, and in the last three of those din-
ners McLean Stevenson was not just an
attendee but one of our speakers, and
for the most part one of our most popu-
lar and funny speakers. He intertwined
with his humor the basic lessons of life
safety and concern, the importance of
installing smoke detectors in individ-
ual residences and multifamily dwell-
ings and talked about his effort nation-
wide to promote these issues to people
both young and old.

McLean Stevenson was to have been,
again, a guest at our dinner at the end
of April this year, as he was last year
when we had President Clinton as our
keynote speaker, and honored the
Oklahoma City Fire Department for
their heroic efforts in response to the
Oklahoma City disaster.
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Unfortunately, McLean Stevenson
died on the operating table. He was a
friend, he was someone who was be-
loved by the entire fire service of this
country, and whose true mark in terms
of his life will be remembered in terms
of the lives that he helped save by his
efforts in promoting fire and life safety
issues.

So it is with a deep sense of sadness
that I rise to wish his family well and
to say that certainly McLean Steven-
son has left his mark on all of us. At
our dinner in April we will pay appro-
priate tribute to our friend McLean
Stevenson.

Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight, in addi-
tion, to respond to the administra-
tion’s press conference of a little over a
week ago, which in itself was a trav-
esty. Many of us had been in contact
with the administration in terms of the
fiscal year 1997 budget request for mis-
sile defense and where the priorities
would be in terms of programs.

I in fact wrote to both Secretary
Perry and Deputy Secretary Kaminski,
as well as to General O’Neill expressing
my interest in meeting with them be-
fore any final decisions were made
from a program standpoint relative to
missile defense funding for this next
fiscal year. In fact, that issue was re-
peated both verbally and in written
form.

What really bothered me, Mr. Speak-
er, was that the administration saw fit,
Secretary Perry and Dr. Kaminski, to
hold a press conference at 3 o’clock on
a Friday afternoon right before a 3-day
holiday break, giving no advance word
to Members of Congress except for an
attempted phone call to myself the day
before and other senior members of the

defense committee and a call that I re-
ceived on the day of the conference by
General O’Neill. So there was no at-
tempt in a bipartisan way to reach out
to this Congress to work together on
the issue of missile defense.

That is especially troubling, Mr.
Speaker, because the single biggest
change to the Clinton defense budget
made by this body and the other body
last year was in the area of missile de-
fense. We plussed up the missile de-
fense accounts by approximately $800
million because of the threat, both the
near-term threat and long-term threat.
We plussed up the national missile de-
fense accounts, the theater missile de-
fense accounts, as well as ballistic mis-
sile defense and Brilliant Eyes, space-
based sensing program.

Those changes were made with
strong bipartisan support in this
House. In fact, when the bill left com-
mittee, it had the strongest vote in the
10 years I have been here, 478 to 3.
When the bill was brought up on the
House floor, for the first time in my 10
years we had 300 Members of the body
vote in favor of the defense authoriza-
tion bill, and that is with the signifi-
cant changes from the Clinton adminis-
tration relative to missile defense. So
we thought it would be important to
establish this new year in a bipartisan
tone, working with the administration
to try to find common areas.

Unfortunately, that did not occur.
The press announcement that was held
basically announced this administra-
tion’s continuing policy to decimate
defense spending as it relates to mis-
sile proliferation and the threat of mis-
sile attack, either accidently or delib-
erately. The mismatch relates between
rhetoric and reality, and it is large and
growing.

In fact, and I hate to make the state-
ment on the House floor, but after
looking at this issue as I have as a
member of the National Security Com-
mittee and the chair of the Military
Research and Development Sub-
committee, I am firmly convinced this
administration has no commitment to
defend America whatsoever and under
President Clinton never has. Even the
sacred programs now that the Clinton
administration said it supported,
namely the theater missile defense pro-
grams, have been plundered to pay for
other modernization needs.

The outrage here, Mr. Speaker, is
that we have boxed our Joint Chiefs
into a corner. As we have decimated
defense spending, we have driven the
leaders of each of our services to look
to cut other areas beyond those pro-
grams that are important, parochially
important to their own services. That
has in fact caused the Joint Chiefs to
come in and make recommendations,
to have draconian cuts in the vital pro-
grams important to our national secu-
rity from the standpoint of missile pro-
liferation.

In addition, the press conference and
the announcements of the program by
Secretary Perry in fact are in major

violation with the law that this Con-
gress passed, most specifically section
234, which provides for specific dates
relative to theater missile defense sys-
tems. In fact, we right now on the com-
mittee are considering whether or not
to take legal action in suing the ad-
ministration over these disconnects
with the law.

Mr. Speaker, the concern that I have
is that this administration has just not
been serious in dealing with the Amer-
ican people and this body on the grow-
ing threat that is posted to this Nation
and other free nations from the threat
of missile proliferation. That is in spite
of requests by the leaders of this ad-
ministration.

Mr. Speaker, also during the Feb-
ruary break there was an article in the
Washington Times, which I will include
as a part of my statement. The article
that was in the Times, Mr. Speaker,
cites a letter that was sent, a commu-
nications by General Luck. General
Luck, Gary Luck, is our commanding
officer in Korea. He sent a letter to the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
General Shalikashvili, pleading for an
enhanced funding profile for the
THAAD missile defense system.

Why did he make this plea? Because
there are serious concerns on his part
as our commanding officer in South
Korea relative to the threat posed by
North Korea as they develop their
state of the art missile systems, the No
Dong and the Taepo Dong–II systems.
These systems are sophisticated and
pose a real and genuine threat, not just
to South Korea and our troops in South
Korea, but in fact as Secretary Deutch,
the head of the CIA, mentioned in Sen-
ate testimony last week, even to the
State of Alaska by the year 2000 and
beyond.

General Luck made the case to Gen-
eral Shalikashvili that we needed to be
able to deploy at least two batteries of
THAAD systems at the soonest pos-
sible time. General Shalikashvili wrote
back to General Luck, and this article
which I have asked to put in the
RECORD has the exact quotations from
General Shalikashvili, that he is not
able to fully fund the THAAD Program
at what they thought was going to be
the deployment program established
last year by the Congress, and also a
priority of this administration, because
of the budgetary pressures and the
need to fund other priorities in the
military.

So here we have the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Mr. Speaker, ac-
knowledging in a letter to General
Luck in South Korea that we cannot
give hem the resources he needs, not
because they are not warranted, and
General Shalikashvili even mentions
he fully supports the THAAD develop-
ment, but because we have boxed the
leadership of the military into a corner
where they cannot fund the most basic
priorities, and therefore have to cut
wherever possible.
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Mr. Speaker, this is outrageous. In

fact, this communications and this re-
quest by General Luck and the nega-
tive response by General Shalikashvili
reminds me of a situation that oc-
curred several years ago. That situa-
tion was when our commanding general
in Somalia sent a communique back to
the Pentagon, which ultimately went
to then Secretary of Defense Les Aspin.
That communique, Mr. Speaker, said
that the commanding officer in Soma-
lia said that he needed additional
backup support to protect the welfare
of our troops.

That request for additional support
was denied. It was only after 18 of our
young troops were killed in a massacre
in Mogadishu that Secretary Aspin
came up on the Hill along with Sec-
retary of State Warren Christopher and
addressed a bipartisan group of over 300
Members of the House and Senate as-
sembled in one of the Capital meeting
rooms, and under questioning Sec-
retary Aspin said that he denied the
additional support for the troops re-
quested by the command officer in So-
malia because of the political climate
in Washington. This is the first time,
Mr. Speaker, since Vietnam, that we
have had an administration say that it
has denied the support to protect
American troops for a political reason.

That is exactly what we are seeking
here in Korea. Out commanding officer
in South Korea is concerned about the
safety of our troops. He has commu-
nicated that to the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of staff, and the response
by the administration is we agree with
you, we would like to help you, but
there is just not enough money, so we
will have to risk the lives of those
troops in terms of protection from a
missile attack by the North Koreans.
Mr. Speaker, that is outrageous.

Mr. Speaker, during the debate of the
defense authorization bill last year, we
went to great lengths to work with the
administration on missile defense. Mr.
Speaker, as the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Research and Develop-
ment, I made sure that at every pos-
sible opportunity we were not forcing
something down the administration’s
throat that they could not live with.

Some in my party, Mr. Speaker, as
you know, wanted to have language in
the defense bill that would have imme-
diately caused a problem with the ABM
treaty. They wanted multiple site lan-
guage for deployment of a national
missile defense system in the bill. I ar-
gued against that, Mr. Speaker.

The ultimate compromise bill that
we presented to the President did not
contain any language that would have
violated the ABM treaty. In fact, ev-
erything we did in our bill, Mr. Speak-
er, General Malcolm O’Neill, the ad-
ministration’s point person on missile
defense, acknowledged publicly would
be in compliance with the ABM treaty.
But what did President Clinton do
when he vetoed the bill? He said that
he had concerns about the possible im-
pact of our bill on the ABM Treaty.

Mr. Speaker, that statement was ab-
solutely outrageous. What we did in
the bill is said that we should look to
those threats that are there now. The
most immediate threats, Mr. Speaker,
are those posed by countries that ei-
ther have the capability now, like
North Korea and China with the SCSS–
2 and SCSS–4, that have the potential
in a few short years to have their mis-
siles reach the shores of Alaska or Ha-
waii; or to have the threat posed by the
Russians aggressively selling off the
SS–25 architecture, which is currently
their mainstay in their missile system.

An SS–25 has a range of 10,000 kilo-
meters and it is mobilly launched. The
Russians are now actively marketing
that system to any nation that will
buy it as a space launch vehicle. Once
a rogue nation gets an SS–25, Mr.
Speaker, without the nuclear tip on it,
bit perhaps with a chemical, biological
or conventional weapon, that poses an
immediate threat to the mainland
United States for which we have no
system today that can shoot down one
of those missiles. The American people,
when you tell them that, they are
amazed. They cannot believe that with
our focus on defending this country, we
today have no capability to shoot down
an incoming ICBM. But the fact is, Mr.
Speaker, we do not.
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A further outrage is the Russians do.
Under the ABM Treaty, each of the two
signatory countries is allowed to have
an operational ABM system that can
be operated from a single site. The
Russians have had an operational ABM
system around Moscow that protects 80
percent of their population for the last
15 years. In fact, Mr. Speaker, the Rus-
sians have upgraded that system sev-
eral times.

When I was in Moscow last month, I
asked to visit one of the ABM sites.
They told me if I came back a week
later, I could visit it, but they would
not let me visit it the week I was
there. But we all know and they know
and acknowledge publicly they have an
operational ABM system. We do not,
Mr. Speaker. We do not have an oper-
ational ABM system. We have no capa-
bility if, in fact, a rogue nation delib-
erately or accidentally launches one
missile aimed at America.

Now, it doesn’t matter whether it is
aimed at New York and hits Miami, the
fact is that we have no protection
against a rogue launch against this Na-
tion. Now, the administration said
they didn’t want to support the bill be-
cause it would violate the ABM Treaty.
So we were very careful and we came
up with provisions in the bill that said,
OK, two branches of our services today
have acknowledged publicly that they
can build a system compliant with the
ABM that, in fact, would protect all 50
States. Nothing in the way of violating
the ABM Treaty. And that is exactly
what we called for in the bill.

It wasn’t until after President Clin-
ton vetoed the Defense authorization

bill the first time that Mal O’Neill, the
head of BMDO for the Clinton adminis-
tration, came out publicly and verified
what I had been saying all along. And
that is, yes, the Army has a variant of
an existing single-site system. And the
Air Force has a variant of the current
Minuteman system at Grand Forks,
ND, that with a modest upgrade over 4
years can provide a limited protection
for all 50 States. Totally treaty compli-
ant.

Cost? The administration and Presi-
dent Clinton has railed on about num-
bers in the $20 and $30 billion range.
Mr. Speaker, I have had briefings. The
Army says it can deploy a modified
system in 4 years for a cost of less than
$5 billion. The Air Force says they can
modify the Minuteman, again a single-
site system, again deployable in 4 years
for a cost of less than $3 billion.

Mr. Speaker, there you have it.
Working with the administration’s own
leadership and the military, we put to-
gether a scenario where we can protect
the American people and we can do it
at a cost of less than $4 to $5 billion
and deploy it within 4 years. Each of
those systems would provide a thin
layer of protection against incoming
missiles up to 10 with a 90-percent ef-
fective rate. Today we have no such
system. And under the administra-
tion’s revised program, we won’t have a
system. They are talking about a 3-
year option and then making a decision
and maybe 3 years down the road. Mr.
Speaker, we can’t wait 6 years. We
can’t wait 6 years, Mr. Speaker.

When the administration finally real-
ized that we had, in fact, dealt with the
ABM compliance issue and that we
had, in fact, offered in our bill lan-
guage to take existing technology,
which the Air Force and the Army says
they can do for the cost that I have
mentioned, they realized they no
longer had an ABM issue, even though
President Clinton got up and said that.
Everyone who knows the issues tech-
nically knew that he didn’t know what
he was talking about, and the ABM
Treaty was not, in fact, jeopardized by
our actions in the bill. Even his own
people said so. So they raised a new
issue, Mr. Speaker.

They then said through people like
Bob Bell for the National Security
Council at the White House, they said,
well, there is no threat, we don’t see a
threat emerging. In fact, for the first
time since I have been here, they po-
liticized an intelligence study that was
released early to minority Members in
the other body that said that the De-
fense authorization bill had overstated
the threat. Now, that was in early De-
cember, Mr. Speaker. On December 15—
actually before December 15, I re-
quested the briefing, the closed brief-
ing, security briefing of the NIA, the
updated assessment from our intel-
ligence community.

I was so embarrassed by the briefing
and so outraged by the lack of depth in
the briefing, and I had staffers from
both the National Security Committee
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and the intelligence committee with
me, that I got up and said to the
briefer, Dave Lazius from the CIA, that
it was not worth my time to sit
through.

They did not answer the most fun-
damental questions upon which the re-
sults of the briefing were based. In fact,
Secretary Deutch later agreed with me
the briefing was not what it should
have been and has asked me to sit
through a rebrief which I have agreed
to do.

Mr. Speaker, the brief, parts of which
have been leaked to the media, not by
the Congress but by the administration
itself, made the case that there is real-
ly no threat, we don’t have to worry.

Less than a week after the adminis-
tration deliberately in a political man-
ner leaked out parts of that what is
supposed to be a secret brief on intel-
ligence relative to the threat from
rogue nations. Less than a week later,
the Washington Post, on December 15,
ran a story.

Now, Mr. Speaker, this story is im-
portant. It is important because it gets
to the heart of what we are talking
about here. The Washington Post story
documented that the Jordanian intel-
ligence agency, working with the Is-
raeli intelligence agency, had inter-
cepted a shipment of sophisticated ad-
vanced accelerometers and gyroscopes.
Now what is so important about a ship-
ment of advanced accelerometers and
gyroscopes? And I can’t divulge the
exact number. It is a classified number.
But we know how many were con-
fiscated in this country.

Mr. Speaker, those advanced
accelerometers and gyroscopes were
going from Russia to Iraq. In fact, that
is where they were intercepted. Mr.
Speaker, the items in question can
only be used for a long-range ICBM.
Now Mr. Speaker, we have been told
that there is no threat from a long-
range intercontinental ballistic missile
coming from Iraq. Then why would
there be advanced accelerometers and
gyroscopes going to Iraq from Russia?
And should we not question the Rus-
sians about why this technology trans-
fer was taking place? Because if, in
fact, they were taking place, that is a
violation of the missile control tech-
nology regime.

So Mr. Speaker, when I was in Russia
for a week back in January, on my sev-
enth trip there, meeting in the Kremlin
with Yeltsin’s key defense advisers,
Mr. Kortunov and others and meeting
with Ambassador Pickering and our
staff at the Embassy in Moscow, I
asked the question, what is the Russian
response to the technology transfer of
equipment that can be used for a long-
range ICBM from Moscow to Baghdad?
Ambassador Pickering said we haven’t
asked them yet. And the Russians said,
we don’t know what you are talking
about, even though it was a story in
the Washington Post, even though we
had the devices now in our hands since
they had been confiscated by the intel-
ligence community in both Jordan and
Israel, that no one knows about this.

I can’t believe it, Mr. Speaker. Here
we have a technology transfer that is a
direct violation of the missile tech-
nology control regime that only has
one fundamental end purpose, and that
is to give the Iraqis the capability for
the long-range missile that we know
Saddam has been after for a decade and
we haven’t even asked the Russians
how it happened.

Now here is the problem, Mr. Speak-
er. If those items were stolen from Rus-
sia, that is a problem because that
means the Russians don’t have ade-
quate controls over the advanced tech-
nology that would help Iraq or another
nation build a long-range ICBM. But,
Mr. Speaker, if the Russians did know
they were being transferred and being
sold to Iraq, that is a problem because
that is not allowable under the MTCR.

And perhaps, Mr. Speaker, that is
why the administration hasn’t asked
the question. Because this administra-
tion, back in August and September of
last year, without a lot of fanfare, very
quickly, without much attention from
this Congress, although I asked ques-
tions of the administration at that
time, rushed Russia into the MTCR.
Because they wanted Russia to become
a player of those countries who would
abide by the controls put into place by
the missile technology control regime.

The problem this administration
knows, Mr. Speaker, is if they ask the
question about the technology being
transferred, they then have no recourse
but to apply economic sanctions
against Russia. And if they apply eco-
nomic sanctions against Russia, that
means we undermine Boris Yeltsin’s
leadership and perhaps cause turmoil
inside of Russia and instability in this,
an election year.

Mr. Speaker, that is absolutely the
worst reason not to question the Rus-
sians about the transfer of technology
that could ultimately pose a threat to
our country. And it further undermines
our confidence in the intelligence com-
munity assessing for us in a logical
way without sanitization which is real-
ly occurring in terms of missile pro-
liferation and technology proliferation
around the world. I wrote a three-page
letter to President Clinton asking him,
and I would ask unanimous consent at
this time, Mr. Speaker, to include my
letter in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Asking the
President some very specific questions
about the technology transfer and I am
still waiting for a response 1 month
later. I also, Mr. Speaker, had a three-
page letter drafted to the intelligence
community asking for specific re-
sponses to questions about the up-
graded intelligence assessment that
was used by the minority party in the
Senate to say we don’t really have a
threat to worry about.

Now, Mr. Speaker, some listening to
this might think well, here is a Mem-
ber of Congress who only wants to
stick it in the eye of the Russians, he

doesn’t really care about relations with
the former Soviet Union, he just wants
us to build a bigger and bigger defense
industrial base. First of all, Mr. Speak-
er, let me make this point. I have no
parochial interest in missile defense.
There were no contractors in my dis-
trict, I don’t have a military base in
my district. I do chair the R&D com-
mittee.

Let me make one additional point,
Mr. Speaker. I will match my record on
Russian-American relations with any
Member of this body. For the past 3
years I have cochaired the Russian-
American energy caucus where I have
worked with Members of the Russian
Duma on joint energy deals, two of
which are now in place, Sakhalin I and
Sakhalin II with Mobil, Marathon, and
McDermott Corporations. Western
companies will invest between $50 and
$70 billion in Russia to help them de-
velop their energy resources. We are
now working on Sakhalin III. In fact,
the Russian Duma last December
passed a new production sharing agree-
ment which will encourage other
projects of this type to help Russia sta-
bilize the economy. Just 2 weeks ago, I
was the only Member of the Congress
in attendance at a luncheon with Mr.
Chernomyrdin and the Energy Minister
from Russia Mr. Shafranik where we
talked about joint cooperation in
terms of energy investment. Secondar-
ily, Mr. Speaker, I work with Russia on
environmental issues, Nikolai
Vorontsov, a member of the Duma, has
chaired the globe task force in Russia
on environmental issues. I have worked
with him as a member of globe U.S.A.,
in fact, was in St. Petersburg leading
the effort on the part of our Navy to
put funding in to help the Russians
clean up their nuclear waste in the
Arctic Ocean and in the Sea of Japan.
As a member of the National Security
Commission have fought for the past
several years to get additional funding
to help the Russians deal with their
terrible environmental problems,
working with Bob Colangelo and
Vartov to establish joint Russian-
American energy initiatives. In fact,
just in December of last year had the
leading Russian environmental activist
in our country testifying before my
subcommittee on ways that we can
work with the Russians on environ-
mental initiatives. Mr. Speaker, we are
doing a ton of work with the Russians
on the environment. Mr. Speaker, we
have also proposed establishing a new
Russian-American Duma to Congress
forum. In January of this year when I
was in Russia, I carried a letter from
you, Mr. Speaker, which I delivered to
the new speaker of the Russian Duma,
Mr. Seleznyov. This letter suggested
that both speakers should support the
establishment of a formal process
where Members of Congress and the
Duma company meet at least twice a
year focusing on specific issue areas;
namely, the environment, energy, de-
fense, foreign policy, and relations, as
well as other issues that are going to
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come up in the forefront, like the econ-
omy, health care, adoption laws, and so
forth. That letter from you, Mr. Speak-
er, was delivered to Mr. Seleznyov by
me. In addition, I met with members of
the four major political parties in Mos-
cow to convince them that it was in
their interest to have more formal re-
lationships with Members of the Re-
publican and Democrat Parties in the
Congress. I met with the Yabakov
Party, Zhirinovsky’s party, the Com-
munist Party and Yavlinsky’s party,
and Mr. Speaker, the response was
overwhelmingly positive from all of
them.

But you know, Mr. Speaker, and we
expect, by the way the Ambassador,
the Washington Ambassador from Rus-
sia will be in my office tomorrow where
I will meet with him, Ambassador
Aleksey Arbatov where we will discuss
the Russian administration, Mr.
Seleznyov’s response to your letter,
Mr. Speaker, to establish this new
forum, as well as your letter also out-
lining a proposal to establish a direct
internet linkage where Members of
Congress and members of the Russian
Duma can communicate through si-
multaneous translation in a written
form back and forth on an instanta-
neous basis. These are concrete propos-
als that we have made. These are con-
crete actions, Mr. Speaker, that we are
taking on an ongoing basis. Last year I
have hosted over 100 members of the
Duma in my office. My goal is the same
goal as President Clinton and that is to
build a solid relationship between Rus-
sia that encourages economic growth,
that encourages democratization and
encourages the reforms you have been
seeing in Russia. But the difference,
Mr. Speaker—and this is a key dif-
ference, this administration wants to
sanitize and ignore the realities of the
Russian military threat.

b 1845

The key thing that we have to under-
stand, Mr. Speaker, is that the leaders
of the Russian military are the same
leaders who led the Soviet military;
they have not changed. They are not a
part of the reform movement and many
of the actions being proposed by the
leadership of the Russian military po-
tentially pose a threat to this coun-
try’s security.

Mr. Speaker, I think the Russian peo-
ple want us to call their military lead-
ership when things occur which they
even cannot ask in their own country
about, yet this administration tends to
want to put its head in the sand and
not acknowledge issues that occur like
the transfer of technology of the
Acceleramas, like the effects of the
morale problems in the Russian mili-
tary, like threats posed by the transfer
of the SS–25 technology and the threat
that poses to the United States in
terms of a rogue nation getting that
capability.

It reminds me, Mr. Speaker, the Clin-
ton’s administration policy reminds me
of my first amendment that I offered

on the floor of the House in 1987. At
that time there was a debate in this
Congress that was going on about the
ABM Treaty much like there is now,
and on that debate, Mr. Speaker, the
liberals were saying that we should ad-
here to the strictest interpretation of
the ABM Treaty. My amendment was
very simple. It said the Russians in
fact were in violation of the ABM Trea-
ty because they had installed a large
fader-phased radar system in a town
called Krasnoyarsk. My amendment
passed the House 418 to zero; no Mem-
ber voted against it. But many of the
liberals who voted for it stood up on
this floor, Mr. Speaker, and they said
it is not an important issue. The Rus-
sians just built that radar for space
tracking purposes. They do not plan to
use it in violation of the ABM Treaty;
that has never been their intent. It is
an accidental location. Yes, it is a
technical violation of the ABM, but it
does not really matter because it is not
going to be used for battle manage-
ment and certainly would not be used
against the United States.

That was in 1987, Mr. Speaker. In
1995, General Voitinsev in the Rus-
sians’ Military Historical Journal was
interviewed. Now General Voitinsev for
18 years was the commander of Russian
air and space defenses for the entire
Soviet Union. In the interview he was
asked about Krasnoyarsk radar, Mr.
Speaker, and in response to the ques-
tion he said he was ordered to place the
Krasnoyarsk radar where it was by at-
that-time General Ogarkov. General
Ogarkov was ordered to place it there
by the Politburo, the ruling body in
the Communist Party and in the Soviet
Union. So here we have the 18-year
commander of air and space defense
command for the Soviet Union now ad-
mitting in a public record in Russia
that he was ordered to place the radar
where it was in direct violation of the
ABM that would eventually allow the
Soviet Union to break out of the ABM
Treaty and have battle management
capability that would directly threaten
the United States.

So, Mr. Speaker, we have to under-
stand the context in which the Russian
military operates. There are some in
our Congress and there are some in the
White House who want to do whatever
they can to bolster up Boris Yeltsin,
and what I am saying is, Mr. Speaker,
we have got to be candid and frank
with the Russians. When they violate a
treaty, we have got to call them on it.
When they violate by sending equip-
ment or technology to Iraq, we have
got to call them on it. When they want
to send SS–25 technology out around
the world as a space launch capability,
we have got to call them on that.

Mr. Speaker, that is in our interest
and it is in the interest of the Russian
people that we understand what is
going on and that we want them to be
as compliant as we expect ourselves to
be. But Mr. Speaker, that is not hap-
pening in this administration. This ad-
ministration wants to lift up the rug,

bury everything under the rug and say
do not worry, everything is OK. Mr.
Speaker, it is not OK, and I am not
about advocating massive increases in
funding in these areas. Every dollar
that we plused up, Mr. Speaker, last
year was done so with the request of
Gen. Malcolm O’Neill. General O’Neill
is President Clinton’s point person on
missile defense.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, General O’Neill
is retiring this May. Right before our
break in January I got wind that he
was retiring. I talked to him, tried to
convince him to stay on because I have
confidence in him. I think he is a great
American and a great leader. I put to-
gether a letter, Mr. Speaker, asking
Secretary Perry to reconsider and ask
General O’Neill to reconsider and stay
on as head of BMDO. Within 1 hour I
was able to get 22 Members of this body
who were the leaders on defense issues
to sign that letter asking that General
O’Neill stay on, 12 Democrats and 10
Republicans. Everyone from JACK MUR-
THA to FLOYD SPENCE to the key lead-
ers on both sides of the aisle on defense
issues signed that letter asking to keep
General O’Neill on board. Why? Be-
cause we in a bipartisan way have con-
fidence in him. he did not do that. He
decided and announced this past week
that he is going to retire and I got the
word, Mr. Speaker, through the grape-
vine of the Pentagon that the adminis-
tration, to further downplay the whole
potential threat for missile defense,
that they were going to replace Gen-
eral O’Neill, who is a three-star gen-
eral, with a two-star, and the notion
was that if Bill Clinton won the elec-
tion by lowering it to a two-star posi-
tion there would not be as much visi-
bility. But if a Republican won the
Presidential election, then the Penta-
gon would elevate it back up to three-
star to give it the visibility it war-
rants.

Mr. Speaker, that is outrageous.
I will say that when I raised this

issue with Dr. Kaminski he said he
would not support that and felt that
the appropriate level of support that
has been displayed by General O’Neill
as a three-star should be continued by
whoever replaces him.

But, Mr. Speaker, the turmoil con-
tinues. The program outlined by this
administration is not logical, it is not
based on threat, it is not based on re-
ality and we are going to counter that
with every ounce of energy in our bod-
ies this year, Mr. Speaker. In fact, to-
morrow we will have our first missile
defense hearing. Thursday I was sup-
posed to have General O’Neill come in
along with the Air Force and the
Army. I am still scheduled to have that
hearing on Thursday, where they can
talk about their national missile de-
fense capabilities. But, Mr. Speaker,
unfortunately I heard in a phone call
from General O’Neill yesterday that he
is being told by superiors not to come
before my committee. Perhaps there is
something that he cannot say or per-
haps the administration does not want
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it on the record again that, in fact, the
people who are responsible for these
programs are going to say directly op-
posite of what the Commander in Chief
said, that in fact we can deploy a sys-
tem that is not in violation of the ABM
Treaty.

Well, I can tell you this, Mr. Speaker.
I am having a hearing on Thursday,
and I am having a hearing with Gen-
eral O’Neill and with General Garner
from the Army and with the general
from the Air Force to talk about it and
if they are not there, we will have
empty seats, and we will let the people
of America decide.

Now, the Pentagon said we are sure
we want them to come in because Dr.
Kaminski has not briefed the Congress
on program needs for this year. Mr.
Speaker, that hearing has nothing to
do with program needs. All we are talk-
ing about is what capability do we have
now, what capability do we have now,
and can we in fact deploy systems in
the Air Force and in the Army using
existing capabilities at a low cost that
can give us some protection.

So, Mr. Speaker, if there is anyone in
the Pentagon listening tonight, we are
going to have the hearing on Thursday
and I hope you show up because if you
do not show up, we are going to have
the hearing anyway.

Mr. Speaker, beyond that hearing we
are going to have 10 hearings this year
on the threat from missile prolifera-
tion, on the Russian command and con-
trol problems. We are going to have a
hearing on joint, dual American-Rus-
sian cooperation in missile defense pro-
grams. We are going to have a hearing
on the standpoint of political implica-
tions of the ABM from Russia’s stand-
point, just as I have asked the Speaker,
their Duma, on the political implica-
tions of the ABM from our standpoint.
We are going to have the most aggres-
sive debate in this country’s history on
the threat to our people from a pro-
liferation of missiles, and I would hope
in the end, Mr. Speaker, that when we
have to make a final decision on a de-
fense bill that it will be based on fact
and not rhetoric.

It troubles me though, the direction I
see the administration going. The week
before we left for the February work
break, Mr. Speaker, we were called in
as members of the Committee on Na-
tional Security and we were told the
administration was going to ask for a
$3 billion reprogramming request from
this year’s defense bill. Now this ad-
ministration, who is telling the Amer-
ican people we do not have enough
money for defense, we do not have
enough money for the priorities of mis-
sile defense, General Shalikashvili’s
letter to General Luck saying we would
like to help you, but we do not have
enough money for that and to protect
our troops in Korea, this administra-
tion asked for a reprogramming, Mr.
Speaker. One of the items was to repro-
gram $80 million of DOD money to
train the police force in Haiti. Now,
Mr. Speaker, to me that is outrageous.

I live near Philadelphia. Philadelphia
could use $80 million for its police
force. So could New York. I think
Washington, DC, could use $80 million
to train its police force. But this ad-
ministration wants to reprogram $80
million of this year’s DOD money to
pay to train the Haitian police force,
and they are telling us they do not
have enough money for their priorities.
This administration wants us to repro-
gram $200 million to pay the Jor-
danians for the peace agreement that
President Clinton signed, $200 million
out of this year’s defense bill to assist
Jordan in coming to the peace table;
not coming out of State Department
funds, not being appropriated publicly,
but in a reprogramming request com-
ing from this administration out of
this year’s DOD dollars.

Third, the administration wants to
reprogram money for nation building
in Bosnia. Now we are not asking the
Germans to put money up, or the
French or any other NATO country. We
are going to reprogram money from
out DOD budget to nation build in
Bosnia.

Mr. Speaker, those are some of the
outrages that I feel, but one that really
got my attention during the break
more than anything else dealt with the
B–2 bomber. Mr. Speaker, I chair the
Research and Development Sub-
committee for the Committee on Na-
tional Security, and I have consist-
ently opposed the B–2 bomber this past
year despite intense pressure from my
party leadership, and the reason is not
that I think the technology is bad, it is
not. It is because we cannot afford it.
In the current budget environment we
cannot afford to buy more B–2’s. But
that battle was fought on the floor and
those that supported the B–2, some of
the most liberal Members who hate de-
fense spending voted for it and we fund-
ed it. I think it was a mistake. But the
ultimate goal of this President to go
out to southern California, Mr. Speak-
er, just this past month and have a
press conference and say to the work-
ers working on the B–2, I think we
ought to take another look at whether
or not to build more B–2 bombers: Mr.
Speaker, that is absolutely outrageous.
Talk about hypocrisy, Mr. Speaker,
that a President who says that we put
too much money into the defense bill,
that we plused up programs we should
not have plused up is now talking
about a study to determine whether or
not we should build more B–2’s. For
those poor workers out in California
who may be watching, Mr. Speaker, I
would ask them to ask the President
when that study is expected back. I
would tell them it is probably the week
after the November election and that is
when the report will come back, no
more B–2’s.

Mr. Speaker, what I am saying in
summary is it is time to stop playing
politics with the defense of our coun-
try. Missile defense and the programs
and priorities we have are not a Repub-
lican issue. Every gain that we made

last year was done with support from
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle. They were in the forefront of this
debate. They were in the forefront on
the committee, on the House floor, in
the Senate, as well as the House of
Representatives. This is a bipartisan
issue that should be based on fact. If
NEIL ABERCROMBIE’s Hawaii is threat-
ened by a missile from North Korea,
every one of us needs to pay attention,
and that is exactly the situation, Mr.
Speaker, just as if DON YOUNG’s Alaska
is threatened from a missile that can
potentially hit parts of Alaska from
North Korea.

This year, Mr. Speaker, we are going
to lay the facts on the table through
the extensive series of hearings that we
are going to have, 10 in the subcommit-
tee, 2 in the full committee, starting
tomorrow, through briefings we are
going to have. We are going to make
the case that it is in our interest to
work aggressively toward missile de-
fense; it is in our interest to work with
the Russians to convince them that
they have more of a threat from mis-
sile proliferation than even we do. In
the end we have got to work together
to only defend the people of America,
the people of Russia and freedom lov-
ing people everywhere, just as we are
doing with Israel.

Mr. Speaker, we have helped Israel
build the prototype for what will be
their national missile defense system;
it is called the Aero Program. The tax-
payers of this country have put a half
a billion dollars into that program and
it is justified, it is a good program, and
it is good to give Israel the security
they deserve. Why do not the American
people deserve the same security? Why
should we build a system that can pro-
tect the people of Israel from a missile
attack and leave the people of America
vulnerable?

That is the question we have to an-
swer, Mr. Speaker, and we can do it
without massive increases in funding,
we can do it with a very careful and de-
liberate approach that builds upon the
technology we have today that will
deal with the threat we have today and
build and allow us the options down
the road to build a more elaborate de-
fense capability, a more robust defense
capability.

b 1900
Does this mean that eventually the

ABM treaty may have to be renegoti-
ated? Absolutely. Mr. Speaker while I
am not willing to take the treaty on
this year, I am one who is firmly con-
vinced the treaty has outlived its use-
fulness. But we need to understand the
political considerations in Russia if we
attack that treaty head on. My pro-
posal is to grab the hand of the Rus-
sians and work with them to show
them that we are no longer in a bipolar
world with just two countries, with of-
fensive military missile capability. We
now have North Korea, we have Com-
munist China, we have Iraq trying to
get long-range missile capabilities, and
it is in our interest to work together.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 1304 February 27, 1996
That should be the approach we use

this year. Mr. Speaker, that will be the
approach that I use as we begin our
hearing process, and as we move for-
ward to provide security for the people
of this country with our fiscal year 1997
budget request.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the Washington Times article
of February 15, 1996, and the letter to
President Clinton of January 30, 1996.

The material referred to follows:
[From the Washington Times, Feb. 15, 1996]
PLEA FOR MISSILE DEFENSE IN KOREA FAILS

(By Bill Gertz)
The chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

has declined to back the commander of U.S.
forces in Korea in seeking to reverse a Pen-
tagon decision to delay a new missile-defense
system urgently needed in Korea to protect
U.S. troops from North Korean missile at-
tack.

Gen. John Shalikashvili, chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a cable told Gen.
Gary Luck, the commander in Korea, that
the Pentagon plans to scale back funds for
the Theater High-Altitude Area Defense
(THAAD) to pay for other weapons mod-
ernization programs.

The Shalikashvili cable calls into question
Clinton administration support for building
effective regional anti-missile systems.

‘‘Five years after 28 Americans were killed
in the Gulf war by an Iraqi Scud, we still
have no effective theater missile defense,
which the administration has said is its top
defense priority,’’ said Heritage Foundation
defense expert Tom Moore, commenting on
the cable.

‘‘It is absolutely reprehensible that the ad-
ministration is leaving American forces
abroad exposed to these growing threats,’’ he
said.

A spokesman for Gen. Luck had no com-
ment. A spokesman for Gen. Shalikashvili
said no final decision on the missile-defense
funding has been made since the cable to
Korea was sent.

Mr. Shalikashvili was responding to an
earlier cable from Gen. Luck, who warned
the threat of North Korean missiles is grow-
ing and that two THAAD batteries—18
launchers—are needed as soon as possible.

Delays in fielding THAAD, the first mod-
ern anti-missile system in decades, could
have serious consequences for defending the
peninsula against attack from the north,
Gen. Luck stated in a Dec. 11 cable to Gen.
Shalikashvili,

Gen. Luck wrote to seek the chairman’s
support for reversing the Pentagon’s decision
in October to hold up a new phase of THAAD
development.

In his reply cable, Gen. Shalikashvili said
that ‘‘I understand your concern,’’ but he did
not say he supported efforts by Gen. Luck to
reverse the decision placing a hold on
THAAD’s engineering and manufacturing de-
velopment program, a new stage that would
move the system closer to deployment.

Instead, the four-star general indicated
THAAD may not be deployed at all. In 2002
or 2003, the Pentagon will put it in a ‘‘shoot-
off’’ competition with a Navy wide-area mis-
sile defense system, he said.

Until the shoot-off, the Joint Require-
ments Oversight Council, which sets prior-
ities for defense spending and weapons pro-
grams, ‘‘is recommending THAAD funding at
a minimum level,’’ Gen. Shalikashvili stat-
ed.

‘‘A final decision has not been made,’’ he
said. ‘‘Will keep you advised.’’

North Korea has deployed scores of modi-
fied Soviet-design Scuds, like those fired

against U.S. troops during the Persian Gulf
war, and reportedly is in the early stage of
deploying a longer-range missile known as
the No Dong.

The Shalikashvili cable also indicates that
Pentagon missile defense policy is not in line
with new provisions of the 1996 defense au-
thorization bill, signed into law Saturday by
President Clinton.

The authorization law orders the defense
secretary to restructure regional missile de-
fense programs to make Patriot PAC–3,
THAAD and two Navy systems, known as
lower and upper tier, top-priority programs.
The law sets specific dates—all by 1999—for
deploying the first models of the systems.
Full-scale deployment must begin by 2000 for
THAAD, and by 2001 for upper tier.

Gen. Shalikashvili stated in the cable that
the primary objective of the internal review
of missile defense needs to to ‘‘free up dollars
for critically underfunded areas of recapital-
ization.’’

The proposed competition in 2002 or 2003
between THAAD and Navy upper tier could
delay production of the wide-area defense
system by three to five years, Gen.
Shalikashvili said.

More than a dozen Senate Republicans, in-
cluding top party leaders, wrote to Defense
Secretary William Perry last fall urging him
not to delay THAAD.

Any slowdown in THAAD development
would be considered ‘‘a declaration by the
administration of a lack of commitment to
theater missile defense,’’ the senators stated
in a Nov. 7 letter to Mr. Perry.

MISSILE DEFENSE

[Excerpts of a cable sent to Gen. Gary Luck,
commander of U.S. forces in Korea, from
Gen. John Shalikashvili, chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, on Jan. 19.]
In response to Ref. A [a cable from Gen.

Luck of Dec. 11], Ballistic Missile Defense
programs are under internal DoD review to
evaluate the cost-effectiveness strategies for
meeting validated theater missile defense re-
quirements. The primary objective is to free
up dollars for critically underfunded areas of
recapitalization. For this reason the Joint
Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) is
recommending THAAD funding at a mini-
mum level necessary to continue develop-
ment toward a shoot-off with the Navy thea-
ter-wide ballistic missile defense system in
2002–2003.

‘‘My execptation is that this JROC plan, if
adopted, will possibly delay an upper tier
production decision three to five years. Full
impacts of the JROC course of action under
consideration are to be assessed by the serv-
ices and Office of the Secretary of Defense
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization. I un-
derstand your concern. A final decision has
not been made. Will keep you advised.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, January 30, 1996.

President WILLIAM CLINTON,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am writing to ex-
press my concern about the recent at-
tempted shipment of Russian missile compo-
nents to Iraq. While this shipment, which in-
cluded gyroscopes and accelerometers de-
signed for use in long-range missiles, was
intercepted in Jordan, it raises serious ques-
tions about the Russian government’s will-
ingness or ability to halt proliferation.

Reports of this shipment, in contravention
of the Missile Technology Control Regime
(MTCR), surfaced publicly in December, sev-
eral months after Russia was admitted as a
full member of the MTCR regime. Whether
the Russian government sanctioned the ship-
ment or not, the events which transpired un-

derscore the fact that Russia is at best un-
able or at worst unwilling to fulfill its MTCR
obligations.

Recently, I travelled to Russia and met
with members of the Duma, defense advisors
to President Yeltsin and officials of
Rosvooruzheniye, the main Russian state
arms export company. Russian government
officials with whom I raised the issue denied
all knowledge of this highly reported inci-
dent. Rosvooruzheniye officials were aware
of the attempted transfer, but denied any in-
volvement. I also met with Ambassador
Pickering, who indicated that the United
States neither sought nor received any infor-
mation or explanation from the Russian gov-
ernment about the attempted transfer.

This recent incident is not the first time
that Russia has transferred missile tech-
nology to non-MTCR states. In 1993, Russia
sold an associated production technology for
cryogenic rocket engines to India. Recently,
Russia transferred missile components to
Brazil. To this very day, Russia continues to
aggressively market a variant of its SS–25
missiles under the guise of a ‘‘space launch
vehicle.’’

If nonproliferation agreements are to have
any meaning, they must be aggressively en-
forced through careful monitoring and the
application of sanctions for violations. I be-
lieve that the Russian shipment of missile
components deserves a forceful response
from the United States, and I am deeply
troubled by the U.S. government’s apparent
inaction in this regard. I would appreciate
answers to the following questions in that
regard:

1. Has the United States demanded from
the Russian government a detailed expla-
nation of the attempted shipment of gyro-
scopes and accelerometers to Iraq? If so,
when did this occur and through what chan-
nels? If not, why not?

2. Has the Russian government responded,
and what was the substance of the response?
Does the Administration find it credible?

3. Do you believe that this shipment oc-
curred with or without the knowledge of the
Russian government, and what does your an-
swer imply about Russia’s willingness or
ability to advance the U.S. nonproliferation
agenda?

4. Why have sanctions not been imposed on
Russia as a result of this attempted transfer
of MTCR-prohibited missile components?
What does the failure to impose sanctions, as
required by U.S. law, say about the Adminis-
tration’s commitment to ensure the viability
of the MTCR regime? Why wouldn’t this set
a dangerous precedent for others that might
seek to circumvent or violate MTCR guide-
lines?

5. Russia’s ascension to the MTCR regime
as a full member imposes certain obligations
on it that this incident demonstrates Russia
is unwilling or unable to fulfill. What does
that Administration intend to do to ensure
full Russian compliance with its MTCR obli-
gations in the future? Without acting firmly
now in response to the attempted component
transfer to Iraq, why should Russia believe
that similar transfers will carry severe con-
sequences in the future?

6. Please provide the dates and topic con-
sidered by the Missile Trade Analysis Group
since the Russian shipment was reported.

7. Please list and describe all instances
which raised U.S. concerns regarding compli-
ance with the MTCR, all instances since 1987
in which the U.S. government considered im-
posing sanctions on a ‘‘foreign government
or entity,’’ whether sanctions were in fact
imposed and against whom; how long those
sanctions remained in effect, and the reason
why they were lifted.
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Thank you for responding to these serious

issues.
Sincerely,

CURT WELDON,
Member of Congress.

f

WHAT WILL HAPPEN TO HEALTH
CARE REFORM?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina). Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr.
MCDERMOTT] is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, 3
years ago President Clinton announced
that he wanted to provide Americans
with health insurance that can never
be taken away. The congressional lead-
ership has publicly bragged, in both
bodies, that they killed health care re-
form. My concern tonight is, what is
their alternative? Now, we have in the
Senate presently, the other body, a bill
languishing, the Kennedy-Kassebaum
bill, that gives minimal protection,
and yet not even that bill can get out
of the other body, so the question is,
what is going to happen? It seems to
me that the history of this issue needs
to be reviewed.

As you may know, it was a mere 150
years ago that the first surgery was
done under anesthesia at the Harvard
School of Medicine. Perhaps that is a
good place to begin this examination of
where we have been in health care and
where we are going.

Many in my generation retain a deep-
ly etched image of a painting depicting
a physician sitting beside the bed of a
small child while the parents huddled
pitifully in the background. The title
of the painting is something like
‘‘Waiting for the Crisis’’.

Physicians 100 years ago could do
very little beyond setting fractures,
amputating, and administering a vari-
ety of empirically tested concoctions.

Physicians were among the most
broadly educated in the society and, as
such, they were highly respected and
expected to participate fully in the
civic life of the society.

Even earlier, one of the most promi-
nent physicians in the American Colo-
nies was Benjamin Rush; as a Member
of the Continental Congress, Dr. Rush
signed the Declaration of Independ-
ence.

Eventually, he was defeated for re-
election, but he spent the remainder of
his professional career improving the
lot of prisoners and the mentally ill in
Pennsylvania. That was the last time a
psychiatrist served in the Congress be-
fore I arrived in 1989.

Maybe some of you see a moral there-
in.

Advances in the diagnosis and treat-
ment of disease between 1846 and 1946
were painfully slow. Services were ren-
dered to patients by individual physi-
cians who were paid on a fee-for-service
basis.

Health insurance was a rare commod-
ity, and thousands of people simply did

without the treatment that was avail-
able because they could not pay for it.
Others paid what they could when they
could.

There was no expectation of a soci-
etal response to the need for universal
health coverage.

I am speaking only of the United
States here because you must remem-
ber that, in 1883, Otto von Bismark in-
stituted government-sponsored health
care for German miners as a preemp-
tive strike to halt the spread of social-
ism.

The 1930’s were, of course, a time of
great turmoil in this country and, dur-
ing that period, President Franklin
Roosevelt proposed a system of univer-
sal health coverage for all Americans.

He did so at the same time that he
was proposing Social Security, and the
political weight of the two programs
proved too great.

So he decided to separate the two
proposals and to wait until the next
Congress to complete his health care
proposal. Unfortunately, the Second
World War interfered with his plan.

Meanwhile, in typical American fash-
ion, the American people were begin-
ning to develop their own responses to
the lack of affordable care.

For example, the Kaiser construction
company was building dams in rural
Washington State. Mr. Kaiser recog-
nized the need to make doctors and
hospitals available to his employees
who were working at dangerous jobs in
isolated areas.

Thus were planted the seeds of pre-
paid health insurance.

And during the war, more and more
employers, eager to maintain a healthy
and reliable workforce, began to offer
health coverage.

At the end of the war, a wage and
price freeze was imposed on the Amer-
ican economy.

But smart and thoughtful labor lead-
ers found a way around this constric-
tion on wages by inventing a concept
called a benefit package, which was
primarily a health insurance program
to pay for doctor visits and hospitaliza-
tions.

Nonunion companies suddenly real-
ized that if they did not also provide a
benefit package for their employees,
they soon would have union organizers
working the floors of their plants and
offices. So, they, too, provided a bene-
fit package.

Emerging around the same time as
employment-based health insurance,
the prepaid coverage seeds sown by
Kaiser were sprouting among groups of
citizens who believed that only collec-
tively could the costs of health care be
met and contained.

In Seattle, a group of teachers and a
few doctors began Group Health Coop-
erative of Puget Sound.

Group health was considered worse-
than-radical; it was socialism, and the
healthcare establishment repudiated it
totally.

Because the doctors of group health
rejected the concept of fee-for-service

payment, they were denied membership
in the Washington State Medical Asso-
ciation.

A lawsuit that eventually ended up
before the State supreme court was
necessary to force the association to
admit group health practitioners.

At the same time, a similar group
care program evolved in New York.

As it entered the post-war era, then,
the United States was pursuing two
major approaches to health care deliv-
ery and financing.

One system, financed by employers,
offered no guarantee of continued cov-
erage either during employment or cer-
tainly after leaving employment. Only
union contracts in certain cases guar-
anteed coverage during employment.

Nonunion employees had no protec-
tion whatsoever.

The other system of delivery and fi-
nancing was an adaptation of the coop-
erative movement that emphasized
control by the recipients of the sys-
tem’s services.

Keep in mind that the insurance in-
dustry did not leap willingly into the
mix and only reluctantly accepted the
risk of insuring the health of individ-
uals. They were hesitant, I expect, be-
cause they had no experience on which
to base their rates.

It is against this historical backdrop
of health care delivery and financing
that we must view the medical develop-
ments of the postwar period. It was an
era in which medical science and tech-
nology literally exploded. What is pos-
sible today was hardly conceivable to
even the most imaginative scientist
after the war.

Antibiotics revolutionized both infec-
tious disease treatment and post-
operative infections. Kidney dialysis
laid the groundwork for transplant
therapy. Noninvasive imagery such as
CAT scans and MRI’s made diagnosis
more precise, and complicated sur-
geries more likely of success.

Bone marrow transplants and other
cancer treatments made certain and
speedy death from cancer less likely.
Antipsychotic medications recast the
treatment of the severest mental dis-
orders.

When I walked into the ICU recently
to visit my 90-year-old father, it struck
me that nothing in that area of the
hospital existed when I graduated from
the University of Illinois Medical
School in 1963. Only the human body
remained essentially the same, except,
of course, the hip and knee replace-
ments and the cardiac bypass surgeries
and the heart valves.

If you consider even briefly all of this
rapid and turbulent change, you will
appreciate the trepidation with which
employers and the health insurance in-
dustry viewed the modern landscape of
health care delivery and, especially, fi-
nancing.

Health care delivery in this country
has been conducted primarily by indi-
vidual providers paid through a fee-for-
service system.

As more treatment and procedures
have been developed, the costs of care
have risen exponentially.
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