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Pentagon waste for 10 years. He had
proven his mettle in combat, so to
speak.

Derek was ready to begin leading the
war on military waste. He was ready to
go out on the ‘‘point.’’

As one of the ‘‘defense reformers’’ in
Congress, I often turned to Derek for
help when we uncovered problems at
the Pentagon.

We usually turned to Derek in the
heat of battle.

We usually turned to him after get-
ting stonewalled by the big wheels over
at the Defense Department.

So right off the bat, we put Derek in
the hot seat.

We asked him to investigate. We
asked him to document and verify.

We asked him to tell us what really
happened. We asked him for the truth.

Mr. President, I wish I knew how
many times Mr. Vander Schaaf’s name
has been used right here on the Senate
floor to prove a very important point.

I have done it myself many times.
But my opponents have done it too.

They have also used his work—in many
instances to hammer me—and to ham-
mer me with great success.

That is one of the reasons I admire
Derek so much.

He does not always do what we want
him to do.

At times, we have felt anger, frustra-
tion, and even disappointment over his
work.

We have even accused him of white-
washing. But that is fine. That is the
way it should be.

He runs an independent operation.
Derek is his own man. He lets the

chips fall where they may.
When he looks at the evidence, he

first searches for the truth.
But he also thinks about protecting

the interests of the taxpayers.
He thinks about the needs of the men

and women serving in the Armed
Forces.

He thinks about what is right.
And, he thinks about how to succeed

without getting knocked off by the
brass. And that is no small feat.

Derek is a tight-rope artist.
He does a balancing act on the high

wire.
He has made the trip across the high

wire many times without hestitation.
He never wavered and never took a fall.

Mr. President, Derek is a model civil
servant. He is honest. He is tough but
always fair. He knows his stuff. He
dedicated his life to protecting the tax-
payer’s money.

Mr. President, if his parents were
alive today, they would be proud of
Derek’s service to the people. But they
would not make a big fuss about it.

They would know that he was no
more and no less than what they ex-
pected him to be.

Mr. President, Derek has always set
a good example—an example of excel-
lence.

Derek is a leader. He is a man of
courage. He is a man of integrity, and
the people will miss him.

Mr. President, I wish him good luck
and Godspeed.

And I pray that there is someone just
as good ready to take over.

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma is recognized.
f

THE NEED FOR ADEQUATE DE-
FENSE AGAINST BALLISTIC MIS-
SILE ATTACK

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am
speaking today, once again, about the
urgent priority we have to develop and
deploy adequate defenses against a bal-
listic missile attack.

As a member of the Armed Services
Committee and Intelligence Commit-
tee, I feel it is my duty to call relevant
aspects of this issue to the attention of
my colleagues and the American peo-
ple.

This month, we are marking the 5-
year anniversary of the gulf war. While
the war was, in many respects, a great
triumph, there are certainly many les-
sons that we should learn from that
war. One of these lessons is that future
conflicts will, very likely, include at-
tacks on American forces by ballistic
missiles. It is our obligation to our
troops—not to mention the American
people, generally—to do all we can to
prepare for this reality.

Five years ago this past Sunday, a
primitive Iraqi Scud missile carrying a
conventional explosive warhead
slammed into a barracks housing
American troops in Saudi Arabia, and
28 Americans were killed, 98 Americans
were injured. It was the single largest
loss of lives during that war.

In recalling this event the other day,
the Washington Post Style section re-
counted the horror of how these brave
young Americans, well behind the front
lines, were coldbloodedly attacked and
murdered without warning. As the Post
described it:

It was simply a freak of war. No ground
was gained, none was defended, no tactical
purpose was served, people were assassinated
in their beds as they dozed or lounged or
clowned with buddies. They were in a con-
verted warehouse in the suburbs of Saudi
Arabia, 200 miles behind the front line, in a
neighborhood that included a supermarket, a
hotel, and other buildings. The war was
winding down. Two days after the attack, it
would be over.

I was particularly struck by the
Post’s description of the victims of this
incident as the ‘‘forgotten fatalities of
the Persian Gulf war.’’

Now, it is understandable that a lot
of the American people did not see this
happening because, understandably,
the television crews were up there in
the front lines, and they were filming
the last 2 days of this war. Nonetheless,
it happened. I think there are a lot of
people who think that perhaps it would
go unnoticed. But I am here to remind
my colleagues that, as policymakers
and overseers of our national defense
preparedness, we cannot and will not
ever forget what happened in this inci-
dent. This was an unprovoked, cow-

ardly, and feeble ballistic missile at-
tack that gives us a glimpse of the fu-
ture.

My concern is that, with a lot of peo-
ple not having known and remembered
that this happened, these 28 Americans
will have died in vain. On the other
hand, if this can be very visibly laid
out in front of the American people—
and I do applaud the Washington Post
for bringing this to public attention
this week—then perhaps this can be
used to get a very meaningful, sophisti-
cated, theater missile defense in place
as everyone in Congress has asked the
President to do.

Ballistic missiles are fast becoming
the weapons of first choice of those
who seek to harm to American inter-
ests abroad. We know, and our intel-
ligence confirms now, that 25 nations
have ballistic missiles of different de-
grees of technology, but the capability
is there. Keep in mind, the one that
murdered 28 Americans was a very
primitive Scud missile. These 25 na-
tions all have missiles that are more
sophisticated than that.

Now, to illustrate this directly, I call
the attention of my colleagues to re-
cent news reports concerning commu-
nications between the United States
commander in Korea, General Luck,
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, General Shalikashvili. In this as-
tonishing exchange, General Luck’s ur-
gent request for advanced missile de-
fenses to protect his troops was re-
jected. General Luck and his forces are
on the front lines facing an increas-
ingly hostile and menacing adversary
in North Korea. According to the
Washington Times, General Luck
warned in December that the threat to
United States forces from North Ko-
rean missiles is growing and advance
theater missile defenses were needed as
soon as possible.

Specifically, General Luck requested
that the development of our most capa-
ble ground-based theater missile de-
fense system, the THAAD system, the
theater high altitude area defense, be
accelerated to facilitate rapid deploy-
ment to Korea of at least 2 THAAD
batteries including up to 18 launchers.
Such a system would have the poten-
tial to provide some adequate protec-
tion for our forces in the entire Korean
theater. In other words, this is the very
minimum that General Luck says we
have to have to protect the lives of our
Americans in South Korea. We have
37,000 Americans in South Korea. The
report states that General Luck’s
urgent request for THAAD batteries
was rejected. Instead, General
Shalikashvili reportedly informed him
that THAAD development would actu-
ally be further delayed by a period of 3
to 5 years so that limited funds could
be diverted to smaller and less capable
missile defense systems such as the Pa-
triot PAC 3 system and to what was
called critically underfunded areas of
recapitalization.

Mr. President, I find this story to be
absolutely incredible. The Congress has
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been wringing its hands all year to ac-
celerate the vital missile defense pro-
grams, especially advanced theater
missile defense programs, to help com-
manders like General Luck. We have
just passed, and the President has
signed, a Defense authorization bill
which expressly calls for more funding
and more priority to such theater mis-
sile defense systems such as THAAD
and the Navy Upper Tier.

We are not talking about a national
defense system. That is very controver-
sial. I have stood on this floor over the
past year and talked, collectively,
many, many hours about a national
missile defense system. We are not
talking about that, Mr. President. We
are talking about a theater missile de-
fense system to protect our troops who
are currently over in places like South
Korea from missile attack. At the very
least, the threat we face is from mis-
siles that are using what we consider
right now to be very primitive tech-
nology, such as the Scud missile.

While I have been trying to carry on
the debate on the national missile de-
fense system—I am very much con-
cerned about it—we have been losing
the battle with the administration.
They are convinced that we will have
to adhere to the ABM Treaty. The
ABM Treaty was put together in 1972,
not by a Democratic administration
but by a Republican administration.
That was President Nixon.

Henry Kissinger felt at that time it
was in the best interests of the United
States of America to have a program of
what was referred to as ‘‘mutual as-
sured destruction.’’ That is a program
that would say there are two super-
powers in the world. We have U.S.S.R.
and we have America. If we agree not
to defend ourselves, then, in theory, if
one would fire a missile at the other
superpower, that superpower would fire
one back at us, everyone would die and
everything would be fine. That was our
strategy at that time. I did not agree
with President Nixon and Mr. Kissinger
at that time. At least it made sense be-
cause at that time we had two super-
powers.

We are not talking about that now.
We are not talking about a national
missile defense system. What we are
talking about is a theater missile de-
fense system, and I think that America
needs to know that General Luck in
South Korea made the request to con-
tinue the technology advancements so
that we would have somewhat of a so-
phisticated system just to protect
those people.

These field commanders know what
they are talking about, Mr. President.
They are not like we are here, talking
in theory and debating on these things
in the abstract. They are on the ground
facing the threat that exists. I remind
my colleagues that the last time the
Clinton administration turned down a
field commander’s similar request for
needed equipment was in Somalia in
1993, and it cost 18 American lives. All
they asked for was armored vehicles.

For some reason, we felt that was not
what they needed. But, in retrospect,
we now we know the field commander
was right, and Americans died.

I urge General Shalikashvili, the
Pentagon, and the policymakers in the
Clinton administration to reconsider
what is going on here. Our troops in
the field are facing a threat. That
threat is real. That threat is now. It
has been 5 years since the devastating
Scud missile attack in Saudi Arabia.
We should have no illusions about what
we are up against. We know hat we
have to do. We should do it and do it
now. We have the technical know how.

The only other thing we have that
would stand in the way, deterring us
from responding to the urgent needs of
General Luck and other field com-
manders, is the money. I have to say,
Mr. President, I have said this many
times before, I am very much disturbed
over what is happening right now. We
have an administration that is sending
troops all throughout the world—So-
malia, Rwanda, Haiti, Bosnia—on
humanitarian missions. Then they
come back to us for emergency
supplementals that we give to them.
That is all we need here, to come for an
emergency supplemental and give Gen-
eral Luck that which he needs to pro-
tect 37,000 American soldiers.

My fear is that people will think that
we will forget those 28 Americans who
lost their lives. The President may
think we will forget, but he is wrong
again. Now is the time to reverse that
policy of delay in the Pentagon and
continue the development of a sophisti-
cated theater missile defense system,
and do what is right.

I notice my colleague from North Da-
kota is on the floor. I yield the floor.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I was
thinking perhaps the Senator from
Oklahoma was talking about the pro-
posals for a national missile defense
system. Since there is no Senate busi-
ness pending, I thought it would be a
good time to discuss the building of a
$48 billion boondoggle called star wars,
but you were not talking about that,
and this is not the time for that discus-
sion.

Mr. INHOFE. I think this might be
an appropriate time to have that dis-
cussion because the Senator under-
stands that I am talking here about
theater missile defense, which we all
agreed we needed when we voted in
favor of the second go around on the
DOD authorization bill. In addition, as
I said, I believe we need to proceed
with a national missile defense.

Let me correct the Senator from
North Dakota. It is not a $48 billion
proposition. We already have a $40 bil-
lion investment in the essential ele-
ments a limited, but effective, national
missile defense system. It would take
about 10 percent of that to make the
upgrades necessary to make such a sys-
tem work. For example, we have 22
Aegis ships with launching capability
floating today. That technology is
here. It is paid for. All we need to do is

upgrade it, giving it the capability to
penetrate the upper tier so that if a
missile does go forth from North
Korea, Iran, Syria, Russia, China, or
any place throughout the world, we
could protect American lives. I think
any time is an appropriate time to dis-
cuss that.

Mr. DORGAN. I understand the Sen-
ator is talking about theater missile
defense. We have had robust research
and development funds for theater mis-
sile defense. I have supported some of
that. We have had robust research and
development funds for national missile
defense. I have supported some of that.
What I do not support is this notion
that we ought to, on an urgent basis,
deploy in 1999 a national missile de-
fense that has a star wars component,
a space-based component, multiple
sites around the country. If you wanted
to waste the taxpayers’ money, that is
an awfully good way to waste it.

To those who advocate creating now
this new star wars or national missile
defense system, I would say that if this
country were threatened by a rogue na-
tion, Qadhafi from Libya, Saddam Hus-
sein from Iraq, or any other rogue na-
tion, we are far more likely to be
threatened by a nuclear device stuck in
the trunk of a rusty Yugo parked at
the docks of New York City than one
delivered by a sophisticated missile. Or
it is far more likely we will be threat-
ened from another country by a small
glass vial, no bigger than my hand, full
of deadly biological agents.

I just think this notion of building an
Astrodome over America—and it will
cost $48 billion incidentally, for some-
thing we do not need—I think we ought
to think long and hard before we do
that.

Mr. INHOFE. Is the Senator aware
that the Taepo Dong missile in North
Korea, it is believed, will be able to
reach the United States by the year
2002, and actually can reach Alaska and
Hawaii by the year 2000? I think that is
something which the Senator would
agree that our intelligence has indi-
cated would be a threat to the United
States in those time limits.

We can talk about all these other
things, these social areas in which to
invest our money. But if we do not stay
on line and finish what we have start-
ed, what we have paid for, to develop a
national missile defense system, I be-
lieve we will regret it. I agree with Jim
Woolsey—and certainly Jim Woolsey is
not a Republican; he was the CIA Di-
rector appointed by President Clin-
ton—when he said our intelligence con-
firms there are between 20 and 25 na-
tions that currently have, or are in
various stages of developing, weapons
of mass destruction, either chemical,
biological, or nuclear, and are working
on the missile means to deliver them.

The Senator from North Dakota is
fully aware that such technology is out
there, and that many of those coun-
tries who want to sell that technology
may do so and we might not have any
way of knowing what is going on.
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Mr. DORGAN. I would say to the Sen-

ator, a much greater threat than an
ICBM from North Korea is the likeli-
hood that some rogue country will get
a hold of an air-launched cruise missile
from an air platform not too far off-
shore, or a sea-launched cruise missile,
or a ground-launched cruise missile.
That would be a far more likely deliv-
ery vehicle to get. The national missile
defense system is not going to shoot
down cruise missiles.

In any event, we should debate this
question of what is an adequate defense
for this country, what are the threats,
and what do we do to prepare to meet
those threats. I do not disagree at all
with the contention of the Senator
that we should have such a debate.

The difficulty I have is there seems
to be a tendency for some to embrace
the biggest, most expensive, and broad-
est possible defense program to respond
to a threat. There are many threats to
this country, and I think the Senator
from Oklahoma and others do a service
when they raise on the floor of the Sen-
ate a whole series of defense issues and
do it in a thoughtful and persuasive
way. It is also helpful for others of us
who switch roles sometimes and say,
‘‘Wait a second, who are the big spend-
ers now? Where are you going to get all
this money?’’

We have had some experience with
national missile defense. In North Da-
kota, they built the only antiballistic
missile program in the free world’s his-
tory. It was decommissioned 30 days
after it was declared operational. I do
not know how many billions of dollars
went into that, but it was wasted be-
cause the system was closed down. It
was closed down within a month after
it was declared operational.

I am not suggesting that we should
not invest in a lot of these issues. I
supported investing $370 million in re-
search and development on the na-
tional missile defense system. But
when the defense bill came to the floor,
and the Senator from Oklahoma and
others insisted on increasing that fund-
ing by over 100-percent in this year’s
appropriation, I said, ‘‘Wait a second,
where are we going to get the money?
Where on Earth are we going to get the
money to increase the so-called star
wars, as I call it, the national missile
defense, as you call it, by over 100 per-
cent in this year and demand it be de-
ployed, early deployment, in 1999?’’

The Senator quoted some defense and
intelligence folks he knows. The Sen-
ator will recall that I held up on the
floor of the Senate a chart showing let-
ters from the Secretary of Defense,
who thought that funding increase was
very unwise. He did not support a 100-
percent increase for a star wars pro-
gram, demanding early deployment in
1999, and suggesting that we use mul-
tiple sites on the ground and possibly
systems in space. The Secretary of De-
fense did not support that. He said that
was not in this country’s interests.

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. DORGAN. I will be happy to

yield.

Mr. INHOFE. First of all, we have
talked about this on the floor many,
many times. A number of us who are on
both the Intelligence Committee and
on the Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee believe that this threat is immi-
nent and real. If our intelligence con-
firms that we could be reached by a
missile from North Korea within 6
years of right now, this is something to
be called to the attention of the Amer-
ican people.

You might say, the big spenders,
what are they spending this on? Yes,
we were asking for more money to stay
on course so we would have a defense
system in place by the year 2000 or 2003.

Mr. DORGAN. No, no, it was 1999. If I
might reclaim my time, the Senator is
mistaken. The legislation that came to
the floor of the Senate demanded early
deployment by 1999 of a national mis-
sile defense system. The way to waste
the taxpayers’ money is to——

Mr. INHOFE. But that bill, of course,
was vetoed by the President. And the
President, in his veto message, said we
do not need a national missile defense
system on the timeline we are talking
about. He is talking about 15 years out
in the future.

I would ask the Senator, does he re-
member what Saddam Hussein said
during the Persian Gulf war, when he
stated that if he could have waited an-
other 5 years, he would have had the
missile technology to reach the United
States, and that he would not have
hesitated to use it? I think there
should be no hesitation to conclude
that some of the madmen around the
world like Saddam Hussein would act
the same way.

Then, only 3 weeks ago, in an article
in the New York Times, references
were made to statements from top Chi-
nese officials concerning direct missile
threats on Taiwan. They indicated that
they could make such threats with lit-
tle concern about how the Americans
would react because, they said, the
Americans are more concerned about
protecting Los Angeles than they are
about protecting Taipei.

When you get top officials talking
like that, you get a sense of what we
will be facing in the future. Let us just
assume for a minute that maybe you
are wrong. Maybe the Senator, who is
very knowledgeable, the Senator from
North Dakota, might be wrong. What
are the consequences? I come from
Oklahoma. In Oklahoma, just last
April, we had the most devastating ter-
rorist attack in the history of terror-
ism in this country, in the Murrah Fed-
eral Office Building in Oklahoma City.
The bomb that went off was a 1-ton
bomb, the equivalent to 1 ton of TNT.
The smallest nuclear warhead known
right now is 1,000 times the devastation
of that bomb.

Mr. DORGAN. Let me reclaim my
time on that point, because I think the
Senator makes the point I am trying to
make. Tragically, the terrorist attack
in Oklahoma City was a fertilizer
bomb. The tragic terrorist attack in

Oklahoma City was with a fertilizer
bomb in the back of a Ryder truck. Not
even a very large one, but large enough
to destroy that building and kill so
many wonderful Oklahoma people and
others. It just breaks your heart to see
that happen.

But my point is this. My point is, ter-
rorism does not come, necessarily, as a
warhead on an ICBM.

Mr. INHOFE. I agree.
Mr. DORGAN. Terrorism finds its

form in dozens of different areas. The
Japanese confronted a terrorist attack
that could have been of such a night-
mare quality that it would have been
unheard of previously, with this deadly
chemical agent which killed, trag-
ically, a good many Japanese. The
human toll of that attack in Tokyo
could have actually been much worse
than it was. Fortunately, certain cir-
cumstances intervened.

But my point is this. There are a lot
of rogue nations out there. There are
people with the capability to build a
nuclear device. There are some with
the ability to deliver the nuclear de-
vice. You can deliver a small nuclear
device in a suitcase these days. You
can deliver it with an ICBM. You can
put it on a cruise missile. You can
drive it in a car. You can plant it in a
truck. Or you can create a nonnuclear
device, a deadly biological agent, in a
very small bottle. There are dozens and
dozens of ways to terrorize this coun-
try.

One thing that anybody out there
ought to understand in this world is
this. If a Saddam Hussein or if a rogue
country decides to launch a nuclear at-
tack on our country, they would be va-
porized instantly. We have interconti-
nental ballistic missiles with Mark 12
warheads. The fact is, with our com-
bined triad of nuclear power in the sea,
nuclear power in the air, nuclear power
on the land, anyone who harbors the
thought of engineering that kind of at-
tack on our country will understand
that they will be gone from this Earth.

That has been what for many years
has prevented a nuclear attack on our
country. The Senator makes the point
that there are other ways to ensure our
safety. We can essentially create a
catcher’s mitt to catch ICBM’s that
may be aimed at us. The catcher’s mitt
over America will not catch cruise mis-
siles. But it will not deal with the
other elements of terror, including fer-
tilizer bombs or deadly biological
agents.

The question is whether we should
build this astrodome over America for
roughly $48 billion. And it is not a case
of spending 10 percent more because we
already spent 90 percent. I should men-
tion that the Director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office estimated in July
1995 that the cost of a six-site ground-
based national missile defense system
would be $48 billion. You go down this
road and I guarantee you that you will
spend tens of billions of dollars. And at
the end you will have not devised a sys-
tem that gives you any more cause to
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sleep better at night than you did yes-
terday.

Mr. INHOFE. Up until that state-
ment, I suggest to the Senator from
North Dakota that we are almost in
agreement on a couple of things. We
need to do what we can to defend
against terrorist attacks, whether it is
fertilizers bombs in suitcases and any
other way. But just because that is also
a threat does not mean we should aban-
don our national missile system be-
cause that threat is there. The Senator
talks about what our capabilities are
today. The Senator talks about a
dome. I am not talking about a dome.
I think it is demeaning to the Amer-
ican people to keep using over and over
again the statement ‘‘star wars.’’ I
know the President does that quite
often.

Mr. DORGAN. I reclaim my time.
This is my time. The reason I use ‘‘star
wars’’ is because the proposal that the
Senator and others pushed is a pro-
posal that——

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I really
came to the floor to speak for about 5
minutes about an economic task force.
I ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to speak for 7 additional min-
utes, and for the next 2 minutes let us
deal with this and let me give the
statement I intend to on the economic
task force.

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

Mr. DORGAN. The bill the Senator
supported last year included both mul-
tiple sites on the ground and the possi-
bility of space-based laser systems.

Mr. INHOFE. We are talking right
now about going into that position. We
have something in space we are con-
cerned about, and that is our satellite
technology that warns us in advance 30
minutes before it reaches the United
States. If one should come from North
Korea, that gives us adequate time.
That technology is here now. Brilliant
Eyes would tie into our ground-based
radar and give us warning so we would
be able to project and hit it. But we are
not talking about that at this point.
We are talking about a bad missile that
would reach the stratosphere. We have
22 Aegis ships that we have a tremen-
dous investment in, and I am sure the
Senator maybe disagreed with the
amount of money that we invested in
that to begin with. But it is here. We
were in this body at the time that deci-
sion was made. They have now those
out there floating. We want to get in
the position that we can use that in-
vestment by having maybe three ships
on the east coast and three ships on the
west coast to reach into the atmos-
phere and hit missiles coming toward
the United States. That is hardly an
umbrella over the United States. But it
is common sense—I still contend—that
your figures are not accurate. And for
approximately 10 percent more in in-
vestment than we have already made
we could have a system that would de-
fend Americans against missile attack.

Mr. DORGAN. I respect the Senator’s
views. And he comes with great energy,
as do many of his colleagues when we
have this discussion on the floor. I will
be here when it comes again this year
on the Defense authorization bill. I am
not suggesting that we ought not be in-
volved in these kinds of questions or is-
sues. I could have supported a level of
$370 million of R&D for a national mis-
sile defense. I think that is a little
high. But the fact is that was in the ad-
ministration’s budget. We agreed with
that. We disagreed with adding over 100
percent to that, or increasing by 100
percent.

Interestingly enough, this comes at a
time when the workhorse of our strate-
gic defense are still effective. The B–52
bomber, for example, is a wonderful
airplane. It has lots of life left. The Air
Force does not have enough money. So
they are putting B–52’s in storage. We
are going to draw down that bomber
force? Why? Because we do not have
enough money to retain the bomber
force. You can run 25 B–52’s for I think
5 years for the cost of one new B–2
bomber, as I recall.

The tradeoffs here are what I am
talking about. I am not suggesting
that we should not make good invest-
ment to defend this country. I am say-
ing let us make sure that what we are
doing represents the right kind of
tradeoffs in the things that are nec-
essary for this country’s defense in the
future.

Mr. INHOFE. I agree. I cannot think
of anything more valuable when you
are talking about tradeoffs than de-
fending the lives of Americans.

The reason I brought up the thing in
Oklahoma City was I was there for the
168 people who were killed, and many
were dear friends of mine. The point
there is that the smallest warhead
known could kill 1,000 times that
many. That is a real threat to Ameri-
cans.

Mr. DORGAN. I understood the point
the Senator was making. I think all of
us in this Chamber understand the
heartbreak and the sadness which was
visited on Oklahoma and Oklahoma
City and this entire country by that
tragedy, by that senseless violence
that happened. It maybe in a lot of
ways reminds us all again of how frag-
ile things are and how easy it is for
someone deranged, or some group de-
ranged, to want to visit great damage
on a country, or a region, or a city, or
a people. We need to be vigilant about
that. But there are a whole range of
threats. We need to consider the entire
range.

As always, I enjoyed the visit with
the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. President, thank you for indulg-
ing us and sitting and listening to this
exchange. But you will hear much of
this exchange again when we have the
Defense authorization bill on the floor
of the Senate.

Mr. President, let me ask unanimous
consent that I be allowed to speak for
the next 5 minutes.

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

TASK FORCE ON JOBS

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we had
this morning a task force that involved
its work on the issue of jobs over in the
Dirksen Building.

I and Senator DASCHLE and Senator
BINGAMAN from New Mexico, who is
chairman of this task force, were a
part of it. I wanted to point out some
of what we are trying to do.

This issue of Pat Buchanan moving
around this country talking about jobs
is not an accident. He understands
what many of us understand—that the
center pole of the tent for the eco-
nomic debate in this country ought to
be jobs. I happen to think Pat Bu-
chanan has a few dark sides to his de-
bate. I do not like some of the influ-
ences which I see and some of the ref-
erences. But the fact is on the issue of
jobs, it seems to me, the voters of New
Hampshire and others responded to the
issue of jobs and economic opportunity.
And it is something that we have been
working on in our caucus under the
leadership of JEFF BINGAMAN now for
about a year. Today, we are unveiling a
series of recommendations on the issue
of creating jobs in our country.

We have an interesting economy in
America. America is still a strong
country, and a wonderful place. Nobody
wants to leave. People want to come
here. We have some folks running for
the Presidency who I think want to
build a fence down there to keep people
out of our country. What does that say
about our country? It has a lot of prob-
lems but it is also a wonderful place
and a magnet where a lot of people
want to come to. We have an economy,
however, where economists measure
economic progress by taking a look at
car wrecks, heart attacks, and earth-
quakes. There are economists down at
the Federal Reserve who are measuring
economic strength by examining car
accidents, heart attacks, and earth-
quakes. Hurricane Hugo added one-half
of 1 percent of GDP to this country be-
cause this country measures its eco-
nomic health by what it consumes and
not what it produces.

In the long run the question of
whether this country has a strong, vi-
brant, healthy economy will depend on
how we produce, what we produce, and
whether we have a strong manufactur-
ing base. We have an economic system
that has been redefined in our country
in recent years by large international
economic organizations. And they have
redefined it by saying we choose to
want to produce. Whether it is to
produce and sell in established mar-
kets, we choose to access 20-cent an
hour labor, or $1 an hour labor, and sell
the shoes, or the products from that
labor, the shirts, the belts, the cars in
Pittsburgh, or Tokyo, or Fargo, or
Denver. The problem is that dis-
connects. That is a global economic
circumstance that we probably cannot
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