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terrific thing for our country. They do
not tell you the other half of the story.
Imports from China are up 46 times—
not triple, 46 times. They went from $1
billion to $51 billion. So the people that
give you only half the story say, gee,
we have tripled our exports to China,
but they don’t tell you that the
amount of imports from China are up
46 times.

Now, just a short trade quiz. To
which countries did the United States
export more goods than it did to China
in 1996? Did we import more goods to
Australia than we do to China? China
has 1.2 billion people. Did we export
more to Australia than to China? What
about Belgium? Did we export more to
Belgium than China or Brazil or the
Netherlands or Singapore? Did we ex-
port more to those countries than
China? To which of these countries did
we export more than to China? The an-
swer is, all of them. We are a sponge
for China, sending us all of their goods.
Very close to half of all Chinese ex-
ports come to the United States of
America.

What does China buy from us? Well,
here is what they buy from us. In the
trade flow with China they buy cereal,
textile fibers, fertilizers, and some air-
craft. What do we buy from China?
Electronics, heavy machinery, toys and
games, and footwear. This trade rela-
tionship is not fair, it does not make
sense, and it weakens our country.

All of the debate here in Congress is
about the most-favored-nation status
and human rights. I was in China the
day they sent Wang Dan to prison—I
think for 9 years—sent him to prison
because he criticized the government.
If you criticize this Government, is
somebody going to send you to prison?
No, we have something called a Con-
stitution. You are welcome to criticize
this Government. It is part of what this
country is about; the hallmark of free-
dom is free speech. In China, Wang Dan
found free speech might be free but
only up to a limit. You criticize your
government, you spend years and years
in prison.

So, human rights are important. Yes,
we ought to be concerned about human
rights with respect to China and with
respect to most-favored-nation status.
But even if the human rights issue
were addressed and even if that issue
were resolved, what about the abiding
trade problem with China with respect
to the imbalance of trade, a $40 billion
trade deficit and growing? What about
that? What about the other deficit, the
trade deficit?

This administration and this Con-
gress needs to deal with the other defi-
cit, and that is part of this issue. I hope
the journalists, newspapers, and others
would also start writing about this,
carry some op-ed pieces about it. You
cannot even get this information in an
op-ed piece. They will not carry it.

What about the $40 billion trade defi-
cit? Why ought not we as Americans
expect that if we buy all of these goods
from China, they ought to buy a mas-

sive quantity of American-manufac-
tured goods as well? China says it
wants airplanes, needs airplanes. Guess
what? Instead of saying we will buy
your airplanes manufactured in the
United States, they say we want Amer-
ican manufacturers to manufacture
their airplanes in China. It makes no
sense. That is not fair trade.

We will have a discussion this month
about most-favored-nation status with
China, and yes, part of it should be
about the issue of human rights. But
part of it also needs to be about the
abiding, growing and dangerous trade
deficit that we now have with China
and about reciprocal trade treatment
that would require China to understand
that when it sells into our market-
place, it must also then buy in the
American marketplace goods that
China needs and uses.

(The remarks of Mr. DORGAN pertain-
ing to the introduction of S. 989 are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.’’)

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of S.
936, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 936) to authorize appropriations

for fiscal year 1998 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe person-
nel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:
Cochran/Durbin amendment No. 420, to re-

quire a license to export computers with
composite theoretical performance equal to
or greater than 2,000 million theoretical op-
erations per second.

Grams Amendment No. 422 (to amendment
No. 420), to require the Comptroller General
of the United States to conduct a study on
the availability and potential risks relating
to the sale of certain computers.

Coverdell (for Inhofe/Coverdell/Cleland)
amendment No. 423, to define depot-level
maintenance and repair, to limit contracting
for depot-level maintenance and repair at in-
stallations approved for closure or realign-
ment in 1995, and to modify authorities and
requirements relating to the performance of
core logistics functions.

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

ator from Indiana is recognized.
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, momen-

tarily, when the draft of my amend-
ment arrives, I will send it to the desk.

For the moment, I will simply mention
that the amendment I am about to
offer, I will offer on behalf of myself,
Senator BINGAMAN, Senator DOMENICI,
and Senator LEVIN.

Mr. President, I indicate that addi-
tional original cosponsors will be Sen-
ators HAGEL, JEFFORDS, CHAFEE, SPEC-
TER, D’AMATO, FRIST, GORTON, SNOWE,
COLLINS, KENNEDY, BIDEN, KERREY of
Nebraska, LIEBERMAN, BYRD, REED of
Rhode Island, DASCHLE, and ROBB.

I want to especially recognize Sen-
ator DOMENICI for his contribution to
our work on this amendment.

Mr. President, let me state at the
outset that Congress established, in
1991, with strong bipartisan support,
what is known as the Nunn-Lugar Co-
operative Threat Reduction Program,
the CTR.

Last year, the Senate, in a 96 to 0
vote, amended and enlarged this impor-
tant program through the Nunn-Lugar-
Domenici legislation entitled the De-
fense Against Weapons of Mass De-
struction Act.

The CTR program at the Department
of Defense, along with its companion
programs at the Department of En-
ergy—namely, the Materials Protec-
tion Control and Accounting Program
[MPC&A] and the International Nu-
clear Safety Program—have played sig-
nificant roles in our efforts to reduce
the risk to the United States from
loose nukes and the dangers inherent
in the operations of Soviet-designed
nuclear reactors.

Each of these programs plays a key
role in enhancing stability around the
world and contributes to circumscrib-
ing the threats that emanate from
weapons and materials of mass destruc-
tion.

The defense authorization bill for fis-
cal year 1998, as reported out of the
Committee on Armed Services, cut the
funding for the Cooperative Threat Re-
duction Program and the Materials
Protection, Control and Accounting
Program and totally eliminated all
funding for the International Nuclear
Safety Program.

Our amendment is designed to re-
store the funding cuts in these three
programs.

REDUCTION IN THE CTR REQUEST

Mr. President, the Armed Services
Committee has recommended a cut of
$60 million in the President’s request of
$382.2 million for the fiscal year 1998 for
the Cooperative Threat Reduction Pro-
gram. The sponsors of this amendment
believe that this is a mistake.

The Nunn-Lugar program’s impact
on the threat posed by former Soviet
weapons of mass destruction can be
measured in the 81 ICBM’s destroyed,
125 ICBM silos eliminated, 20 bombers
destroyed, 64 SLBM launchers elimi-
nated, 58 nuclear test tunnels sealed,
and the 4,500 warheads taken off strate-
gic systems aimed at us—Mr. Presi-
dent, let me repeat that, 4,500 former
Soviet warheads which were pointed at
the United States have been removed
by the Nunn-Lugar program—all at a
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cost of less than one-third of 1 percent
of the Department of Defense’s annual
budget. Without our Cooperation
Threat Reduction Program, Ukraine,
Kazakstan, and Belarus would still
have thousands of nuclear weapons. In-
stead, all three countries are nuclear-
weapons-free.

Although the CTR Program has ac-
complished much, much work essential
to U.S. national security interests re-
mains to be done. This includes:

The elimination of ICBM’s, SLBM’s,
and heavy bombers as required under
the START I Treaty, followed by
START II and perhaps START III; in-
crease safety and security for the
transport and storage of remaining
Russian nuclear warheads; an end to
production of weapons-grade pluto-
nium; chemical weapons reduction; and
other efforts to reduce weapons of mass
destruction in the former Soviet Union
and the threat of proliferation.

The President’s fiscal year 1998 budg-
et request of $382.2 million was a bare-
bones request based on a difficult
prioritization of potential projects.

Stated simply, Mr. President, there
are tens of things which need to be
done, a long list prioritized and
squeezed into the $382.2 million bare
bones request. Many programs that the
Congress supported in the past failed to
make the list. Indeed, there are several
key projects that cannot be funded
even at the $382.2 million level which
would accelerate our strategic arms
elimination programs in Russia and
Ukraine.

I am told that the committee reduc-
tion in the President’s request was mo-
tivated in part because:

Unobligated moneys remain for
Belarus, which cannot be spent as long
as that country has not been recer-
tified for the CTR program; the Gov-
ernment of Japan has suggested it
might purchase fissile material con-
tainers for a major CTR project at
Mayak in Russia, thereby freeing up
some CTR funds previously planned for
that project; and finally, unobligated
funds for the Cooperative Threat Re-
duction Programs.

In fact, Mr. President, there are no
extra funds available. There are no un-
obligated funds that have not been des-
ignated for specific projects and spe-
cific countries.

BELARUS DECERTIFICATION

The decision by the President not to
recertify Belarus for the time being re-
sulted in $37.2 million that cannot be
obligated until Belarus is certified. The
Department of Defense plans to use $15
million of this sum to partially fund a
classified project that has been briefed
to Members and notified to the Con-
gress. A copy of that notification is
available in S–407 for any Member to
read. The remainder of the Belarus
funds are intended to remain in reserve
to implement previously notified
projects in Belarus in the event that
Belarus is recertified in fiscal year
1998.

Mr. President, I support the mainte-
nance of these funds in a reserve to im-

plement previously notified projects.
Even though the SS–25’s have left
Belarus for Russia, much remains to be
done in the area of strategic system in-
frastructure elimination. SS–25’s are
mobile; they could be returned under
certain circumstances. Thus, while
Belarus is currently nuclear weapons
free, much remains to be done to insure
that it remains in that status.

JAPANESE CONTAINER PURCHASE

The Japanese are negotiating with
the United States manufacturer, Wes-
tinghouse, to purchase some fissile ma-
terial storage containers for a storage
facility at Mayak, Russia. This project
is a major component of the CTR pro-
gram. While the Department of Defense
is not yet certain how many, if any,
the Japanese will purchase, it could be
that a Japanese purchase would de-
crease the DOD requirements for con-
tainer purchases by as much as $15 mil-
lion. Accordingly, the Department of
Defense plans to use this $15 million to
augment some of the funds from the
Belarus account for the classified
project. The remaining fiscal year 1997
container funding in the amount of
$23.5 million are being notified to Con-
gress to enable purchase of containers
to complete the 50,000 container re-
quirement.

In short, Mr. President, the Congress
has been notified on a new, classified
nonproliferation project which will use
all of the CTR funds no longer needed
for fissile material container, and
many of the obligated funds previously
planned for Belarus in the event
Belarus is not recertified. This project
is important and time-sensitive and de-
serves our support.

UNOBLIGATED CTR FUNDS

Mr. President, the issue of unobli-
gated CTR funds is an annual one. In-
evitable delays in obligating funds in a
given fiscal year result from the an-
nual certification process, a very com-
plicated process from the beginning of
the nonnuclear legislative efforts in
1991.

For example, the Department of De-
fense did not have authority to spend
fiscal year 1997 CTR funds until April
1997, following completion of the cer-
tification process and notification to
Congress of intent to obligate the fiscal
year 1997 funds.

Mr. President, this means simply
that well over half of the year was
consumed due to the legislative re-
quirements of the certification process
and the notification of intent to Con-
gress.

Over the life of the CTR Program,
DOD has notified to the Congress in-
tent to obligate approximately $1.8 bil-
lion. Of this amount, $1.3 billion has
been obligated, and an additional $38.5
million soon will be notified. There-
fore, DOD has $513 million—not $700
million—in currently unobligated CTR
funds.

For fiscal year 1997, DOD has so far
obligated $208 million, with plans to
obligate another $200 million by the
end of the fiscal year. As defined in the

CTR Multi-year Program Plan reported
to Congress earlier this month, the re-
maining $313 million in unobligated
funds have been committed to specific
countries by signed agreement and are
earmarked for specific CTR projects.
For example, we have agreements and
have earmarked funds for SS–18 ICBM
elimination in Russia and SS–24 elimi-
nation in Ukraine.

The bottom line, Mr. President, is
that execution of these funds has been
thoroughly planned, and agreements
with recipient nations have been signed
to allow this assistance for eliminating
these strategic systems to proceed per
the DOD plan.

THE MATERIAL PROTECTION, CONTROL, AND
ACCOUNTING PROGRAM

Mr. President, let me turn to the sec-
ond program for which we seek to re-
store full funding through this amend-
ment—this is, the Material Protection,
Control, and Accounting Program.

Mr. President, most Members can ap-
preciate the direct benefits to our secu-
rity from assisting in the elimination
of strategic weapons systems targeted
on the United States. Perhaps more
difficult to comprehend is the threat
posed by the potential leakage of weap-
ons-grade nuclear materials.

The Material Protection, Control,
and Accounting Program seeks to se-
cure hundreds of tons of weapons-usa-
ble nuclear materials in the former So-
viet Union and elsewhere which are in-
adequately secured and are at risk of
falling into the hands of criminal ele-
ments, terrorist organizations and
rogue states. In sort, this programs
works to prevent the theft or diversion
of weapons-usable materials—pluto-
nium and highly enriched uranium.

The Department of Energy, in co-
operation with Russia, the newly inde-
pendent states, and the Baltic States,
has put in place equipment at 18 sites
to safeguard plutonium and weapons-
usable uranium, and agreements are in
place to enhance safety and security at
over 30 additional sites, including re-
search laboratories and storage sites. If
this program is reduced by the $25 mil-
lion recommended by the committee,
there would be delays of at least 2
years in securing these sites and an es-
timated increased cost of $70 million.

In short, Mr. President, after a slow
start in the early 1990’s, MPC&A im-
provements are now underway at over
50 sites in Russia, the new independent
states, and the Baltic States. Let me
give some specific examples: MPC&A
upgrades at Obninsk and Kurchatov in
Russia have radically improved secu-
rity for several tons of weapons-usable
material; upgraded MPC&A systems for
all weapons-usable nuclear materials
in Latvia, Lithuania, Uzbekistan,
Georgia, and Belarus are complete; nu-
clear material detectors have been in-
stalled at all pedestrian pathways at
the Siberian Chemical Combine
(Tomsk–7) and the Chelyabinsk–70 nu-
clear weapons design institute. These
monitors provide a major improvement
to the security of many tons of weap-
ons-usable nuclear material at these
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sites; a national MPC&A training cen-
ter has been established at Obninsk,
Russia, with support from DOE and the
European Union; by the end of this
month, more than 1,000 nuclear special-
ists from the former Soviet Union will
have participated in MPC&A training
courses and technical exchanges under
the auspices of the program; work is
underway to strengthen Russia’s nu-
clear regulatory system; and MPC&A
upgrades for the Russian Navy, some 8
to 10 facilities in 1998, the icebreaker
fleet, and for nuclear materials during
transportation are underway at several
sites.

Mr. President, it is noteworthy that
the National Research Council recently
completed an independent external as-
sessment of this MPC&A program, and
the National Research Council con-
cluded; and I quote:

U.S. commitment to the program should be
sustained and funding should be continued at
least at the level of FY 1996 (funding) for sev-
eral more years, and increased if high-im-
pact opportunities arise.

In short, the Energy Department
through this program has enhanced the
security surrounding hundreds of tons
of nuclear weapons material, but the
vast majority of material remains
poorly secured.

Mr. President, fiscal year 1998 is one
of the peak-activity years for the pro-
gram, with work in progress at all
large Russian nuclear sites compromis-
ing many hundreds of tons of highly
enriched uranium and plutonium. If we
reduce the fiscal year 1998 budget by
$25 million, it would kill program mo-
mentum, a momentum based on years
of negotiations, confidence building,
and windows of opportunity.

Mr. President, if we do not restore
these program cuts, then I fear that
work that has already been done to se-
cure U.S. security interests and estab-
lish project foundations would need to
be done again at considerable financial,
time, and political costs. These costs
would be especially great for the high-
priority dismantlement and navy sites
that we are attempting to secure. For
example, security of fresh highly en-
riched uranium naval fuels is at a cru-
cial stage. It is the largest project with
the Russian Ministry of Defense—a key
player in the overall nuclear-material
security picture. It is crucial to main-
tain the program momentum. Security
upgrades at the first facility are under-
way, and 6 to 12 additional facilities
will be targeted in the 1998–2002 time-
frame.

Mr. President, the bottom line is
that, in my judgment, the MPC&A Pro-
gram is one of the two most critical
programs the U.S. Government con-
ducts for ensuring the strategic na-
tional security of this country. It
ranks alongside the equally critical
Stockpile Stewardship Program for
maintaining the credibility and reli-
ability of the U.S. nuclear deterrent.

INTERNATIONAL NUCLEAR SAFETY PROGRAM

Last, Mr. President, our amendment
seeks to restore funds to the Inter-

national Nuclear Safety Program. The
Department of Energy is working with
the international community to in-
crease nuclear safety worldwide, par-
ticularly in those countries of Eastern
and Central Europe and the former So-
viet Union that operate Soviet-design
nuclear reactors.

The program’s focus is on projects
that improve the operation, physical
condition, and safety culture at nu-
clear power plants; the establishment
of nuclear safety centers in the United
States and countries of the former So-
viet Union; and technical leadership to
promote sound management of nuclear
materials and facilities.

Mr. President, by way of background,
it should be noted that the 1986
Chernobyl nuclear reactor disaster
highlighted the dangers associated
with all operating Soviet-designed nu-
clear power reactors, particularly
those of the older, Chernobyl-type de-
sign. The safety of these reactors is
very much in the interest of the United
States. Another nuclear accident could
well destabilize political and economic
conditions in the nascent democracies
of the former Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe and cost the United States vast
sums in relief assistance.

This International Nuclear Safety
initiative is designed to address,
through cooperative and technical in-
novation, the serious global problems
in the interrelated fields of nuclear
safety and nonproliferation. This activ-
ity involves engineers, manufacturers,
and scientists from many countries,
and upon the DOE expertise in nuclear
matters and our national laboratories
to conduct this cooperation.

Thus far, Mr. President, the Depart-
ment of Energy has implemented under
this program more than 150 plant-spe-
cific safety projects, involving 17 plant
sites throughout the former Soviet
Union and Eastern and Central Europe,
eight design and scientific institutes,
and 21 United States commercial com-
panies. Already, under this program, a
number of key activities have been
completed, including:

Establishing nuclear safety training
centers in Russia and Ukraine; trans-
ferring United States-style emergency
operating procedures to a major Rus-
sian plant; completing nuclear safety
system improvements at three Russian
plants; and establishing the Ukraine
International Research Center on Nu-
clear Safety, Radioactive Waste, and
Radioecology.

Mr. President, this last program ac-
tivity is particularly important. The
objectives of the Ukraine Center, lo-
cated near the Chernobyl plant, in-
clude: Providing support for safety im-
provements for all nuclear power
plants in Ukraine; to providing a focal
point for international cooperation in
addressing the environmental, health
and safety issues created by the
Chernobyl accident; and reducing the
socioeconomic impacts of closing the
Chernobyl plant.

Mr. President, the Department of En-
ergy also implements the United

States program to assist Ukraine in
shutting down the Chernobyl nuclear
power plant, including measures for
dealing with the deteriorating sar-
cophagus covering the damaged unit.
These activities, however, are funded
through another program.

Mr. President, unless we restore the
moneys to this program as this amend-
ment seeks to do, we will be unable to
proceed with some priority activities
in 1998, that include:

Management and operational safety
improvements at Soviet-designed nu-
clear power sites; engineering and tech-
nology upgrades at Soviet-designed nu-
clear power sites; additional detailed
plant-specific safety assessments; as-
sistance in the development of an inde-
pendent nuclear regulator; and support
for international nuclear safety data
exchanges and cooperative research
and development between the Russian
International Nuclear Safety Center
and the United States Center at Ar-
gonne National Laboratory in Idaho.

This program is part of a larger
international effort designed to reduce
the risks inherent in these Soviet-de-
signed reactors in the near term and to
assist Russia and the newly independ-
ent states to implement self-sustaining
nuclear safety programs and to achieve
international nuclear reactor safety
norms.

Mr. President, I cannot assure this
body that if we fully restore the fund-
ing for this program, another
Chernobyl will never take place. But I
can say that this program request is
one of the best policy instruments
available to reduce the risk that the
world will face another Chernobyl-like
disaster.

In summary, our proposed amend-
ment would restore the cuts made by
the committee to these programs: $60
million in the cooperative threat re-
duction programs; $25 million to the
MPC&A Program; and $50 million to
the International Nuclear Safety Pro-
gram.

In my view, failure to restore these
funds to these important programs
could have severe consequences. It
could diminish our ability to further
reduce the prospect that terrorist or
rogue states would acquire weapons-
grade material; it could diminish our
ability to assist in the permanent re-
moval of missiles, launchers, and other
delivery vehicles from the former So-
viet strategic arsenal; and it could
handcuff our ability, in cooperation
with others, to improve operating safe-
ty at high-risk nuclear reactor sites in
the former Soviet Union and elsewhere,
and thus dramatically reduce the risk
of further Chernobyls.

I am most hopeful that all of my col-
leagues will support this amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to lay aside the Grams amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 658

(Purpose: To increase (with offsets) the fund-
ing, and to improve the authority, for co-
operative threat reduction programs and
related Department of Energy programs)
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I send my

amendment to the desk and ask unani-
mous consent it be made in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR], for

himself, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr.
CHAFEE, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. D’AMATO, Mr.
FRIST, Mr. GORTON, Ms. SNOWE, Ms. COLLINS,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. KERREY, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. BYRD, Mr. REED, Mr.
DASCHLE, Mr. ROBB, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. DO-
MENICI, and Mr. LEVIN proposes an amend-
ment numbered 658.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
On page 272, between lines 1 and 2, insert

the following:
SEC. 1009. COOPERATIVE THREAT REDUCTION

PROGRAMS AND RELATED DEPART-
MENT OF ENERGY PROGRAMS.

(a) DECREASE IN AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
SCIENCE PROGRAM.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, the amount au-
thorized to be appropriated by section 3102(f)
is hereby decreased by $40,000,000.

(b) DECREASE IN AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND
HEALTH, DEFENSE.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, the amount au-
thorized to be appropriated by section 3103(6)
is hereby decreased by $19,000,000.

(c) DECREASE IN AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of this
Act, the amount authorized to be appro-
priated by section 102(c)(5) is hereby de-
creased by $56,000,000.

(d) DECREASE IN AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE,
DEFENSE-WIDE.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the amount authorized to
be appropriated by section 301(5) is hereby
decreased by $20,000,000.

(e) INCREASE IN AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT
REDUCTION PROGRAMS.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, the amount au-
thorized to be appropriated by section 301(22)
is hereby increased by $60,000,000.

(f) INCREASE IN AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY FOR
OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES.—Notwithstand-
ing any other provision of this Act, the total
amount authorized to be appropriated by
section 3103 is hereby increased by $56,000,000.

(g) INCREASE IN AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY FOR
ARMS CONTROLS.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, the amount au-
thorized to be appropriated by section
3103(1)(B) is hereby increased by $25,000,000
(in addition to any increase under subsection
(e) that is allocated to the authorization of
appropriations under such section 3103(1)(B)).

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY FOR INTERNATIONAL
NUCLEAR SAFETY PROGRAMS.—Funds are
hereby authorized to be appropriated to the
Department of Energy for fiscal year 1998 for
other defense activities in carrying out pro-
grams relating to international nuclear safe-
ty that are necessary for national security in
the amount of $50,000,000.

(i) TRAINING FOR UNITED STATES BORDER
SECURITY.—Section 1421 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997
(Public Law 104–201; 110 Stat. 2725; 50 U.S.C.
2331) is amended—

(1) by striking out ‘‘and’’ at the end of
paragraph (2);

(2) by striking out the period at the end of
paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘;
and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(4) training programs and assistance re-

lating to the use of such equipment, mate-
rials, and technology and for the develop-
ment of programs relating to such use.’’.

(j) INTERNATIONAL BORDER SECURITY
THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 1999.—Section 1424(b)
of the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 1997 (110 Stat. 2726; 10 U.S.C.
2333(b)) is amended by adding at the end the
following: ‘‘Amounts available under the
proceeding sentence shall be available until
September 30, 1999.’’.

(j) AUTHORITY TO VARY AMOUNTS AVAIL-
ABLE FOR COOPERATIVE THREAT REDUCTION
PROGRAMS.—(1) Section 1502(b) of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1997 (110 Stat. 2732) is amended—

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking
out ‘‘LIMITED’’; and

(B) in the first sentence of paragraph (1),
by striking out ‘‘, but not in excess of 115
percent of that amount’’.

(2) Section 1202(b) of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Pub-
lic Law 104–106; 110 Stat. 469) is amended—

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking
out ‘‘LIMITED’’; and

(B) in the first sentence of paragraph (1),
by striking out ‘‘, but not in excess of 115
percent of that amount’’.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair, I thank Members for allow-
ing me to offer this important amend-
ment at this time, and I reiterate my
hopes that all colleagues will support
this activity. I point out the debate de-
scribes the substantial achievements of
the cooperative threat reduction pro-
grams. The difficulty is always getting
moneys through the pipeline, but I be-
lieve the statement I have given is self-
explanatory with regard to these major
issues.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wonder
if the Senator from Indiana would re-
spond to this question before I make
my own statement in strong support of
his amendment, in gratitude for his
amendment, and his leadership in this
area. Did I understand the Senator said
that he asked consent to lay his
amendment aside?

Mr. LUGAR. No. May I respond to
the distinguished Senator. I asked the
Grams amendment be laid aside and
then, having gotten agreement by the
Chair, I sent my amendment to the
desk and asked for unanimous consent
it be made in order, which the Chair
granted.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Senator. We
are hopeful this amendment can be ac-
cepted, so I am glad this amendment
would not be laid aside. Again, I com-
mend the Senator from Indiana for the
extraordinary leadership that he and
Senator Nunn, when Senator Nunn was
in this body, have shown in this area
which contributes so much to the secu-
rity of this Nation.

One of the most cost-effective and
successful defense programs that we

have to reduce threats to our country
and to enhance our national security is
the Cooperative Threat Reduction Pro-
gram that Senator LUGAR and Senator
Nunn started in 1991. This program at
the Department of Defense, and its
companion programs at the Depart-
ment of Energy, have produced impor-
tant results in reducing the threat of
proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction, including nuclear, chemical
and biological weapons and their mate-
rials. I was disappointed that the bill
before the Senate, as it came before the
Senate, does not authorize the funding
level requested by the administration
for these important programs, so I
fully support the Lugar amendment.

In addition to commending Senator
LUGAR, I particularly want to com-
mend Senator BINGAMAN for his effort
to restore these funds during the
Armed Services Committee markup
process. Since 1991, these threat reduc-
tion programs helped three Newly Inde-
pendent States, Ukraine, Belarus, and
Kazakhstan, to completely rid them-
selves of some 6,000 nuclear weapons
that they inherited from the former
Soviet Union. The CTR programs have
also permitted Russia to implement
the START I treaty ahead of schedule,
helping eliminate over 800 Russian nu-
clear missiles and bombers. These are
weapons that will never again threaten
the United States.

The Department of Energy has
worked to secure tons of nuclear weap-
ons materials, primarily plutonium
and highly enriched uranium, that
were and to a significant extent still
are under inadequate safeguards and
vulnerable to theft or diversion. Keep-
ing these dangerous materials out of
the hands of would-be proliferators re-
duces the likelihood that nuclear weap-
ons will threaten us. There is just no
more important thing that we can do
for our Nation’s security than to secure
these nuclear materials and to elimi-
nate these missiles.

The job, though, is only partly fin-
ished, and much more needs to be done.
That is why it was so disappointing
that the committee bill reduced the
budget request for these programs by
$135 million, including a reduction of
$60 million for the Department of De-
fense cooperative threat reduction pro-
grams; a reduction of $25 million for
the Department of Energy Materials
Protection, Control and Accounting
Program; and a reduction of $50 mil-
lion, which was the total amount re-
quested for the DOE International Nu-
clear Safety Program.

Given the great concern that the
committee has appropriately expressed
for the danger of nuclear, chemical and
biological weapons and materials and
the committee’s interest in taking
steps to reduce this danger, those re-
ductions were surprising indeed. In my
view we should be considering what ad-
ditional efforts we can take to reduce
these threats. While the threat from
such proliferation is more likely and
immediate than the threat from a bal-
listic missile attack on the United
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States, Congress has pushed to increase
funding for national missile defense
while reducing funding for cooperative
threat reduction. We are underfunding
the latter program at our clear peril.

There are numerous cooperative
threat reduction programs that need to
be funded on an urgent basis. For ex-
ample, Ukraine decided in mid-May to
eliminate all of its SS–24 interconti-
nental ballistic missiles, a decision
which the United States encouraged
and welcomed. We should help Ukraine
eliminate these missiles so that they
can never again be used.

Furthermore, there remain large
quantities of nuclear materials that
need to be secured and accounted for.
The list of unfunded cooperative threat
reduction and related DOE projects is
long and it represents an urgent oppor-
tunity for the United States to take
tangible and permanent steps to reduce
threats to our security. For a tiny frac-
tion of the defense budget we can ac-
complish extraordinary gains. The pro-
liferation in nuclear safety problems
remains considerably larger and more
serious than the response has been so
far.

One of the allegations which was
made which supported these cuts in
committee was that there was $700 mil-
lion in unobligated cooperative threat
reduction funds floating around, and
thus it was argued that the cooperative
threat reduction programs could ab-
sorb a $60 million cut. But that is not
the case. The cooperative threat reduc-
tion has $513 million in unobligated
funds but of this, $200 million will be
obligated by the end of the year and all
of the remaining $313 million has been
committed to specific countries by
signed agreements.

On another part of this program,
which was the reduction in the DOE
Materials Protection, Control and Ac-
counting Program, by the end of June
1997, all of the fiscal year 1997 funds
were obligated and sent to the labora-
tories for implementation. The as-
sumption that the 1998 fiscal year re-
quest can be reduced and offset with
uncosted balances from fiscal year 1997
or fiscal year 1996 without pro-
grammatic impact is incorrect. The
net result of a reduction of fiscal year
1998 funds would be a reduction in the
planned programmatic activities.
There is a critical need for this pro-
gram. The materials protection, con-
trol and accounting programs have a
clear and direct relationship to the na-
tional security policy of reducing the
amount of fissile material available for
threat or diversion.

So, I hope we can be fully up to the
challenge of taking advantage of this
opportunity to eliminate some of the
most serious threats to our security. In
order to take advantage of this oppor-
tunity, we must at least fully fund
these threat-reduction and safety pro-
grams at the requested level. I hope in
the future the administration and the
Congress will agree to provide higher
levels of funding for these programs,

which, again, are as important to our
national security as any programs that
I know. So, I am pleased to join as a
cosponsor of the Lugar amendment and
I hope all of our colleagues will support
this amendment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana.
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, behind

me are some charts that may help
Members understand the issues that we
are discussing today. I cited, in my
opening statement, as did the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan, the ex-
traordinary work that has been done
with cooperative threat reduction over
the years. This chart makes it graphi-
cally clear—4,500 warheads deactivated.
The background of this situation was
one that, at the end of the Soviet
Union, the time of the dissolution of
the Soviet Union, a number of military
officers came to this country from Rus-
sia, a number came from Ukraine and
Belarus, Kazakhstan and other new
states—but the four that I cite origi-
nally were all nuclear states, and the
questions they posed to the adminis-
tration of our country and Members of
Congress who are interested in this,
was strictly, we believe—they said,
‘‘You have a vested interest in working
with us to deactivate warheads,’’ and
indeed we did. Mr. President, these
4,500 warheads that have been deacti-
vated were all aimed at us. That is the
heart of the cooperative threat reduc-
tion programs—cooperation in reduc-
ing the threat to us, of warheads aimed
at us.

Likewise, 99 ICBM’s have been de-
stroyed. They are no longer in the pic-
ture at all, in the process of working
through, especially, the nonnuclear
status for Ukraine, for Kazakhstan; 140
ICBM silos have been eliminated, they
are totally out of the picture, in coop-
erative threat reduction; 20 bombers
have been destroyed, and so forth.

From time to time over the 6 years of
the cooperative threat Nunn-Lugar re-
duction program debates, Members
come on this scene—perhaps new to the
entire argument—and ask why are we
spending money in Russia? Why are we
working with Russians on nuclear mat-
ters? Mr. President, we are working
with Russians to destroy ICBM’s, silos,
warheads that are aimed at us. In my
judgment we ought to do as much of
this as we can. I would simply say the
thought that some moneys might be
nibbled away from the program simply
does not meet the security needs of our
country. Clearly, we ought to have a
high-priority reactivation of all
projects that will lead to our security
in this area.

Mr. President, let me describe a proc-
ess that has been discussed in each of
the last 6 years. It is namely how do
you get from the priority of what you
want to do, to money that is available,
obligated, and spent? The cooperative
threat reduction programs each year
have many challenges to overcome be-
fore funds can be obligated. In my

opening statement I cited the fact it
was April of this year before the funds
the Congress appropriated last October
could get into action. Why? Because,
from the very beginning of the Nunn-
Lugar CTR program, an extraordinary
number of procedural challenges have
been placed in the legislation.

They were placed there by those who
were, frankly, skeptical that money
ought to be spent with the Russians for
any purpose. But, in any event, by
April of this year, we finally had gone
through all the hoops of that situation.

The program requires government-to-
government agreement, negotiations
then with Russia, with Ukraine, with
Kazakhstan, with Belarus, to establish
the legal framework for each of these
transactions. Each of the implement-
ing agreements has to be negotiated for
each project with the ministry respon-
sible in that country for the project.

Once the agreements are in place by
country, by project, by ministry, then
a definition phase of the project can
begin and that can be lengthy as the
Department of Defense negotiates the
details with the recipient country.

Then a contracting process follows.
The Department of Defense uses its
standard Federal acquisition regula-
tions for all CTR assistance, normally
contracting with United States firms
to provide that assistance. That assist-
ance mandates free and open competi-
tion and maximum protection of tax-
payer dollars, but it is lengthy, Mr.
President, having gone through all the
hoops of the implementing arrange-
ments and the requirement definitions,
then the contracting process, identi-
cally the same as it is with the Depart-
ment of Defense for everything else in
the world with U.S. firms, open com-
petition. All of that must occur.

Finally, on an annual basis, DOD
must certify the recipient nations are
still eligible. We have heard now that
Belarus is not, for a variety of reasons,
but may become eligible again as its
politics and situation may change. Our
security problems, with regard to
Belarus and those weapons, have not
changed, I might add. But once certifi-
cation, again, is complete, DOD must
notify Congress in considerable detail
as to how it intends to obligate the ap-
propriated funds. After that notifica-
tion, and only after that notification,
can new agreements of amendments to
the existing implementing agreements
be negotiated, and only then can DOD
obligate the funds which begin the pro-
curement cycle.

Mr. President, from time to time dur-
ing this 6-year period of time, this
lengthy process of certification and no-
tification and renegotiation and bid-
ding and notification of Congress has
taken so long that the whole fiscal
year is complete, appropriations com-
mittees have taken the moneys off the
table, and we go back through the
whole process of reappropriating what
already had been appropriated.

I do not argue with the procedures. I
simply say they are tediously careful
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to make sure that everybody has a
very good idea of precisely what is oc-
curring, how U.S. firms, in competition
with each other, might deal with it and
with full notification of the Congress of
all of this.

I reiterated this because I heard in
the distinguished other body debate
during which it was blandly asserted
that there is plenty of money in the
pipeline. The argument in the other
body no longer centered around the va-
lidity of the program but simply said
there is lots of money available, no
need, really, to further appropriate any
more.

I am asserting there is no more
money available, as a matter of fact,
for a long list of priority things our
country should do for our own security,
and to nibble away and cut pieces here
and there is not in our national inter-
est, it is not good public policy, and
that is why it is time to take time to
simply reiterate, through the charts,
that dollar for dollar, year for year the
money is obligated, it is called for, it is
spoken for, it is competed for, and it is
examined.

Mr. President, we ought to get on
with the process so that there is no
ambiguity if we want to continue to
work with the Russians to destroy
ICBM’s, take warheads off ICBM’s, if
we want to contain fissile material
that is dangerous, if we want to work
with Chernobyl-type reactors so they
don’t explode, not only creating dam-
age in the countries in which the explo-
sion occurs, but through the fallout
damage throughout the world.

This is grim and serious business.
For these reasons, I really ask strong
support of our amendment. I thank the
Chair.

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

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I

want to speak briefly in support of this
amendment that Senator LUGAR has of-
fered and commend him for his leader-
ship on this very important issue. Sen-
ator LUGAR and Senator Nunn estab-
lished this program, promoted this pro-
gram, and have led the Senate in gain-
ing support for this program over these
last several years. I see it as one of the
few shining examples that we can point
to to indicate that we are aware of the
new reality, the new post-cold-war re-
ality that we face with Russia and with
other former Soviet Union countries.

Let me briefly describe, as Senator
LUGAR has and Senator LEVIN has,
what the amendment does. It would
add or restore to the bill before us
amounts that were cut at the sub-
committee level to get it back to the
level of funding that the administra-
tion requested in three different areas.
One is what is referred to as MPC&A
funds—that stands for materials pro-
tection control and accounting funds—
for the Department of Energy. The sec-
ond is $50 million being restored for the
International Nuclear Safety Program,
again, in the Department of Energy.

And the third item is $60 million that
is being restored in the cooperative
threat reduction programs which are
operated and administered by the De-
partment of Defense.

Mr. President, the legislative provi-
sions that accompany this provide
greater flexibility in administering the
CTR Program. They allow fiscal year
1997 funds for international border se-
curity to be available for obligation for
3 years and allow the Customs Service
to use fiscal year 1997 funds that were
provided to purchase new equipment to
also be used to provide assistance to
employees to allow that new equip-
ment to be fully integrated into the op-
erations of the Customs Service.

This amendment and the funds that
these programs contain are intended to
reduce the danger of so-called loose
nukes, or nuclear weapons that might
fall into the hands of terrorists, might
fall into the hands of people not au-
thorized to have those weapons; also,
to help reduce the danger that fissile
material, material that is essential to
making of new nuclear weapons, not
fall into those same hands. The funds
are intended to help destroy ICBM silos
and launchers in the former Soviet
Union and to generally help reduce the
risk in the near term from the oper-
ation of Soviet-designed nuclear power-
plants.

Mr. President, the arguments have
been well laid out by Senator LUGAR
and Senator LEVIN, as well. This is a
program that has accomplished a tre-
mendous amount already in reducing
the risk of nuclear weapons.

I had the good fortune earlier this
year, about 2 months ago, to travel to
Russia and to visit some of the facili-
ties that we are spending funds at to
work on these cooperative programs
with the Russians. I traveled there
with Mr. Paul Robinson, who is head of
Sandia National Laboratory, and with
others who work with him at Sandia
National Laboratory on these coopera-
tive threat reduction programs and De-
partment of Energy programs. I also
traveled there with others from the De-
partment of Energy Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory. The general impres-
sion I received in visiting Chelyabinsk-
70, which is one of the closed cities
that the Russians established in order
to develop and promote their nuclear
weapons activity, the general impres-
sion was that these funds are being ex-
tremely well used and are, in fact, in-
creasing the security that surrounds
fissile materials and other materials
that could be used in connection with
nuclear weapons.

We met with Minister Mikhaylov
who is head of the Ministry of Atomic
Energy, MINATOM, and, again, I was
impressed with the willingness to con-
tinue the cooperation to work with our
own Department of Energy in making
progress on these programs.

We met with admirals from the Rus-
sian Navy. They have a very signifi-
cant problem of fresh uranium that can
be used as fuel in their nuclear reac-

tors, how to secure that, how to pro-
tect it from possible seizure by terror-
ists. They clearly wanted our help.
They are obtaining our help. They need
substantially more help in the years
ahead. I felt good about the level of co-
operation that is occurring there.

My general conclusion from the trip
was the same as the one stated by Sen-
ator LUGAR in his statement earlier,
and that is that there is a long list of
useful projects that funds in these pro-
grams can be put to. We are not short
of useful activities to work on. The
contrary is the case. There are a great
many things that the Russians need to
do to protect and to reduce the risk of
theft of nuclear materials. We are just
now beginning to make serious
progress on that. The funds that will be
restored by this amendment are essen-
tial to making that progress. I very
much believe that when you look at
the entire U.S. defense budget and say,
which of the funds are the most cost-ef-
fective, where are we getting the most
national security return for the dollars
spent, the funds being spent in these
programs are clearly very high on that
list.

So I urge my colleagues to support
this amendment, and I hope that we
can get a unanimous vote. This is a
program that needs bipartisan support.
This is not a program that should be-
come the subject of partisan dispute in
the U.S. Senate. It is too important to
our safety and to our future and to the
future of the world for us to find our-
selves in some kind of partisan dispute
over funds like this or programs like
these.

Mr. President, in concluding, I ask
unanimous consent that a letter to me
from the Secretary of Energy, Federico
Peña, dated June 19, expressing his
strong support for this amendment be
printed in the RECORD.

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

THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY,
Washington, DC, June 19, 1997.

Hon. JEFF BINGAMAN,
Ranking Minority Member, Subcommittee on

Strategic Forces, Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BINGAMAN: I am writing to
offer my strong support for an amendment
that I understand will be offered in the Sen-
ate to restore the Administration’s budget
request for the Department of Energy’s Ma-
terials Protection, Control and Accounting
and International Nuclear Safety programs.
Additionally, I support restoration of funds
for the Department of Defense Cooperative
Threat Reduction program. These programs
serve vital U.S. national security interests
and seek to forestall the far greater costs
that could result from inadequately secured
nuclear material and weapons or a nuclear
accident like Chornobyl.

The Materials Protection Control and Ac-
counting (MPC&A) program is working to se-
cure hundreds of tons of weapon-usable nu-
clear materials in the former Soviet Union
that are inadequately secured and at risk of
falling into the hands of criminal elements,
terrorist organizations and rogue nations. If
the program were reduced by $25 million as
recommended by the Committee, there will
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be a significant increase in total program
costs and a delay in achieving the program
objectives by approximately two years. Time
and program momentum matter. Less than
three years ago, we secured kilograms of ma-
terial at one site in Russia. Today, the
MPC&A program has secured tens of tons of
material at 25 sites, and is working at a total
of 50 sites where nuclear material is at risk
in Russia, the Newly Independent States,
and the Baltics. However, unless funds are
restored to this program, the work that
could secure hundreds of tons of nuclear ma-
terial at the largest defense-related sites will
be in jeopardy. I urge your support for full
funding to continue this vital work.

The International Nuclear Safety program
is the best policy instrument available to en-
sure that the world will not face another
Chornobyl-like disaster. It is vital to our
overall national security goal of helping to
stabilize the former Soviet Union. It sup-
ports the independence of Ukraine and Lith-
uania and the emerging free market democ-
racies of Central and Eastern Europe. The
focus is on projects that improve the oper-
ation and physical condition of nuclear
power plants in the region. The program also
enhances the nuclear safety culture and reg-
ulatory infrastructure of countries with So-
viet designed reactors. Such reactors left be-
hind by the Soviet government continue to
operate with deficiencies that, if not cor-
rected, could result in a serious nuclear acci-
dent that would severely impact the region’s
political and economic stability, the envi-
ronment and our national interests. Restora-
tion of the $50 million program request is es-
sential to help prevent that from happening.

The Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR)
program has been essential to destroying and
dismantling hundreds of ballistic missile
launchers, silos, heavy bombers and removal
of warheads from strategic systems. Without
this program, Ukraine, Belarus and
Kazakstan might retain nuclear weapons, in-
stead of being nuclear weapons free. The
CTR program also supports implementation
of an agreement between the U.S. and Russia
to ensure that production of weapons-grade
plutonium in Russia is stopped by converting
the three plutonium production reactors ex-
clusively to a power-producing mode. I sup-
port the complete restoration of funds to
this vitally important program.

In each of the three areas mentioned, the
costs of preventive are much less than the
costs of inaction. I urge you to uphold Amer-
ica’s leadership, interests and commitments
by preserving and fully funding these essen-
tial programs.

Sincerely,
FEDERICO PEÑA.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 6
years ago, the Congress voted to take
some dramatic steps to reduce the
threat of nuclear terrorism when it ap-
proved the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative
Threat Reduction Program—CTR.
Since that time, as a result of work
being done by CTR programs, over 1,400
nuclear warheads that were aimed at
the United States or our allies have
been removed; 64 submarine ballistic
missile launchers have been elimi-
nated; 54 intercontinental ballistic
missile silos, 61 SS–18 ICBM’s, and 23
strategic bombers have been elimi-
nated. Today, Ukraine, Belarus, and
Kazakhstan no longer have any nuclear
weapons with which to threaten the
United States or our allies.

Support for the Cooperative Threat
Reduction Program has run high and
enjoys bipartisan support. Last year in

the Senate, in a 96-to-0 vote, we en-
acted the Nunn-Lugar-Domenici De-
fense Against Weapons of Mass De-
struction. This program and its com-
panion programs in the Department of
Energy have repeatedly withstood at-
tempts to undo the progress that has
been made in reducing the threat of nu-
clear terror. Legislators from both
sides of the aisle are able to see the im-
portant benefits to the United States,
and to understand the need to move be-
yond cold war attitudes that prevent us
from meeting today’s national security
needs to prevent nuclear terrorism.

This year, the Senate Armed Services
Committee voted along partisan lines
to cut $135 million from the CTR Pro-
gram, the Materials Protection Control
and Accounting Program, and the
International Nuclear Safety Program.
The benefits gained from those pro-
grams are so important that I must ap-
peal to my colleagues on the floor of
the Senate to restore those funds so we
can continue the valuable work being
done to minimize the possibility that
some person or some rogue country
could threaten the United States or
any other nation with nuclear weap-
ons.

I’ve already mentioned some of the
benefits gained through the CTR Pro-
gram. Much more work remains to be
done to dismantle Russian missile
launchers, silos, and aircraft. I urge my
colleagues to continue to support this
program which reduces the threat to
the United States in such a direct man-
ner. The $60 million cut by partisan
vote in the committee should be re-
stored in order to continue work that
is essential to our national security in-
terests.

The Materials Protection Control
and Accounting—MPC&A—Program in
the Department of Energy—DOE—is in-
tended to prevent theft of smuggling of
nuclear materials that could be used in
nuclear weapons or for other forms of
terrorism. DOE has put security equip-
ment in place at 18 sites to safeguard
those nuclear materials, and agree-
ments are in place to expand security
procedures and equipment at 30 addi-
tional sites. I recently observed the
work being done by this program first
hand during a visit to Russia’s nuclear
research facilities. I felt relieved to
know that the Russians are now better
able to control and monitor their own
nuclear materials than ever before. I
am also aware, however, that the Rus-
sians have hundreds of nuclear sites
needing additional security measures
to prevent theft and unauthorized use.
A great deal of work needs to be done,
and it is important that the Congress
continue to fully fund the MPC&A Pro-
gram in our own national security in-
terest. I ask my colleagues in the Sen-
ate to support our amendment to re-
store $25 million to the MPC&A Pro-
gram so that this valuable work can
continue without pause.

The committee also voted on par-
tisan lines to cut all of the funding re-
quested for the International Nuclear

Safety Program—INSP. This program
began in the wake of international con-
cerns over the damage done by the
Chernobyl nuclear reactor disaster.
The Russians continue to operate reac-
tors that are similar in design to the
one at Chernobyl, and that pose a simi-
lar risk of a catastrophic accident. The
INSP Program, managed by the De-
partment of Energy, is designed to re-
duce those risks for Russia’s older re-
actors and to help Russia and Newly
Independent States to establish self-
sustaining nuclear safety programs
that enable them to reach inter-
national nuclear reactor safety stand-
ards. It is in our national and inter-
national interest to do what we can to
ensure that those reactors are safe. I
urge my colleagues to vote to restore
this important program.

As I suggested earlier, the Congress
has repeatedly demonstrated its con-
viction that CTR, MPC&A, INSP, and
related programs serve our national se-
curity interests. To those who say
these programs are a form of foreign
aid to the Russians, I concur that ulti-
mately the Russians must assume full
responsibility for these programs.
Until they are financially and techno-
logically capable of doing so, it is es-
sential to our own interests that we as-
sist them in putting effective security
programs into place. We know how ex-
pensive it is to support the strategic
offensive and defensive weapons sys-
tems designed to ensure our security
against nuclear weapons. We also know
how dangerous and vulnerable this
country could be to nuclear terrorism
which, in some cases, we may not be
able to effectively protect ourselves
from. For those modest expenditures
for CTR, MPC&A, and INSP, we buy
ourselves a significant measure of se-
curity worth many times the funds in-
vested. I urge my colleagues in the
Senate to continue their bipartisan
support for these programs and vote to
restore their funding.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana.
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that a strong letter
of support from the Secretary of State,
Madeleine Albright, and a strong letter
of support from William Cohen, Sec-
retary of Defense, for our amendment
be printed in the RECORD.

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

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, DC, June 24, 1997.

Hon. STROM THURMOND,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to urge
you to support restoration of the $135 million
cut from the FY 98 Defense Authorization
Bill by the Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee for three key arms control and non-
proliferation initiatives: the Cooperative
Threat Reduction Program, the Material
Protection Control and Accounting program
and the International Nuclear Safety pro-
gram.
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Reducing threats to U.S. national security

from the former Soviet arsenal of nuclear,
chemical and biological weapons continues
to be one of our highest security priorities.
Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakstan are today
nuclear weapons-free, largely through en-
couragement and direct assistance from the
DOD Cooperative Threat Reduction program.
This program has been essential to the de-
struction and/or dismantlement of nuclear
weapons.

The Department of Energy’s Material Pro-
tection and Accounting (MPC&A) program
and its International Nuclear Safety pro-
gram are also providing essential assistance.
The MPC&A program is targeted at improv-
ing the security of nuclear material at 40 fa-
cilities in the former Soviet Union. Over
time, this could prove just as productive as
the initial Cooperative Threat Reduction
programs in eliminating nuclear weapons.
The International Nuclear Safety program, a
principal instrument of our efforts to im-
prove the safety of Soviet-era civilian nu-
clear power reactors, could head off another
Chernobyl in the New Independent States
and the countries of Eastern and Central Eu-
rope.

Congressional reductions in these pro-
grams risk eroding our ability to come up
with solutions to important security prob-
lems and undermine the effectiveness of our
initiatives in this region. These programs
are making a difference against today’s
threats to the American people. I urge your
support in restoring these funds.

Sincerely,
MADELEINE K. ALBRIGHT.

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, DC, June 19, 1997.

Hon. STROM THURMOND,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Senate Armed
Services Committee (SASC) reduced by $60
million the President’s budget request for
the Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) pro-
gram during its consideration of S. 450, the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 1998. This cut to CTR funding under-
mines our ability to accomplish the pro-
gram’s important national security goals for
FY98, and will put at risk the objectives for
fiscal year 1999. I strongly urge the Senate to
restore the full CTR request.

The CTR program has been essential to the
reduction of hundreds of submarine-launched
ballistic missile launchers, intercontinental
ballistic missile silos and heavy bombers in
the former Soviet Union, and to the removal
of 4000 warheads from strategic systems.
Without CTR, Ukraine, Belarus and
Kazakstan might still have thousands of nu-
clear weapons; instead, they are all nuclear-
weapons-free. Although the CTR program
has accomplished much, essential work re-
mains to be done. This includes: the elimi-
nation of intercontinental ballistic missiles
and silos, submarine-launched ballistic mis-
sile launchers and heavy bombers under
START I, followed by START II and III; in-
creased safety and security for the transport
and storage of remaining Russian nuclear
warheads; an end to production of weapons-
grade plutonium; chemical weapons destruc-
tion; and other efforts to reduce weapons of
mass destruction in the former Soviet Union
and the threat of their proliferation.

Contrary to the SASC rationale for the
cut, the loss to the program cannot be made
up with prior years’ funds. All unobligated
CTR funds have already been earmarked for
specific projects. The FY98 budget request of
$382.2 million is a bare-bones request based
on a difficult prioritization of a long list of
potential projects. Indeed, there are several
worthwhile projects, which would accelerate

our strategic arms elimination program sin
Russia and Ukraine, that we are not able to
fund at even the $382.2 million level. The
CTR program is achieving demonstrable re-
sults with a very tight budget.

Again, I strongly urge the Senate to sup-
port this important national security pro-
gram.

Sincerely,
BILL COHEN.

AMENDMENT NO. 658, AS MODIFIED

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to modify my
amendment. On page 2 of the amend-
ment, change line 12, which currently
reads, ‘‘$56 million’’ to ‘‘$40 million.’’ I
send that modification to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

The modification follows:
On page 2 of the amendment change line 12,

which currently reads ‘‘$56 million’’ to ‘‘40
million dollars’’.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, Senator
BIDEN of Delaware, who is a cochair-
man of the Senate’s NATO Observer
Group, is necessarily absent to attend
the NATO summit in Madrid. Senator
BIDEN is an initial cosponsor of Sen-
ator LUGAR’s and my amendment, and I
ask unanimous consent that his state-
ment of strong support for this amend-
ment be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
∑ Mr. BIDEN. The amendment of Sen-
ator LUGAR and others will correct a
situation that threatens the very secu-
rity of the United States. Unless recent
efforts to cut the Nunn-Lugar Coopera-
tive Threat Reduction Program and
similar programs of the Department of
Energy are overturned, we and our
children will all be in greater danger. I
am proud to be an original cosponsor of
this amendment and I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

The administration’s request for the
important Nunn-Lugar program is for
$382.2 million. Last week, the Armed
Services Committee cut $60 million
from that important program. At the
same time, the House National Secu-
rity Committee cut $97.5 million from
the Nunn-Lugar account, and report-
edly those cuts were from different
parts of the program. Thus, over 40 per-
cent of the Nunn-Lugar program is now
at risk.

The Armed Services Committee also
cut $25 million from the Energy De-
partment’s program of international
assistance in nuclear materials protec-
tion, control and accountability, as
well as all $50 million in its program of
international nuclear safety assist-
ance. The former program is vital to
protecting the American people against
the diversion of nuclear material from
former Soviet laboratories to countries
like Iran, Iraq or Libya that would like
to build or buy nuclear weapons. It also
helps keep nuclear material out of the
hands of terrorists, who could use it to
poison innocent people in Moscow or
Tokyo or Tel Aviv—or right here in
Washington. Nuclear safety assistance
helps guard against future Chernobyl

incidents, which pose fallout dangers
far beyond the borders of the former
Soviet countries in which they might
occur.

The Nunn-Lugar program makes sig-
nificant contributions to the national
security of our country. Through this
program, we have helped Russia to re-
move over 1,400 strategic nuclear war-
heads from deployment sites to storage
areas, to await dismantlement. We
have helped Russia to eliminate 64
SLBM launchers, 54 ICBM silo launch-
ers, 61 SS–18 ICBM’s and 23 strategic
bombers. And we have helped Belarus,
Kazakstan, and Ukraine to eliminate
their strategic nuclear forces and to re-
patriate all their nuclear warheads to
Russia.

But the work of the Nunn-Lugar pro-
gram is far from completed. Over 400
Russian SLBM launchers remain to be
eliminated. Nearly 100 ICBM silo
launchers must still be destroyed,
along with over 190 SS–18 missiles and
another 7 strategic bombers. Over 130
tunnels must be closed at a former nu-
clear test site in Kazakstan. Massive
stocks of old, but still very dangerous,
chemical weapons must be destroyed.
And security must be improved in Rus-
sian storage and transportation of nu-
clear material.

There are two basic ways to increase
our national security. One is to main-
tain the finest military and intel-
ligence services in the world. We do
that, and I am very glad that we do.

But we do that at great expense, and
at some risk. For none of us can guar-
antee that nuclear deterrence will
work forever, especially in a Russia
where troops and officers and nuclear
scientists go for months without pay—
Russia where, within the past year,
generals and lab directors have closed
the door to their offices and put bullets
through their heads, out of despair
over what has happened to their pro-
grams and their personnel.

The other basic way to increase our
national security is to work with po-
tential foes to reduce the threat that
they pose to U.S. interests or U.S.
forces. We do some of this through
arms control agreements, but often we
wonder whether other countries are
obeying those agreements.

The Nunn-Lugar program is a way to
make sure that Russia and other
former Soviet states actually do reduce
their bloated strategic nuclear forces.
It isn’t free. The administration has
asked for $382 million for this program
in fiscal year 1998.

But let’s put that in perspective. The
defense budget reported out by the
Armed Services Committee is $268 bil-
lion. So a fully-funded Nunn-Lugar pro-
gram would cost only one-seventh of 1
percent of the defense budget. The
Armed Services Committee added $2.6
billion to the administration’s request
for defense spending. So the Nunn-
Lugar program costs only 14 percent of
the increase. And the Armed Services
Committee’s cut in this program could
be restored using only 2.3 percent of
that increase.
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The Energy Department’s program of

international assistance in nuclear ma-
terials protection, control and account-
ability—known as MPC&A—is simi-
larly vital to our national security.
Just as the Nunn-Lugar program helps
the Russian military to improve its se-
curity for nuclear materials, the
MPC&A program helps dozens of lab-
oratories in the former Soviet Union to
improve their security for nuclear ma-
terials.

What are we talking about here?
Often it’s as simple as bars on the win-
dows, locks on the doors, and doors
that will take more than a crowbar to
open. Just as often, however, the need
is for completely revised accountabil-
ity schemes so that institutions with
nuclear materials will always know
where those materials are. That is a
complicated task, and it requires a
change in mind-set as much as changes
in forms or procedures.

DOD personnel who participate in
Nunn-Lugar programs can relate to the
military officers who man Russia’s
strategic nuclear forces. But it takes
scientists to build peer relationships at
former Soviet laboratories and spread
the word about nuclear control.

Just last month, a committee of the
National Research Council [NRC]—an
arm of the National Academy of
Sciences—reported that the MPC&A
program is beginning to have some real
success. The NRC committee says:
‘‘progress attributable to the joint ef-
forts of U.S. and Russian specialists in
MPC&A greatly accelerated in 1995 and
1996’’ and calls that ‘‘a significant po-
litical and organizational achieve-
ment.’’

At the same time, however, the NRC
committee found that ‘‘the task has
not been completed at any Russian fa-
cility and serious efforts are only be-
ginning at most facilities.’’ The com-
mittee says that ‘‘much remains to be
done.’’ Its principal recommendation
on this program is as follows:

For the near term it is essential that the
United States sustain its involvement until
counterpart institutions are in a position to
assume the full burden of upgrading and
maintaining MPC&A programs over the long
term.

This program is just taking off. If
you cut it back now, it may crash. But
if, instead, we sustain and encourage
this program, we can help former So-
viet scientists to turn around what re-
mains, frankly, a truly dangerous situ-
ation.

President Yeltsin can assure us, as he
does, that Russia would never give or
sell a nuclear weapon to another state.
But he cannot assure us today that the
dozens of Russian laboratories with nu-
clear materials will not let potential
weapons material leak out to crimi-
nals, or to terrorists, or to rogue states
that we know are willing to pay good
money for the material and technology
that would enable them to threaten the
peace of the world and of our country.

President Yeltsin cannot, by himself,
turn this situation around. But we can

help him, and that is what the MPC&A
program does.

I do not pretend to know what should
be cut in the defense bill. But I do
know that Nunn-Lugar and the similar
Energy Department program are not
cash cows to be milked for other de-
fense purposes.

Just as Senator J. William
Fullbright will always be remembered
for the Fullbright fellowship program,
so will Senators SAM NUNN and DICK
LUGAR be remembered for the simple,
brilliant idea that it’s more humane
and a lot cheaper to pay for destroying
Russian weapons than it is to fight
against them. Nunn-Lugar Cooperative
Threat Reduction projects and the En-
ergy Department’s MPC&A and Inter-
national Nuclear Safety assistance are
vital programs. They are successful
programs. And they deserve our full
support.

I urge my colleagues to vote for Sen-
ator LUGAR’s amendment, which will
help make this a safer world for all of
us.∑

Mr. LEVIN. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I re-
turned with six of my colleagues over
the weekend from a day in Bosnia. Ma-
jority Leader LOTT and five of our
other colleagues spent the Fourth of
July early in the morning until late at
night with our troops and officials in
Bosnia.

I think it is appropriate that as we
debate the fiscal year 1998 defense au-
thorization bill we reflect just for a
moment on the men and women on the
ground in Bosnia and the men and
women who secure our liberties around
the world.

Much of the debate, much of the pol-
icy reflect numbers, reflect general
overall direction. Increasingly, that
policy direction is debated, and should
be. But we tend to forget the human-
ness, the very men and women of what
our Armed Forces are all about.

As my colleagues and I, on the
Fourth of July in Bosnia, spent a great
deal of time with the 8,500 American
men and women who are part of that
large contingent in Bosnia, I could not
help but reflect on what an outstand-
ing job these men and women do for
this country, for peace, stability
around the world.

I want to add the human dynamic to
this debate today, and that will go into
tomorrow, on the DOD authorization
bill. Because, after all, it is the men
and women who are on the ground who
are there every day and every night
who secure those liberties, for not only
this country but for the people in the
area of Bosnia.

I tend to think also, when I was an
infantryman in Vietnam in 1968, our
policy in Vietnam might have been
better served, Mr. President, if the Sec-
retary of Defense and more Members of
the House and the Senate had come to
Vietnam, had spent time with the
troops, listening to what they think,
listening to their issues and concerns
and qualifications, and not unlike wars
and peacekeeping missions throughout
our history it still is the man and the
woman on the ground that we count on
to secure those liberties.

Mr. President, I appreciate the time.
I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to lay the
amendment of Senator LUGAR aside
temporarily, and we will come back to
it.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 718

(Purpose: To increase the amount required
to be derived from sales of strategic and
critical materials in the National Defense
Stockpile by fiscal year 2007)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
offer a technical amendment to ensure
that the revenues received from stock-
pile sales are sufficient to offset the
cost associated with other provisions of
the bill.

Mr. LEVIN. The amendment has been
cleared on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND] proposes an amendment num-
bered 718.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
On page 460, line 6, strike out ‘‘$295,886,000’’

and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$331,886,000’’.

Mr. THURMOND. I believe this
amendment has been cleared by the
other side. I urge the Senate adopt this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 718) was agreed
to.

Mr. THURMOND. I move to recon-
sider the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay it on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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AMENDMENT NO. 719

(Purpose: To clarify the protections relating
to disclosures of classified material to Con-
gress)
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I offer an

amendment that would clarify and re-
fine the language contained in section
1068 of the bill by deleting a reference
to disclosure of information by making
explicit that the provision does not af-
fect existing law relating to contract
or whistle-blowers.

I believe this amendment has been
cleared by the other side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]
proposes an amendment numbered 719.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
On page 339, line 14, strike out ‘‘the execu-

tive branch or’’.
On page 340, between lines 16 and 17, insert

the following:
(d) DISCLOSURES OF CLASSIFIED INFORMA-

TION TO CONGRESS OR THE DEPARTMENT OF
JUSTICE BY CONTRACTOR EMPLOYEES.—It is
the sense of Congress that the Inspector Gen-
eral of the Department of Defense should
continue to exercise the authority provided
in section 2409 of title 10, United States
Code, regarding reprisals for disclosures of
classified information as well as reprisals for
disclosures of unclassified information.

Mr. THURMOND. I urge the Senate
to adopt this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 719) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. THURMOND. I move to lay it on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 720

(Purpose: To prohibit the provision of burial
benefits under Federal law to individuals
convicted of capital offenses under Federal
law)
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I

offer an amendment that would sus-
pend all burial entitlements in Arling-
ton National Cemetery, and any other
cemetery in the National Cemetery
System, to any person convicted of a
Federal capital offense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND] proposes an amendment num-
bered 720.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of title X, add the following:

SEC. . PROHIBITION ON PROVISION OF BURIAL
BENEFITS TO INDIVIDUALS CON-
VICTED OF FEDERAL CAPITAL OF-
FENSES.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, an individual convicted of a capital of-
fense under Federal law shall not be entitled
to the following:

(1) Interment or inurnment in Arlington
National Cemetery, the Soldiers’ and Air-
men’s National Cemetery, any cemetery in
the National Cemetery System, or any other
cemetery administered by the Secretary of a
military department or by the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs.

(2) Any other burial benefit under Federal
law.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and Senator INHOFE, I
propose an amendment that would sus-
pend all burial entitlements in Arling-
ton National Cemetery or any other
cemetery administered by the Sec-
retary of a military department to any
person convicted of a Federal capital
offense.

On Wednesday, June 18, the Senate
passed S–923, denying veterans benefits
in Federal capital cases, by a vote of 98
to 0. This legislation was introduced by
Senator SPECTER, chairman of the Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee, and was in-
tended to preclude persons convicted of
a capital Federal offense, entitlement
to veterans benefits, including burial
in a national cemetery.

Mr. President, Arlington National
Cemetery, the Soldiers and Airmen’s
Home Cemetery in Washington, DC and
various cemeteries on military instal-
lations around the country are admin-
istered by the armed services and, as
such, are not affected by the change to
title 38, United States Code. The
amendment that I propose today will
deny any person convicted of a Federal
capital offense the entitlement to bur-
ial in Arlington National Cemetery,
the Soldiers and Airmen’s Home Ceme-
tery, or any other cemetery adminis-
tered by the Secretary of a military de-
partment.

This amendment complements the
bill introduced by Senator SPECTER and
passed by the Senate this past Wednes-
day, and completes what I believe was
the intent of the Senate in that vote.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we sup-
port the amendment. It has been
cleared on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The amendment (No. 720) was
agreed to.

Mr. THURMOND. I move to recon-
sider the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay it on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 721

(Purpose: To provide the force structure nec-
essary for maintaining five Air National
Guard C–130 aircraft units with 12 primary
aircraft authorized, one each at Martins-
burg, West Virginia, Louisville, Kentucky,
Charlotte, North Carolina, Nashville, Ten-
nessee, and Channel Island, California, and
for preserving the number of primary air-
craft authorized for Air Force Reserve C–
130 aircraft units at General Mitchell
International Airport and Air Reserve Sta-
tion, Wisconsin, Peterson Air Force Base,
Colorado, and Willow Grove Air Reserve
Station, Pennsylvania)
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on behalf

of Senator BYRD, I offer an amendment
that would maintain the Air National
Guard and Air Force Reserve C–130
units at the current force structure
level of 12 aircraft.

I believe the other side has cleared
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] for
Mr. BYRD, proposes an amendment numbered
721.

Mr. LEVIN. I ask unanimous consent
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
In section 301(9), strike out ‘‘$1,624,420,000’’

and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$1,631,200,000’’.
In section 301(11), strike out ‘‘$2,991,219,000’’

and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$3,004,282,000’’.
In section 411(a)(5), strike out ‘‘107,377’’ and

insert in lieu thereof ‘‘108,002’’.
In section 411(a)(6), strike out ‘‘73,431’’ and

insert in lieu thereof ‘‘73,542’’.
In section 412(5), strike out ‘‘10,616’’ and in-

sert in lieu thereof ‘‘10,671’’.
At the end of subtitle B of title IV, add the

following:
SEC. 413. ADDITION TO END STRENGTHS FOR

MILITARY TECHNICIANS.
(a) AIR NATIONAL GUARD.—In addition to

the number of military technicians for the
Air National Guard of the United States as
of the last day of fiscal year 1998 for which
funds are authorized to be appropriated in
this Act, 100 military technicians are author-
ized for fiscal year 1998 for five Air National
Guard C–130 aircraft units.

(b) AIR FORCE RESERVE.—In addition to the
number of military technicians for the Air
Force Reserve as of the last day of fiscal
year 1998 for which funds are authorized to
be appropriated in this Act, 21 military tech-
nicians are authorized for fiscal year 1998 for
three Air Force Reserve C–130 aircraft units.

On page 108, line 11, reduce the amount by
$20,000,000.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the amend-
ment which I am offering enables Air
National Guard units in West Virginia,
North Carolina, Tennessee, Kentucky,
and California to maintain their full
complement of 12 C–130’s. Without $13
million in operations and maintenance
funds and $4 million in personnel funds,
these units would be forced, pre-
maturely and perhaps unwisely, to re-
duce their airlift capacity to 8 aircraft
per unit.

The President’s Budget for Fiscal
Year 1998 reduces the Air National
Guard inventory of C–130’s in these five
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states from 12 aircraft per unit to 8 air-
craft in accordance with earlier Air
Force program decisions. However, it
makes no sense to reduce the C–130
units until the completion of the Quad-
rennial Defense Review [QDR] process
by the Department of Defense. The pur-
pose of the QDR is to reassess the U.S.
defense strategy, force structure, readi-
ness, modernization and infrastructure.
Why not have the benefit of that reas-
sessment before we make such deci-
sions?

The Air National Guard C–130 units
are major players in the air mobility
plan of the United States Air Force. It
is my belief that a reduction of the
type proposed in the budget is pre-
mature, without the final conclusions
of the QDR process. More and more re-
liance is being placed upon our reserve
component forces as the active duty
military establishment downsizes. It is
not prudent to reduce the aircraft and
manpower levels of the very organiza-
tion that is expected to respond to
global crisis situations, while support-
ing numerous U.S. Air Force mobility
missions in Bosnia, Southwest Asia,
Central America and throughout the
United States. Consequently, the
amendment I am offering will restore
the force structure, personnel, and
funds necessary to continue to operate
these units at 12 aircraft.

Mr. President, the view I have ex-
pressed is supported by General Ronald
Fogleman, Chief of Staff of the Air
Force, who wrote to the distinguished
Minority Whip, Mr. FORD, on May 21,
1997, as follows:

The QDR report released on May 19 clearly
conveys a greater reliance by the Total Air
Force on the reserve components. Given the
concerns you have raised and our focus on
reserve components during the QDR, it is
clear that the C–130 force structure requires
greater scrutiny before any reductions are
made. Therefore, I have rescinded plans to
restructure ANG C–130 units in Kentucky,
West Virginia, California, North Carolina or
Tennessee. These units will remain at the
current force structure level of 12 PAA. As a
result, I would greatly appreciate your sup-
port in maintaining these levels.

Mr. President, in a similar vein, with
regard to the Air Force Reserve, the
President’s Budget for Fiscal Year 1998
proposes to reduce C–130 units in Penn-
sylvania, Wisconsin, and Colorado from
12 aircraft to 8 aircraft. In order to
maintain these units at their full com-
plement of 12 aircraft, an amount of
$6.8 million is required in operations
and maintenance funds and $1.4 million
in personnel funds.

In summary, the amendment I am of-
fering would assure that Air National
Guard units in West Virginia, North
Carolina, Tennessee, Kentucky and
California, and Air Force Reserve units
in Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, and Colo-
rado are able to continue to maintain
their full complement of 12 C–130 air-
craft as recommended by the Chief of
Staff of the United States Air Force.

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
amendment has been cleared. I urge
the Senate to adopt the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 721) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. THURMOND. I move to lay it on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 722

(Purpose: To modify authority for the con-
veyance of certain lands at Rocky Moun-
tain Arsenal, CO)
Mr. THURMOND. On behalf of Sen-

ator ALLARD of Colorado, I offer an
amendment which would clarify exist-
ing law to facilitate the transfer of
property from Rocky Mountain Arse-
nal to Commerce City, CO, in a nego-
tiated sale at a fair market value.

Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment has been cleared by the other
side. Mr. President, I urge the Senate
to adopt this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND], for Mr. ALLARD, proposes an
amendment numbered 722.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of subtitle B of title XXVIII,

add the following:
SEC. 28 . MODIFICATION OF LAND CONVEYANCE

AUTHORITY, ROCKY MOUNTAIN AR-
SENAL, COLORADO.

Section 5(c)(1) of the Rocky Mountain Ar-
senal National Wildlife Refuge Act of 1992
(Public Law 102–402; 106 Stat. 1966; 16 U.S.C.
668dd note) is amended by striking out the
second sentence and inserting in lieu thereof
the following new sentence: ‘‘The Adminis-
trator shall convey the transferred property
to Commerce City, Colorado, upon the ap-
proval of the City, for consideration equal to
the fair market value of the property (as de-
termined jointly by the Administrator and
the City).’’.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I am
here today to offer an amendment that
would continue the development and
transformation of the Rocky Mountain
Arsenal to the Rocky Mountain Arse-
nal Wildlife Refuge. This has been an
ongoing cooperative effort between the
Department of the Army, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Shell Oil Co., and
local, State, and Federal elected offi-
cials.

The Rocky Mountain Arsenal con-
tains 17,000 acres northwest of Denver,
CO, that was purchased by the Army in
1942 to manufacture chemical weapons.
The Army leased the property after
World War II to various chemical man-
ufacturers through 1982. Needless to
say, this had an incredible environ-

mental impact. However, through all of
this environmental abuse wildlife
flourished. In fact, in 1986 a winter
communal roost of bald eagles was dis-
covered on site, an incredible occur-
rence considering the circumstances.

Because of its protected status, the
arsenal became a haven for close to 300
wildlife species including deer, coyotes,
owls, and eagles. Efforts were under-
taken to preserve the wildlife habitat.
These efforts were rewarded in 1992
when Congress passed the Rocky Moun-
tain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge
Act, legislation that I supported as a
Member of the other body.

Today, cleanup efforts are still un-
derway, but great progress has been
made. Groundwater treatment facili-
ties are in place, 350 abandoned wells
have been closed, and soil remediation
is in progress. This has allowed por-
tions of the arsenal to be opened to the
public for wildlife viewing. This
amendment allows the public the op-
portunity for greater access to the ref-
uge.

The exact purpose of this amendment
is to clarify existing law to facilitate
the transfer of property at the Rocky
Mountain Arsenal to Commerce City,
CO, in a negotiated sale at fair market
value. The city will hold this land, de-
velop it in accordance with plans made
in connection with the Fish and Wild-
life Service and other governmental
entities, and ultimately sell some of
this land, making proceeds available
for the continuing development of the
Rocky Mountain Wildlife Refuge visi-
tor center.

The Government Services Adminis-
tration objected to the original lan-
guage in Public Law 102–402. We have
worked with GSA in formulating legis-
lative language that meets the require-
ments of GSA as well as my intent and
the intent of Commerce City.

I am always pleased when the Fed-
eral Government can work with local
governments to provide a public bene-
fit at no cost to the taxpayer. This is
one such case.

Finally, I would like to thank Chair-
man THURMOND for his assistance and
leadership on this amendment, and ap-
preciate the hard work and diligence of
his staff.

Mr. LEVIN. The amendment has been
cleared on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 722) was agreed
to.

Mr. THURMOND. I move to recon-
sider the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay it on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 723

(Purpose: To require a study of eye safety at
small arms firing ranges of the Armed
Forces and the development of an eye in-
jury reporting protocol for the ranges)
Mr. LEVIN. On behalf of Senator

ROCKEFELLER, I offer an amendment
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that would direct the Secretary of De-
fense to conduct a study of eye safety
in military small arms firing ranges
and the development of an eye injury
prevention program.

I think this amendment has been
cleared. It is a very good amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN],
for Mr. ROCKEFELLER, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 723.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of subtitle D of title X, add the

following:
SEC. ll. EYE SAFETY AT SMALL ARMS FIRING

RANGES.
(a) ACTIONS REQUIRED.—The Secretary of

the Defense shall—
(1) conduct a study of eye safety at small

arms firing ranges of the Armed Forces; and
(2) develop for the use of the Armed Forces

a protocol for reporting eye injuries incurred
in small arms firing activities at the ranges.

(b) AGENCY TASKING.—The Secretary may
delegate authority to carry out the respon-
sibilities set forth in subsection (a) to the
United States Army Center for Health Pro-
motion and Preventive Medicine or any
other element of the Department of Defense
that the Secretary considers well qualified
to carry out those responsibilities.

(c) CONTENT OF STUDY.—The study shall in-
clude the following:

(1) An evaluation of the existing policies,
procedures, and practices of the Armed
Forces regarding medical surveillance of eye
injuries resulting from weapons fire at the
small arms ranges.

(2) An examination of the existing policies,
procedures, and practices of the Armed
Forces regarding reporting on vision safety
issues resulting from weapons fire at the
small arms ranges.

(3) Determination of rates of eye injuries,
and trends in eye injuries, resulting from
weapons fire at the small arms ranges.

(4) An evaluation of the costs and benefits
of a requirement for use of eye protection de-
vices by all personnel firing small arms at
the ranges.

(d) REPORT.—The Secretary shall submit a
report on the activities required under this
section to the Committees on Armed Serv-
ices and on Veterans’ Affairs of the Senate
and the Committees on National Security
and on Veterans’ Affairs of the House of Rep-
resentatives. The report shall include—

(1) the findings resulting from the study
required under paragraph (1) of subsection
(a); and

(2) the protocol developed under paragraph
(2) of such subsection.

(e) SCHEDULE.—(1) The Secretary shall en-
sure that the study is commenced not later
than October 1, 1997, and is completed within
six months after it is commenced.

(2) The Secretary shall submit the report
required under subsection (d) not later than
30 days after the completion of the study.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
as ranking member of the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs, I have an espe-
cially strong interest in preventing un-
necessary injuries and illness among
the men and women who serve in our
Nation’s military forces. The risks that

these brave men and women face in
combat are reduced through superior
equipment and excellent training, but
some risks remain unavoidable. As we
continue to learn from the lessons of
the gulf war, 6 years after the battle,
the complete risks of military service
are still not known. Thus, it is simple
common sense to ensure that we do all
we can to prevent those risks outside
of combat that are foreseeable. One
such foreseeable and preventable risk
is eye injury on military firing ranges.

I thus propose an amendment to the
Department of Defense authorization
bill, the military eye injury assessment
amendment. This amendment would
address a military public health and
prevention issue that was brought to
my attention by a retired Air Force op-
tometrist, Dr. John Meinhold. Dr.
Meinhold was concerned about the rate
of eye injuries that occurred in the
Armed Services, particularly at mili-
tary firing ranges. Unlike other public
and private firing ranges throughout
the country, military firing ranges do
not require the mandatory use of safe-
ty eyewear to prevent eye injuries.
Most, if not all, eye injuries at firing
ranges could be completely prevented
with a very inexpensive and low tech-
nology intervention, safety eyewear.

The requirement for protective
eyewear at public and private firing
ranges is a liability issue, rather than
one controlled by State or Federal reg-
ulations. However, there is no threat of
liability for the armed services because
of the so-called Feres doctrine, which
is based on a Supreme Court decision
that ruled that service members gen-
erally cannot sue the Government for
injuries occurred during service. These
unnecessary eye injuries potentially
affect military readiness, and in cases
of severe injury, a soldier’s military
career may be suddenly ended. The life-
time costs of a single catastrophic eye
injury has been estimated to be $1 mil-
lion per eye by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, but the human costs are im-
measurable.

A study by the Army found that eye
injury data are not always tracked at
the local level, and minor eye injuries
may not always be reported to safety
offices. It is estimated that while 90
percent of all eye injuries are prevent-
able, the incidence of wartime eye inju-
ries has increased steadily over the last
20 years.

Given these statistics and the human
costs of such injuries, I wrote the De-
partment of Defense earlier this year
to ask about this important safety
issue. After a series of letters and in-
quiries, the official response I received
was that no further action was needed
to prevent eye injuries since DOD offi-
cials had determined that the risk was
too low to warrant spending funds on
prevention. In reviewing the Depart-
ment of Defense’s very own statistics
and studies, and in talking with their
health professionals, I cannot come to
the same conclusion.

Any preventable injury that puts our
service men and women at risk is suffi-

cient for our concern, especially when
it is one which is as easily prevented as
this one. Even one service member who
suffers from a permanent eye injury at
a firing range is one too many when
that injury could have been avoided. I
am proposing that we simply assess
whether our military firing ranges
should be brought up to the same safe-
ty standard that all other firing ranges
in our country must meet.

My amendment would require the
Secretary of Defense to provide funding
for a 6-month study of eye safety at
military firing ranges. This study
would evaluate the current medical
surveillance of eye injuries at small
arms firing ranges across the service
branches, and examine current safety
reporting practices and other analyses
as necessary to establish military eye
injury rates and trends. It would also
develop a uniform protocol for report-
ing eye injuries across the service
branches. The results would be re-
ported to the Senate Armed Services
Committee and the Senate Veterans’
Affairs Committee upon completion of
the study.

I am proud to offer this amendment
to protect the safety of the members of
our armed services, and I encourage my
colleagues to join me in this effort. I
would like to thank the chairman and
ranking member of the Armed Services
Committee for their support and their
fine staff for helping to perfect this
amendment.

Mr. THURMOND. I urge the Senate
to adopt this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 723) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. THURMOND. I move to lay it on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 724

(Purpose: To extend to the Secretary of
Transportation the authority to pay a re-
serve affiliation agreement bonus)
Mr. THURMOND. On behalf of Sen-

ator KEMPTHORNE, I offer an amend-
ment that would extend the reserve af-
filiation agreement bonus to the Coast
Guard.

I believe this amendment has been
cleared by the other side. I urge the
Senate to adopt it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND], for Mr. KEMPTHORNE, proposes
an amendment numbered 724.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of subtitle C of title VI, add the

following:
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SEC. 642. RESERVE AFFILIATION AGREEMENT

BONUS FOR THE COAST GUARD.
Section 308e of title 37, United States Code,

is amended—
(1) in subsection (a), by striking out ‘‘Sec-

retary of a military department’’ in the mat-
ter preceding paragraph (1) and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘‘Secretary concerned’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(f) The authority in subsection (a) does

not apply to the Secretary of Commerce and
the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices.’’.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I
propose an amendment that would ex-
tend the Reserve affiliation bonus to
the Coast Guard.

The Coast Guard approached the
committee after our markup was over
requesting that they be included in the
Reserve affiliation bonus. The Coast
Guard has been experiencing difficulty
in recruiting for the Coast Guard Re-
serve and believe that the Reserve af-
filiation bonus will assist by providing
an additional incentive for members of
the Coast Guard who are leaving active
duty to enlist directly in the Coast
Guard Reserve.

I will point out that this authority is
discretionary and was requested by the
Coast Guard.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
the amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. The amendment has been
cleared on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 724) was agreed
to.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. THURMOND. I move to recon-
sider the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay it on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 725

(Purpose: To increase the number of years of
commissioned service provided for manda-
tory retirement of generals and admirals
serving in grades above major general and
rear admiral)
Mr. THURMOND. On behalf of Sen-

ator KEMPTHORNE, I offer an amend-
ment that would increase the number
of years of active commission service
provided for mandatory retirement of
three- and four-star generals and admi-
rals.

Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment has been cleared on the other
side. I urge the Senate to adopt it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND], for Mr. KEMPTHORNE, proposes
an amendment numbered 725.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of subtitle A of title V, add the

following:

SEC. 505. INCREASED YEARS OF COMMISSIONED
SERVICE FOR MANDATORY RETIRE-
MENT OF REGULAR GENERALS AND
ADMIRALS ABOVE MAJOR GENERAL
AND REAR ADMIRAL.

(a) YEARS OF SERVICE.—Section 636 of title
10, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out ‘‘Except’’ and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘‘(a) MAJOR GENERALS AND
REAR ADMIRALS SERVING IN GRADE.—Except
as provided in subsection (b) or (c) of this
section and’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(b) LIEUTENANT GENERALS AND VICE ADMI-

RALS.—In the administration of subsection
(a) in the case of an officer who is serving in
the grade of lieutenant general or vice admi-
ral, the number of years of active commis-
sioned service applicable to the officer is 38
years.

‘‘(c) GENERALS AND ADMIRALS.—In the ad-
ministration of subsection (a) in the case of
an officer who is serving in the grade of gen-
eral or admiral, the number of years of ac-
tive commissioned service applicable to the
officer is 40 years.’’.

(b) SECTION HEADING.—The heading of such
section is amended to read as follows:
‘‘§ 636. Retirement for years of service: regu-

lar officers in grades above brigadier gen-
eral and rear admiral (lower half)’’.
(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The item relat-

ing to such section in the table of sections at
the beginning of subchapter III of chapter 36
of title 10, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows:
‘‘636. Retirement for years of service: regular

officers in grades above briga-
dier general and rear admiral
(lower half).’’.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I
propose an amendment that would in-
crease the number of years of active
commissioned service provided for
mandatory retirement of generals and
admirals serving in grades of lieuten-
ant general or vice admiral and general
or admiral.

The committee has noted over the
past several years that the military
services are moving senior officers
through critical command and staff po-
sitions very quickly. One reason that
these senior officers move so fre-
quently is that there are only a few
years in which a three-or four-star gen-
eral or admiral can serve before reach-
ing the mandatory retirement point of
35 years of service. This amendment
raises the mandatory retirement point
for three stars from 35 years to 38 years
of service and the mandatory retire-
ment point for four-star officers from
35 years to 40 years of service.

This amendment does not increase
the number of general or flag officers.
Nor does it require that three- and
four-star officers serve to the manda-
tory retirement point. The services
still have the officer management tools
currently in effect which permit the
service Chief and the service Secretary
to manage their officer force in the
best interests of their service.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
the amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. The amendment has been
cleared on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 725) was agreed
to.

Mr. THURMOND. I move to recon-
sider the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay it on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 726

(Purpose: To authorize a land conveyance at
the Army Reserve Center, Greensboro, Ala-
bama)
Mr. THURMOND. On behalf of Sen-

ator SHELBY, I offer an amendment
which would convey 5 acres of land to
Hale County, AL. The property was
originally donated to the Federal Gov-
ernment for the construction of an
Army Reserve Center which, due to a
change in priority, was canceled.

I believe this amendment has been
cleared by the other side. I urge the
Senate to adopt it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND], for Mr. SHELBY, proposes an
amendment numbered 726.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of subtitle B of title XXVIII,

add the following:
SEC. 2819. LAND CONVEYANCE, ARMY RESERVE

CENTER, GREENSBORO, ALABAMA.
(a) CONVEYANCE AUTHORIZED.—The Sec-

retary of the Army may convey, without
consideration, to Hale County, Alabama, all
right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to a parcel of real property consisting
of approximately 5.17 acres and located at
the Army Reserve Center, Greensboro, Ala-
bama, that was conveyed by Hale County,
Alabama, to the United States by warranty
deed dated September 12, 1988.

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact
acreage and legal description of the property
conveyed under subsection (a) shall be as de-
scribed in the deed referred to in that sub-
section.

(c) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The Secretary may require such additional
terms and conditions in connection with the
conveyance under this section as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate to protect the
interests of the United States.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise in support of Senator SHELBY’S
amendment. The amendment would re-
turn property that Hale County, Ala-
bama donated in 1988 to the Federal
Government for the purpose of con-
structing an Army Reserve center. Now
the Army, due to changes in priority,
cannot construct on the site until after
fiscal year 2000.

Since the community donated the
property with expectations of a Re-
serve center and the Army has not
lived up to these expectations, I believe
that returning the property using this
special legislation is appropriate. I
urge the Senate to adopt the amend-
ment.

Mr. LEVIN. The amendment has been
cleared on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.
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The amendment (No. 726) was agreed

to.
Mr. THURMOND. I move to recon-

sider the vote.
Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay it on the

table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 727

(Purpose: To require the display of the POW/
MIA flag on various occasions and in var-
ious locations)
Mr. THURMOND. On behalf of Sen-

ator CAMPBELL, I offer an amendment
which would require the display of the
POW/MIA flag on various occasions and
in various locations.

I believe this amendment has been
cleared by the other side. I urge the
Senate to adopt it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND], for Mr. CAMPBELL, proposes an
amendment numbered 727.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of subtitle E of title X, add the

following:
SEC. . NATIONAL POW/MIA RECOGNITION DAY.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-
ing findings:

(1) The United States has fought in many
wars, and thousands of Americans who
served in those wars were captured by the
enemy or listed as missing in action.

(2) Many of these Americans are still miss-
ing and unaccounted for, and the uncer-
tainty surrounding their fates has caused
their families to suffer tragic and continuing
hardships.

(3) As a symbol of the Nation’s concern and
commitment to accounting as fully as pos-
sible for all Americans still held prisoner,
missing, or unaccounted for by reason of
their service in the Armed Forces and to
honor the Americans who in future wars may
be captured or listed as missing or unac-
counted for, Congress has officially recog-
nized the National League of Families POW/
MIA flag.

(4) The American people observe and honor
with appropriate ceremony and activity the
third Friday of September each year as Na-
tional POW/MIA Recognition Day.

(b) DISPLAY OF POW/MIA FLAG.—The POW/
MIA flag shall be displayed on Armed Forces
Day, Memorial Day, Flag Day, Independence
Day, Veterans Day, National POW/MIA Rec-
ognition Day, and on the last business day
before each of the preceding holidays, on the
grounds or in the public lobbies of—

(1) the Capitol;
(2) major military installations (as des-

ignated by the Secretary of Defense);
(3) Federal national cemeteries;
(4) the national Korean War Veterans Me-

morial;
(5) the national Vietnam Veterans Memo-

rial;
(6) the White House;
(7) the official office of the—
(A) Secretary of State;
(B) Secretary of Defense;
(C) Secretary of Veterans Affairs; and
(D) Director of the Selective Service Sys-

tem; and

(8) United States Postal Service post of-
fices.

(c) POW/MIA FLAG DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘POW/MIA flag’’ means the
National League of Families POW/MIA flag
recognized and designated by section 2 of
Public Law 101–355 (104 Stat. 416).

(d) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
agency or department responsible for a loca-
tion listed in subsection (b) shall prescribe
any regulation necessary to carry out this
section.

(e) REPEAL OF PROVISION RELATING TO DIS-
PLAY OF POW/MIA FLAG.—Section 1084 of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Years 1992 and 1993 (36 U.S.C. 189 note,
Public Law 102–190) is repealed.

Mr. LEVIN. The amendment is
cleared on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HUTCHISON). The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 727) was agreed
to.

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

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Madam President, I
take this opportunity to thank the dis-
tinguished managers of S. 936, the De-
partment of Defense authorization bill,
for incorporating my amendment to
authorize the flying of the POW/MIA
flag over certain Federal facilities and
post offices.

This amendment contains the text of
S. 528, the bill I introduced on April 9,
1997. I am pleased that 23 of our col-
leagues joined in cosponsoring S. 528.
These cosponsors include Senators
CONRAD, CLELAND, KEMPTHORNE, WAR-
NER, COLLINS, MOSELEY-BRAUN,
TORRICELLI, FAIRCLOTH, D’AMATO, STE-
VENS, HUTCHINSON, SMITH, DEWINE,
LOTT, MCCONNELL, MURKOWSKI, GREGG,
LAUTENBERG, ALLARD, SHELBY, CRAIG,
GRAMS, and ASHCROFT.

This amendment would authorize the
POW/MIA flag to be displayed over
military installations and memorials
around the Nation and at other appro-
priate places of significance on Armed
Forces Day, Memorial Day, Flag Day,
Independence Day, Veterans Day, Na-
tional POW/MIA Recognition Day, and
on the last business day before each of
the preceding holidays. A similar
amendment was included in the House
of Representatives Defense authoriza-
tion bill.

Congress has officially recognized the
National League of Families POW/MIA
flag. Displaying this flag would be a
powerful symbol to all Americans that
we have not forgotten—and will not
forget.

As you know, the United States has
fought in many wars and thousands of
Americans who served in those wars
were captured by enemy or listed miss-
ing in action. In 20th century wars
alone, more than 147,000 Americans
were captured and became prisoners of
war; of that number more than 15,000
died while in captivity. When we add to
this number, those who are still miss-

ing in action, we realize that more can
be done to honor their commitment to
duty, honor, and country.

The display of the POW/MIA flag
would be a forceful reminder that we
care not only for them, but for their
families who personally carry with
them the burden of sacrifice. We want
them to know that they do not stand
alone, that we stand with them and be-
side them, as they remember the loy-
alty and devotion of those who served.

As a veteran who served in Korea, I
personally know that the remembrance
of another’s sacrifice in battle is one of
the highest and most noble acts we can
do. Let us now demonstrate our indebt-
edness and gratitude for those who
served that we might live in freedom.

I thank the managers of the DOD au-
thorization bill for their assistance
with this amendment and urge its im-
mediate adoption.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
AMENDMENT NO. 728

(Purpose: To provide a Federal charter for
the Air Force Sergeants Association)

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I
send an amendment to the desk on be-
half of Senator MCCAIN and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND], for Mr. MCCAIN, proposes an
amendment numbered 728.

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
Insert after title XI, the following new

title:
TITLE XII—FEDERAL CHARTER FOR THE

AIR FORCE SERGEANTS ASSOCIATION
SEC. 1201. RECOGNITION AND GRANT OF FED-

ERAL CHARTER.
The Air Force Sergeants Association, a

nonprofit corporation organized under the
laws of the District of Columbia, is recog-
nized as such and granted a Federal charter.
SEC. 1202. POWERS.

The Air Force Sergeants Association (in
this title referred to as the ‘‘association’’)
shall have only those powers granted to it
through its bylaws and articles of incorpora-
tion filed in the District of Columbia and
subject to the laws of the District of Colum-
bia.
SEC. 1203. PURPOSES.

The purposes of the association are those
provided in its bylaws and articles of incor-
poration and shall include the following:

(1) To help maintain a highly dedicated
and professional corps of enlisted personnel
within the United States Air Force, includ-
ing the United States Air Force Reserve, and
the Air National Guard.

(2) To support fair and equitable legisla-
tion and Department of the Air Force poli-
cies and to influence by lawful means depart-
mental plans, programs, policies, and legisla-
tive proposals that affect enlisted personnel
of the Regular Air Force, the Air Force Re-
serve, and the Air National Guard, its retir-
ees, and other veterans of enlisted service in
the Air Force.

(3) To actively publicize the roles of en-
listed personnel in the United States Air
Force.
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(4) To participate in civil and military ac-

tivities, youth programs, and fundraising
campaigns that benefit the United States Air
Force.

(5) To provide for the mutual welfare of
members of the association and their fami-
lies.

(6) To assist in recruiting for the United
States Air Force.

(7) To assemble together for social activi-
ties.

(8) To maintain an adequate Air Force for
our beloved country.

(9) To foster among the members of the as-
sociation a devotion to fellow airmen.

(10) To serve the United States and the
United States Air Force loyally, and to do
all else necessary to uphold and defend the
Constitution of the United States.
SEC. 1204. SERVICE OF PROCESS.

With respect to service of process, the as-
sociation shall comply with the laws of the
District of Columbia and those States in
which it carries on its activities in further-
ance of its corporate purposes.
SEC. 1205. MEMBERSHIP.

Except as provided in section 1208(g), eligi-
bility for membership in the association and
the rights and privileges of members shall be
as provided in the bylaws and articles of in-
corporation of the association.
SEC. 1206. BOARD OF DIRECTORS.

Except as provided in section 1208(g), the
composition of the board of directors of the
association and the responsibilities of the
board shall be as provided in the bylaws and
articles of incorporation of the association
and in conformity with the laws of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.
SEC. 1207. OFFICERS.

Except as provided in section 1208(g), the
positions of officers of the association and
the election of members to such positions
shall be as provided in the bylaws and arti-
cles of incorporation of the association and
in conformity with the laws of the District
of Columbia.
SEC. 1208. RESTRICTIONS.

(a) INCOME AND COMPENSATION.—No part of
the income or assets of the association may
inure to the benefit of any member, officer,
or director of the association or be distrib-
uted to any such individual during the life of
this charter. Nothing in this subsection may
be construed to prevent the payment of rea-
sonable compensation to the officers and em-
ployees of the association or reimbursement
for actual and necessary expenses in
amounts approved by the board of directors.

(b) LOANS.—The association may not make
any loan to any member, officer, director, or
employee of the association.

(c) ISSUANCE OF STOCK AND PAYMENT OF
DIVIDENDS.—The association may not issue
any shares of stock or declare or pay any
dividends.

(d) DISCLAIMER OF CONGRESSIONAL OR FED-
ERAL APPROVAL.—The association may not
claim the approval of the Congress or the au-
thorization of the Federal Government for
any of its activities by virtue of this title.

(e) CORPORATE STATUS.—The association
shall maintain its status as a corporation or-
ganized and incorporated under the laws of
the District of Columbia.

(f) CORPORATE FUNCTION.—The association
shall function as an educational, patriotic,
civic, historical, and research organization
under the laws of the District of Columbia.

(g) NONDISCRIMINATION.—In establishing
the conditions of membership in the associa-
tion and in determining the requirements for
serving on the board of directors or as an of-
ficer of the association, the association may
not discriminate on the basis of race, color,
religion, sex, handicap, age, or national ori-
gin.

SEC. 1209. LIABILITY.
The association shall be liable for the acts

of its officers, directors, employees, and
agents whenever such individuals act within
the scope of their authority.
SEC. 1210. MAINTENANCE AND INSPECTION OF

BOOKS AND RECORDS.
(a) BOOKS AND RECORDS OF ACCOUNT.—The

association shall keep correct and complete
books and records of account and minutes of
any proceeding of the association involving
any of its members, the board of directors, or
any committee having authority under the
board of directors.

(b) NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF MEMBERS.—
The association shall keep at its principal
office a record of the names and addresses of
all members having the right to vote in any
proceeding of the association.

(c) RIGHT TO INSPECT BOOKS AND
RECORDS.—All books and records of the asso-
ciation may be inspected by any member
having the right to vote in any proceeding of
the association, or by any agent or attorney
of such member, for any proper purpose at
any reasonable time.

(d) APPLICATION OF STATE LAW.—This sec-
tion may not be construed to contravene any
applicable State law.
SEC. 1211. AUDIT OF FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS.

The first section of the Act entitled ‘‘An
Act to provide for audit of accounts of pri-
vate corporations established under Federal
law’’, approved August 30, 1964 (36 U.S.C.
1101), is amended—

(1) by redesignating the paragraph (77)
added by section 1811 of Public Law 104–201
(110 Stat. 2762) as paragraph (78); and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(79) Air Force Sergeants Association.’’.

SEC. 1212. ANNUAL REPORT.
The association shall annually submit to

Congress a report concerning the activities
of the association during the preceding fiscal
year. The annual report shall be submitted
on the same date as the report of the audit
required by reason of the amendment made
in section 1211. The annual report shall not
be printed as a public document.
SEC. 1213. RESERVATION OF RIGHT TO ALTER,

AMEND, OR REPEAL CHARTER.
The right to alter, amend, or repeal this

title is expressly reserved to Congress.
SEC. 1214. TAX-EXEMPT STATUS REQUIRED AS

CONDITION OF CHARTER.
If the association fails to maintain its sta-

tus as an organization exempt from taxation
as provided in the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 the charter granted in this title shall
terminate.
SEC. 1215. TERMINATION.

The charter granted in this title shall ex-
pire if the association fails to comply with
any of the provisions of this title.
SEC. 1216. DEFINITION OF STATE.

For purposes of this title, the term
‘‘State’’ includes the District of Columbia,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,
and the territories and possessions of the
United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 728) was agreed
to.

Mr. THURMOND. I move to recon-
sider the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 658

Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. President. Is the pending
business the Lugar amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the pending matter.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am a cosponsor and
I intend to speak on that. Are there
any limitations?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are none.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. I
hope that doesn’t give me a license to
speak too long, but I will do my best.

Mr. President, the amendment I’m
cosponsoring today is vital to continu-
ing the progress of our Nation’s pro-
grams focused on reducing the threat
of proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction. Our colleagues Senators
Nunn and LUGAR initiated the Coopera-
tive Threat Reduction program in 1991,
and I was proud to join with them in
the Nunn-Lugar-Domenici Defense
Against Weapons of Mass Destruction
Act last year. Your votes by a 96-to-0
margin last year showed the concern
that all of you shared with me that
proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction is a very real threat to the
security of the Nation and one of the
greatest destabilizing forces that could
be unleashed on this Planet.

In setting up the original Nunn-
Lugar program and in passing the De-
fense Against Weapons of Mass De-
struction Act, the Congress agreed that
our Nation’s national security inter-
ests are best served by preventing the
proliferation of any of the former So-
viet weapons, components, materials,
technologies, or technologists. Con-
gress labeled the Nunn-Lugar programs
as cooperative threat reduction and
that phrase was chosen very delib-
erately. The programs are indeed coop-
erative—they involve our establish-
ment cooperating with their establish-
ment, and the programs involve threat
reduction—reducing the threat to our
Nation.

Senator Nunn presents a series of
powerful arguments on these programs
in a foreword he recently authored for
the book ‘‘Dismantling the Cold War.’’
He discusses the transition over the
last few years from a world character-
ized by a high risk of nuclear conflict
but also high stability, thanks to the
sharply bilateral nature of that world
and the fear of using any nuclear weap-
ons. Now we have a period of low risk
of massive global nuclear conflict, but
also very low stability because of in-
tensification of a wide range of real
and potential conflicts around the
globe. He notes that the current key
question ‘‘is whether the U.S. and Rus-
sia, now as partners and as friends, can
keep the world safe from weapons of
mass destruction as we reduce our ar-
senals.’’ He argues convincingly
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against using the Nunn-Lugar program
as a form of bribery to encourage Rus-
sia to undertake specific actions, sim-
ply because these programs are so
strongly in our own best interest. In
his view, ‘‘proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction clearly is the number
one national security challenge we
face.’’

When we passed the Defense Against
Weapons of Mass Destruction Act, we
required the President to develop an
integrated administration plan for de-
fending Americans against weapons of
mass destruction. The President’s
budget submission for fiscal year 1998
should have been coordinated with his
plan. But we haven’t seen that plan to
date—and the country needs it. I’m
very concerned with the lack of coordi-
nation in national activities against
weapons of mass destruction that this
plan would enable and I call upon the
administration to develop and release
that plan. Further, I encourage that
the final House-Senate conference re-
port reiterate the concern from Con-
gress that this plan needs to be a high
priority item for the administration.
But whether or not the administration
fulfills this requirement, I believe that
Congress needs to show its national
leadership by fully funding the cooper-
ative threat reduction efforts. With full
funding, Congress can again emphasize,
just as we did last year, that we treat
the issue of proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction very very seriously.

John Deutch visited with a group of
Senators just a few weeks ago to dis-
cuss his concerns with proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction. He and
his colleagues argued very persuasively
for increasing the funds for defending
our Nation against this threat above
the administration’s request. He ar-
gued that if the 105th Congress does not
continue to strengthen U.S. capabili-
ties to prevent and respond to the full
range of nuclear-biological-chemical
terrorist attacks, the country will re-
main unacceptably vulnerable to mass
destruction terrorism. He stated that
‘‘the theat of terrorist attack with
weapons of mass destruction delivered
by unconventional means is an even
clearer and more present danger to
American lives and liberty than the
threat of attack by ballistic missiles.’’
He also took strong issue with the cur-
rent administration’s lack of coordina-
tion of efforts to defend against weap-
ons of mass destruction, and rec-
ommended that Congress take the lead
in directing the administration to im-
prove the coordination efforts. As I’ve
already noted, this absence of a coordi-
nating plan from the administration is
serious and Congress must continue to
demonstrate its leadership in this area
by reiterating the national need for
this plan.

The United States is safer today
thanks to the Nunn-Lugar-Domenici
and Nunn-Lugar initiatives. This
amendment will continue our progress
to reduce the risk from ‘‘loose nukes’’
or aging reactors of Soviet design.

Through the Cooperative threat reduc-
tion programs, there are over 1,400
fewer nuclear warheads deployed and
many ballistic missile launchers are no
longer a threat to our citizens, along
with many other major improvements.
Three nations—Ukraine, Belarus, and
Kazakhstan—no longer have nuclear
weapons.

The International Nuclear Safety
Program’s funding is also being re-
stored by this amendment, and it is
critical to prevention of another
Chernobyl. We need to apply the exper-
tise of our national laboratories to help
the former Soviet states reduce any
risks present in these reactors. To
some, the solution is to shut down
these reactors, but it isn’t that simple
when they are supplying power that is
critically important to their regions.
The International Nuclear Safety Pro-
gram is working and must remain at
full strength.

Of the three programs being restored
in this amendment, I’m most familiar
with the Materials Protection Control
and Accounting Program. This pro-
gram is absolutely essential to mini-
mize the threat of nuclear materials
moving to rogue states or terrorist
groups. By far the greatest challenge
to any of these groups considering cre-
ation of nuclear weapons is obtaining
the special nuclear materials—the
highly enriched uranium or plutonium
that provide the fission energy source
for the bomb.

In the old Soviet Union, nuclear ma-
terials were protected with guards and
guns. The guards were well paid with
stable jobs. Today, those guards may
not have been paid by their govern-
ment for months. Those guards may be
wondering where their next meal is
coming from, and more willing to con-
sider compromising the material they
are charged with protecting. Workers
in the nuclear facilities are in similar
straits, and within the last few months
we saw the suicide of the director of
the Russian Chelyabinsk facility out of
frustration for his inability to pay his
workers.

We simply cannot rely on outdated
ways of protecting nuclear materials in
a country faced with the economic
hardships and turmoil prevalent in the
former Soviet Union. We need modern
systems monitoring and controlling
these materials, systems of the type
that have been developed in this coun-
try and are in place wherever nuclear
materials are found in the United
States.

This program is an outstanding ex-
ample of international cooperation.
Work is in progress at more than 50
sites in Russia, Kazakhstan, Ukraine,
Belarus, Uzbekistan, Georgia, Lithua-
nia, and Latvia. These sites are esti-
mated to have 90 percent or more of
the fissile materials outside of actual
weapons—enough for tens of thousands
of new weapons. The program is also an
outstanding example of cooperation
among our national laboratories—Los
Alamos, Sandia, Livermore,

Brookhaven, Pacific Northwest, and
Oak Ridge National Laboratories are
all playing key roles.

As just one example of the program’s
accomplishments, at the Siberian
chemical facility at Tomsk-7, by some
measures the largest nuclear facility in
the world, upwards of 100 tons of highly
enriched uranium and plutonium are
stored. Radiation monitors have now
been installed at the exit portals of the
facility, significantly improving secu-
rity of all the material. And a wide
range of additional security measures
are in progress as well.

The conference report language for
the Nuclear Defense Authorization Act
for 1998 raises the concern that the De-
partment of Energy is not expending
its allocated funds in this program. I’ve
checked on the details of this concern
and learned that the accounting proc-
esses required for this program cause
as much as an 8 to 10 month delay be-
tween when funds are allocated to a
specific project and when they are re-
ported as spent after the work is done.
We maintain good accounting for these
funds by demanding that the projects
be finished before final payment. Yet
the funds must be in the Department
at the time a contract is initiated. In
contrast to the conference report, I
learned that all fiscal year 1996 funds
are committed and all fiscal year 1997
funds that the committee questioned
will be fully utilized. Most of the fiscal
year 1997 funds not reported as spent
are already committed to contracts.

The Materials Protection Control
and Accounting Program must con-
tinue its efforts to reduce this serious
threat. We have just recently seen new
opportunities for the program to ex-
pand to include more of the Russian
naval reactor fuels. We are on a course
to have most of the known fissile mate-
rial in Russia under some degree of
protection by 2002. Significant security
improvements have been completed in
Latvia, Lithuania, Uzbekistan, Geor-
gia, and Belarus; 16 additional sites, 12
in Russia, 2 in Ukraine, 2 in
Kazakhstan, are scheduled for comple-
tion by the end of 1997. Fiscal years
1998 and 1999 are the most critical for
implementing security upgrades at the
very large defense facilities with most
of the material.

With our amendment today, we keep
these key programs on target, focused
on reducing the threat of weapons of
mass destruction. This amendment is a
significant re-emphasis of the leader-
ship demonstrated by Congress in the
past in preventing proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction. These
programs are a significant contribution
toward a safer and more stable world
for citizens of both the United States
and world, both for the current genera-
tion and far into the future.

I urge the Senate to adopt the
amendment, which will replenish the
three programs I have just briefly out-
lined, without which I believe we will
be taking a giant step backward in the
elimination, using the most modern
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means, of the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction, starting with nu-
clear and leading on into chemical and
biological. We have to get started on
the latter. Time is wasting and it is
getting more and more difficult and
dangerous.

I yield the floor.
Madam President, I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I
just want to make a statement that if
Senators have amendments now is the
time to come forward. We are waiting
to take up these amendments. We are
ready to take up these amendments.
There is no use in keeping the Senate
in session without doing business here.
To do business here we have to take up
these amendments. We already dis-
posed of a number of amendments here
by consent this morning. But if any-
body has an amendment now is the
time to come and offer it. It may be
too late later.

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

ator from Michigan.
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I join

the chairman’s call for those who have
amendments to bring them to the
floor, if possible, today or tomorrow.
One of the problems is, however, that
we are facing a cloture motion vote,
and, if that is approved—and it must be
the first vote—a number of amend-
ments that people have indicated they
want to offer would not be germane.

I want to spend just a moment or two
on the situation that we are now in rel-
ative to this pending cloture motion.

The bill before the Senate is the
product of 4 days of debate and
thoughtful consideration during mark-
up by the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee. At the end of the markup, the
committee voted unanimously to re-
port this bill to the floor. It was an 18-
to-0 vote.

This bill is consistent with the bipar-
tisan budget agreement, and I fully ex-
pect that at the proper time the Senate
will give the bill a strong bipartisan
vote. We have not reached that time
yet.

In recent years the Senate has de-
bated more than 100 amendments to
the defense authorization bill and has
taken 10 to 20 rollcall votes a year.
This has typically taken up to 50 to 60
hours over a period of a week or so.
Last year, for example, we disposed of
159 amendments with 19 rollcall votes,
and over 63 hours of debate.

I don’t see any reason to expect that
Members will be offering any fewer
amendments, although we always can
hope that might be the case, or that it
will take significantly less time to dis-

pose of them this year than it has in
the past. Like previous defense author-
ization bills, the bill before us is al-
most 500 pages long, and includes more
than 300 separate provisions.

But on Friday before the recess when
the majority leader filed a cloture mo-
tion the Senate had been considering
this bill—and it is a complex bill—for
less than 8 hours, mostly on a Friday
morning after most Members had left
town and after the majority leader said
there would be no votes. Not a single
nongermane amendment has been
adopted until this recent series of
amendments, and no major defense-re-
lated amendment has yet been offered.

The major issues before us—the base
closure issue, the depot issue, possibly
missile defense, Bosnia, NATO enlarge-
ment—have yet to be raised. To say the
least, I was surprised to see a cloture
motion filed at this early stage of the
Senate’s deliberations. That approach
might make some sense if there were
sign of obstruction or delay in the con-
sideration of the bill. But that has not
been the case. The floor managers on
both sides, as the chairman has said,
are prepared to consider and debate
any amendment that may be forthcom-
ing. We are prepared to address issues
and to move on with the Senate’s busi-
ness. But we have not had an oppor-
tunity to do that. And we are not going
to have an opportunity to vote on any
amendment prior to the vote on clo-
ture tomorrow since, as I understand
the schedule established by the major-
ity leader, no votes can be scheduled
for today and the first vote tomorrow
will be the cloture vote.

Members well know that the rules
constrain consideration of amendments
in a postcloture situation. And they
are extremely confining rules. To be in
order an amendment must also be rel-
evant but germane under a very strict
definition of germaneness. Under
postcloture rules any amendment, no
matter how relevant to the defense of
the Nation, is nongermane if it expands
powers available under the bill, if it in-
troduces a new subject matter, or if it
funds a program not already funded in
the bill. Any portion of an amendment
that is not germane makes the whole
amendment out of order, and an
amendment may not be modified with-
out the unanimous consent of the Sen-
ate.

If we were to vote cloture the major
amendments that we all expect to con-
sider in the course of the debate would
be nongermane and could not be voted
on by the Senate. For example, we
have pending before us this afternoon
an amendment relative to the funding
of the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat
Reduction Program. Unless we act on
that amendment this afternoon—that
is an amendment which is addressing
one of the greatest threats that is
faced by this country—that amend-
ment would not be in order, and we
could not even vote on it.

Senators who question the adminis-
tration’s proposal for distributing the

workload of the two air logistics cen-
ters closed in the last BRAC round
would be denied the opportunity to
raise the issue on this bill if cloture
passes. That is whether or not they
come and debate it this afternoon, and
that is whether or not they come and
debate it tomorrow morning. The rea-
son is because it is not germane tech-
nically to the bill in a postcloture situ-
ation.

I don’t happen to support adding
those provisions to this bill. I don’t
think we ought to add provisions to
this bill that reallocate workloads. I
think we ought to leave that to a fair
process. But that is not the point.

Senators were asked to deliver
amendments relating to this subject of
distributing the workload at the two
air logistics centers which were closed
in the last BRAC round, and they
would have no opportunity to bring
their amendments back on that subject
if cloture were voted on tomorrow.

Again, under the unanimous-consent
rule that we are operating under, clo-
ture is the first rollcall vote that this
Senate is going to be able to have.

There is another major issue that
should be debated and that we know
will be debated. That has to do with fu-
ture base closure rounds. We had a very
lively discussion and debate on that in
the Armed Services Committee.

There are many of us who talked in
support of the amendment of Senator
MCCAIN relative to two new rounds of
base closures. If we deny those two new
rounds we will be denying one of the
highest priorities of the Secretary of
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
But at least we ought to have a vote on
the subject, and if we vote on cloture
tomorrow—which must be the first
vote regardless of when the BRAC
amendment is offered, whether it is of-
fered this afternoon or offered tomor-
row, since under the unanimous-con-
sent agreement that we are operating
under the first vote must be on clo-
ture—and if that vote passes tomorrow,
then we would not be able to vote on
whether or not to add two new rounds
or perhaps one new round of base clo-
sure. That is just not right.

Amendments regarding foreign pol-
icy issues that are not currently ad-
dressed in the bill various Senators
may want to offer. Amendments may
be offered on Bosnia or on NATO ex-
pansion. Those amendments would be
out of order if cloture is voted tomor-
row. The House version of this bill has
a major Bosnia-related provision. It
would cut off funds for United States
ground troops in Bosnia after June 30
of next year. That is a highly signifi-
cant issue. While we don’t have to de-
bate it in this bill, I think that some
Senators may feel otherwise. I don’t
think they ought to be barred from
raising the issue should they choose,
even though I may not agree with their
amendment.

Many other amendments that Mem-
bers are planning to offer this year
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would be out of order. Amendments in-
volving the funding formula for the Na-
tional Guard Challenge Program,
amendments relative to the North Da-
kota flood close claims of Air Force
personnel, amendments relative to the
reauthorization of the Sikes Act, to fa-
cilitate the preparation of integrated
natural resources management plans
for military lands, amendments to pro-
vide recruiter access to juvenile court
records, and so forth.

This is not the way that we should be
doing business. We should not be vot-
ing on cloture before we have had an
opportunity to vote on important
amendments, and we will not have that
opportunity under the unanimous-con-
sent agreement that we are operating
under. We should not be denying Mem-
bers the opportunity to offer key
amendments which will require rollcall
votes before the amendment process is
even begun in earnest.

I hope that we can continue to clear
as many amendments as possible this
afternoon and tomorrow morning.

I happen to agree with the chairman.
People who have amendments should
come down here and debate them. But
the problem this cloture motion cre-
ates for us is that we can’t have roll-
call votes until after the vote on clo-
ture tomorrow. And we know that a
number of amendments are going to re-
quire rollcall votes—legitimate amend-
ments involving base closures and in-
volving the depot issue which so many
of our Members feel so strongly about.

That is why I hope we will not invoke
cloture tomorrow. I think that invok-
ing cloture would be unfair to Members
who want to bring up amendments
which require rollcall votes and to
have us dispose of those amendments.

So, Madam President, again, whether
or not cloture may be needed at a later
stage in the debate of the bill, it would
surely be premature to invoke cloture
tomorrow before the disposition of
many important amendments, con-
troversial amendments and tested
amendments, which arguably require
rollcall votes.

I yield the floor.
Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
AMENDMENT NO. 420

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
know I don’t need to ask consent to re-
turn to the Cochran amendment. But
the Lugar amendment has been offered
and has been the pending business. I
ask that we return to the regular
order, to amendment No. 420.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

That is now the pending amendment.
Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President,

amendment No. 420 was offered by me,
and is cosponsored by the distinguished
Senator from Illinois, Senator DURBIN.
It seeks to modify the existing export
control policy that had been instituted
by the administration with respect to
the exporting of high-performance or
so-called supercomputers.

SUPERCOMPUTER EXPORT CONTROLS

Madam President, on November 14,
1994, President Clinton issued Execu-
tive Order 12938, the Emergency Re-
garding Weapons of Mass Destruction,
declaring that the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction and the
means of delivering them constitute
‘‘an unusual and extraordinary threat
to the national security, foreign policy,
and economy of the United States,’’
and that he had therefore decided to
‘‘declare a national emergency to deal
with that threat.’’ The President re-
affirmed this Executive order on No-
vember 15, 1995, and again on November
11, 1996.

We have had several hearings re-
cently on the subject of proliferation in
my Governmental Affairs Subcommit-
tee on International Security, Pro-
liferation, and Federal Services. And
the distinguished ranking member of
the full committee, Senator LEVIN, is
the ranking member of that sub-
committee.

We have examined cases of prolifera-
tion by the People’s Republic of China
and proliferation by Russia, and I can
tell you that the facts—brought out in
open session—are disturbing. The facts
tell a story of both Chinese and Rus-
sian sales of technology, components,
and delivery systems for weapons of
mass destruction, as well as sales of
highly capable advanced conventional
weapons and other critical military
technologies, to nations like Iran. The
facts demonstrate that President Clin-
ton was entirely correct in describing
this problem as a national emergency.

Just last month, the Director of
Central Intelligence sent Congress an
unclassified report entitled, ‘‘The Ac-
quisition of Technology Relating to
Weapons of Mass Destruction and Ad-
vanced Conventional Munitions.’’ The
report covers only the period July
through December 1996 and levies seri-
ous proliferation charges against,
among others, Russia and China. The
report says:

China was the most significant supplier of
WMD-related goods and technology to for-
eign countries. The Chinese provided a tre-
mendous variety of assistance to both Iran’s
and Pakistan’s ballistic missile programs.
China also was the primary source of nu-
clear-related equipment and technology to
Pakistan, and a key supplier to Iran during
this reporting period. Iran also obtained con-
siderable CW-related assistance from China
in the form of production equipment and
technology.

The intelligence community report—
and I note that this report is not the
product of any single part of the intel-
ligence community, but represents the
consensus view of the entire intel-
ligence community—goes on to say,
and again I quote:

Russia supplied a variety of ballistic mis-
sile-related goods to foreign countries during
the reporting period, especially to Iran. Rus-
sia was an important source for nuclear pro-
grams in Iran and, to a lesser extent, India
and Pakistan.

Madam President, the facts that
emerged during my subcommittee’s

hearings on Russian and Chinese pro-
liferation are completely supported by
this latest report of the intelligence
community. And we should not be com-
forted by the fact that it reports on the
proliferant behavior of these nations
only during the last half of 1996. For
those who claim that Chinese and Rus-
sian behavior on proliferation is get-
ting better, the best I can say is that it
certainly is not yet good enough.

I raise the issue of proliferation be-
cause it is the principal reason we have
offered this amendment on supercom-
puter export controls. The use of high-
performance computers to upgrade ex-
isting weapons capabilities or develop
new ones is not some fantasy or some-
thing that might happen in the future.
It is known fact. High-performance
computers help make it possible to de-
velop and improve weapons capabilities
that threaten the United States. Keep-
ing them out of the wrong hands makes
America safer. Dr. Seymour Goodman,
in a report used by the administration
as its basis for weakening U.S. export
controls on high-performance comput-
ers, wrote:

. . . continued export controls will slow
the exacerbation of existing nuclear threats.
Control of HPC [high-performance computer]
exports, by limiting those exports or impos-
ing appropriate safeguards, to countries
known to possess nuclear weapons will im-
pede their development of improved weapons
and reduce their confidence in their existing
stockpile by limiting the opportunity to con-
duct simulations in lieu of live tests. Similar
or more rigorous controls on HPC exports to
countries with nuclear weapons development
programs could impede their development of
second-generation weapons.

The June 1997 Intelligence Commu-
nity report to Congress couldn’t be
more clear on this issue. It states:

. . . countries of concern continued last
year to acquire substantial amounts of
WMD-related equipment, materials, and
technology, as well as modern conventional
weapons. China and Russia continued to be
the primary suppliers, and are key to any fu-
ture efforts to stem the flow of dual-use
goods and modern weapons to countries to
concern.

This amendment will help reduce the
proliferation danger facing the United
States by requiring an individual vali-
dated license to export all super-
computers to so-called Tier 3 countries,
which include China and Russia. Be-
cause of the new export control policy
for supercomputers announced by the
Clinton administration on October 6,
1995, there currently is no such require-
ment. We must act to change that pol-
icy now.

This policy, which has been in place
for almost 18 months, groups all na-
tions into four country tiers and estab-
lishes export licensing requirements
for high-performance computers based
upon their country of destination. Tier
1 countries, consisting primarily of our
NATO allies, are free to receive high-
performance computers of unlimited
capability without an export license
from the United States, while, at the
other end of the spectrum, Tier 4 coun-
tries, consisting of the last trust-
worthy, cannot legally receive any of
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these supercomputers. Almost all coun-
tries in South America, Central Amer-
ica, the Caribbean, and Africa are in
Tier 2, and can receive supercomputers
capable of up to 10,000 MTOPS—
MTOPS are Millions of Theoretical Op-
erations per Second, the standard
measure of computing capability—be-
fore an export license is required.

The end-use and end-user are the
critical factors for exports to any of
the 50 nations comprising Tier 3. If the
end-use and user are civilian, the pol-
icy allows exports of supercomputers
capable of up to 7,000 MTOPS before an
export license is required. If the Tier 3
end-use or user is military, U.S. export
licenses are required for any high-per-
formance computer capable of more
than 2,000 MTOPS. But it is the U.S.
exporter, not the administration,
which has the responsibility under this
policy for determining the end-use and
user for Tier 3 exports between 2,000
MTOPS and 7,000 MTOPS. This respon-
sibility, difficult under any cir-
cumstances, is complicated by a com-
pany’s natural focus on making sales.
Our amendment addresses only these
Tier 3 exports, as depicted by the di-
agonally-striped area on this chart,
which I am going to show the Senate at
some point in this discussion.

Our amendment applies to only a
small portion of high-performance
computer exports. In fact, according to
the Commerce Department’s Bureau of
Export Administration, of the 1,436
supercomputers exported from the
United States from the date the new
policy went into effect through March
1997, only 91 went to Tier 3 countries.
That amounts to 6.34 percent of total
supercomputer exports. Does it not
make sense for our Government to be
willing to check to make sure that 6.34
percent of our supercomputer exports
go to the right place? Is it unreason-
able to require the administration to
be sure that American supercomputer
sales aren’t going to people and places
who would damage American national
security?

Our amendment doesn’t prohibit the
transfer of a single supercomputer. It
requires that the existing standards for
transfers be monitored by our Govern-
ment. Our amendment changes only
one aspect of the policy, shifting the
burden of determining end-use and end-
user in Tier 3 countries from the ex-
porter to the administration. Why is
this so important? Listen to another
part of last month’s report to Congress
by the Intelligence Community, which
says, ‘‘Many Third World countries—
with Iran being the most prominent ex-
ample—are responding to Western
counterproliferation efforts by relying
more on legitimate commercial firms
as procurement fronts and by develop-
ing more convoluted procurement net-
works.’’

American exporters are not capable
of determining whether a potential
purchaser is a ‘‘procurement front’’ or
part of a ‘‘more convoluted procure-
ment network,’’ and it is wrong to
place this burden on them.

The administration, and many ex-
porters, will tell you that the current
policy is working, that closer scrutiny
isn’t required, but look at this chart
and what it shows you. There are
American supercomputers in Russia’s
and China’s nuclear weapons com-
plexes. According to Russia’s Minister
of Atomic Energy, these supercomput-
ers are ‘‘10 times faster than any pre-
viously available in Russia.’’ According
to the Chinese Academy of Sciences—
which works on everything from the D–
5 ICBM, capable of reaching the United
States, to uranium enrichment for nu-
clear weapons—its American supercom-
puter provides the Academy with
‘‘computational power previously un-
known’’ and is available—this is a
quote from them—to ‘‘all the major
scientific and technological institutes
across China.’’ American high perform-
ance computers are now available to
help these countries improve their nu-
clear weapons and improve that which
they are proliferating, courtesy of a
policy that can be called many things,
but can’t reasonably labelled as ‘‘work-
ing.’’

Just last week we learned through
press reports that an American super-
computer sent to Hong Kong is now in
China under the control of the People’s
Liberation Army. In addition to the 47
American supercomputers that have
been shipped to China since this new
policy took effect, 20 unlicensed Amer-
ican supercomputers have been shipped
to Hong Kong. At least now we know
where one of the Hong Kong super-
computers is. What about the others?
does this look to anyone like a policy
that’s working? This is a real problem.
It is a problem that exists now. It is
not a hypothetical problem. It is not a
problem that may develop in the fu-
ture. This is a serious problem that
threatens our national security.

There are some opposing this amend-
ment who claim that setting the
threshold at 2,000 MTOPS is too low,
and consequently will make it impos-
sible for American computer manufac-
turers to sell personal computers—
PC’s—abroad. That is just not true. It
is a last minute desperation shot at the
Cochran-Durbin amendment. Let’s look
at the facts:

The first fact is the 2,000 MTOPS
threshold opponents express concern
over was not dreamed up by us. It is
the administration’s limit.

No. 2, industry suggests that by some
time in the fourth quarter of 1998—this
date came, incidentally, from IBM’s
Director of public policy, who recently
visited with my staff about this amend-
ment—IBM will produce, according to
him, a PC capable of just over 2,000
MTOPS for sale in the international
marketplace, he said. But IBM couldn’t
answer several basic questions about
this PC. Its Director of public policy
didn’t know the name of the PC, the
expected price that would be charged
for it, how many would be produced for
the U.S. market, how many would be
produced for potential foreign market

sales, or even how many would be pro-
duced for this Tier 3 market, which
this amendment is narrowly related to.
It is worth remembering that this
amendment that we are talking about
only affects Tier 3 countries, and he’s
talking to us as if our amendment af-
fects all sales to everybody—in the
United States, foreign countries, every-
where—and that is just not true.

IBM doesn’t just build these ma-
chines overnight on an impulse or a
whim or a guess about what is out
there in terms of potential sales. If it is
going to have a new top-of-the-line PC
out within 15 to 16 months, as they
claim through this director of public
policy, it must already have ordered
the chip to run this PC. Doesn’t it
stand to reason that if such a PC were
just around the corner, IBM would be
able to answer some of these basic
questions that I said the director could
not answer? If not, is it possible that
IBM is being overly optimistic about
its capability, its projections, about
the timeframe involved, and all the
other arguments that have been ad-
vanced against this amendment?

Fact No. 3: Right now, according to
William Reinsch, who is the Under Sec-
retary of Commerce for Export Admin-
istration, ‘‘High end Pentium-based
personal computers sold today at retail
outlets perform at about 200 to 250
MTOPS.’’

Did you hear that? We are not talk-
ing about 2,000 to 7,000 MTOPS, like
some of these computer lobbyists are
saying to Senators are going to be af-
fected by this amendment. The PC’s
that are out on the market today are
at much lower ranges of capability.

Let’s give Secretary Reinsch the ben-
efit of the doubt and say today’s top-
end PCs are capable of running at 250
MTOPS. Secretary Reinsch said on
June 11 before my subcommittee in an
open hearing that ‘‘computer power
doubles every 18 months, and this has
been the axiom in the industry for, I
think, about 15 years.’’

This axiom is known as Moore’s Law.
The math is straightforward. If top-end
PC’s are capable of 250 MTOPS today,
18 months from now they will be capa-
ble of 500 MTOPS; 36 months from now,
they will be capable of 1,000 MTOPS; 54
months from now, in 41⁄2 years, they
will be capable of 2,000 MTOPS. Fifty-
four months from now is not, contrary
to the claims of some computer manu-
facturers, the fourth quarter of next
year, as was suggested to us by the di-
rector of public policy of IBM. Of
course, Moore’s Law doesn’t even mean
that 54 months from now there will be
PC’s on the market capable of 2,000
MTOPS. It only suggests that our man-
ufacturers should be able to build these
powerful PC’s 54 months from now, if
Moore’s Law continues to be sustained.
None of our manufacturers will build
PC’s this powerful unless there is a
broad market demand for such a highly
capable PC, and it is unclear if the
market will even be demanding such a
powerful PC many times more powerful
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than today’s top-of-the-line PC’s in
just under 5 years.

If 4 or 5 years from now industry’s
optimism proves to be correct, I will be
pleased to return to this floor and offer
legislation modifying the 2,000 MTOPS
level. But the suggestion that by next
year we will have PC’s many times
more powerful than our most powerful
today can only be guesswork, wishful
thinking.

Fact No. 4: IBM currently sells, again
according to its director of public pol-
icy, a workstation that is capable of
just over 2,000 MTOPS. Wouldn’t it
make sense that future demand for the
much anticipated 2,000 MTOPS PC
should be similar to the current de-
mand for the workstation that is al-
ready on the market?

According to the Commerce Depart-
ment, from January 25, 1996, when the
administration’s supercomputer export
control liberalization took effect, to
March of 1997, 1,436 American high-per-
formance computers were exported to
countries in tiers 1, 2, and 3. Of these
1,436, just 91, or 6.34 percent, went to
tier 3 countries. I do not know how
many of these 91 were IBM’s
workstation that is just over 2,000
MTOPS. We know that at least 6 of the
91 were not manufactured by IBM—4
Silicon Graphics machines that are
now running at Russia’s nuclear weap-
ons labs; one Silicon Graphics machine
in the Chinese Academy of Sciences,
which is a key part of China’s nuclear
weapons complex; and one Sun Micro-
systems machine that we just learned
last week is now running at a Chinese
military facility in Chungsha after
being diverted from Hong Kong. So up
to 85 of the 91 exported over 14 months
to tier 3 countries could have been this
IBM workstation, though I doubt that
all of them consisted of that one ma-
chine. But even if all 85 were these IBM
workstations, does this sound like the
kind of volume that will overwhelm
the Government’s licensing apparatus?
Certainly not.

The specter of American jobs being
lost to unwieldy export controls is just
another part of the argument against
the Cochran-Durbin amendment that is
not based on the facts.

Another argument made against our
amendment is that the right way to
keep organizations from getting Amer-
ican supercomputer technology who
shouldn’t be receiving it is for the De-
partment of Commerce to publish a list
of prohibited end users with individual
validated licenses required for any
high-performance computer export to a
country or entity on the list. This ar-
gument against the amendment at
least has the virtue of implicitly ad-
mitting that American supercomputers
should not be in Russia’s and China’s
nuclear weapons design labs, but it is
another argument that is simply not
based on the facts.

Shortly before the recent July
Fourth recess, I spoke on the floor of
the Senate explaining why such a list
would be, in many ways, worse than

the current situation. I won’t go
through all those reasons again in the
interest of time now, but I continue to
believe that such a list would be nec-
essarily incomplete because of the re-
quirement to protect intelligence
sources and methods. It could be used
as the Department of Commerce’s
guide for proliferators, and it would
make it only too easy to make a sale
to a location not on the list, thus en-
couraging makers of weapons of mass
destruction to establish phony front
organizations for the purposes of ac-
quiring U.S. supercomputers. They
wouldn’t be on that list.

In fact, the Department of Commerce
on June 30 published such a list, and its
inadequacy is obvious. The June 30 list,
called by the Commerce Department
the ‘‘Entities List,’’ consists of 13 loca-
tions in 5 tier 3 countries that can re-
ceive an American supercomputer only
if you have a license, only subject to a
license. So now the total list of pro-
scribed end users consists of 15 entities.
On this list are Chelyabinsk-70 and
Arzamas-16 in Russia which have al-
ready received at least five American
supercomputers and parts of the Chi-
nese Academy of Sciences, which also
is now manufacturing more modern nu-
clear weapons with America’s finest
technology.

Because of this list, now America’s
computer exporters know that they
need a license to ship a high-perform-
ance computer to any of these entities.
What about other entities, though?
What about the Chinese company that
shipped ring magnets to Pakistan last
year for use in its nuclear program?
Why isn’t that company on the list? It
has been subjected to sanctions im-
posed by our Government, and it is not
on our Government’s list as a prohib-
ited end user. What about the Chinese
company or government entity that
shipped M–11 missiles to Pakistan and
now, according to press reports, is
helping Pakistan build a factory for
the indigenous manufacture of M–11
missiles? Why isn’t that entity on the
list? What about the Russian company
or government entity helping Iran to
upgrade its nuclear program and ballis-
tic missile programs, why aren’t they
on the list?

Madam President, this list does not
solve the problem. If anything, it
makes it more confused, it makes it
more difficult for American exporters
to determine who should or should not
receive American high-performance
computers. In many ways, this list is
worse than nothing.

There are many who believe the en-
tire high-performance computer export
control policy of this administration is
a failure. However one views this pol-
icy as a whole, there is one aspect of it
that we know is not working and it can
be fixed now.

We know that American super-
computers are now in Chinese and Rus-
sian nuclear weapons labs. We know
that they should not be there. We know
that our Government, with the re-

sources of the intelligence community,
is better able to determine the identity
of end users and end uses than is indus-
try. Industry has no way to be able to
determine the end use and user of its
products to the degree of confidence
that our intelligence agencies can do.

Right now we have the opportunity
not to impose new restrictions on our
supercomputer manufacturers but to
shift the burden of making end-use and
end-user determinations from industry
to Government.

Look at this chart again and you will
see that we are talking about only a
very small part of the overall policy.
The entire chart describes the policy
and shows the number of tiers, 1
through 4, the varying capabilities on
the basis of millions of theoretical op-
erations per second, MTOPS, along the
left side. And the only part of the en-
tire export business of American super-
computers that is affected by this
amendment is this part shown in the
diagonal lines. The fact is, we are talk-
ing about only 6.34 percent of super-
computer exports under this policy
that will be affected by this amend-
ment.

The Cochran-Durbin amendment will
not prevent a single supercomputer ex-
port to anyone who should have one,
but it will help ensure, though, that
only those who should have them will
have them. The only supercomputer
sales that would be blocked by our
amendment are those going to foreign
entities who the U.S. Government de-
termines shouldn’t have it. It will not
prevent legitimate sales to legitimate
users in the U.S. or outside the U.S.,
but it will help prevent a repeat of the
errors that have allowed American
supercomputers to go to Russia and to
go to China and be used in their nu-
clear weapons labs.

Let’s be clear what this debate is
about. It is about U.S. national secu-
rity. If you think Russia and China
shouldn’t be using American super-
computers to improve the quality of
their nuclear arsenals and the quality
of the weapons systems and compo-
nents and technology that they are
selling in turn to others, vote for the
Cochran-Durbin amendment.

President Clinton was right when he
called the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction ‘‘an unusual and ex-
traordinary threat to the national se-
curity, foreign policy, and economy of
the United States,’’ and that it con-
stitutes a ‘‘national emergency.’’ These
weapons, delivery systems and tech-
nologies are more readily developed
and enhanced by high-performance
computers, and who makes those com-
puters? The United States.

If the United States is going to dem-
onstrate that it is serious about this
issue, we must do more than complain
to Russia and China every time one of
those nations engage in proliferation.

The American fight against prolifera-
tion must start at our own borders.

I urge Senators to vote against the
Grams-Boxer substitute and support
the Cochran-Durbin amendment.
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Madam President, I ask unanimous

consent that the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. SMITH] be
added as a cosponsor to our amend-
ment.

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

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

ator from Illinois.
Mr. DURBIN. I rise to speak on be-

half of the same amendment which my
colleague, the Senator from Mis-
sissippi, Senator COCHRAN, has just de-
scribed.

I am happy to join him as a cospon-
sor on this important amendment. I
only wish my colleagues and many oth-
ers who are listening to this debate
could have been there when Senator
COCHRAN’s subcommittee met just sev-
eral weeks ago and really talked in
depth about what we are doing.

For the average layman, the average
person in the United States, there are
some very technical terms involved in
this debate. But the purpose of this
amendment is very clear and very
straightforward. We understand that if
we give to another country certain in-
formation or technology, they are able
in many ways to use it for positive rea-
sons. We fear however that if that same
information and technology is given to
a country which might use it for nega-
tive purposes, that it is inconsistent
with the national security of the Unit-
ed States.

The Cochran-Durbin amendment is
an effort to make certain that we con-
tinue to sell technology around the
world, but take care not to sell it in
those countries where it may be mis-
used.

Unfortunately, the Clinton adminis-
tration over the last years has had a
change in its policy, with a more ex-
pansive, more liberal trade policy when
it comes to supercomputers. It has
been my fear, and the fear of the Sen-
ator from Mississippi, that some of
these computers which are being pur-
chased for nominally peaceful reasons
are in fact going to be used for military
purposes.

One of the examples which the Sen-
ator from Mississippi used in closing
was the whole question of weapons
testing. Some 35 years ago when Presi-
dent Kennedy spoke to the Nation, he
challenged us as a world to reduce nu-
clear arms testing so as to make this a
more peaceful planet. I think President
Kennedy was right. And I support a
weapons test ban. I think the United
States should continue to show leader-
ship.

But we live in a different world some
3 decades later where a country with a
new computer, the supercomputers
that we are describing, that country
may have the capability to test a nu-
clear weapon without ever detonating
it. They can set up all of the param-
eters within the computer, test the
weapon, and show its impact.

So if you are talking about reducing
the proliferation of dangerous weap-

ons—nuclear, chemical, and biological
weapons—you must necessarily get in-
volved in this debate, which Senator
COCHRAN has initiated and I have been
more than happy to assist in.

Some questions have been raised.
And I wonder, just for purposes of clar-
ification, if I could ask Senator COCH-
RAN a question or two for the record
here. I know the Senator has covered
most of this in his opening statement,
but I think we ought to make a clear
record for our colleagues on the amend-
ment.

One of the first things that is said is,
well, you set the standard too low. If a
company wants to sell this computer,
which we describe as a 2,000 MTOPS
computer, you have set it too low, set
it at a standard so that the computers
that are going to be licensed, there is
going to be surveillance at such a level.
It will not hit the ordinary business
computers.

I would like you to respond. And I
know you did respond in the course of
your opening remarks to that particu-
lar criticism. If you would, please, I
yield to the Senator.

Mr. COCHRAN. If the distinguished
Senator would yield, I appreciate very
much not only his question but also his
very helpful involvement in this issue
and cosponsoring the amendment.

But he gets to the central point of
the debate here. It is not that this
amendment sets any new levels of pro-
hibition or granting authority for ex-
port sales. It does not change any of
those levels. The level that is estab-
lished by the administration is the
2,000 MTOPS level. We do not change
that for tier 3 countries, as dem-
onstrated in the chart I showed a while
ago.

We were told in our hearing that 250
MTOPS is about the current power of a
PC which is sold in the market here in
the country now. And that under the
so-called Moore’s Law that doubles
every 18 months. So it would be 41⁄2
years before you get to a level where
you would even reach the 2,000 MTOPS
level which is the trigger level for tier
3 countries that have to have a license
if the end use or the end user is mili-
tary. If they’re civilian, you do not
have to have a license at all.

What this amendment changes is who
determines the end use or the end user.
Our amendment says it should be the
administration’s responsibility. Cur-
rent policy is that exporters have the
responsibility of making that deter-
mination. That is the only thing we
change.

Mr. DURBIN. If I could pose another
question to my cosponsor on this
amendment, Senator COCHRAN.

There have been others that have
said, well, why is the United States
doing this? If we stop selling computers
around the world, whatever their capa-
bility, some other country is going to
sell them. So we are tying the hands of
American business in a futile effort to
stop this march of technology.

I would appreciate it if my colleague,
the Senator from Mississippi, would ad-
dress that particular complaint.

Mr. COCHRAN. Our information, de-
rived at our hearings through expert
witnesses, was that we have the high-
est capability of any country in the
world in terms of supercomputer manu-
facturing technology. We manufacture
the state-of-the-art supercomputers.
We do not have any competitors. Japan
manufactures some high-performance
supercomputers but their export policy
is more restrictive than ours. They re-
quire licensing, we do not.

What we are suggesting here is that
the policy of our administration is
flawed in that it ought to make the de-
termination in those questions where
end use and end user is relevant as to
whether you can or cannot make the
sale, the Government ought to monitor
and verify that this sale is permissible.
And it applies to only 6.34 percent of
the total computer sales of all Amer-
ican exporters in the export market.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank my colleague.
I think he noted in the course of his

remarks that last week or perhaps the
week before the administration said,
well, let us put out a list of 13 or 14 dif-
ferent entities that we think we should
take care not to sell to. And I agree
completely with the Senator from Mis-
sissippi that it is hardly a comfort in
this argument that we are protecting
the interest of the United States with
this list.

It is hard to believe that our intel-
ligence operations would make a com-
plete disclosure of every potentially
bad purchaser around the world with-
out in fact disclosing very sensitive
classified information. It is far better
to take the approach which the Coch-
ran-Durbin amendment does, which
says that on a case-by-case basis there
will be a license issued by the Govern-
ment to determine whether the would-
be purchaser in any way raises a sus-
picion that this technology is going to
be misused, used against the United
States.

I think our approach to it gives the
Government the power it needs to po-
lice the sales, says to the seller, the
computer company, you can come to
the Government now and entrust that
decision to an entity which should
know as to which purchasers should
not be trusted. And that I think would
give the industry some peace of mind.
It has to be a major embarrassment to
these companies to realize now that
they have sold these supercomputers in
China and in Russia and that they may
be used for military purposes against
the United States.

Certainly, these companies in the
United States value our security, they
are as patriotic as many others, and
they would want to do the right thing.
The Cochran-Durbin amendment sets
up I think a good framework for the
right decision to be made. I certainly
hope that when this amendment comes
up for consideration that many of our
colleagues on both sides of the aisle
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will stop and pause and reflect on it.
Because I think it in a way takes a
look at the world as it currently exists
and says we do not want to sell to po-
tential enemies or to suspect nations
that power that might come back
someday to haunt us. It is important to
increase trade, but not at the expense
of the security of the United States.

I thank my colleague from Mis-
sissippi for his leadership. And I am
happy to join him in this effort.

I yield back.
Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I

ask unanimous consent that there be
printed in the RECORD a chart on ex-
ports of high-performance computers;
and an unclassified report from the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence, as men-
tioned in my earlier remarks; and an
editorial from the St. Louis Post-Dis-
patch suggesting that the administra-
tion should not wait, that it must act
now on this issue.

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

EXPORTS OF HIGH PERFORMANCE COM-
PUTERS FROM JANUARY 25, 1996 TO
MARCH 1997

[Number of systems by country]

Argentina .......................................... 4
Australia ........................................... 63
Austria ............................................... 17
Belgium ............................................. 38
Brazil ................................................. 15
Canada ............................................... 11
China ................................................. 47
Colombia ............................................ 5
Croatia ............................................... 1
Czech Rep. ......................................... 4
Denmark ............................................ 10
Egypt ................................................. 2
Finland .............................................. 2
France ............................................... 86
Germany ............................................ 232
Greece ................................................ 1
Hong Kong ......................................... 20
Hungary ............................................. 3
India .................................................. 7
Indonesia ........................................... 6
Ireland ............................................... 6
Israel ................................................. 17
Italy ................................................... 42
Jamaica ............................................. 1
Japan ................................................. 150
Kenya ................................................. 1
Korea, South ...................................... 133
Luxembourg ....................................... 2
Malaysia ............................................ 33
Mexico ............................................... 24
Netherlands ....................................... 23
New Zealand ...................................... 15
Nigeria ............................................... 2
Norway .............................................. 7
Peru ................................................... 7
Philippines ......................................... 4
Poland ............................................... 2
Portugal ............................................ 8
Romania ............................................ 4
Russia ................................................ 10
Saudi Arabia ...................................... 2
Singapore ........................................... 24
Slovak Rep. ....................................... 1
Slovenia ............................................. 2
S. Africa ............................................ 12
Spain ................................................. 37
Sweden ............................................... 38
Switzerland ........................................ 41
Taiwan ............................................... 6
Thailand ............................................ 10
Turkey ............................................... 4
UAE ................................................... 1

EXPORTS OF HIGH PERFORMANCE COM-
PUTERS FROM JANUARY 25, 1996 TO
MARCH 1997—Continued

UK ...................................................... 187
Uruguay ............................................. 1
Venezuela .......................................... 4
Zimbabwe .......................................... 1

Total number of systems ............. 1436

THE ACQUISITION OF TECHNOLOGY RELATING
TO WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION AND AD-
VANCED CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS

SCOPE NOTE

The DCI submitted this biannual report in
response to a Congressionally directed ac-
tion in Section 721 of the FY 1997 Intel-
ligence Authorization Act:

‘‘(a) Not later than 6 months after the date
of the enactment of this Act, and every 6
months thereafter, the Director of Central
Intelligence shall submit to Congress a re-
port on

(1) the acquisition by foreign countries
during the preceding 6 months of dual-use
and other technology useful for the develop-
ment or production of weapons of mass de-
struction (including nuclear weapons, chemi-
cal weapons, and biological weapons) and ad-
vanced conventional munitions; and

(2) trends in the acquisition of such tech-
nology by such countries.’’

At the DCI’s request, the Nonproliferation
Center (NPC) drafted this report and coordi-
nated it throughout the Intelligence Commu-
nity. As directed by Section 721, subsection
(b) of the Act, it is unclassified.

INTRODUCTION

The threat from the proliferation of weap-
ons of mass destruction and missiles is one
of the highest priorities for intelligence. In
the US effort to counter weapons prolifera-
tion, the Intelligence Community has taken
an active role in supporting US government
initiatives to strengthen export controls in
supplier countries and to work with other
countries to prevent the sale of weapons of
mass destruction (WMD), advanced conven-
tional weapons, and their related tech-
nologies. While it is an extremely difficult
problem, US government efforts have made
some progress, making both the acquisition
and development of WMD more difficult and
costly for proliferators.

Interdiction of WMD and the technologies
necessary to acquire a WMD capability is a
key component in the acquisition prevention
effort. We see interdiction efforts falling into
three basic categories:

Preventing the transfer of materials
through export controls and international
nonproliferation regimes;

Halting the transfer or the negotiation of
transfer of materials through diplomatic and
liaison initiatives;

Seizing proscribed materials in transit,
through law enforcement agencies in co-
operation with the Intelligence Community.

Interdiction efforts are an extremely im-
portant part of our overall nonproliferation
strategy. By themselves, however, they gen-
erally do not get countries out of the busi-
ness of proliferation. They do, though, buy
time for other initiatives that may be more
successful in halting or rolling back a WMD
program. These other initiatives can include:

Diplomatic efforts designed to reduce the
perceived need for a WMD capability;

Education efforts to show that WMD-relat-
ed funds would be better spent elsewhere;

Bilateral or multilateral incentives. Such
incentives could be financial, including
membership in an international economic
forum, in exchange for halting or rolling
back a WMD program;

Military assistance or security guarantees.

The US clearly leads the way in programs
in all three classes of interdiction efforts. US
export license applications of concern are
scrutinized by a number of agencies, includ-
ing the Intelligence Community. The US also
is developing procedures to share appro-
priate end user information with key allies
in an effort to strengthen our mutual export
control activities. In addition, the proce-
dures for alerting other governments of im-
pending transfers and tracking resulting ac-
tions are in place and working. Interdictions
of shipments are occurring.

An example of a successful interdiction
would be the seizure of chemical precursors
destined for Libya. Although such a seizure
would not halt Tripoli’s aggressive chemical
weapons development program, at a mini-
mum it would:

Slow Tripoli’s ability to begin serial pro-
duction of chemical agents;

Provide the US time to persuade supplier
nations or companies to halt future ship-
ments to Libya;

Allow the Intelligence Community and US
law enforcement agencies to identify and
target new intelligence sources that could
contribute to rolling back Libya’s CW pro-
gram;

Increase the cost to Libya of its CW devel-
opment program.

Interdiction successes rest, in large meas-
ure, not on the quantity of information
available to the policymaker, but on the
quality. This is true for all three classes of
interdictions. In licensing, for example, pol-
icymakers need unambiguous intelligence
information before making a decision to
deny a license, thereby denying a sale for the
US company. Likewise, demarches to other
governments must be accurate or the US will
be accused of crying wolf and lose support
from even friendly countries. And interdic-
tions of shipments in transit often become
international incidents, and potential em-
barrassment if the targeted material is not
found in the shipment.

Actionable intelligence in support of inter-
diction efforts requires more than coopera-
tion between US intelligence, policy, and law
enforcement agencies. It demands close
working relationships between the United
States and other foreign governments com-
mitted to halting the proliferation of WMD.
Such relationships will, of course, include in-
telligence sharing arrangements, but equally
important are diplomatic, military, and sci-
entific exchanges at all levels.

As noted above, interdiction programs by
themselves cannot halt the proliferation of
WMD. Alternative suppliers and tech-
nologies, increasing use of denial and decep-
tion, and a growing ability to produce indig-
enously weapons or their component parts
are opening new avenues to states or organi-
zations determined to obtain a WMD capabil-
ity. The increasing diffusion of modern tech-
nology through the growth of the world mar-
ket is making it harder to detect illicit di-
versions of materials and technologies rel-
evant to a weapons program.

We are addressing these new challenges
with more aggressive efforts, which go be-
yond traditional cold-war efforts aimed
merely at understanding weapons and associ-
ated plans. We are better integrating tech-
nical analysis with political, military, and
diplomatic analysis to provide policymakers
with information on the motivations that
drive foreign actions and decisions, and on
influential opposition forces that could sup-
port initiatives to diminish or eliminate the
proliferation threat.

Our concerns are not limited to interdict-
ing materials and technologies to state-spon-
sored WMD development programs. As worri-
some, in our judgment, are terrorist groups
and cults that seek to acquire or develop
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chemical and biological weapons on their
own. For example, the incidents staged in
March 1995 by the Japanese cult Aurn
Shinrikyo demonstrate the use of WMD is
not longer restricted to the battlefield. Ter-
rorist groups and violent sub-national groups
need not acquire a massive infrastructure to
create a deadly, arsenal. Only small quan-
tities of precursors, available on the open
market, are needed.

Interdiction efforts are further com-
plicated by the fact that most WMD pro-
grams are based on dual-use technologies
and materials that have legitimate civilian
or military applications unrelated to WMD.
For example, chemicals used to make nerve
agents are also used to make plastics and to
process foodstuffs; trade in those tech-
nologies cannot be banned.

Nonproliferation regimes provide inter-
national standards to gauge and address be-
havior. They provide diplomatic tools to iso-
late and punish violators. The past few
years, many states have joined these regimes
and outsiders are encountering new pres-
sures to join. Procurement costs have risen
because of the need for convoluted efforts to
hide purchases. That said, these regimes can
be deceived by determined proliferators. The
sheer volume of international commerce, in-
creased self-sufficiency, and the global diffu-
sion of technology and its dual-use nature
make the regimes’ road ahead a difficult one.
Intelligence will play an increasingly impor-
tant role in maintaining their effectiveness.
Protecting sources throughout this process
will be a challenge.

Following are summaries by country of
ACW- and WMD-related acquisition activi-
ties (solicitations, negotiations, contracts,
and deliveries) that occurred between 1 July
and 31 December 1996.

ACQUISITION BY COUNTRY

We chose to exclude countries that already
have substantial ACW and WMD programs
such as China and Russia, as well as coun-
tries of lower priority that demonstrated lit-
tle acquisition activity of concern.

EGYPT

During the last half of 1996, Egypt obtained
Scud-related ballistic missile equipment
from North Korea and Russia.

INDIA

India sought some items for its ballistic
missile program during the reporting period
from a variety of sources. It also sought nu-
clear-related items, some of which may have
been intended for its nuclear weapons pro-
gram.

IRAN

Iran continues to be one of the most active
countries seeking to acquire all types of
WMD technology and advanced conventional
weapons. Its efforts in the last half of 1996
have focused on acquiring production tech-
nology that will give Iran an indigenous pro-
duction capability for all types of WMD. Nu-
merous interdiction efforts by the US gov-
ernment have interfered with Iranian at-
tempts to purchase arms and WMD-related
goods, but Iran’s acquisition efforts remain
unrelenting.

For the reporting period, China and Russia
have been primary sources for missile-relat-
ed goods. Iran obtained the bulk of its CW
equipment from China and India. Iran sought
dual-use biotech equipment from Europe and
Asia, ostensibly for civilian uses. Iran was
actively seeking modern tanks, SAMs, and
other arms from the Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent States (CIS), China, and Europe. Be-
sides some large projects with China, Iranian
nuclear-related purchases were not focused
on any particular countries and were only
indirectly related to nuclear weapons pro-
duction.

IRAQ

We have not observed Iraq purchasing ad-
vanced conventional weapons or WMD-relat-
ed goods, although it has purchased numer-
ous dual-use items.

LIBYA

Despite the UN embargo, Libya continued
to aggressively seek ballistic missile-related
equipment, materials, and technology from
Europe, the CIS, and the Far East. CW-relat-
ed purchases diminished, however.

NORTH KOREA

North Korea’s WMD programs are largely
indigenous. We observed no significant pro-
curement involving ACW or WMD-related
goods.

PAKISTAN

Pakistan was very aggressive in seeking
our equipment, material, and technology for
its nuclear weapons program, with China as
its principal supplier. Pakistan also sought a
wide variety of nuclear-related goods from
many Western nations, including the United
States. China also was a major supplier to
Pakistan’s ballistic missile program, provid-
ing technology and assistance. Of note, Paki-
stan has made strong efforts to acquire an
indigenous capability in missile production
technologies.

SYRIA

Syria continued to seek CW- and Scud-re-
lated goods during the reporting period. Rus-
sia and Eastern Europe were the primary
target for CW-related purchases, while North
Korea and Iran have become important sup-
pliers of Scud-related equipment and mate-
rials.

KEY SUPPLIERS

CHINA

During the last half of 1996, China was the
most significant supplier of WMD-related
goods and technology of foreign countries.
The Chinese provided a tremendous variety
of assistance to both Iran’s and Pakistan’s
ballistic missile programs. China also was
the primary source of nuclear-related equip-
ment and technology to Pakistan, and a key
supplier to Iran during this reporting period.
Iran also obtained considerable CW-related
assistance from China in the form of produc-
tion equipment and technology.

RUSSIA

Russia supplied a variety of ballistic mis-
sile-related goods to foreign countries during
the reporting period, especially to Iran. Rus-
sia was an important source for nuclear pro-
grams in Iran and, to a lesser extent, India
and Pakistan. Russia also negotiated the
sale of advanced weapon systems, such as the
SA–10 to Cyprus, and is an important target
for Middle Eastern countries seeking to up-
grade and replace their existing arms.

NORTH KOREA

North Korea continued to export Scud-re-
lated equipment and materials to countries
of concern during this reporting period.

GERMANY

Among Western nations, Germany was the
favorite target for foreign WMD programs.
German export controls were effective in
thwarting many of these attempts, but some
dual-use goods were exported, purportedly to
civilian end users.

TRENDS

Despite our efforts, countries of concern
continued last year to acquire substantial
amounts of WMD-related equipment, mate-
rials, and technology, as well as modern con-
ventional weapons. China and Russia contin-
ued to be the primary suppliers, and are key
to any future efforts to stem the flow of
dual-use goods and modern weapons to coun-
tries of concern.

Countries determined to maintain WMD
programs over the long term have been plac-
ing significant emphasis on securing their
programs against interdiction and disrup-
tion. In response to broader, more effective
export controls, these countries have been
tying to reduce their dependence on imports
by developing an indigenous production ca-
pability. Many Third World countries—with
Iran being the most prominent example—are
responding to Western counterproliferation
efforts by relying more on legitimate com-
mercial firms as procurement fronts and by
developing more convoluted procurement
networks. Should countries such as Iran ever
become self-sufficient producers and export-
ers of WMD-related goods and conventional
weapons, however, opportunities to prevent
acquisition will be dramatically limited.

[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, July 6,
1997]

CHINA’S DANGEROUS COMPUTER DIVERSION

The Chinese have done it again—diverted
machinery supposedly purchased for com-
mercial purposes to military uses. Predict-
ably, China denies all, but the U.S. State and
Commerce departments say they have proof
that China diverted a supercomputer that
can be used to upgrade military hardware.
The Clinton administration is rightly calling
attention to the problem, but may have been
lax in allowing it to happen in the first
place.

Supercomputers can process so much data
so quickly that any nation possessing one
can significantly upgrade its weapons. That’s
why sales of supercomputers for military
purposes require a license. But under a Clin-
ton edict adopted in 1995, sales of super-
computers for commercial purposes don’t.
That appears to have been a mistake.

U.S. officials have discovered that a super-
computer manufactured by Sun Microsys-
tems was sold to a Hong Kong company, then
purchased by the Chinese government. It was
supposed to be sent to a science institute in
Beijing, but ended up instead in Changsha
where it is being used for military applica-
tions, the U.S. says.

China denies it, as it also rejects State De-
partment charges that it has been selling nu-
clear and ballistic missile technology to
Pakistan and Iran. These wouldn’t be Chi-
na’s first untruths; last year, China diverted
a huge metal stamping machine sold by
McDonnell Douglas for commercial airline
manufacture to military use.

All supercomputers are capable of so-called
dual use, that is, of being employed for both
peaceful and military purposes, so they must
be carefully monitored. Though the United
States has been fairly successful in that ef-
fort with its sales to Russia, China has been
largely uncooperative. Congress is so con-
cerned that the House has passed a bill rein-
stating the requirement that all super-
computers sold abroad for any purpose be li-
censed—and their use be tracked.

In 1995, the administration deregulated the
sale of supercomputers for peaceful purposes
on the ground that if America doesn’t sell its
machines, the Europeans or the Japanese
would sell theirs. But the importance of
slowing the spread of higher grade nuclear
weapons and ballistic missiles requires the
U.S. to prevent the sale of supercomputers
which defeat that purpose, never mind help-
ing the computer industry compete abroad.
Only strict licensing is safe, and our com-
petitors should be pressured to follow that
policy. The administration shouldn’t wait
for Congress, but require it now.

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

ator from Michigan.
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Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I

would like to make a parliamentary in-
quiry.

Would the Cochran amendment be
germane in a postcloture situation if
cloture were approved tomorrow?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At this
time the amendment does not appear
to be germane in a postcloture situa-
tion, but the sponsor of the amendment
has not had the opportunity to make
his case for germaneness, and the Chair
would rule on germaneness only after
cloture had been invoked and after the
sponsor had an opportunity to make
his arguments for the amendment
being germane.

Mr. LEVIN. I appreciate the Chair’s
care.

Mr. COCHRAN. If the Senator will
yield in response to that response by
the Chair.

Mr. LEVIN. I am happy to yield.
Mr. COCHRAN. Would there be any

way to modify the amendment to make
it germane in a postcloture situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Once clo-
ture is invoked, it would take unani-
mous consent to modify the amend-
ment.

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Chair.
Mr. LEVIN. The reason I raise this,

Madam President, is this is an example
of where we are prematurely faced with
a cloture vote. I say premature, be-
cause we have not had an opportunity
to vote on key amendments and will
not have an opportunity to vote on key
amendments, including the Cochran
amendment, before cloture. Because
under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment that we are operating under, clo-
ture is going to be voted on first. That
is the first vote tomorrow.

It strikes me as being unfair to
amendments and to those sponsors of
amendments who have put in a serious
effort on major security issues.

I do not know how I am going to vote
on the Cochran amendment. I am
studying the amendment. It raises a
very significant issue relative to Amer-
ican security. But it is not technically
germane because of our postcloture
rules. It surely is relevant to this bill
in any, I think, general sense. We are
talking about the security of this Na-
tion and we are trying to weigh the
issue here, the pros and cons of the
Cochran amendment. Surely, it is a se-
rious national security issue which the
Senator from Mississippi has raised,
the chairman of a subcommittee which
has had hearings into a very important
issue.

So I urged before that we not invoke
cloture tomorrow for a number of rea-
sons and stated that there were a num-
ber of very significant pending amend-
ments that would be or might be ruled
nongermane after cloture, and I failed
to list this amendment as an example
of that type of amendment that could
very well fall although I think by any
reasonable definition of national secu-
rity this surely is relevant to that
issue.

So I commend my good friend from
Mississippi for raising this issue.

Again, it is an issue that I am going
to be giving some real study to this
evening. It is a very thoughtful amend-
ment. It is a carefully drawn amend-
ment. It is based on a current classi-
fication. And I want to commend him
on it and hope that he will be able to at
least have a vote on his amendment.
That very well will be impossible if clo-
ture were invoked tomorrow.

Madam President, I want to ask an-
other parliamentary inquiry because
there is a second-degree amendment
which is also pending, a second-degree
amendment to the Cochran amend-
ment. I ask the Chair the following
question.

Would the question put relative to
the Grams amendment receive the
same response from the Chair as my
question relative to the Cochran
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. After
conferring with the Parliamentarian,
the Chair would give the same response
to the question with regard to the
Grams amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair.
Mr. THURMOND. I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I
am just notifying Senators that if they
have any amendments, come over and
we’ll take them up. This is the time
and this is the place. We are just kill-
ing time here, wasting time, wasting
the Government’s time, wasting our
time waiting on people to come in and
offer amendments. I want to say to my
colleagues, if you have an amendment,
come on over here and let’s take it up
and get action on it. I am here waiting
to cooperate. Thank you very much.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the distin-
guished chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee for asking the quorum
call be rescinded and I thank the Chair
for waiting. I knew today we would be
discussing the Department of Defense
authorization bill. As soon as I com-
pleted work on our hearings for tomor-
row, the Government Operations Com-
mittee, I notified the floor that I would
be coming over and I thank the Chair
for waiting and I thank the distin-
guished chairman for waiting.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition to discuss an

amendment which has been circulated
with both the majority and minority,
which refers to establishing procedures
for a report not later than 90 days after
the enactment of the defense author-
ization bill, for the Secretary of De-
fense to submit to the congressional
defense committees a report contain-
ing the following: No. 1, an assessment
of the current policies and practices of
the Department of Defense with re-
spect to the protection of members of
the Armed Forces against terrorist at-
tack abroad, including any modifica-
tions of such policies or practices that
are proposed or implemented as a re-
sult of the assessment; and, second, an
assessment of the procedures of the
military departments intended to de-
termine accountability, if any, in the
command structure in instances in
which a terrorist attack results in the
loss of life at an installation or facility
of the Armed Forces abroad.

This report is being sought because
of what happened on June 25, 1996,
when a bomb detonated not more than
80 feet from the Air Force housing
complex known as Khobar Towers in
Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, killing 19
members of the Air Force and injuring
hundreds more, as many as 400 more.

This incident came under very inten-
sive scrutiny by the Intelligence Com-
mittee, which I chaired last year. I
have very serious reservations as to
the adequacy of the Department of De-
fense response to the kind of threat
which was posed by having those living
quarters within 80 feet of a fence.

The Department of Defense had a re-
port on June 13, 1996 from the Bureau
of Intelligence and Research, Depart-
ment of State, highlighting security
concerns in the region in which
Dhahran was located. Previously, in
January 1996, the Office of Special In-
vestigations of the Air Force issued a
vulnerability assessment for the com-
plex, and that assessment highlighted
the vulnerability of perimeter security
at the complex, given the proximity of
the complex to a boundary fence and
the lack of the protective coating
mylar on its windows. And then, just 8
days before the terrorist attack, the
Department of Defense received an in-
telligence report detailing a high level
of risk to the complex. That report
went to the highest levels of the De-
partment of Defense and had the pic-
ture of Khobar Towers on it.

Immediately after the incident oc-
curred, the Secretary of Defense, Wil-
liam J. Perry, said that it was very un-
usual to have a bomb of the magnitude
of 3,000 to 5,000 pounds used in the Mid-
east. I took issue with that statement
on a factual basis that on October 23,
1983, according to the results of the
Long Commission, a bomb weighing
12,000 pounds had killed 283 marines in
Beirut, in the Mideast. That is the
same region where, regrettably, terror-
ist attacks have become all too com-
monplace. So it struck me as strange
that the Secretary of Defense would
say that a bomb weighing 3,000 to 5,000
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pounds was unusual in the Mideast,
when there had been a bomb of 12,000
pounds, as I say, in 1983, detonated, giv-
ing tremendous warning for just this
kind of attack; and that, in fact, a
reading of the Long Commission re-
port, for anybody who had read it,
would have demonstrated the kind of
threat which was posed by a high-pow-
ered bomb detonated near a fence in
that area.

I personally saw that fence in August
1996 when I visited Khobar Towers in
Dhahran as part of my effort and the
Intelligence Committee’s efforts to try
to find out exactly what had happened
there. We had testimony from General
Peay, who was the four-star com-
mander in the area, who testified be-
fore a Senate committee in early July.
Asked about the closeness of the pe-
rimeter fence to those living quarters,
‘‘Was it too close?’’ he said words to
the effect of, ‘‘I don’t know. I just don’t
know.’’

Certainly after the fact it is hard to
understand how a ranking general
would not know that that fence was
too close to the living quarters and, re-
alistically, before the fact, it seems
hard to understand how the command-
ing general would not know about the
extraordinary and unwarranted danger
which was faced by the airmen who
were living in those quarters.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, General Shalikashvili, had vis-
ited Dhahran in the spring of 1996 and
was within sight of Khobar Towers, al-
though, as I understand it, he did not
actually visit Khobar. But a question
to be raised and a question to be an-
swered, which has not yet been an-
swered by the Department of Defense,
is why the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff when in the area, within
sight of Khobar Towers, knowing what
the security risks were, did not take a
look at that facility and make an as-
sessment as to the vulnerability, since
he was on the spot. That is especially
true in light of the fact that there had
been an attack in Riyahd, Saudi Ara-
bia, in November 1995, killing a number
of Americans, and that four Saudis had
been executed by the Saudi Govern-
ment in late May 1996, which would
give rise to a concern as to what the
militants in Saudi Arabia would do
next. That was especially troublesome
to the United States from a number of
points of view, one of which was that
the FBI, charged with investigating
those matters overseas, had not been
given access to those terrorists before
they were executed.

So, here you have the general on the
spot, a brigadier general, with the
fence 80 feet from the towers, you have
the four-star general in command of
the overall area even after the fact, not
knowing whether there was an unac-
ceptable risk, and you have the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the
vicinity, within sight of Khobar Tow-
ers, and no corrective action taken
notwithstanding all of these warnings
which had been given in a number of

contexts about the danger which was
present there.

Following the attack on Khobar Tow-
ers, a commission was formed with
General Downing, a retired four-star
general, in command. When he testified
before the Intelligence Committee on
September 19, 1996, among other ques-
tions I asked him about a series of cri-
teria established by the Secretary of
Defense, Secretary William J. Perry,
about what the responsibility was of
the Secretary of Defense.

General Downing testified that even
under Secretary Perry’s two standards
they were not met. The first two stand-
ards articulated by Secretary Perry
were ‘‘establishing the policies and
guidance for our commanders, includ-
ing the policy and guidance for force
protection.’’

I asked General Downing:
. . . Was there an adequate policy and guid-

ance on force protection?

General Downing’s response:
No, there was not, Senator.

Then I asked about Secretary Perry’s
second criterion, organizing and struc-
turing the Department of Defense in
such a way that force protection is op-
timal. Then the question was:

So did they meet the second criterion
which stated ‘‘organizing and structuring
the Department of Defense in such a way
that force protection is optimal?’’

General Downing:
The answer is no.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that at the conclusion of my re-
marks this extract from the hearings
before the Intelligence Committee be
printed in the RECORD.

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

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in se-

quence, the committee then learned
that there had been a report on the
force protection issue, ‘‘Force Protec-
tion in Southwest Asia, An Air Force
Perspective,’’ dated September 17. Our
committee learned about this as a re-
sult of a report in the press, the Wash-
ington Post specifically, on October 10,
1996. So by letter dated October 17, 1996,
Senator ROBERT KERREY, vice chair-
man of the Intelligence Committee,
and I, in my capacity as chairman,
wrote to Secretary of the Air Force,
Sheila Widnall, asking for a copy of
that report.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letter dated October 17, 1996, be printed
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my
remarks.

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

(See exhibit 2.)
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the

next sequence of events was a letter
which I sent to Secretary Perry, with a
copy to Air Force Secretary Widnall,
dated November 5, 1996, which reads as
follows:

This letter constitutes a formal complaint
on the obstruction by you, others and the
Department of Defense on the inquiry by the

Intelligence Committee to determine wheth-
er there was an intelligence failure relating
to the terrorist attack in Dhahran on June
25, 1996 on the following:

1. Prohibiting key witnesses from being
interviewed by this Committee (Brigadier
General Terryl Schwalier, Colonel Gary
Boyle, Lt. Colonel James Traister).

Notwithstanding our efforts to inter-
view these key personnel, the Depart-
ment of Defense precluded the Intel-
ligence Committee from conducting
those interviews.

Second, in my letter to Secretary
Perry, I pointed out the concerns we
had on prohibiting General Downing
from testifying before the Intelligence
Committee except on the terms set
forth by the Secretary of Defense with
that questioning only being in closed
session. With our interest in having an
open session, with General Downing
having told the Intelligence Committee
that he was employed by the Depart-
ment of Defense and had to comply
with instructions not to testify in open
session, the impact of that was obvi-
ous. When General Downing testified in
closed session that Secretary Perry
had not even followed the Secretary’s
own criteria for force protection, it was
not much of an impact contrasted to
what it would have been had it been in
open session.

The third item:
Refusing to give this committee access to

an Air Force report which, as reported in the
Washington Post on October 10.

Then, finally, on November 6, after
this letter was faxed on November 5, we
received a response from General Trapp
dated November 6, 1996, which I ask
unanimous consent be printed in the
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

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

(See exhibit 3.)
Mr. SPECTER. Then there is my

reply dated December 5 stating that
that reply was insufficient, and refer-
ring to other letters. I ask unanimous
consent that my letter of December 5
be printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 4.)
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I then

note an article in the New York Times
dated December 12, 1996, which dis-
cussed release of another report which
apparently had been leaked to the New
York Times for reasons set forth in the
New York Times article, which said:

Officials sympathetic to the Air Force po-
sition made available Wednesday selected
parts of a classified review the Air Force
conducted into the bombing. The review,
written by Lt. Gen. James F. Record, com-
mander of the 12th Air Force, cites, for ex-
ample, the assessment of a senior U.S. intel-
ligence official in Riyadh, the Saudi capital,
that the intelligence reports given to Gen-
eral Schwalier ‘‘did not give a target’’ for
the terrorist attack.

So, by this time, some of the Air
Force were dissatisfied with General
Downing’s report and wanted a report
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which would satisfy them. So another
report had been commissioned, this
time to be written by Lt. Gen. James
F. Record.

On seeing that additional news leak
of the report, which the Intelligence
Committee did not have a copy of, Mr.
President, I then wrote to Secretary
Widnall on the same day, December 12,
noting the access by the New York
Times but no access by the Senate In-
telligence Committee.

Again, I ask unanimous consent that
the New York Times article of Decem-
ber 12, and my letter to Secretary
Widnall dated December 12 be printed
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my
remarks.

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

(See exhibits 5 and 6.)
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in the

next series of events, I note a story in
the New York Times which, again,
makes reference to these reports which
the Intelligence Committee never had
access to, quoting ‘‘Gen. Ronald
Fogleman, the Air Force Chief of Staff,
arguing that the case for accountabil-
ity is nothing more than a Washington
scalp hunt.’’

I then wrote, again, to Secretary of
the Air Force, Sheila Widnall, on April
25, 1997, noting the comments by Gen-
eral Fogleman and again asking that
these reports be made available to the
Senate, to me, and to the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee.

I again ask unanimous consent that
at the conclusion of my remarks copies
of the New York Times article dated
April 15, 1997, together with my letter
dated April 25, 1997, be printed in the
RECORD.

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

(See exhibits 7 and 8.)
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, all of

these letters to Secretary of the Air
Force went unanswered. Then, on May
21 of this year, the Air Force had the
responsibility of coming to the Defense
Appropriations Subcommittee. I had an
opportunity, finally, to ask Secretary
Widnall these questions and why there
had not been any response to any of
these letters of inquiry and the ques-
tion of General Fogleman on this sub-
ject.

Finally, subsequent to that meeting,
I received a very brief letter from Sec-
retary Widnall, in fact, after I had
bumped into her in the hallway on the
7th floor of the Hart Building and said
to her, ‘‘Madam Secretary, why don’t
you at least respond to the letters say-
ing that you can’t respond if that is
your point because there is an inquiry
underway?’’

In the context of all the letters which
had been written and that conversa-
tion, I finally received a letter saying
she could not respond, the matter was
being reviewed now by the new Sec-
retary of Defense, and that, in due
course, a copy of the report would be
obtained by Senators.

Here we are on July 7, 1997 and still
no copy of the report has been made

available to this Senator or, to the best
of my knowledge, to other Senators,
but copies of the report were made
available to the news media as it suits
the purposes of the Department of the
Air Force and the Department of De-
fense.

Mr. President, in offering this
amendment, it is my hope we will have
a statement of law requiring a report
so we know what action is being con-
sidered in the future to protect person-
nel of the Department of Defense from
terrorist attacks. News reports of the
past week, an article in the Washing-
ton Post a week ago yesterday, re-
ported the Secretary of Defense ex-
pected to make a finding sometime
during the month of July. It is my
hope that when the Secretary of De-
fense speaks on the subject, that he
will go beyond the conduct of General
Schwalier, which was criticized in the
early report, and will pick up the is-
sues of the conduct of the Department
of Defense generally.

Brigadier General Schwalier’s con-
duct was criticized in the Downing re-
port, but, to my way of thinking, that
is not nearly enough of an answer as to
the conduct beyond Brigadier General
Schwalier, moving to a four-star gen-
eral, moving to the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, General
Shalikashvili, and moving to the Sec-
retary of Defense himself, William J.
Perry.

In this context, it is my judgment
that the record shows forcefully and
conclusively that there were warnings
all along the line; that when you have
a fence 80 feet from living quarters of
hundreds of Air Force personnel within
easy distance of a large bomb, a bomb,
according to defense estimates, the
Secretary of Defense, of 3,000 to 5,000
pounds, substantially smaller than the
experience of the 12,000-pound bomb in
Beirut in 1983, that there was forceful,
obvious, and conclusive neglect of
duty. It goes beyond the brigadier gen-
eral on the scene. It goes to the com-
manding four star general, it goes to
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and it goes to the Secretary of
Defense.

If we are to have confidence in what
the Secretary of Defense does in put-
ting young men and women in harm’s
way, then there has to be accountabil-
ity for the 19 airmen who died on June
25 in Khobar Towers and for the 400
who were wounded. That, Mr. Presi-
dent, is what I hope will come from the
findings of the Secretary of Defense.

In the meantime, this requirement
for a report will be some help to the fu-
ture. But if we permit on this record
those responsible, those in the chain of
command to go by unscathed,
unreprimanded, unaccounted for, then
it is a blank check and open invitation
for this kind of conduct to be repeated
in the future.

The problems of terrorism are too se-
rious to turn our back on what hap-
pened at Dhahran on June 25, 1996. I
personally consider inexcusable that

we have had more than a year pass and
nothing has been said in an official way
by the Department of Defense, the De-
partment of the Air Force, and all of
the components, this is to say nothing
about who the terrorists are who have
escaped punishment, and that is a mat-
ter which yet has to be reckoned with.

But within our own Department of
Defense, we have a right to expect bet-
ter, and I, for one, am awaiting the re-
port of the Secretary of Defense to see
what the position of the Department of
Defense is. But at least as to the fu-
ture, we will have some indication as
to what precautionary measures will be
taken for the future, but there also has
to be an answer for the past. I thank
the Chair. I yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1
SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

CLOSED HEARING: THE DOWNING REPORT ON
KHOBOR TOWERS, SEPTEMBER 19, 1996
Chairman SPECTER. I am going to try to

finish up in the course of the next few min-
utes. It’s been a long morning for you, I
know, gentlemen.

I want to go to Secretary Perry’s testi-
mony on his articulation of the responsibil-
ity of the Secretary of Defense, and what I
want to try to do is get your insights, your
judgment, General Downing, having headed
the task force and having done the investiga-
tion, having a lot of experience in the mili-
tary, from 1962 when you graduated from
West Point, to 1996, when you had retired,
this is what Secretary Perry said as to his
responsibility.

I manifest this responsibility in four im-
portant ways. First of all, by establishing
the policies and guidance for our command-
ers, including the policy and guidance for
force protection.

I think I already know your answer from
your report, but was there an adequate pol-
icy and guidance on force protection?

General DOWNING. No, there was not, Sen-
ator.

Chairman SPECTER. Secondly, by organiz-
ing and structuring the Department of De-
fense in such a way that force protection is
optimal. And I would include in that his tes-
timony later where he said, quote, ‘‘But Gen-
eral Downing is correct in saying that we do
not have a budgetary focus on force protec-
tion, nor do we have a budgetary focus in our
resource allocation process, in the institu-
tional process by which we decide how to
pass funds out to different programs.’’ So did
they meet the, quote, ‘‘organizing and struc-
turing the Department of Defense in such a
way that force protection is optimal.’’

General DOWNING. The answer is no. We
gave them some recommendations on how to
do that better.

Chairman SPECTER. And third, and I guess
this is included in what I just said, by allo-
cating resources to our commanders, includ-
ing resources for force protection.

General DOWNING. Sir, we—that was one
where we did not find—we found that—there
was not a good structure for it, but that they
had not been denied funds for force protec-
tion. The field had not been denied funds for
force protection.

Chairman SPECTER. And finally, by care-
fully selecting and supervising the military
and civilian leadership in the Department of
Defense—and I asked you if that was meant,
first as to the Secretary, and then as to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, who have these reports
up from General Peay’s unit as to delegation
of authority and guidance, etc. Was that cri-
terion met?

General DOWNING. Senator, I believe that
the Secretary met that and that the inher-
ent responsibility of commanders for force
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protection is something I don’t believe the
Secretary of Defense has to tell a com-
mander he needs to do.

Chairman SPECTER. How about as to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff?

General DOWNING. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff, we felt and we recommended that they
change those command relationships.

EXHIBIT 2

U.S. SENATE,
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE,

Washington, DC, October 17, 1996.
Hon. SHEILA E. WIDNALL,
Secretary of the Air Force,
The Pentagon, Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY WIDNALL: As you know,
the Committee is reviewing the adequacy of
intelligence support and its use by consum-
ers in the context of the recent terrorism in-
cidents affecting your forces in Saudi Ara-
bia. Recently it came to our attention that
the Air Force completed a report entitled
‘‘Force Protection in Southwest Asia, An Air
Force Perspective,’’ dated 17 September 1996.
This report was quoted in Washington Post
article appearing October 10, 1996.

Since we have been unable to obtain a copy
of the report through your legislative liaison
office, we are forwarding our request for a
copy of this report directly to you and ask
for your assistance. Given the widespread
coverage of the report in the media and its
importance to our ongoing oversight respon-
sibilities, there can be little justification for
not promptly providing a copy to the Com-
mittee.

Sincerely,
ARLEN SPECTER,

Chairman.
J. ROBERT KERREY,

Vice Chairman.
EXHIBIT 3

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE,
Washington, DC, November 6, 1996.

Hon. ARLEN SPECTER,
Chairman, Select Committee on Intelligence,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to
your joint letter of October 17, 1996, regard-
ing what you describe as a document con-
cerning force protection in Southwest Asia
that was referred to in a Washington Post ar-
ticle on October 10, 1996.

Contrary to the implications in the article,
the Air Force has not issued a report enti-
tled ‘‘Force Protection in Southwest Asia,
An Air Force Perspective.’’ Rather, a pre-
liminary briefing was prepared by the Office
of the Deputy Chief of Staff, Plans and Oper-
ations, for internal use on the consideration
and evaluation of the protection of our
forces against terrorism following the bomb-
ing of Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia. That
preliminary briefing has now been given to
Lieutenant General Record for his use in re-
viewing this matter and considering issues of
accountability. When Lieutenant General
Record’s process is complete, we will be glad
to provide the Committee with the results of
his review and related official documents.

A similar letter is being provided to Vice
Chairman Kerrey who joined you in your let-
ter.

Sincerely,
LANSFORD E. TRAPP, JR.,

Director, Legislative Liaison.

EXHIBIT 4

U.S. SENATE,
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE,

Washington, DC, December 5, 1996.
Hon. SHEILA E. WIDNALL,
Secretary of the Air Force,
The Pentagon, Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY WIDNALL: I want you to
know that I consider the letter from Brig.
Gen. Lansford E. Trapp, Jr., of November 6,

1996, totally insufficient in response to the let-
ter from Senator Kerrey and me to you dated
October 17, 1996, and the copy of the letter
which I sent to you dated November 5, 1996,
with the original going to Secretary Perry.

Sincerely,
ARLEN SPECTER.

EXHIBIT 5

[From the New York Times, Dec. 12, 1996]

AIR FORCE INQUIRY CLEARS GENERAL IN SAUDI
BOMBING THAT KILLED 19

(By Eric Schmitt)

WASHINGTON.—The Air Force has concluded
that the general in charge of a military
housing complex in Saudi Arabia where 19
Americans were killed and 500 wounded in a
terrorist truck-bombing last June took rea-
sonable steps to protect against attack and
should not be punished in any way.

The finding contradicts a major conclusion
of a separate Pentagon investigation in Sep-
tember that singled out the Air Force offi-
cer, Brig. Gen. Terryl Schwalier, for failing
to adequately safeguard the Khobar Towers
complex in Dhahran, where the blast oc-
curred.

Senior Pentagon officials, who described
the results of the Air Force inquiry Wednes-
day on condition of anonymity, said the Air
Force found the deaths a terrible tragedy,
but not the fault of Schwalier.

The officials said the inquiry concludes
that none of the 10 officers responsible for
the safety of the troops in Dhahran violated
any laws, Air Force regulations or codes of
conduct.

Under military law, the Air Force decides
who, if anyone, should be held accountable
for a disaster like the Dhahran bombing. The
punishments range from mild reprimands to
court-martial proceedings that can lead to
prison terms. In this case, the Air Force rec-
ommended that no punishment of any kind
was warranted.

Officials said Air Force Secretary Sheila
Widnall and Gen. Ronald Fogleman, the Air
Force chief of staff, had approved the deci-
sion to exonerate the officers. They said that
the finding was expected to be announced
later this month. Defense Secretary William
Perry has the authority to overrule the Air
Force decision, but Pentagon officials said
that he would be unlikely to do so.

‘‘Surely there is a desire to hang somebody
for this,’’ said a senior Pentagon official who
supports the Air Force decision. ‘‘But as you
look back over the evidence it’s pretty hard
without 20–20 hindsight to say, ‘I’d have done
that.’ ’’

The truck bomb exploded on Schwalier’s
last day as commander of the air base and
housing complex in Dhahran. He is now in a
Pentagon job overseeing Air Force oper-
ations and is awaiting a promotion to major
general.

‘‘It’s the wrong call,’’ one official involved
in the initial Pentagon investigation said of
the Air Force’s decision to exonerate the
general. ‘‘It just bothers me from standpoint
of the families. It’s not right.’’

The question of responsibility in the bomb-
ing has caused deep strains among the armed
services.

While some senior officers have been rep-
rimanded for their roles in recent military
disasters, it is rare for a general to face
court-martial.

When two Air Force F–15 fighters flying
over northern Iraq mistakenly shot down
two U.S. Army helicopters in 1994, killing all
26 people aboard, only a captain serving as a
weapons-control officer in an AWACS con-
trol place went to trial. He was acquitted.

Similarly, none of the 16 officers, including
two generals, who were disciplined in con-
nection with the crash in April in Croatia

that killed Commerce Secretary Ron Brown
and 34 others, were court-martialed.

But a Defense Department investigation,
headed by a retired Army officer, Gen.
Wayne A. Downing, issued a scathing report
that said Schwalier ‘‘did not protect his
forces from a terrorist attack.’’

The Pentagon report said Schwalier did
not heed intelligence reports that Khobar
Towers was highly vulnerable to terrorist at-
tack, even though there had already been
one deadly terrorist bombing against U.S.
troops in Saudi Arabia.

Among a number of warnings was one ee-
rily prescient. A security officer wrote that
the tightened security on the base could lead
terrorists to strike with a truck bomb at the
base’s fence.

Air Force officials said they weighed the
same evidence that Downing’s commission
examined, but came to very different conclu-
sions about culpability.

Officials sympathetic to the Air Force po-
sition made available Wednesday selected
parts of a classified review the Air Force
conducted into the bombing. The review,
written by Lt. Gen. James F. Record, com-
mander of the 12th Air Force, cites, for ex-
ample, the assessment of a senior U.S. intel-
ligence official in Riyadh, the Saudi capital,
that the intelligence reports given to
Schwalier ‘‘did not give a target’’ for a ter-
rorist attack.

In addition, Record’s review quotes the
U.S. consul general in Dhahran, David Winn,
saying, ‘‘No one really thought that any-
thing would happen in Dhahran.’’

Air Force officials also said Schwalier took
several steps to protect the housing complex,
from increasing the number of guard posts to
installing a double row of concrete highway
barriers around the fence-line.

Air Force officials acknowledged that
those measures were inadequate. ‘‘There’s no
disagreement there,’’ said the senior Penta-
gon official who supports the Air Force deci-
sion. ‘‘The fact is, 19 people were killed. But
then the issue becomes, was there dereliction
of duty?’’

Record, who had the power to recommend
Schwalier face court-martial, concluded
there was no such neglect of duty. Widnall
and Fogleman concurred.

‘‘People need to understand that account-
ability is a two-edged sword,’’ said the senior
Pentagon official who supports the Air Force
decision. ‘‘If you examine someone’s actions
and you find them wanting, you hold them
accountable. But if you define that as court-
martialing everyone, I can’t live by your def-
inition.

‘‘At the same time, if you believe that per-
son is not culpable,’’ the Pentagon official
continued, ‘‘then it’s every bit your obliga-
tion to stand up and defend that person. If
you don’t do that, you’ll erode the fighting
spirit of commanders. You’ll have people
looking over their shoulders. They’ll always
know they’ll be second-guessed by people in
Washington.’’

The attack in Saudi Arabia continues to
create thorny problems for the Clinton ad-
ministration. In response to FBI complaints
that Saudi officials had been uncooperative
in what was to have been a joint inquiry, Ri-
yadh has recently turned over information
to support its contention that the bombing
plot was heavily supported by Iran.

The information included videotaped inter-
views with some of the several dozens sus-
pects arrested after the bombing. But some
law enforcement officials expressed skep-
ticism over the interviews, saying they
lacked credibility because the confessions
may have been obtained under duress.
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The Air Force signaled months ago it did

not believe Schwalier was to blame. In an in-
ternal review that paralleled Downing’s in-
quiry, Air Force officials said Schwalier’s re-
sponsibility extended only to the fenced pe-
rimeter of the base.

Beyond that, the responsibility for secu-
rity belonged to the Saudis. The truck bomb
exploded in a parking lot just outside the
base’s property.

EXHIBIT 6

U.S. SENATE,
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE,

Washington, DC, December 12, 1996.
Hon. SHEILA E. WIDNALL,
Secretary of the Air Force, The Pentagon,

Washington, DC.
DEAR SECRETARY WIDNALL: Please ref-

erence my letters to you of October 17, No-
vember 5, and December 5, 1996.

According to The New York Times today,
selected portions of the Air Force report on
Dhahran have already been made available
to the news media by representatives of the
Air Force who are favorably disposed to the
Air Force report.

I would like your prompt advice as to
whether that news report is accurate.

In any event, this is a formal demand that
the report be turned over to the Intelligence
Committee forthwith.

Sincerely,
ARLEN SPECTER.

EXHIBIT 7
[From the New York Times, Apr. 15, 1997]

SECRETARY COHEN’S CALL

It will be interesting to see if Defense Sec-
retary William Cohen has the moxie to hold
the Air Force accountable for security fail-
ures in Saudi Arabia last year. So far the
Pentagon’s handling of the terrorist bombing
in Dhahran that killed 19 American airmen
and wounded 500 has followed a dismally fa-
miliar script. The Air force high command
has sloughed off responsibility, betting that
top civilians will once again bow to the shop-
worn argument that punishing individual
commanders is unfair and would damage mo-
rale.

Mr. Cohen, who knew how to cut through
thicker Pentagon smokescreens as a Sen-
ator, can set an admirably exacting standard
for his stewardship as Defense Secretary by
overturning the Air Force decision. The prin-
ciple of civilian leadership of the military re-
quires the application of independent judg-
ment in cases like this. Since Air Force Sec-
retary Sheila Widnall seems a willing cap-
tive of her service, Mr. Cohen must show
that accountability in the American mili-
tary is not governed by the protective in-
stincts of the officer corps.

The security breakdown at the Khobar
Towers apartment complex in Dhahran last
June is beyond dispute. Though safeguards
were enforced to prevent a suicide truck
bomber from entering the compound, the
towers were left exposed to attack from a
nearby parking area. When a large truck
bomb was detonated there last June, the ex-
plosion sheared off the northern facade of
two towers.

The perimeter security fence was barely 35
yards from the buildings. Despite intel-
ligence warnings about a possible terrorist
attack, Air Force commanders made only a
feeble effort to extend the perimeter. Even
the most elementary and inexpensive de-
fense—covering windows with a plastic film
to prevent shattering—was not used. Many of
the deaths and injuries were caused by flying
glass.

These and other lapses were made plain in
a Pentagon investigation conducted by a re-
tired Army general, Wayne Downing. The
Downing report concluded that Brig. Gen.

Terryl Schwalier, the Air Force commander
in Dhahran, ‘‘did not adequately protect his
forces from a terrorist attack.’’ General
Schwalier did not even bother to make secu-
rity a primary concern on his watch.

Now comes Gen. Ronald Fogleman, the Air
Force Chief of Staff, arguing that the case
for accountability is nothing more than a
Washington scalp hunt. His view, in essence,
is that General Schwalier and his staff did
everything they reasonably could to secure
the compound and that the method and ex-
plosive power of the bombing exceeded any
threat that could have been anticipated.

Yet the destruction of the Alfred Murrah
Federal Building in Oklahoma City 14
months before the Dhahran attack showed
the power of a large truck bomb placed near
but not inside a high-rise building. It was
lesson enough for the Secret Service, which
quickly closed a stretch of Pennsylvania Av-
enue to expand the security perimeter
around the White House.

General Fogleman mistakes his own blind
loyalty for leadership. Morale is not served
by dodging responsibility and circling the
wagons around a fellow officer. Perhaps
honor and duty are just quaint notions these
days, but Mr. Cohen might actually do won-
ders for the morale of Americans in uniform
if he rules that the Air Force cannot escape
responsibility for its failures in Dhahran.

EXHIBIT 8

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS,

Washington, DC, April 25, 1997.
Hon. SHEILA WIDNALL,
Secretary, Department of the Air Force, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR SECRETARY WIDNALL: I have noted re-

peated press accounts on an Air Force report
on the responsibility, if any, for the terrorist
attack at Dhahran on June 25, 1996.

As you know, I have made repeated re-
quests for copies of all DoD, including Air
Force, reports on this incident.

According to press reports, Secretary of
Defense William Cohen is personally review-
ing this matter.

I would very much appreciate it if you
would promptly provide to me a copy of any
report on assessing responsibility for the
Dhahran terrorist attack of June 25, 1996.

Sincerely,
ARLEN SPECTER.

Mr. SPECTER. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I would
like to take just a few minutes to dis-
cuss an amendment I am offering to
this year’s DOD authorization bill that
will make a real difference in the lives
of all members of the naval service—
and eventually all members of our
Armed Forces. It will eliminate many
long lines and hours of frustration, it
will substantially reduce record-
keeping errors and it will save the DOD
and the taxpayers hundreds of millions
of dollars. And it represents the next
phase of the effective utilization of
smart card technology—a technology I
have been encouraging and working on
for many years.

Mr. President, when a new recruit
joins the service today, he or she faces
a long and tedious registration process.
A typical new recruit faces hours of
waiting in line to fill out forms with
his or her name, date of birth, rank,
military I.D. number, and so forth,
only to be sent over to another line to
fill out another form with much of the
same information again. Not only is
this process aggravating for our new
recruits—it is a waste of the Armed
Service’s time and personnel. It takes
dozens of people countless hours to
process in each new recruit through
this inefficient system, costing the
service valuable time and money, that
it could be putting to better use else-
where.

Once registered, a new recruit is is-
sued a handful of ID’s and cards to
carry. A typical service member today
might be required to carry a general ID
card, an immunization card, a meal
card, an equipment card, a weapons
card, a military driver’s license, a vehi-
cle registration, a card to pick up mail,
a card to carry if staying as a guest at
another base, and if lucky enough to be
stationed near some good fishing, a
fishing permit. With so much clutter,
it is not uncommon for a service mem-
ber to misplace one of their cards,
which wastes even more of the mili-
tary’s time and resources replacing
them.

For years, I have been looking at
ways that the military could stream-
line the methods it uses for its reg-
istration and recordkeeping, looking
for a way to improve what I saw as an
outdated and inefficient system of issu-
ing multiple cards containing duplicate
information.

The Government and the private sec-
tor have been using cards for years as
a means of information storage. Many
of the earliest cards had just a name
and number much like the Social Secu-
rity card that is still in use today. As
the need for increased security and ef-
ficiency in the transfer of information
from a card grew however, we saw the
introduction of cards that relied on
new information storage systems like
bar codes and magnetic stripes, much
like the kind found on today’s credit
cards, ATM cards, telephone calling
cards, and in dozens of other card-based
applications. And as the technological
capabilities of cards have increased, so
has the number of cards that each of us
carries every time we leave our resi-
dence.

Mr. President, we now stand on the
brink of a new explosion in card tech-
nology, one that promises to offer us
even greater convenience and effi-
ciency in everyday life, saving money
and time while increasing our control
over the information we provide to oth-
ers. After years of research and devel-
opment, I am pleased to report that a
new user-friendly card technology will
soon allow us to replace the handful of
cards now used in the DOD with a sin-
gle, multiapplication ‘‘smart’’ card.

Mr. President, with the amendment
that I am offering today, next year,
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under a pilot program that I have been
working closely with the Department
of Defense and the Department of the
Navy to develop, a new recruit will not
face the long and wasteful lines, the
duplication of information or the cum-
bersome bundles of cards that many of
us remember. Instead, upon arriving at
boot camp, each new sailor and marine
will be issued a single card: the MARC
card. Short for Multitechnology Auto-
mated Reader Card this card will be
used across the entire Navy and Marine
Corps next year, and if it works as well
as some of us believe it will, we will
then extend it to all of the Armed
Forces.

The MARC card is a remarkable
achievement. The MARC card can
carry your security clearance. The
MARC card can carry your meal infor-
mation. The MARC card can hold your
immunization records. The MARC card
can serve as your room key.

Mr. President, the long-term savings
that will result from this program will
be substantial; the improvements in
the increased speed and quality of serv-
ices will be enormous. With the MARC
card, we can reduce support infrastruc-
ture, thereby improving our tooth-to-
tail ratio while making our sailors’ and
marines’ lives easier.

The MARC card is one of the first
widespread applications of the most ex-
citing new card technology on the mar-
ket today: the smart card. Smart
cards, like the MARC card, rely on an
integrated circuit chip—a microchip—
to store more information and data
than was ever before possible on a sin-
gle card. Within each card is a small
microprocessor along with a sizable
memory capacity, which gives each
smart card the capabilities of a small
microcomputer.

The capabilities of the smart card are
so great that a single card can perform
all of the functions that this entire
stack of cards that I am holding up
right here used to perform of still per-
form today, for that matter, and will
perform dozens of new time-saving ap-
plications as well. Unlike older cards,
the smart card is easily updatable, and
has the capability to constantly take
on new information.

Yet the real strength of smart cards,
like the MARC card lies not in the con-
venience of carrying so much informa-
tion on a single card, but in the money
that we can save as a result. By har-
nessing the strength and memory of a
small computer inside of a portable
plastic card, a multitude of new appli-
cations can be offered that will in-
crease the efficiency of Government,
cutting down expensive and unneces-
sary administrative costs while reduc-
ing waste, fraud, and abuse at all levels
of government.

Mr. President, I have seen this card
in action, and the savings and in-
creased efficiency it can offer the mem-
bers of our Armed Forces are really im-
pressive.

In the past, when our sailors would
dock at a naval base upon their return

from sea they faced a long and tedious
process of waiting in line after line to
check in to their shore station. Often
taking up to a week a sailor would
need to fill out countless forms to reg-
ister for quarters, for medical treat-
ment, for security clearance, for his
next assignment, for the mess hall et
cetera.

But today at the Smart Base in
Pascagoula, MS, the first naval base to
automate its operations using the
MARC card, a sailor who arrives off of
the U.S.S. Yorktown faces a check-in
time of just a few minutes. By simply
walking up to a kiosk, he can insert his
MARC card into a reader not unlike an
automatic teller machine, and within
seconds be assigned his quarters and
other necessary information, while per-
sonal data needed by the command is
simultaneously zipped electronically
around the rest of the base. His MARC
card even serves as his room key.

Not only does this process save sail-
ors a lot of wasted time, but it reduces
the number of administrative staff
needed to check in an entire ship. To
process every sailor from an arriving
ship, a base need only have a handful of
staff on hand and a few kiosks that
interact with the MARC card.

Mr. President, the MARC card can
improve the efficiency of every oper-
ation across the military. Let me give
you an example. Today, when a sailor
or marine heads to a mess hall to eat,
he has to show his ID card, as well as
his meal card to one of the duty per-
sonnel, who tediously records the infor-
mation from both cards by hand into a
ledger. After each meal another officer
must spend hours reconciling who ate
what on that particular day, at a great
expense both in the time involved and
the money it costs. On average, it
takes a mess hall 4 to 6 hours a day to
account for all the meals that are
eaten.

With the MARC card, however, sail-
ors and marines will simply swipe their
cards through a reader as they enter
the mess hall and be automatically ac-
counted for by a computer. Anyone
who tries to sneak an extra meal with-
out paying is caught in the act, which
helps the Navy reduce fraud. After each
meal, the officer in charge of the mess
hall will only need to call up a file on
their computer to account for the
meals served. The total time involved
is reduced from several hours to just a
few minutes.

Not only will this project save the
Navy time and money—the food service
savings alone will save over $2 million
in the first year, a savings of 49 per-
cent—it will also allow our Armed
Forces to allocate more resources to
the duties they most need to focus on.
From security access to dining hall ac-
cess, from checking out weapons to
checking out library books, the MARC
card can save the Armed Forces thou-
sands of hours a year in wasted admin-
istrative costs.

The $36 million I am asking for in
this amendment does not authorize any

new spending—it only redirects the use
of $36 million within the Navy and Ma-
rines O&M account that has already
been authorized by the committee. Be-
cause the MARC card program has been
so effective in reducing the costs of
general administration in the military,
our investment of $36 million in an ex-
pansion of the MARC program will save
the Navy and Marines O&M account
many millions more in fiscal year 1998
and beyond.

By investing $36 million, in the
MARC program, the Navy’s project
manager, estimates that the savings to
O&M from using the three MARC appli-
cations, already in place across the
Navy and Marines will top $134 million
in FY 98.

Now that’s just the savings from
using the MARC card in three applica-
tions—Food Service, Security Access,
and Clearance Verification.

As other applications are deployed,
the savings may top $200 million in just
FY 98, and well over $500 million over
the next 5 years.

Mr. President, with the budget situa-
tion, that we face today we are com-
pelled to look to all areas of the gov-
ernment to eliminate needless adminis-
trative services and streamline the
many duties that our government per-
forms.

In this era of reinventing govern-
ment, smart card technology has po-
tential applications not just in the
military but all across the government.

By eliminating long waits in lines at
government agencies, by eliminating
the manual entry of data all across
government agencies, by doing away
with duplication of data across the
government by eliminating fraud,
smart cards can slash the administra-
tive costs of government while improv-
ing the quality and speed with which
many government services are deliv-
ered.

Mr. President, the technology is
here, in our hands, and the savings to
be had are real, immediate, and sub-
stantial. I firmly believe that we
should move forward with applying
smart card technology, not only in the
military, but all across the govern-
ment.

Mr. President, I realize that smart
cards are still a new technology right
now, and that they’re unfamiliar to
many potential users.

I am aware that some people are un-
comfortable with the idea of having a
single card for everything they need.

Placing so much information on a
single card raises more than a few eye-
brows over privacy and security con-
cerns.

And I know that a lot of people are
concerned that by placing so much per-
sonal information on a single card an
employer might have access to medical
records, or a librarian might be able to
find out what you ate for lunch that
day.

Let me say that I share these con-
cerns.

But in fact, Mr. President, while all
this information may be carried on a
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single card, powerful encryption tech-
nology ensures that personal informa-
tion is seen only by those who the indi-
vidual wants to see it.

The technology available today al-
lows us to select what information is
carried on our smart card and guaran-
tees that we are the only ones who can
grant access to that information.

Even though we can store our finan-
cial and medical records on the same
smart card the card’s microchip is di-
vided into separate compartments that
make it impossible for our bank to see
our medical records and our doctor to
see our last bank deposit.

And if we should lose our card, any-
body who finds it will discover that it’s
useless to them.

Because without the proper author-
ization code that only the individual
knows—and with more sensitive appli-
cations, without biometric authentica-
tion like hand geometry scanners—the
card won’t work in the hands of any-
body but its owner.

Just as our ATM card is useless to a
thief without the proper PIN number, a
thief will find that, without authen-
tication by its owner, a stolen smart
card is a worthless piece of plastic.

In an era where our personal infor-
mation is becoming increasingly easier
for others to access, where our very
personal and private activities can be
electronically tracked, smart cards are
a way to return control over this infor-
mation where it belongs: in the hands
of the individual.

And with modern-day encryption and
other security measures built into the
chip on a smart card, the information
on this card is more secure from theft
or fraud than any credit card or ATM
card in use today.

Mr. President, there is no doubt of
the need for increased efficiency, secu-
rity, and portability of information
across all sectors of our Government.

We have the technology, literally, in
our hands to make it happen.

Already, several other Government
agencies have begun to implement this
technology in a variety of applications
across Government.

Today, for example, smart cards are
used as identification and security
badges in Government buildings.

In States like Wyoming, pilot pro-
grams are underway to use smart cards
to electronically disburse WIC and food
stamp benefits.

In several western States, a smart
card called the health passport is being
used to increase the portability and ac-
cessibility of an individual’s medical
records while safeguarding their con-
fidentiality.

At colleges like the University of
Michigan, a single smart card can call
up a student’s financial aid records,
buy her books, and open the door of her
dorm.

On our subways, and our military
bases, in our hospitals, and our schools,
across the public and private sector,
smart cards can cut down the time we
spend on burdensome administrative

work and save us valuable time and re-
sources.

But the reason I’m so enthusiastic
about this new technology, Mr. Presi-
dent, is not just because smart cards
can eliminate waste.

I’m not here speaking today simply
because smart cards can save us time
and money.

I’m strongly supportive of this new
technology because smart cards can
make our lives better and easier.

Whether it’s reducing the time we
wait in line at a government office or
providing a doctor the information
needed to save a life smart cards can
make our entire infrastructure more
user-friendly and efficient; smart cards
make technology work better for us.

I am confident that pilot smart card
programs, like the MARC program, will
demonstrate the effectiveness of smart
cards and the need for this technology
across government, and will lead to in-
creased use of this technology in our
future.

That’s why I’m so excited about it,
and that’s why I’m so pleased the man-
agers seem willing to include this pro-
vision in their manager’s amendment.

With that, Mr. President, I thank the
chair, and I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I just
want to commend the Senator from
Virginia on his amendment. It is a very
thoughtful amendment, the product of
months, and, indeed, years of work by
Senator ROBB. I hope that in the next
day or two we will be able to work with
the majority to see this amendment is
adopted.

I want to commend the Senator on
his constant attack on waste and his
constant effort to achieve efficiency,
not just in the military, but all
branches of Government.

Mr. ROBB. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Michigan. I did not dis-
play my own MARC card here, but it is
my hope that in the not-too-distant fu-
ture not only will all members of the
Armed Services, but all members who
interact or interface with our Federal
Government will have one of these and
be able to use them in the same effi-
cient way that the MARC card is being
used today, and is being used in this
particular experiment.

I yield the floor.
Mr. THURMOND. I want to say to

the able Senator from Virginia, Sen-
ator ROBB, that you made a very inter-
esting discourse here. What the Sen-
ator is recommending appears to de-
serve serious consideration. That con-
sideration, I am sure, will be given by
the committee.

Mr. ROBB. I thank the distinguished
chairman of the committee and the
senior Senator from South Carolina.
f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there now
be a period for the transaction of morn-
ing business with Senators permitted
to speak for up to 5 minutes each.

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

TRIBUTE TO J. MELVILLE
BROUGHTON, JR

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, North
Carolina lost a very special, very valu-
able and very distinguished leader this
past April. He was known affection-
ately and respectfully across our State,
and far beyond in every direction, sim-
ply as Mel Broughton. His full name
was J. Melville Broughton, Jr., but you
seldom heard all of that name.

Mel Broughton, by all measurements,
was one of those nature’s noblemen
who comes along only once in a while.
Though his family was one of North
Carolina’s most distinguished, Mel
Broughton was one of the least preten-
tious men I have ever known.

His grandfather was North Carolina’s
Governor during the World War II
years, 1941 to 1944. And in November
1948, former Governor Broughton was
elected to the U.S. Senate. But fate
was to allow Senator Broughton to
serve in the U.S. Senate only a few
months, because he had been sworn in
as a Senator shortly after his having
been elected in November 1948 but he
died of a heart attack the following
March.

Incidentally, Mr. President, misfor-
tune hovered over North Carolina
throughout the 10-year period between
the late 1940’s and the following 10
years. Our State had a succession of 10
U.S. Senators during that decade. Five
of them died in office; three were de-
feated in their reelection bids; and the
two surviving Senators of that decade
were Sam J. Ervin, Jr. and B. Everett
Jordan. Senator Ervin served 20 years;
Senator Jordan served 17.

But let me return, Mr. President, to
Mel Broughton, Jr., who was honored
by North Carolina’s general assembly
on June 26 of this year when both
Houses of our State legislature adopted
‘‘A joint resolution honoring the life
and memory of J. Melville Broughton,
Jr.’’

As that resolution states, Mel
Broughton was devoted to North Caro-
lina and to the people of our State. And
he served in countless ways. Only once
did he venture into Federal service,
and that was when President Ford
nominated him to serve on the board of
directors of the U.S. Legal Services
Corporation. And during those years,
one of his colleagues on the Legal
Services Corporation board was a
young lady who today is the First Lady
of America, Mrs. Hillary Rodham Clin-
ton.

Mr. President, needless to say, Dot
Helms and I have long been devoted to
the Mel Broughton family. As a matter
of fact, Mel’s parents, Governor and
Mrs. Broughton, were very dear to us
and thoughtful to us in so many ways.

And last, but certainly not least, I
am privileged that Mel Broughton’s
son—one of them—whom all of us call
Jimmy, is administrative assistant and
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