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A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 428, noes 0,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 180]

AYES—428

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)

Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof

Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)

Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers

Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu

Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—6

Brown (CA)
Hinchey

Lucas (OK)
Luther

McHugh
Waters
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Mr. METCALF changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move

that the Committee do now rise.
The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 1401) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal years 2000 and 2001
for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for fiscal years 2000
and 2001, and for other purposes, had
come to no resolution thereon.

f

REPORT ON H.R. 2084, DEPART-
MENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 2000

Mr. WOLF, from the Committee on
Appropriations, submitted a privileged
report (Rept. No. 106–180) on the bill

(H.R. 2084) making appropriations for
the Department of Transportation and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the
Union Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1 of rule XXI, all points of
order are reserved.
f

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 200 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 1401.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
1401) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal years 2000 and 2001 for military
activities of the Department of De-
fense, to prescribe military personnel
strengths for fiscal years 2000 and 2001,
and for other purposes, with Mr.
NETHERCUTT in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today,
the amendment by the gentleman from
California (Mr. COX) printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of June 8, 1999,
had been disposed of.

The Chair understands that amend-
ment No. 2 will not be offered.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 3 printed in House Report
106–175.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. COSTELLO

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part A Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr.
COSTELLO:

At the end of title XXXI (page 453, after
line 15), insert the following new section:

SEC. 3167. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY REGULA-
TIONS RELATING TO THE SAFE-
GUARDING AND SECURITY OF RE-
STRICTED DATA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 18 of title I of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2271 et
seq.) is amended by inserting after section
234A the following new section:

‘‘SEC. 234B. CIVIL MONETARY PENALTIES FOR
VIOLATIONS OF DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY REG-
ULATIONS REGARDING SECURITY OF CLASSIFIED
OR SENSITIVE INFORMATION OR DATA.—

‘‘a. Any person who has entered into a con-
tract or agreement with the Department of
Energy, or a subcontract or subagreement
thereto, and who violates (or whose em-
ployee violates) any applicable rule, regula-
tion, or order prescribed or otherwise issued
by the Secretary pursuant to this Act relat-
ing to the safeguarding or security of Re-
stricted Data or other classified or sensitive
information shall be subject to a civil pen-
alty of not to exceed $100,000 for each such
violation.
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‘‘b. The Secretary shall include in each

contract with a contractor of the Depart-
ment provisions which provide an appro-
priate reduction in the fees or amounts paid
to the contractor under the contract in the
event of a violation by the contractor or con-
tractor employee of any rule, regulation, or
order relating to the safeguarding or secu-
rity of Restricted Data or other classified or
sensitive information. The provisions shall
specify various degrees of violations and the
amount of the reduction attributable to each
degree of violation.

‘‘c. The powers and limitations applicable
to the assessment of civil penalties under
section 234A, except for subsection d. of that
section, shall apply to the assessment of
civil penalties under this section.’’.

(b) CLARIFYING AMENDMENT.—The section
heading of section 234A of such Act (42 U.S.C.
2282a) is amended by inserting ‘‘SAFETY’’ be-
fore ‘‘REGULATIONS’’.

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for that Act is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 234 the fol-
lowing new items:
‘‘Sec. 234A. Civil Monetary Penalties for Vio-

lations of Department of En-
ergy Safety Regulations.

‘‘Sec. 234B. Civil Monetary Penalties for Vio-
lations of Department of En-
ergy Regulations Regarding Se-
curity of Classified or Sensitive
Information or Data.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. COSTELLO) and a Member
opposed each will control 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. COSTELLO).

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank
the Committee on Rules for making
my amendment in order. I applaud the
gentleman from California (Mr. COX)
and the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. DICKS) for their amendment. How-
ever, I believe there is a loophole in
their amendment.

The Cox-Dicks amendment does not
cover all contractors and it does not
cover not-for-profit contractors. My
amendment addresses this problem by
ensuring that any lab contractor who
violates rules relating to the safe-
guarding and security of sensitive in-
formation or data will be held account-
able.

My amendment to the Atomic En-
ergy Act gives the Secretary of Energy
the discretion to decide when and how
the fines for national security breaches
would be imposed. If the breach of na-
tional security is unintentional and
without consequence, the Secretary
could choose to impose a small fine or
waive the fine and issue a warning in-
stead.

The Act also gives the Secretary the
flexibility to promulgate a different
rule from the collection of fees for not-
for-profit contractors. My amendment
has not removed any of the flexibility
afforded the Secretary in the Atomic
Energy Act. Instead, I have given the
Secretary the discretion to impose
fines on all liable contractors. When a
contractor employee knowingly, will-
fully, or repeatedly breaks the rules,

the contractor should be held account-
able and not automatically exempted.

Last month when I offered this
amendment in the full Committee on
Science to H.R. 1656, the DOE author-
ization bill, it passed unanimously.

When Secretary Richardson testified
before the Committee on Science last
month, he agreed with me that pen-
alties should be imposed for national
security infractions for all lab contrac-
tors, including not-for-profit contrac-
tors.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is
very simple. It is to the point. It levels
the playing field and, in my opinion,
provides accountability to anyone
working at any of our labs throughout
the United States, be they for-profit or
not-for-profit contractors.

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues to
adopt the amendment.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COSTELLO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I certainly support the intent of this
amendment. It is a good amendment.
There is some language that I would
like to work with the gentleman from
Illinois prior to going to conference.
There are some concerns regarding
fines and how it affects the taxpayers
of California because the University of
California and other public institu-
tions.

I would like the assurance of the gen-
tleman that we will work together to
come to some agreeable language that
will work for everyone concerned.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I would be happy to
work with the gentleman. And I not
only have had conversations with him
concerning this issue, but also the gen-
tlewoman from California (Mrs.
TAUSCHER) who I would like to yield to
now to express some concerns, as well.

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise for the purpose of a colloquy with
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COSTELLO).

As I understood it, the Costello
amendment would subject Department
of Energy laboratory contractors to fi-
nancial penalties for violations of secu-
rity procedures. I agree with my col-
league that laboratory contractors
must be held accountable for security
lapses by their employees. Such ac-
countability is necessary if we are to
ensure that the security procedures
that we put in place are properly ad-
ministered. Protecting our Nation’s se-
crets must be a top priority of our na-
tional laboratories. I am pleased that
the House just voted to adopt the Cox-
Dicks amendment that enhances secu-
rity at the labs.

I am concerned, however, that the
amendment of the gentleman makes no
distinction between laboratory con-
tractors that are for-profit organiza-
tions and those that are not-for-profit
organizations.
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There are key differences between

how these two types of organizations
function. For example, subjecting the
University of California, which is a
public institution, to the same fines
and penalties as a for-profit corpora-
tion would potentially penalize all of
the tax-paying residents of the State of
California for the operations of a Fed-
eral facility in pursuit of a national
mission. I believe that in leveling civil
penalties against these contractors, we
must account for the differences inher-
ent in their organizations. I am hopeful
that this legislation moves forward and
as it moves forward we can continue to
work together to address concerns
about applying civil penalties against
not-for-profit laboratory contractors.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I appreciate the
gentlewoman’s comments and con-
cerns. I assure her, as I do my other
friend from California and the Cali-
fornia delegation, that I intend to work
with them to address this issue in con-
ference. The goal of my amendment is
to create a level playing field for both
for- and not-for-profit contractors. The
goal in our Committee on Science, of
course, was to try and level the playing
field and as we move this legislation
forward and hopefully if this amend-
ment is adopted by the committee, we
will work in conference to address the
issues that you have raised here.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as
she may consume to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman very
much for yielding me this time. I rise
to support the legislation. I believe
that we have a challenge to promote
good scientific research, to do it in a
manner that includes many of our citi-
zens here in the United States, to re-
flect the diversity of this Nation, to
promote collaboration but also to se-
cure the important security issues of
this country.

With that, I would simply ask, since
I happen to come from a community
that has a great emphasis on scientific
research, NASA is located in my area,
many of my universities like the Uni-
versity of Houston, Texas Southern
University, Rice University and many
others who I have not called their
names, collaborate with the Depart-
ment of Energy and other such entities
such as the Department of Defense. I
would simply like to yield to the gen-
tleman to inquire whether his amend-
ment would in any way inhibit or put a
particular hardship on the very good
research that many of our not-for-prof-
it, nonprofit institutions are engaged
in.

I yield to the gentleman from Illi-
nois.

Mr. COSTELLO. I would say to the
gentlewoman that the intent of the
amendment is not to penalize in any
way any university in the State of
Texas or for that matter in my State of
Illinois that are involved in research at
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our national labs. But it is intended to
give the Secretary of Energy the abil-
ity to penalize any not-for-profit cor-
poration that is doing work for our
labs that repeatedly and intentionally
violates the security regulations and
rules that we have adopted. So I would
assure her as I have the members of the
California delegation that we will work
in conference to address the issue.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Re-
claiming my time, I want to thank the
gentleman and particularly for the fact
that he has given this issue over to the
Secretary of Energy in his wisdom and
discretion, I think that is very impor-
tant. I thank the gentleman very much
for his amendment. I look forward to
supporting this amendment.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPENCE).

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to commend the gentleman for his
amendment. It is a good one. As the
chairman I am prepared to accept it.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
SKELTON), the ranking Democrat on
the committee.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Illinois for
yielding me this time. We have exam-
ined the amendment on this side, we
fully understand it and find it accept-
able.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I ask
that the House adopt my amendment,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. COSTELLO).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to

consider amendment No. 4 printed in
House Report 106–175.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part A amendment No. 4 offered by Mr.
HUNTER:

At the end of title XXXI (page 453, after
line 15), insert the following new section:
SEC. 3167. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY COUNTER-

INTELLIGENCE POLYGRAPH PRO-
GRAM.

(a) PROGRAM REQUIRED.—The Secretary of
Energy, acting through the Director of the
Office of Counterintelligence of the Depart-
ment of Energy, shall carry out a counter-
intelligence polygraph program for the de-
fense-related activities of the Department.
The counterintelligence polygraph program
shall consist of the administration of coun-
terintelligence polygraph examinations to
each covered person who has access to high-
risk programs or information.

(b) COVERED PERSONS.—For purposes of
this section, a covered person is one of the
following:

(1) An officer or employee of the Depart-
ment.

(2) An expert or consultant under contract
to the Department.

(3) An officer or employee of any con-
tractor of the Department.

(c) HIGH-RISK PROGRAMS OR INFORMATION.—
For purposes of this section, high-risk pro-
grams or information are any of the fol-
lowing:

(1) The programs identified as high risk in
the regulations prescribed by the Secretary
and known as—

(A) Special Access Programs;
(B) Personnel Security And Assurance Pro-

grams; and
(C) Personnel Assurance Programs.
(2) The information identified as high risk

in the regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary and known as Sensitive Compart-
mented Information.

(d) INITIAL TESTING AND CONSENT.—The
Secretary may not permit a covered person
to have any access to any high-risk program
or information unless that person first un-
dergoes a counterintelligence polygraph ex-
amination and consents in a signed writing
to the counterintelligence polygraph exami-
nations required by this section.

(e) ADDITIONAL TESTING.—The Secretary
may not permit a covered person to have
continued access to any high-risk program
or information unless that person undergoes
a counterintelligence polygraph
examination—

(1) not less frequently than every five
years; and

(2) at any time at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Counterintelligence.

(f) COUNTERINTELLIGENCE POLYGRAPH EX-
AMINATION.—For purposes of this section, the
term ‘‘counterintelligence polygraph exam-
ination’’ means a polygraph examination
using questions reasonably calculated to ob-
tain counterintelligence information, includ-
ing questions relating to espionage, sabo-
tage, unauthorized disclosure of classified in-
formation, and unauthorized contact with
foreign nationals.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, the gentleman from
California (Mr. HUNTER) and the gen-
tlewoman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK)
each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. HUNTER).

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
This amendment expands and I think
makes somewhat more concise the
polygraph provision in the umbrella
Cox-Dicks amendment that was just
passed. We are all concerned obviously
with the losses that have been cat-
egorized before us throughout the
media, that have been the subject of
this major piece of legislation, and one
answer to that, of course, is to do more
polygraphs, do them on a regular basis.
In looking at the language that was
proposed by the special committee,
that language directs itself to what are
known as special access programs.
What my amendment does is expand
that to include people who have access
to nuclear weapons design, which is the
very subject of the technology that was
stolen, and fissile material, that is nu-
clear weapons material. So people who
have access in those very important
areas are similarly subjected to poly-
graphs.

The other aspect of our amendment
is that the amendment also designates
that these polygraphs should be given
every 5 years, no less than every 5
years, which we think is a reasonable
rate. That is the difference.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. I discussed this amendment with
the offeror of the amendment, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER).
While he assured me that this require-
ment of the counterintelligence poly-
graph would be universal in the sense
that it would apply to all employees
that fit into the category of being an
employee of a high-risk program in the
Department of Energy, I just wanted to
confirm with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER) at this point if
that is the real intent and meaning of
this amendment.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. I would say to my col-
league, yes, that is the intent of the
amendment and the amendment very
clearly states that the counterintel-
ligence polygraph program shall be ad-
ministered to each covered person who
has access to these high-risk programs.
And those high-risk programs are, of
course, the nuclear weapons design pro-
grams, special access programs, and ac-
cess to the material that we make nu-
clear weapons out of. Very clearly this
is totally ethnic neutral, it is race neu-
tral, it has no reference to the back-
grounds of these people. If you qualify
and are given a clearance under one of
these high-risk programs, you have to
take the polygraph test. So it is very
fairly in this particular amendment,
very fairly delineated to apply to all
people who have to get those particular
clearances.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I have a further question of my col-
league. Who is to manage the poly-
graph program? Who is to design it?
And how is it to be applied to these em-
ployees in these high-risk programs?
Whose guidance will the Department of
Energy be following? The CIA, the FBI
or exactly who?

Mr. HUNTER. No, the director of the
Office of Counterintelligence of the De-
partment of Energy shall administer
this program for the Secretary of En-
ergy.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Now, the poly-
graph would be directed specifically to
questions referring to leaks of sensitive
information and not those things that
refer to the privacy of the individuals
or their associations in private life out-
side the context of the laboratory, or
will it go into matters of their social
behavior, their family relationships
with other persons who may not be em-
ployed in the labs? How extensive is
this polygraph going to be in its search
for information which would be critical
to the national security of these lab-
oratories?

Mr. HUNTER. Of course, there is a
certain discipline and a certain struc-
ture to polygraphs that are directed to
people who have access to highly secret
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material. And, of course, one very im-
portant point, and I know the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) is
concerned about this, too, is that the
polygraph and the polygraph examina-
tion and the people who undertake it
do so with a high degree of integrity,
that is, that they limit it to intel-
ligence areas that will give them infor-
mation, only information as to wheth-
er or not the subjects may have been
subject to a security breach. And, sec-
ondly, that the polygraph is given in a
very professional manner and is given
by very professional people with a high
degree of integrity. I know that is a
concern, and I think that is something
that we simply have to monitor very
closely. But again the Secretary of En-
ergy is charged with this program. He
is charged with it and he carries it out
through his director of the Office of
Counterintelligence of the Department
of Energy. So you have the President’s
Cabinet member overseeing this par-
ticular program. I think we should pay
a great deal of attention to make sure
that it is administered with a high de-
gree of integrity but I think we can
achieve that.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. A question by
one of our colleagues, who unfortu-
nately could not be here because there
is another pressing meeting, raises the
point of many of these employees are
not fully conversant in English. They
are limited English speakers. Many of
them are highly skilled, very, very im-
portant technical scientists in this
field. Is the polygraph examination
going to be given in different languages
so that the failure of communication in
English is not going to tag this indi-
vidual as being a risk because they
could not relate to the types of ques-
tions that are coming at them in the
English language nor could they re-
spond in English in an adequate way?

Mr. HUNTER. First, I think obvi-
ously that is a very important part of
the integrity of the polygraph exam-
ination. It has to be given in a way
that is fully communicated to the per-
son who is the subject of the examina-
tion and once again that is a part of
the professionalism of the examina-
tion. Of course if you have a person
who does not communicate fully in
English, it must be communicated in
the language that they are conversant
with. We will certainly expect that
that is the way that it would be admin-
istered. I think we can have conversa-
tions with the Secretary of Energy to
make sure that that occurs.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Does the
amendment in any way set down the
monitoring mechanism so that we can
be assured that the responses that you
have given to my inquiries will actu-
ally be the process followed by the De-
partment of Energy?

Mr. HUNTER. The answer to that is
I would say to my colleague that giv-
ing polygraph tests is a science that
has been built up over the years. The
Department of Energy, because this is
such an important area, and the gen-

tleman from Indiana has mentioned
this, we have had actual failures of
polygraph in the past who register a
positive when in fact it should have,
but because this is such a critical area,
I think we can expect the Secretary of
Energy to adopt, A, the highest stand-
ards, and, B, use the best trained pro-
fessionals to do this, because this is so
serious. And I think we should ensure
that that occurs, but I think we can.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my good friend from Hawaii for yield-
ing me this time. I rise not in opposi-
tion at all to the author of the amend-
ment but to commend him especially
for two areas that he has covered in
this amendment. First of all, those in-
dividuals covered and also how often
this is administered and to what pro-
grams are administered. I think the
gentleman has done a thorough job. My
concerns and caveats come to who is
administering this and how they ad-
minister it in a professional, scientific
way with thorough analysis and com-
prehensive integrity.

The Washington Post had an inter-
esting story on this several weeks ago
looking at the credibility of poly-
graphs, about the validity of the sys-
tem, the analysis of answers using out-
put of flawed polygraphs, the issue of
false positives. What we want to do, I
think, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia very much wants to do this, too,
and accomplish this, is establish uni-
form standards.
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Now I do not know that we should
contract these out. Maybe the FBI has
the ultimate science and profes-
sionalism and integrity. We have seen
that we have had some problems in
contracting this out in the past, that
there have been some unreliable poly-
graphs produced; and I want to work
with the gentleman in conference to
make sure that not only have we got
the parts right that he has done such
an effective job on who is covered, how
often, what special access programs are
covered, but who administers this, and
should we allow a contracting out of
this.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I would say to
my friend he has raised excellent ques-
tions, that this is a subject that we
need to sit down and discuss with the
Secretary of Energy, and I would say
that I can assure him that I will ask
our chairman, the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), because
this is a very important area to him
also, to participate with us and with
the gentleman and with the Secretary
of Energy and have some discussions
during the conference to make sure
that we have two things: the highest
professionalism, and, No. 2, the best
standards.

If those best standards fall in the
area of government-given polygraphs,

and perhaps they are not in the private
sector, then let us go with the best
standards if they are in the govern-
ment. If the best standards and the
best science has been developed on the
outside, let us use that capability, but
certainly let us make sure we have the
best.

Mr. ROEMER. As long as the gen-
tleman says the best standards are in
the private sector and everybody
agrees on that, that we do not then
have this jumping back and forth be-
tween established best standards for
one and their administering 50 or 60
percent of the polygraphs and the FBI
or somebody else is doing the remain-
ing 40 percent, and we know there is a
discrepancy between or differences be-
tween the administration of those
tests. I think it is very important that
we establish a uniform standard of pol-
icy here as to who is administering it,
and if it is the FBI, maybe we do not
contract out. If the established science
is in the private sector, then that is
the uniform standard that we estab-
lish, and I look forward to working
with the gentleman. I am not going to
oppose this amendment.

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman,
and let me just respond that I will
work also to see that we have uni-
formity. I think that is a key.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to

consider amendment No. 5 printed in
House Report 106–175.

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. ROEMER

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part A amendment No. 5 offered by
Mr. ROEMER:

At the end of title XXXI (page 453, after
line 15), insert the following new section:
SEC. 3167. REPORT ON COUNTERINTELLIGENCE

AND SECURITY PRACTICES AT NA-
TIONAL LABORATORIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than March 1 of
each year, the Secretary of Energy shall sub-
mit to the Congress a report for the pre-
ceding year on counterintelligence and secu-
rity practices at the facilities of the national
laboratories (whether or not classified ac-
tivities are carried out at the facility).

(b) CONTENT OF REPORT.—The report shall
include, with respect to each national lab-
oratory, the following:

(1) The number of full-time counterintel-
ligence and security professionals employed.

(2) A description of the counterintelligence
and security training courses conducted and,
for each such course, any requirement that
employees successfully complete that
course.

(3) A description of each contract awarded
that provides an incentive for the effective
performance of counterintelligence or secu-
rity activities.

(4) A description of the services provided
by the employee assistance programs.

(5) A description of any requirement that
an employee report the foreign travel of that
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employee (whether or not the travel was for
official business).

(6) A description of any visit by the Sec-
retary or by the Deputy Secretary of Energy,
a purpose of which was to emphasize to em-
ployees the need for effective counterintel-
ligence and seurity practices.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. ROEMER) and a Member op-
posed each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I have been a member
of the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence since the beginning of this
Congress. I have been especially inter-
ested in the issues surrounding the
compromise of nuclear weapons design
information and the security and coun-
terintelligence programs at the na-
tional laboratories. I do not believe
that all of the facts surrounding what
happened and how it happened with re-
spect to the compromise of sensitive
weapons information to the PRC have
yet been sorted out.

Problems clearly existed for 2 dec-
ades, and for reasons that are still in-
explicable, very little appears to have
been done on a systematic basis until
the press reports, the promulgation of
Presidential Decision Directive 61.
While I commend Director Freeh and
the Director of Central Intelligence
Tenet for pushing PDD 61, and Sec-
retary Richardson for his commitment
to fully implement counterintelligence
and security reforms, and just recently
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
COX) and the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS) for their amend-
ment today, I am not yet convinced all
specific reforms have been considered
addressing the culture and leadership
between our national labs and the De-
partment of Energy.

Nevertheless, I am convinced that
counterintelligence and security re-
forms will only succeed if good coun-
terintelligence and security practices
become ingrained, ingrained in the
daily business of those who have the
duty to protect national security infor-
mation and if there is continued high-
level attention being made to security
and counterintelligence discipline from
the leadership and the national secu-
rity agencies of the United States Con-
gress. The keys, Mr. Chairman, are in-
grained in the daily business, contin-
ued high-level attention, and dis-
ciplined leadership and direct commu-
nication between DOE and their em-
ployees and the United States Con-
gress.

I have thus proposed in this amend-
ment that the Secretary of Energy pro-
vide the Congress with a report each
year on certain matters related to
counterintelligence and security that
would give one indication that there is
keen attention and involved leadership
to security and counterintelligence

practices at the national laboratories. I
would expect the report to be sent each
year to the Armed Services and Intel-
ligence Committees of the Congress
with classified attachments, if nec-
essary. There were three reports in the
Cox and Dicks amendment just voted
on. This amendment does not produce
any kind of duplication between those
other reports. I would hope that the
committees would then use the report
as one springboard for oversight.

Again, I believe Congress must send
the strongest constructive message
about counterintelligence and security,
and the message must be sustained
over the long term, not just in the heat
of revelations about espionage with
sufficient appropriations from our
oversight committees to ensure that
the job gets done.

I would like to thank the House com-
mittee staff on intelligence, current
members of the intelligence and coun-
terintelligence communities and
former members, such as the Director
of Intelligence Jim Woolsey and ex-
perts on counterintelligence matters
such as Paul Rudman and John Feron
for their help in putting this amend-
ment together.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE)
who has also been helpful in putting to-
gether the bipartisan amendment.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Indiana for yield-
ing, and I do rise in strong support of
his amendment, of which I am a co-
sponsor, which would require the Sec-
retary of Energy to report to Congress
annually regarding the counterintel-
ligence and security practices at our
national laboratories.

I will not belabor this too much, be-
cause a lot of what I would say would
be repetitious of what the gentleman
from Indiana has already stated; but as
a member of the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, I do have a
distinct interest, as I think we all do,
but perhaps it is a little more focused
on the intelligence committee in safe-
guarding our national labs, especially
considering the recent release of the
details of the Cox-Dicks report regard-
ing United States national security
and the People’s Republic of China.

The facts obviously are still emerg-
ing, the consequences of that are still
emerging, and efforts are being made
to address it, but I think we have come
to the conclusion that something needs
to be done on a longer term regular
basis, if my colleagues will, is what
this amendment is all about, requiring
the Secretary of Energy to issue an an-
nual report on certain matters related
to counterintelligence and security, in
those particular labs.

So I am strongly supportive of this. I
think we need to remain ever vigilant
on this. We need to learn from the past,
and we need to make sure that what-
ever it is that we do to cure these
things will be continued into the fu-
ture, and in my judgment some sort of
annual review is exactly what is need-

ed, and so for that reason I strongly
support this amendment.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my good friend from Delaware for his
strong bipartisan support for the
amendment, and again come back to
the many hearings and the many re-
ports that we have had from the Cox-
Dicks Commission, the many meetings
that we have set up with members of
the counterintelligence community.
They stress over and over and over
again that the culture in our labora-
tories has to change; that we have to
have ingrained in the daily business a
concern and riveted attention to the
details of security; that we have to
have this as a continuum; that we have
to continue to stress this at the high-
est levels; Secretary of Energy Rich-
ardson, who has got a good start on
this, continue to visit the national lab-
oratories and make this a top-down
and bottom-up change in the culture.

The Chinese have probably been spy-
ing on the United States for 30 years
since they started a nuclear program.
We need to be more vigilant, we need
to be more detailed about securing the
most sensitive secrets we have, some of
which are at our national laboratories.

So I would hope that this amendment
would be accepted, that we can change
the culture, we can keep attention to
this, and that we will continue to put
the necessary appropriations forward
to keep ever vigilant in protecting our
national security secrets.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON)
for any comments he may have on the
amendment.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
would merely say it is a good amend-
ment, and we examined it on this side.
We have no problem with it and en-
dorse it.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my good friend from Missouri and
would ask that the House adopt the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPENCE).

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to commend the gentleman for his
amendment, too, and as chairman of
the committee I am prepared to accept
it.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my good friend from South Carolina,
and with those two resounding endorse-
ments I know when to stop talking,
Mr. Chairman, and I would ask the
House to adopt the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
claim time in opposition to the amend-
ment?

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to

consider amendment No. 6 printed in
House Report 106–175.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. SWEENEY

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment.
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Part A amendment No. 6 offered by Mr.

SWEENEY:
At the end of title XII (page 317, after line

17), insert the following new section:
SEC. 1206. ANNUAL AUDIT OF DEPARTMENT OF

DEFENSE AND DEPARTMENT OF EN-
ERGY POLICIES WITH RESPECT TO
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFERS TO THE
PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA.

(a) ANNUAL AUDIT.—The Inspectors General
of the Department of Defense and the De-
partment of Energy, in consultation with the
Director of Central Intelligence and the Di-
rector of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, shall each conduct an annual audit of
the policies and procedures of the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Department of En-
ergy, respectively, with respect to the export
of technologies and the transfer of scientific
and technical information, to the People’s
Republic of China in order to assess the ex-
tent to which the Department of Defense or
the Department of Energy, as the case may
be, is carrying out its activities to ensure
that any technology transfer, including a
transfer of scientific or technical informa-
tion, will not measurably improve the weap-
ons systems or space launch capabilities of
the People’s Republic of China.

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Inspectors
General of the Department of Defense and
the Department of Energy shall each submit
to Congress a report each year describing the
results of the annual audit under subsection
(a).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SWEENEY) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 10 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SWEENEY).

(Mr. SWEENEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I do not expect to use
all my allotted time, and I want to
thank both the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON) and the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) for
the opportunity to present this amend-
ment.

As my colleagues know, the past sev-
eral years have revealed two major
breaches in the national security inter-
ests of this great Nation, and we have
heard a lot of debate and discussion on
the floor today about one of those. And
the Chinese nuclear espionage and the
transfer of militarily-sensitive tech-
nology to satellite trade have now
proven beyond a doubt to have signifi-
cantly enhanced the military capa-
bility of communist China.

Since the end of the Cold War, I be-
lieve, Mr. Chairman, we have taken our
military strength and in turn our na-
tional security a bit for granted. Sadly,
the recent events have revealed that
American strength is not automatic
and we must take positive steps to pre-
serve our role as the only remaining
superpower.

Today I offer my amendment to rees-
tablish that it is the policy of the

United States to ensure that our tech-
nological advances and military know-
how are not turned against us in the
form of advanced military threat. My
amendment and the real value of my
amendment, I believe, is that it would
provide an additional and very nec-
essary layer of security and scrutiny to
ensure that Chinese espionage experi-
enced in the Department of Energy
labs is not repeated in the Departments
of Defense and Energy and that they
regularly monitor their policies with
respect to the technological transfers
with China. The amendment requires
that the Inspector General of Defense
and Energy assess in consultation with
our intelligence community their de-
partments’ policies and procedures
with respect to the exchange of tech-
nology and scientific information that
could be used to enhance the military
capabilities in China. This audit must
be conducted on an annual basis and is
continuing with a report to Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I offered a similar
amendment to the NASA authorization
just a few weeks ago that passed the
House, calling for an annual audit of
policies regarding the transfer of tech-
nology to China from our space pro-
gram. I believe this is a commonsense
review and it should exist in all rel-
evant departments throughout the
Federal Government. Surely I recog-
nize that the Department of Energy
has taken steps to correct some of the
problems that led to the compromise of
our most critical military secrets.
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I also recognize that there have been
a number of amendments presented,
and there will be more that will be pre-
sented today, that also provide for
some answers and some solutions, and
Congress has made this a priority as we
address these security issues.

A few years ago we were pretty cer-
tain that the top secret scientific infor-
mation at our nuclear labs was secure.
We now know that was not the case. I
think it is entirely appropriate and I
would suggest essential that the agen-
cies of the U.S. Government engaging
in national security related matters be
required to regularly conduct com-
prehensive evaluations of their policies
for protecting militarily sensitive
technology.

Again, the amendment simply pro-
vides an extra layer of protection at
the Departments of Defense and En-
ergy to prevent the repeat of the
breach of our nuclear labs. America
can no longer take our national secu-
rity for granted and we in Congress can
no longer take our national security
for granted. I believe this is a common
sense oversight amendment, and I urge
my colleagues to support it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE).

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I find no
fault with the amendment, and I com-
mend the gentleman for offering it. On
behalf of the committee, I accept it.

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
SKELTON).

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I have
examined the amendment on our side
and find it commendable.

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
claim time in opposition?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SWEENEY).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to

consider amendment No. 7 printed in
House Report 106–175.

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. RYUN of
kansas

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part A amendment No. 7 offered by Mr.
RYUN of Kansas:

At the end of title XXXI (page 453, after
line 15), insert the following new subtitle:

Subtitle F—Department of Energy Foreign
Visitors Program Moratorium

SEC. 3181. SHORT TITLE.
This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Depart-

ment of Energy Foreign Visitors Program
Moratorium Act’’.
SEC. 3182. MORATORIUM ON FOREIGN VISITORS

PROGRAM.
(a) MORATORIUM.—Until otherwise provided

by law, the Secretary of Energy may not,
during the foreign visitors moratorium pe-
riod, admit to any facility of a national lab-
oratory any individual who is a citizen of a
nation that is named on the current Depart-
ment of Energy sensitive countries list.

(b) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—(1) The Secretary
of Energy may waive the prohibition in sub-
section (a) on a monthly basis with respect
to specific individuals whose admission to a
national laboratory is determined by the
Secretary to be necessary for the national
security of the United States.

(2) On a monthly basis, but not later than
the 15th day of each month, the Secretary
shall submit to the Committee on Armed
Services of the Senate and Committee on
Armed Services of the House of Representa-
tives a report in writing providing notice of
the waivers made in the previous month. The
report shall identify each individual for
whom such a waiver was made and, with re-
spect to each such individual, provide a de-
tailed justification for the waiver and the
Secretary’s certification that the admission
of that individual to a national laboratory is
necessary for the national security of the
United States.

(3) The authority of the Secretary under
paragraph (1) may be delegated only to the
Deputy Secretary of Energy or an Assistant
Secretary of Energy.

(c) FOREIGN VISITORS MORATORIUM PE-
RIOD.—For purposes of this section, the term
‘‘foreign visitors moratorium period’’ means
the period beginning on the date of the en-
actment of this Act and ending on the later
of the following:

(1) The date that is 2 years after the date
of the enactment of this Act.

(2) The date that is 90 days after the date
on which the Secretary of Energy, after con-
sultation with the Director of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, submits to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services of the Senate and
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the Committee on Armed Services of the
House of Representatives a certification in
writing by the Secretary of each of the fol-
lowing:

(A) That the counterintelligence program
required by section 3183 is fully imple-
mented, and fully operating, at each of the
national laboratories.

(B) That such counterintelligence program
complies with the requirements of Presi-
dential Decision Directive number 61.

(C) That the Secretary is in compliance
with the provisions of subsection (b).
SEC. 3183. COUNTERINTELLIGENCE PROGRAM.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT AT EACH LABORATORY.—
The Secretary of Energy shall establish a
counterintelligence program at each of the
national laboratories. The counterintel-
ligence program at each such laboratory
shall have a full-time staff assigned to coun-
terintelligence functions at that laboratory,
including such personnel from other agencies
as may be approved by the Secretary. The
counterintelligence program at each such
laboratory shall be under the direction of,
and shall report to, the Director of the Office
of Counterintelligence of the Department of
Energy.

(b) INVESTIGATION OF PAST SECURITY
BREACHES.—The Secretary shall require that
the counterintelligence program at each lab-
oratory include a specific plan pursuant to
which the Director of the Office of Counter-
intelligence of the Department of Energy
shall—

(1) investigate any breaches of security dis-
covered after the date of the enactment of
this Act that occurred at that laboratory be-
fore the establishment of the counterintel-
ligence program at that laboratory; and

(2) study the extent to which a breach of
security may have occurred before the estab-
lishment of the counterintelligence program
at that laboratory with respect to a classi-
fied project at that laboratory by the admit-
tance to that laboratory, for purposes of a
nonclassified project, of a citizen of a foreign
nation.

(c) REQUIRED CHECKS ON ALL NON-CLEARED
INDIVIDUALS.—(1) The Secretary, acting
through the Director of the Office of Coun-
terintelligence of the Department of Energy,
shall ensure the following:

(A) That before any non-cleared individual
is allowed to enter any facility of a national
laboratory, a security investigation known
as an ‘‘indices check’’ is carried out with re-
spect to that individual.

(B) That before any non-cleared individual
is allowed to enter a classified facility of a
national laboratory or to work for more than
15 days in any 30-day period in any facility of
a national laboratory, a security investiga-
tion known as a ‘‘background check’’ is car-
ried out with respect to that individual.

(2) NON-CLEARED INDIVIDUAL.—For purposes
of paragraph (1), a non-cleared individual is
any of the following:

(A) An individual who is a citizen of a na-
tion that is named on the current Depart-
ment of Energy sensitive countries list.

(B) An individual who has not been inves-
tigated by the United States, or by a foreign
nation with which the United States has an
appropriate reciprocity agreement, in a man-
ner at least as comprehensive as the inves-
tigation required for the issuance of a secu-
rity clearance at the level designated as ‘‘Se-
cret’’.
SEC. 3184. EXCEPTION TO MORATORIUM FOR

CERTAIN GRANDFATHERED INDIVID-
UALS.

(a) GRANDFATHERED INDIVIDUALS.—Not-
withstanding section 3182(a), the Secretary
may, during the foreign visitors moratorium
period described section 3182(c), admit to a
facility of a national laboratory an indi-

vidual who is a citizen of a nation that is
named on the current Department of Energy
sensitive countries list, for a period of not
more than 3 months for the purposes of tran-
sitional work, if—

(1) that individual was regularly admitted
to that facility before that period for pur-
poses of a project or series of projects;

(2) the continued admittance of that indi-
vidual to that facility during that period is
important to that project or series of
projects; and

(3) the admittance is carried out in accord-
ance with section 3183(c).

(b) REPORT ON GRANDFATHERED INDIVID-
UALS.—Not later than 30 days after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall submit to the Committee on Armed
Services of the Senate and Committee on
Armed Services of the House of Representa-
tives a report on each individual admitted to
a facility of a national laboratory under sub-
section (a). The report shall identify each
such individual and, with respect to each
such individual, provide a detailed justifica-
tion for such admittance and the Secretary’s
certification that such admission was carried
out in accordance with section 3183(c).
SEC. 3185. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this subtitle:
(1) The term ‘‘national laboratory’’ means

any of the following:
(A) The Lawrence Livermore National Lab-

oratory, Livermore, California.
(B) The Los Alamos National Laboratory,

Los Alamos, New Mexico.
(C) The Sandia National Laboratories, Al-

buquerque, New Mexico, and Livermore,
California.

(2) The term ‘‘sensitive countries list’’
means the list prescribed by the Secretary of
Energy known as the Department of Energy
List of Sensitive Countries.

(3) The term ‘‘indices check’’ means using
an individual’s name, date of birth, and place
of birth to review government intelligence
and investigative agencies databases for sus-
pected ties to foreign intelligence services or
terrorist groups.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. RYUN) and a Member op-
posed each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. RYUN).

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I offer my amendment
today because I believe its strong mor-
atorium language will enable the De-
partment of Energy to enact the pre-
viously debated and passed intelligence
programs.

Mr. Chairman, I have worked with
the bipartisan group that wrote the
Cox-Dicks amendment, and I voted for
it. I agree with the series of strong se-
curity provisions that the amendment
offers. However, I also believe putting
these security provisions in place can-
not be achieved overnight.

Until a comprehensive counterintel-
ligence program is up and running at
each laboratory, access must be lim-
ited to ensure that enhanced security
is functioning properly.

Mr. Chairman, as you can see, I
would have had a chart just a moment
ago, but it would have shown that 16
percent of our foreign visitors from
sensitive countries were not given any
kind of background check between 1994

and 1996. Congress needs to make sure
that every effort is made in our power
to limit that access until we discover
the full extent of the revealed security
breaches. It is pretty extensive when
you look at the numbers between 1994
and 1996.

Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson
in a letter written today to all Mem-
bers of Congress states that the Ryun
amendment ‘‘effectively kills several
important national security programs
at the DOE laboratories.’’ However, the
amendment allows the Secretary of En-
ergy to waive the moratorium for indi-
viduals deemed necessary to our na-
tional security, so we have a waiver
provision in there with the moratorium
that allows if we have a national secu-
rity problem allowing necessary people
to come in and be able to perform in
those laboratories. For each waiver,
the secretary must report which indi-
viduals were admitted, along with the
justification for their admittance to
the House and Senate Armed Services
Committees on a monthly basis.

Mr. Chairman, after the two-year
moratorium is complete and after con-
sultation with the Director of the FBI,
the Secretary of Energy is required
then to certify in writing that the new
counterintelligence programs are run-
ning effectively before giving Congress
a 90-day review period for the lifting of
the moratorium.

This amendment puts accountability
and Congressional oversight back into
the security process at our nuclear
labs. We must establish procedures to
ensure that the theft of our national
security secrets never happens again.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Missouri is recognized to control
20 minutes.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, were it not for the
Cox-Dicks amendment, this would be a
different case. We not only are re-
plowing the same ground, we find this
amendment in conflict with that
amendment which we have already
passed unanimously in this body.

Mr. Chairman, let me commend my
friend from Kansas, who is a very sin-
cere and dedicated member of our com-
mittee. However, this amendment is
not necessary because of the reasons
that I heretofore stated.

Mr. Chairman, the protection of crit-
ical nuclear information is a very seri-
ous matter. There has been a com-
promise, and some changes are re-
quired in the manner in which security
and counterintelligence matters are
handled. The amendment does provide
some increased emphasis on counter-
intelligence and potential for enhanced
protection, but would codify the coun-
terintelligence program mandated by
Presidential Directive 61 in the least
restrictive manner thus far proposed
that provides a waiver by the Sec-
retary of Energy during moratorium.
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However, since the Cox-Dicks amend-

ment has been accepted by this body,
as I point out, by unanimous vote on a
rollcall vote, this amendment is not
needed. It flies in the face, sadly, with
the Cox-Dicks amendment, so we would
have two standards set forth in the bill
should this be adopted. That, of course,
is a very serious problem for anyone to
follow when you have two standards,
two ways of doing something, two time
limits. It would be very difficult, and,
frankly, unworkable.

Regretfully, because the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. RYUN) is such a dedi-
cated member of the committee, I find
that I really in all sincerity must op-
pose this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, it is important to
draw the distinction here, because
while the Cox report allows for a mora-
torium, it is a very limited morato-
rium. It is a 90-day moratorium. In ac-
tually reading the report by the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS),
who is a part of this amendment, and
Mr. COX, it is very clear to me that is
a very limited period of time.

My amendment allows for a two-year
moratorium, which is sufficient time
to put a counterintelligence program
in place and ensure that we genuinely
protect those national secrets. That is
the reason for the length. Under the
Cox report it has a 90-day period with a
30-day reporting period, so conceivably
at the end of 60 days there would not be
a need for any further moratorium.

So I believe the extension is nec-
essary if we are going to make sure
that we have a counterintelligence pro-
gram in place and to ensure our na-
tional secrets.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
HUNTER).

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, I want to rise in
strong support of the Ryun amend-
ment, and I want to say at the outset
that I very much respect the position
of folks on the other side. I know the
gentlewoman from New Mexico (Mrs.
WILSON) is very dedicated, very bright,
and has the best interests of our coun-
try at heart and serves her constitu-
ents very well. I have though a dif-
ference of opinion on this issue with
the folks that limited the scope of the
foreign visitors cutoff.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to make sure we have this under-
stood here. Nothing happens. There is a
moratorium until Ed Curran, the new
Director of Counterintelligence, cer-
tifies that we now have in place an ef-
fective counterintelligence program.
Then, under the Cox-Dicks amendment

you would have 45 days, and Congress
would then have a chance to review it.
So you would have 60. But this is 60
days after the new head of counter-
intelligence certifies that we have an
effective plan in place.

Why would we want to keep it on for
two years after that? That does not
make any sense.

Mr. HUNTER. Reclaiming my time
from my B–2 friend, let me tell——

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the B–2
did very well over there, by the way, in
Kosovo.

Mr. HUNTER. I know the B–2 did
very well in Kosovo. Let me say why
the Ryun amendment makes a lot of
sense. It is for this reason. I understand
under both provisions we establish a
counterintelligence office. That is, of
course, a must. It is a mandate.

But the issue should go beyond how
we establish the counterintelligence
operation. It should also include the
issue of this: Does it make sense for us
to have visitors and to allow Algeria,
Cuba, and I am looking at the GAO re-
port on foreign visitation to our nu-
clear weapons complex, Cuba, Iran,
Iraq and China in our nuclear labora-
tories at all? What advancement is
Cuba giving us to our nuclear weapons
program? What is the reasoning where-
by we feel that we need to make, and I
have added them up here, six visits by
the states of Algeria, Cuba, Iran, Iraq
and China to our nuclear weapons lab-
oratories?

I think, and I say to my friend in all
sincerity, I think we have missed part
of the debate. I think when we do coun-
terintelligence background checks on
people from Iraq, you know what our
counterintelligence people are going to
give us on these particular agents and
scientists? They are going to give us
blank pieces of paper, because it is very
difficult for us to get background infor-
mation on those folks.

Now, I do not think that people from
those states and many of the other
controlled access states have anything
to give to our nuclear weapons complex
that helps us either build nuclear
weapons or do stockpile stewardship on
nuclear weapons, which is our primary
purpose.

I would simply say this to my friend:
The Secretary of Energy can execute
waivers, but this is all about account-
ability. Under both provisions, the
Ryun amendment and the base bill, the
Secretary of Energy can execute waiv-
ers. I think if you look at this list of
people from controlled countries that
had no business being at our national
labs, and you see the percentage of peo-
ple that, in the cases of Iran and Iraq
who were even given background
checks, and it is down to 10 and 20 per-
cent of people from Iraq were given
background checks to come into our
nuclear weapons complex, I think it is
appropriate for us to say to the Sec-
retary of Energy, listen, for the next
two years, you can have people come
in, and if it is the Nunn-Lugar program
that affects the Soviet Union, if it is

one of our missile control regimes, if it
is a fissile material control regime, all
you have to do is sign a piece of paper
and you bring those scientists in. But
we want you to look at these appli-
cants for admission to our national
weapons complex. The Ryun amend-
ment does that.

I think, in light of that, the two-year
moratorium makes a lot of sense.
These people have not been paying at-
tention. I think the gentleman would
agree with me, when you let people
come in from Algeria, Cuba, Iran and
Iraq, and they are supposed to be con-
tributing to our nuclear weapons devel-
opment or stockpile stewardship, it
makes us realize the leadership in DOE
has not been reflecting on these admis-
sions. We want to make them reflect.

Lastly, I would say what Leo Thorsen
has said, the great Medal of Honor win-
ner. He said in areas of national secu-
rity, he said, go with strength. Go the
extra mile. We are going the extra mile
with the Ryun amendment.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Guam
(Mr. UNDERWOOD).

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Chairman, I stand in opposition
to the Ryun amendment, although I
understand the sincerity with which he
offers it.
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This amendment is entirely unneces-

sary, as has been already pointed out.
The concerns that are pertaining to the
moratorium and checking out all the
foreign scientists who come have been
dealt with adequately in the Cox/Dicks
amendment that has already passed.

This amendment places a 2-year mor-
atorium on the entry of foreign visitors
from sensitive countries, and it pre-
sents what seems to me to be a very
simplistic solution to a wave of espio-
nage that has already occurred in our
weapons labs.

I know that the sponsor indicated
that between 1995 and 1996, that some
16 percent of the foreign scientists did
not receive any background checks. If
we had a 2-year moratorium for that
time period, then it would make a lot
of sense. But what we have in the situ-
ation here is that we are trying to
solve a problem that we are already
aware of, and it is like locking the barn
door after the horses have escaped.

The free exchange of scientists in un-
classified research areas at our nuclear
weapons lab is important for recruiting
and retaining a world class staff. We
need to help maintain the U.S. nuclear
stockpile and maintain American sci-
entific leadership. A quarantine at our
national laboratories in effect will in-
sulate us from some of the world’s fin-
est minds in many scientific fields, and
has the effect of undercutting our own
progress, development, and superiority
in nuclear weapons development and
scientific advancement.

Imagine if this moratorium had ex-
isted during the U.S. development of
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the atom bomb. Dozens of scientists
and physicists, people like Einstein and
Fermi, who were citizens of enemy na-
tions, would have been prohibited from
research and development of a weapon
that helped end World War II. These ex-
ceptional minds who labored tirelessly
for their adopted country would be
barred from that work today.

Secretary Richardson has responded
to this. The Cox/Dicks amendment has
responded to this. This amendment is
entirely unnecessary.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, in response to the
gentleman who just spoke, we have a
waiver provision that allows for na-
tional security, to allow certain sci-
entists to come in if necessary.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPENCE), the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

(Mr. SPENCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
RYUN). I think it is a good amendment.

I have listened intently to all of the
opposition. It does not make sense. It
takes years to learn the scope of espio-
nage that has already occurred in our
nuclear labs. We still may not know
the full extent of the problem.

As a matter of fact, the Cox report
has only been able to offer up for the
public view certain portions of what
they found out. Many parts of it are
still classified, and we would not know
what has been learned there.

In March, the former director of the
Los Alamos National Laboratory wrote
in the Washington Post that during his
tenure at the lab a great number of in-
dividuals from sensitive countries vis-
ited, but there was ‘‘. . . no indication
that these contacts compromised our
security.’’

Unfortunately, it was during this
same period of time that classified in-
formation on the W–88 warhead de-
signed at Los Alamos was stolen by the
Chinese. In this case, what we did not
know has certainly hurt us.

Espionage by definition is not con-
ducted in plain sight. We did not know
that China was obtaining our nuclear
secrets from laboratory employees, and
my theory is that we do not know of
losses that have occurred because of
the foreign visitor program.

The Government Accounting Office
has reported that during the period
1994 through 1996 there were 5,472 visits
from sensitive countries to the three
weapons laboratories. Of that number,
2,237 were from Russia; 1,464 were from
China; and 814 were from India. That
high visitation rate continues, with
Los Alamos recently reporting 1,040
visits from sensitive countries in 1997
alone.

In view of this high volume of visita-
tion from countries of proliferation

concern, at least one of which has illic-
itly obtained our nuclear weapons se-
crets, I do not think it is inappropriate
to place strict limits on these visita-
tions.

I would point out what has already
been pointed out to a lot of the con-
cerns of our opponents in this matter,
that the moratorium imposed by this
amendment would not be permanent,
nor would it be absolute. The amend-
ment provides for waivers by the Sec-
retary of Energy, allowing the admis-
sion to a national laboratory of specific
individuals from a sensitive country if
the Secretary determines the visit to
be necessary for the national security
interests of the United States.

The amendment also includes a sun-
set provision that has not been men-
tioned which would, under certain con-
ditions, make it possible for termi-
nation of the moratorium within 2
years.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good amend-
ment. It should be adopted.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from New
Mexico (Mrs. WILSON).

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I find
parts of this amendment to be difficult
to understand, at least in the real
world and the way the laboratories op-
erate.

Sandia National Laboratory in my
district is a multi-program laboratory.
Yes, it does nuclear defense work, but
it also does a whole lot of other things.
This amendment would prohibit for-
eign visitors from sensitive countries
to any facility on Sandia National Lab-
oratories, and the only exceptions are
for when it is necessary for national se-
curity.

This means we are no longer going to
have any foreign visits that deal with
the solar energy farm or the micro-
machines program or nuclear fusion or
semiconductors or lithography, or a
whole range of scientific developments
arrayed with computing.

We need our scientists to be engaged
in the most advanced science in the
world, and the reality in this country
today is that half of the graduate stu-
dents in engineering in American uni-
versities are not American citizens.

We need to stay on the cutting edge
of science, and we would make a mis-
take if we cut ourselves off from that
science.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 3 minutes to my friend and dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. HAYES).

(Mr. HAYES asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the amendment in-
troduced by my friend, the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. RYUN), fellow mem-
ber of our Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. I have the utmost respect for the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON) and Members on that side of the
aisle. I appreciate what is being done
by the Cox/Dicks amendment.

There are many steps in the right di-
rection. My friend, the gentlewoman
from New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON) has
great concern for her district, country,
and her labs, and she very carefully
and meticulously explained to me her
views on the bill. I appreciate her will-
ingness to talk with me at length
about this.

But as I evaluate the situation from
my perspective as a member of the
Committee on Armed Services, it is ap-
parent to me that to simply rely on the
Cox/Dicks amendment is a potential
underreaction to an extremely serious
situation.

With that in mind, I strongly support
the efforts of the gentleman from Kan-
sas (Mr. RYUN) to put our security
first, to put the future security of our
Nation at the absolute top of our pri-
ority list. I have listened to a number
of colleagues. The amendment of the
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. RYUN)
does nothing but strengthen the rec-
ommendations put forth by the Cox
commission.

It is clear from our debate that we
are all in agreement over the serious-
ness of what is at stake. Events at Los
Alamos reflect a collapse in DOE coun-
terintelligence and a compromise of
national security. Again, the Cox/Dicks
amendment is crafted to address these
counterintelligence lapses, and out-
lines no less than 13 new initiatives for
DOE implementation. This is good.

There is no doubt that the measures,
if properly executed, will close loop-
holes exploited by Chinese spies. It
seems to me, however, impossible to
set in place an extensive, verifiable
counterintelligence system in a mere
90 days.

I would remind my colleagues, and
there is not a member in this Chamber
that did not support the Cox/Dicks
amendment, that this amendment es-
tablishes three new agencies of coun-
terintelligence oversight. Do we really
believe these new agencies will be oper-
ational in 3 short months? I submit the
answer is no.

The gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
RYUN) is simply providing the DOE
adequate time to ensure that some of
America’s most sophisticated tech-
nology is safe from foreign espionage. I
contend any Member that is troubled
by events at Los Alamos and is inter-
ested in legitimate solutions will sup-
port this amendment.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS).

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I very re-
luctantly rise in opposition to the
Ryun amendment. I want to commend
the gentleman for his work on this
issue. He was an early proponent of
tightening security at DOE, and his re-
alization of the problems there have
been proven correct.

We attempted in the drafting of the
original Dicks amendment to address
the problems he identified and, to a
large measure, we were successful. The
Dicks-Ryun amendments are now al-
most identical except for one major
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point. However, in my view, this point
is a major difference. I must reluc-
tantly oppose his amendment.

The Ryun amendment, like the Cox/
Dicks amendment, imposes a morato-
rium on foreign visitors to the dose na-
tional laboratories. But under the
Ryun amendment, this moratorium
would extend for at least 2 years, re-
gardless of whether or not all possible
security measures needed to protect
the labs are in place.

This is a serious concern to me be-
cause Ed Curran, chief of counterintel-
ligence at DOE, assures me that it will
not take that long to fix the problems
at the labs. Frankly, I do not think the
House could accept any answer from
DOE that said it would take 2 years to
fix these problems. To let problems
continue for that long once they have
been identified would be totally unac-
ceptable.

Because the Ryun moratorium would
last well after the amount of time
needed to fix the problem, I am con-
cerned that it will actually reduce the
incentive for DOE to react quickly. I
believe the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. RYUN) will
slow down the improvement of security
at DOE.

The Cox/Dicks amendment already
adopted by the House provides ample
time for congressional oversight of
DOE’s changes to security at the labs,
and it provides DOE the incentive to
act quickly. I urge Members to oppose
the Ryun amendment.

I just want to underline, our amend-
ment is in place until the director, Mr.
Curran, and the director of the FBI cer-
tify to the president, to the Congress,
to the DOE that they have a security
program in place. Then there will be 45
days of congressional review after that
to make certain we agree with that.

But to put a 2-year lock on this
thing, as the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. RYUN) does, will undermine any
incentive to act quickly, which is what
we want. We want Richardson, Curran,
and Freeh out there implementing this
program as quickly as possible.

I do not think the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. RYUN) intended this. I
think it is an unintended consequence,
but I think it really undermines our ef-
fort to get a quick solution to this
problem.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON).

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I stand in strong sup-
port of the Ryun amendment. This is a
commonsense amendment. To quote
the amendment of the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. RYUN), the letter of June 8,
it says his amendment simply prohibits
foreign visitors from sensitive coun-
tries, and those are constituents that
are such staunch U.S. allies as China,
Cuba, North Korea, Iran, Iraq, Russia,
from entering national laboratories un-
less the Secretary of Energy grants a

waiver to individuals deemed necessary
to our, the United States’, national se-
curity.

Frankly, given the track record of
this administration, I hate to see them
have the ability to grant waivers. I
would love to have some language in
there that said unless they have been
giving to the campaign, but I do not
want to go that route.
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I think we have already hashed that
out. We know the relationships that
have caused some of these breaches in
security. But let us look at some of the
statistics: 742 Chinese scientists visited
Los Alamos National Laboratory, but
only 12 were given background checks;
23 Iraqi and Iranian scientists visited
the Sandia National Laboratory, none
were given background checks; 1,110
Russian scientists visited Los Alamos
National Laboratory, yet only 116 were
given background checks.

Come on. This is national security.
What is it that these people from sen-
sitive countries offer that people are
opposing the Ryun amendment over? I
am not sure. What was it that the sci-
entists from Cuba or North Korea or
Iran or Iraq or Russia gave that we are
afraid to give up for 2 years? Really we
are not giving it up for 2 years. The
Secretary of Energy would have the
right to waive the requirement.

This is a common sense amendment.
Our national security has been
breached because of the sloppiness of
the current administration. This tries
to correct it. I stand in strong support
of the Ryun amendment.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. TAUSCHER).

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the ranking member for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Chairman, when the gentleman
from California (Mr. COX) and the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS)
released their report last month, I
feared amendments like this one of-
fered by the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. RYUN) today.

This amendment is nothing more
than a misdirected overreaction. In-
stead of making constructive changes
to improve our counterintelligence op-
erations, this amendment blindly cuts
off our labs to foreign scientists, sci-
entists who work in many nonclassi-
fied, nonweapons-oriented areas of the
labs.

Specifically, this amendment fails to
distinguish between the smuggling of
our classified national secrets by
American citizens from nonclassified
disarmament-oriented exchanges with
countries such as Russia.

Among our country’s greatest na-
tional security threat is the spread of
nuclear chemical and biological weap-
ons. In February I spent a week in Mos-
cow, meeting with U.S. and Russian
scientists who administer programs de-
signed to stop Russian scientists and
their nuclear materials from going to

countries such as Iran, Iraq, and North
Korea.

Given the State of the Russian econ-
omy and the fact that Russia’s ura-
nium stockpiles are not locked down,
we have no choice but to engage our
Russian counterparts on a scientist-to-
scientist level.

The Ryun amendment would end this
cooperative effort. It would prevent
Russian scientists from visiting our
laboratories for 2 years and would se-
verely damage U.S.-Russian relations.

Mr. Chairman, for those who are con-
cerned about visits to our national
labs, let me say just this. Earlier
today, as part of the Cox and Dicks
amendment, this House took steps that
would reasonably address the need to
protect classified materials at our na-
tional labs from foreign visitors.

It would provide for the lifting of a
moratorium when DOE’s Director of
Counterintelligence, with the concur-
rence of the FBI Director, determines
that the proper counterintelligence
measures are in place.

Let us embrace this measured ap-
proach offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. COX) and the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. DICKS). Let us
reject the reactionary approach before
use. Let us not blindly shut down vital
national security programs that have
nothing to do with classified secrets.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I have no further speakers, but I would
like to reserve the right to close.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) has the
right to close.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. THORNBERRY).

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
commend the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. RYUN) for the serious work he has
done in this effort. It is certainly rare
that I would have a different opinion
from my committee chairman, but I
believe that the Cox-Dicks approach is
better.

I think it is important for us to focus
on the important parts of these secu-
rity problems. There has been no indi-
cation whatsoever that the foreign vis-
itor program has been in any way re-
lated to any of the security lapses that
we have had at the national labora-
tories. Now other things are related,
management of DOE and the number of
other areas where more work is re-
quired, but not the foreign visitor pro-
gram.

I would further say that the numbers
that we hear talked about do not really
tell us very much. For example, the
Governor of California once called
Lawrence Livermore and asked that a
busload of Chinese tourists be able to
visit Lawrence Livermore Laboratory
and go to the publicly open museum.
Every person on that bus counts as a
foreign visitor. I do not think we want-
ed to have the Secretary of Energy sign
a waiver for each and every one of
those tourists on a bus going to a pub-
lic building.
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I think the Cox-Dicks approach is

better and ask that this amendment be
defeated.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT).

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I want
to repeat the commendation of the last
speaker to the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. RYUN), because he served a pur-
pose in raising this issue to the fore-
front. He caused us to take what he
was proposing, to consider it in depth;
and that was the genesis of the amend-
ment we adopted unanimously today,
the Cox-Dicks amendment.

While it included other things, that
was our initial purpose, to take the for-
eign visitors program and add stric-
tures to it, but not stifle it so much
that we would literally suffocate and
kill it, because this particular proposal
would simply wipe out the foreign visi-
tors program except for perhaps a few
singular individuals who might be cer-
tified into it.

Now, what does that mean? What is
the foreign visitors program? The for-
eign visitors program exists on reserva-
tions like Los Alamos, which is about
the size of the District of Columbia. It
is not just some small laboratory. It is
a huge complex of facilities, an enor-
mous site. It includes secure areas to
which they do not have access and lots
of other areas and labs and work
spaces.

It would include an Israeli scientist
there working on solar energy, a Swed-
ish chemist who has come to work on
plutonium issues, because there is a lot
we still do not know about plutonium.
The Swedish chemist, an actual case, is
one of the world’s experts. We need his
insights and advice into the nature of
plutonium, how it ages and what its ef-
fects are.

It includes lots of foreign citizens
who will soon be American citizens
who post-doc’d from American univer-
sities and are working there, working
at Los Alamos, or Livermore. They are
the scientific talent of the present or
the future.

It includes a lot of Russians and lab-
to-lab exchanges. Why are they there?
Their knowledge is just about on par-
ity with us anyway, but it is recip-
rocal. We do not talk a lot about this.
That is part of the Cox report that was
not published. We have gained a great
deal through these exchanges. That
reciprocity has enhanced our knowl-
edge of what they are doing and en-
abled us to get a better grip on the
spread or misuse of nuclear materials
and nuclear devices.

It could include IAEA trainees, be-
cause this is the perfect place to come
where the knowledge resides. It could
include nonnuclear exchanges. As the
gentlewoman from New Mexico (Mrs.
WILSON) stated, lots of other things
have nothing to do with nuclear weap-
ons, lithography for inscribing ships,

for example, micromachinery, and stuff
like that.

We will wipe out this program. Why
is it important? Why does it have to
occur at the labs? We set it up years
ago when we created the stockpiles
stewardship program so that we could
have at these labs, which are national
treasure houses, scientific talent that
is second to none, so that we could at-
tract excellent scientists there and
maintain our excellence in nuclear
weapons.

This is an important program. The
strictures we need for the security and
counterintelligence have already been
passed and put into effect by the Cox-
Dicks amendment. This is not nec-
essary. In fact, it is a dangerous prece-
dent.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the ranking member
for yielding me this time, and I cer-
tainly thank the gentleman from Kan-
sas (Mr. RYUN) for his leadership on
these important issues.

Mr. Chairman, we have been through
some troubling times. We have been
sometimes amazed, sometimes fearful,
and sometimes deliberating what can
we do to protect the national security
issues of this government, and how can
we combine that with the necessities of
research and collaboration and our own
intrinsic spirit of a country that wel-
comes those into our borders.

I believe there is good intent behind
this particular amendment, but I rise
in opposition because of the impor-
tance of our national labs and the rel-
evance that they have to part of the
collaborative effort we have on very
important research.

While the intent of preserving our
national security secrets is one that I
am committed to accomplishing and
will be supporting several amendments
dealing with the recent incident that
we had in our national labs, I feel that
this amendment imposes an unneces-
sary burden on the ability of our na-
tional labs to function.

In fact, we have already addressed
many of these issues. The Cox-Dicks
amendment gives DOE incentive to
rapidly fix security problems. Under
the Ryun amendment DOE has a 2-year
moratorium, no matter what they do,
because they are forbidding those who
are foreign nationals from even coming
near our national labs.

I think the American ingenuity is
better than that. I think we are smart
people. I think we can address this
question right now; and we can not or
will not, by addressing it right now,
prohibit the collaborative research
that is important by most of those who
come to our national labs, who have no
intent of spying.

We had a terrible series of events
which have been noted by the Cox-
Dicks report, started under Republican
administrations, continued under
Democratic administrations, went

under a Republican administration.
There is no one that can claim that one
party over another has not had some
responsibility for what has happened.

I would ask we vote down the Ryun
amendment and support the measures
that have already been done and sup-
port the Department of Energy’s works
that they have already begun to do,
and make sure that we continue in the
attitude that we have that good re-
search is good and spying is bad.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
may I inquire of the Chair how much
time is remaining on both sides, please.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. RYUN) has 21⁄2 min-
utes remaining. The gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) has 31⁄2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT), my friend and
colleague.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Kansas for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Chairman, it is apparent that the
Department of Energy has no culture
for keeping secrets. They keep secrets
about like a sieve holds water. Person-
ally, I think that we should move all
nuclear functions from the Department
of Energy to the Department of De-
fense under civilian control. At least in
the Department of Defense we have a
culture for keeping secrets, a culture
for protecting our Nation’s secrets.

Now, what is being asked by the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. RYUN) is not
outside the realm of possibility. It is a
very reasonable consideration, a small
step in the giant trip we need to take
towards recovering our Nation’s se-
crets and putting into place a system
that would prevent them from being
lost in the future.

We simply have a counterintelligence
function being put in place, a 2-year
moratorium, and start the process of
protecting the secrets that our country
has invested billions of dollars in de-
veloping, and the loss of our secrets
places our Nation in jeopardy. Our chil-
dren’s safety is very important to us.
Whether they are in school or on the
streets, it is important.

The Ryun amendment is a good first
step, and I would encourage my col-
leagues to vote for it.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
13⁄4 minutes to the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. SNYDER).

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment of the
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. RYUN), my
friend and personal hero.

A year ago, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY) and I traveled
to Russia and visited several classified
Russian nuclear labs. While we were
there, we saw a demonstration, a coop-
erative venture that was set up be-
tween Sandia lab back in the United
States and Russia.

We actually looked on TV screens
and were looking at this Sandia lab. It
was an experiment on how to most effi-
ciently control nuclear materials, how
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to most efficiently verify that respec-
tive Nations are following treaty re-
quirements.

What will happen if this amendment
passes? First of all, there will be retal-
iation. Any nation that is on this sen-
sitive nations list, they are going to re-
taliate against us. Of course, they are
not going to let people like the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY)
and I continue to visit their complexes.

Second, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER) a while ago gave a
list of the nations that are on the list
of sensitive countries, and he men-
tioned Cuba and Algeria. I mean, who
can complain about not letting Cuban
baseball players into our nuclear facili-
ties?

The problem is that is an incomplete
list. The list I received from staff also
mentions that are on the list of sen-
sitive countries, Israel, Taiwan, India,
Pakistan. Surely we would all ac-
knowledge that these are countries
that we do have need for cooperative
scientific venture even in some classi-
fied areas.

The third point I would make is that
this amendment is too broad. The spe-
cific language puts this 2-year morato-
rium on ‘‘any facility of a national lab-
oratory.’’

Now, the doctor in me, when I hear
the word ‘‘laboratory,’’ I think it talks
about some one little small space or
one room. These laboratories, like
Sandia lab, Los Alamos, are large,
sprawling, many, many acres, many,
many buildings, doing all kinds of
work with all kinds of different sci-
entists, much of which is not classified.

We would be cutting off all of this
material and all of those opportunities
by passing this amendment.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COSTELLO).

(Mr. COSTELLO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Missouri for
yielding me this time, and I rise in op-
position to the Ryun amendment.

I rise today in strong opposition to the Ryun
amendment.

Last month Congressman NETHERCUTT of-
fered an amendment to the DOE authorization
bill in the Science Committee that would have
imposed a moratorium on the Department of
Energy’s foreign visitor program. I amended
Mr. NETHERCUTT’s amendment to include a
sunset provision. My amendment was unani-
mously accepted.

I offered my amendment in the Science
Committee because I am very concerned
about national security at our labs. My amend-
ment called for a moratorium on foreign visi-
tors from sensitive countries to all labs when
the visit is to a classified facility, and topics in-
volve export control and nonproliferation. How-
ever, it included a

1. Waiver of the moratorium on visits related
to the U.S.-Russia nonproliferation programs
that are important to our national security.

2. Similar to the bipartisan bill passed by the
Senate Intelligence Committee, the Secretary

can issue waivers as long as the Secretary re-
ports to Congress within 30 days.

3. Contained a sunset to the moratorium.
After all applicable portions of the Presidential
Decision Directive 61 are in place, additional
counterintelligence, safeguards and security
measures announced by Secretary Richard-
son are in place and that DOE’s current export
controls on nonproliferation that govern foreign
visits is in place.

4. Annual report by DOE and FBI to Con-
gress assessing security at each lab.

Mr. RYUN’s amendment would effectively kill
several important security programs at the
DOE labs including the nonproliferation pro-
grams that are so important to our national se-
curity.

I went before the Rules Committee to offer
my amendment that was unanimously passed
by the full Science Committee, however, my
amendment was not made in order. Therefore,
I will vote against the Ryun amendment and
urge my colleagues to also vote against the
amendment.

b 1645

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself the balance of my time.

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, the
current administration has used words
like unnecessary, overdramatize, and
overreaction when discussing this leg-
islation that tightens security at our
nuclear labs.

Security at the Department of En-
ergy nuclear laboratories has been a
systematic problem for over two dec-
ades. To blame one agency, one admin-
istration, or one individual would cer-
tainly be inappropriate. However, the
discovery of all the thefts that have
taken place in our most sensitive se-
crets does indeed warrant prompt and
decisive action.

The recent security proposals by the
Department of Energy will leave visi-
tors from China, Iran, Iraq, and Russia,
many of these sensitive countries, back
in the status quo. Congress must enter
in and make the change so that we no
longer have the status quo.

I ask that my colleagues vote in sup-
port of this amendment and in support
of the chairman, the gentleman from
California (Mr. COX), who intends to
vote ‘‘yes’’.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
RYUN). This amendment could have the
potentially destructive effect of cut-
ting off important exchanges for 2
years between American scientists and
their counterparts from other coun-
tries.

The amendment attempts to respond
to compromises to our national secu-
rity with regard to the People’s Repub-
lic of China, obviously, a worthy goal,
but it goes too far, extending the mora-
torium for 2 years instead of the 90
days specified in the Cox-Dicks amend-
ment.

The sensitive country list, as has
been mentioned, includes many friends

of the United States, including Israel.
The list includes most of the former
Soviet republics, including countries
like Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia
that are part of NATO’s Partnership
For Peace, and whose presidents took
part in the recent 50th anniversary
celebrations for NATO here in Wash-
ington. It includes India, the world’s
largest democracy. The stated reason
for putting India on the list is it has
not yet signed the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty. But it needs to be
made clear that India’s nuclear pro-
gram is an indigenous one, developed
by India’s own scientists.

Export controls on supercomputers
and other dual-use technologies have
been in effect against India for years,
forcing India to develop its own highly
advanced R&D infrastructure. There is
no evidence or even suggestion that
India has been involved in the kinds of
espionage activities that have been
documented with regard to China.

And we must be careful not to cut off
scientific exchanges for as long as 2
years. And I know, Mr. Chairman,
there is a waiver provision for national
security reasons, but I would suggest
that that is a very difficult test. Expe-
rience shows these types of waivers are
rarely used.

And I just want to say that I agree
that China’s espionage activities
should cause us to be more vigilant,
but the Cox-Dicks amendment address-
es many of these concerns, including a
much more measured approach to deal-
ing with the Department of Energy’s
foreign visitors program. So I think
that for that reason we should oppose
this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. RYUN).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. RYUN) will be
postponed.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 8, printed in
House Report 106–175.

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. GILMAN

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part A amendment No. 8 offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN):

At the end of title XII (page 317, after line
17), insert the following new section:
SEC. 1206. RESOURCES FOR EXPORT LICENSE

FUNCTIONS.
(a) OFFICE OF DEFENSE TRADE CONTROLS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State

shall take the necessary steps to ensure
that, in any fiscal year, adequate resources
are allocated to the functions of the Office of
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Defense Trade Controls of the Department of
State relating to the review and processing
of export license applications so as to ensure
that those functions are performed in a thor-
ough and timely manner.

(2) AVAILABILITY OF EXISTING APPROPRIA-
TIONS.—The Secretary of State shall take the
necessary steps to ensure that those funds
made available under the heading ‘‘Adminis-
tration of Foreign Affairs, Diplomatic and
Consular Programs’’ in title IV of the De-
partments of Commerce, Justice, and State,
the Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1999, as contained in the Om-
nibus Consolidated and Emergency Supple-
mental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law
105-277) are made available, upon the enact-
ment of this Act, to the Office of Defense
Trade Controls of the Department of State
to carry out the purposes of the Office.

(b) DEFENSE THREAT REDUCTION AGENCY.—
The Secretary of Defense shall take the nec-
essary steps to ensure that, in any fiscal
year, adequate resources are allocated to the
functions of the Defense Threat Reduction
Agency of the Department of Defense relat-
ing to the review of export license applica-
tions so as to ensure that those functions are
performed in a thorough and timely manner.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) and a Member
opposed each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join
with the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services, the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPENCE), in offering an amendment
which requires the Secretary of State
and the Secretary of Defense to ensure
that adequate resources are allocated
to the Office of Defense Trade Controls
and the Defense Threat Reduction
Agency for the purpose of reviewing
and processing export license applica-
tions.

The Office of Defense Trade Controls,
the ODTC, within the Department of
State, currently processes about 45,000
licenses each year, which is nearly four
times what the Bureau of Export Ad-
ministration in the Department of
Commerce deals with, with only one-
fourth of the personnel.

With the transfer in jurisdiction of
satellites and related technology from
the commodity control list to the mu-
nitions list, ODTC will be taxed even
greater to meet its obligations to re-
view and process munition licenses as
well as meeting its mandate to ensure
compliance with our export control
laws. That is why the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) and I
worked together to ensure that last
year’s Omnibus Appropriations Act
contained $2 million for the Office of
Defense Trade Controls to carry out its
responsibilities.

Regrettably, the State Department
has refused to allocate the necessary
funds to ODTC. Therefore, additional
language was placed in last month’s
emergency supplemental as report lan-

guage directing State to provide the
monies that are needed. The State De-
partment still refuses to provide all of
the $2 million to ODTC, citing other
pressing needs. Given the State Depart-
ment’s refusal to provide these needed
funds, this amendment directs the Sec-
retary of State to provide the balance
of the funds needed to ODTC.

This amendment ensures that the De-
fense Threat Reduction Agency is
going to be adequately resourced by
the Department of Defense. Accord-
ingly, I urge support for this amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), the
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN) and myself would require
both the Secretary of State and Sec-
retary of Defense to provide sufficient
resources to the offices within their re-
spective departments that are respon-
sible for reviewing and processing ex-
port license applications, as the gen-
tleman from New York has said. This is
premised on the strong belief that re-
view of the export licenses should be
carried out in a thorough and timely
manner.

This amendment builds upon the pro-
vision in last year’s Defense Authoriza-
tion Act that transfers licensing juris-
diction for the export of United States
satellites from the Commerce Depart-
ment back to the State Department.
Last year’s legislation also mandated a
greater Defense Department role in en-
suring that sophisticated military-re-
lated technology is not inappropriately
transferred to dangerous countries and
countries of proliferation concern.

Mr. Chairman, this is a common
sense amendment that simply requires
both secretaries to commit sufficient
resources to carry out their depart-
ment’s licensing activities. In par-
ticular, it calls on the Secretary of
State to immediately allocate those
funds provided last year for this pur-
pose. As the Cox report indicated, the
relaxation of export controls on sen-
sitive dual-use technologies has had a
devastating consequence for United
States national security. Combined
with the actions taken by the Congress
last year to tighten our export control
process, this amendment will help to
see to it that American national secu-
rity interests are protected.

The amendment’s requirement that
all export license reviews be carried
out in a timely manner addresses in-
dustry’s concerns regarding possible
delays in the licensing process.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GILMAN).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to

consider amendment No. 9 printed in
House Report 106–175.
AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. WELDON OF

PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part A amendment No. 9 offered by Mr.
WELDON of Pennsylvania:

At the end of title IX (page 265, after line
11), insert the following new section:
SEC. 910. DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY SECURITY EN-

HANCEMENT.
(a) REORGANIZATION OF TECHNOLOGY SECU-

RITY FUNCTIONS OF DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE.—The Secretary of Defense shall es-
tablish the Technology Security Directorate
of the Defense Threat Reduction Agency as a
separate Defense Agency named the Defense
Technology Security Agency. The Agency
shall be under the authority, direction, and
control of the Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy.

(b) DIRECTOR.—The Director of the Defense
Technology Security Agency shall also serve
as Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for
Technology Security Policy.

(c) FUNCTIONS.—The Director shall advise
the Secretary of Defense and the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, through the Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Policy, on policy issues
related to the transfer of strategically sen-
sitive technology, including the following:

(1) Strategic trade.
(2) Defense cooperative programs.
(3) Science and technology agreements and

exchanges.
(4) Export of munitions items.
(5) International Memorandums of Under-

standing.
(6) Industrial base and competitiveness

concerns.
(7) Foreign acquisitions.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) and a
Member opposed each will control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I think this amend-
ment and the one that will follow are
noncontroversial amendments. I have
discussed them with my colleagues on
the other side. I have discussed them
with the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. DICKS), the ranking member on
the Select Committee on U.S. National
Security and Military/Commercial
Concerns with the People’s Republic of
China.

My colleagues, these are perfecting
amendments to try to deal with the in-
ternal operations of DOD to make sure
that we have in place the appropriate
role for our agency personnel who are
charged with the responsibility of mon-
itoring input on potential technology
transfers in licensing so that we have
maximum effort available to raise the
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potential threats that these tech-
nologies might bring to bear on the
U.S. This change would take DTSA and
the Technology Security Directorate
out from under the control of DTRA,
which is the Defense Threat Reduction
Agency, and allow it to operate as a
separate entity.

The reason why this is important is
that in a reorganization that occurred
in the fall of last year, DTSA was
placed under the acquisition side of the
Department of Defense, thereby pro-
viding undue influence on those tech-
nical people whose job it is to monitor
technologies that, in fact, may be re-
quested for licensing.

It is true that the DTSA organization
also reports to the policy side of the
Department of Defense, but there is a
conflict in that dual reporting relation-
ship. What we simply do with this
amendment is have DTSA report di-
rectly to the policy side alone so that
the technical people in DTSA, who are
those that are best able to make key
decisions relative to technology licens-
ing in exports to the upper levels of the
Pentagon, so they can have the appro-
priate response for the decision-mak-
ing process involving Commerce and
State on technologies that in fact may
be exported.

It is a technical amendment, but it is
one that I think is consistent with
what was done by the Select Com-
mittee on U.S. National Security and
Military/Commercial Concerns with
the People’s Republic of China. It is
consistent with the goals and objec-
tives of the chairman and the ranking
member, and I ask my colleagues to
support this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
claim time in opposition to the amend-
ment? If not, all time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to

consider amendment No. 10 printed in
House Report 106–175.
AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. WELDON OF

PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part A amendment No. 10 offered by Mr.
WELDON of Pennsylvania:

At the end of title XII (page 317, after line
17), insert the following new section:
SEC. 1206. NATIONAL SECURITY ASSESSMENT OF

EXPORT LICENSES.
(a) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary of

Defense, in consultation with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, shall provide to Congress a
report assessing the cumulative impact of in-
dividual licenses granted by the United
States for exports, goods, or technology to
countries of concern.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—Each report
under subsection (a) shall include an assess-
ment of—

(1) the cumulative impact of exports of
technology on improving the military capa-
bilities of countries of concern;

(2) the impact of exports of technology
which would be harmful to United States
military capabilities, as well as counter-
measures necessary to overcome the use of
such technology; and

(3) those technologies, systems, and com-
ponents which have applications to conven-
tional military and strategic capabilities.

(c) TIMING OF REPORTS.—The first report
under subsection (a) shall be submitted to
Congress not later than 1 year after the date
of the enactment of this Act, and shall assess
the cumulative impact of exports to coun-
tries of concern in the previous 5-year pe-
riod. Subsequent reports under subsection (a)
shall be submitted to Congress at the end of
each 1-year period after the submission of
the first report. Each such subsequent report
shall include an assessment of the cumu-
lative impact of technology exports based on
analyses contained in previous reports under
this section.

(d) SUPPORT OF OTHER FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES.—The Secretary of Commerce, the Sec-
retary of State, and the heads of other de-
partments and agencies shall make available
to the Secretary of Defense information nec-
essary to carry out this section, including
information on export licensing.

(e) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘‘country of concern’’ means—

(1) a country the government of which the
Secretary of State has determined, for pur-
poses of section 6(j) of the Export Adminis-
tration Act of 1979 or other applicable law, to
have repeatedly provided support for acts of
international terrorism; and

(2) a country on the list of covered coun-
tries under section 1211(b) of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1998 (50 U.S.C. app. 2404 note).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) and a
Member opposed each will control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON).
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Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I will also make this
brief. This is also noncontroversial.
This also is an outgrowth of the Cox
committee and a recommendation that
I brought forward because of the find-
ings that we made in looking at the
damage done to our security.

We came to a bipartisan conclusion
that U.S. international export control
regimes have actually facilitated Chi-
na’s efforts to obtain militarily useful
technology. And, therefore, what this
amendment does is, I think, go a long
way toward addressing the problem of
monitoring what countries like China
are attempting to acquire by ensuring
that an annual comprehensive assess-
ment of export licenses to countries of
concern be prepared by the Department
of Defense.

In other words, when an export li-
cense is granted to what we call a tier-
three country, which is a country that
the State Department identifies as one
that is a potential threat to us, or
when an export license is given perhaps
to a country listed as a terrorist state,

there is no requirement today that
there is a process in place to monitor
the cumulative effect of those licenses.

What my amendment says is that the
Secretary of Defense, in consultation
with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, has to
submit to the Congress an annual re-
port. That annual report will reveal to
us the cumulative impact of individual
exports to countries of concern. It does
not say that any action will occur in a
negative sense. It simply provides for
the Congress to be given an annual re-
port by DOD of these exports.

I think it is a common sense amend-
ment. It will increase our effectiveness
in this area. I would ask my colleagues
to support this.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment,
and I yield myself such time as I may
consume. I do so to ask my friend some
questions.

I am sure that his intentions are very
solid, but my question on the wording
of the amendment is that, what if they
do the study and they find out it has
actually aided America’s defense? Are
they allowed to record that?

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEJDENSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, that would be fine. That
would be outstanding, and we would be
happy to receive that report.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, as I understand the
language, I do not have it in front of
me, it says to report the adverse im-
pacts of international trade in high-
technology items.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, actually, if he will real
my amendment, he will see that sec-
tion 2 says ‘‘the impacts of exports of
technology which would be harmful.’’
It says, ‘‘which would be harmful.’’

Mr. GEJDENSON. Right. So in that,
would it be okay, for the record, if they
assess something and they found out it
would be helpful?

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I would be happy to accept
that.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, ex-
cellent.

Let me just say again, we have taken
a spying case that started in the 1980s
and we are trying in the process, I am
fearful, of destroying the future eco-
nomic and military strength of the
country.

All these amendments are well-inten-
tioned. But the reality is that most of
this technology is not exclusively
American, that American industry
that has led the world with modern
technology will not continue to do so if
we unilaterally stop selling things, es-
pecially when they are generally avail-
able.

There are tens of companies that
have most of these products. And if we
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continue to look through this in the
same way we looked at machined tools,
we will do to the computer industry
and to other high-tech industries what
we did to the machine tool industry.

Some of the same Members here
would not allow American machine
tool companies to sell abroad for fear it
would end up in Russia’s hands. What
happened? The American machine tool
industry continued to degrade to the
point where the Defense Department
wanted Japanese machines. And when
the Soviets in those days were looking
for a machine tool to create the kind of
quality they needed for their sub-
marine program, they bought a To-
shiba.

So let us not sit here and believe that
we exist in a vacuum of total control of
this technology. What we are going to
set up with this stampede before any of
the committees of jurisdiction have
dealt with the issues is create the only
restrictive process in the world. None
of our allies are with us. They are sell-
ing everything they can to everybody
who will put money on the table. And
we are about to restrict things that are
not in our national interest.

We need to deal with choke-point
technologies. We need to deal with fis-
sionable material, chemical and bio-
logical weapons, not with every piece
of technology that leaves this country.
And it seems to me that unless we
calm down here a bit, we are going to
do fundamental damage to a critical
industry for the future of this country.

The choice is ours. Are we going to
continue to add these amendments
whose cumulative weight will create an
export licensing process so complex
that no one will believe America is a
reliable supplier?

And again, these are not generally
technologies that we hold unilaterally.
These are technologies that exist all
across the planet. Other countries,
other companies have them.

I will close with this: In the early
days of this Clinton administration,
they were refusing a license for tele-
phone switches to China. These switch-
es operated at 565. And so, I took a look
at that. And again, I am saying none of
these things are made in my district,
to my dismay, but this is an American
product by AT&T. It was a 565 switch.

The Clinton administration refused
to sell it. The Chinese made their own
565s. So we forced them to create a
competitive technology. And a third
country sold them 625 switches even
faster. We have to understand the re-
ality of the world and what really helps
us.

The mistakes we have to date I think
are clearly of the kind that this new
approach will only exacerbate. Do not
try to cast the wide net. Focus on the
critical technologies, on things that
are fundamental to weapons and other
secrets that are critical to national se-
curity.

Trying to have this broad net across
the globe on computers when a Sony
Playstation, our kids’ Sony version of

Nintendo, operates at a greater speed
than what we consider a super com-
puter today is unachievable. It will
only have one result. It will not in-
crease national security. It will do
damage to America’s forward-looking
industries.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I was not going to do
this but I cannot let those comments
go unanswered. Here is a chart that I
prepared, starting in 1993 until 1999.
This chart has been made available to
every one of my colleagues; and for the
past two nights, I have done one-hour
special orders here each night in detail
about these charts. I cannot go through
all of that today, but I would encour-
age my colleagues to read what I said
and then come on the floor and dispute
what I have said.

These charts were prepared by em-
ployees of the Federal Government
that I have been working with from
those agencies whose responsibility has
been to monitor our technology, not to
stop it, as the gentleman is trying to
say, but to monitor it, so the DOD has
at least the ability to know what it is
we are selling.

Now, let us look at what has hap-
pened. And why did I pick 1993? Was it
because Bill Clinton was elected? No. It
is because in 1993 this administration
decided to end COCOM.

COCOM was a process that was in
place with our allied nations to mon-
itor technology to make sure that in
fact that technology, if it was going to
be sold, we would understand the impli-
cations. This administration ended it.
And I do not want to hear that it was
started by the Bush administration.

Our Select Committee on China went
into detail. We called in the witnesses.
The final decision and the ultimate de-
mise was, by this administration, they
replaced it with something called
Wassenaar, which is a total and com-
plete failure. It has done nothing to
stop technology or to give us the abil-
ity to monitor it.

Look at what happened since this ad-
ministration ended COCOM. Each of
these red dots are decisions that we
took unilaterally to allow technology
to flow overseas.

Now, in the case of high-performance
computers, let us take that for a mo-
ment. Because the story is, well, every
nation builds them today. Wait a
minute. Up until 1995, only two coun-
tries built them, Japan and the U.S.
There was an unwritten understanding
between Japan and the U.S. that nei-
ther country would export high-per-
formance computers to tier-three coun-
tries. We unilaterally ended that. We
did it.

DTSA, the agency that I just talked
about, said that is a bad decision. The
administration said, we do not care. We
are going to sell these computers any-
place. Within 2 years, China had ac-

quired 350 high-performance com-
puters.

What is the industry saying today?
Oh, Japan is selling these. We have to
compete with them. Well, why are they
selling them? Because our Government
stripped away the process, stripped
away the process to allow the input by
defense experts on the implications of
these technology transfers.

Now, I cannot help it if my colleague
does not believe employees of his ad-
ministration. That is where I got this
information from. But it goes beyond
that also during this time period.
These are export violations by this ad-
ministration that occurred by China
that this administration ignored and
did not impose sanctions required
under arms control regimes.

Where did these technologies go?
They did not go to normal countries.
They went to Libya. They went to Iraq.
They went to Iran. They went to North
Korea. This administration ignored the
violations. This administration 20
times in the last 7 years, when we
caught these violations occurring, said,
we are not going to do anything be-
cause we do not want to upset our rela-
tionship with China. This combination
of factors, along with these numerous
visits by Chinese influence peddlers.

I wish my Democrat constituents
could visit the President 12 times in
one year like John Huang did. I wish
my constituents could have personal
meetings with President Clinton 12
times in one year to influence peddle.
But my constituents do not have that
opportunity.

So when the gentleman says we are
going too far, I say to the gentleman,
we had a 9–0 vote in the China com-
mittee for recommendations to im-
prove our security. It was this adminis-
tration who removed the laboratory se-
curity color coding at our Federal labs
in 1993.

It was Hazel O’Leary who removed
the FBI background checks in 1993. It
was Hazel O’Leary who overruled Law-
rence Livermore Laboratory when they
caught a retired employee giving clas-
sified information, and she reinstated.
And it was Hazel O’Leary in 1995 who
gave the design for the W–87 warhead
to U.S. News and World Report the
same year they said we caught China.

This administration has been the
problem with export policy, and we are
trying to make some modest changes
sensitive to the concerns of business to
allow us to get a control on what it is
we are selling. We are not trying to
hurt business.

I will put my record against that of
the gentleman on free market support
of our business any day of the week.
For him to stand up here and say we
are trying to hurt our business is noth-
ing less, in my opinion, than totally
distorting our reputation and what we
support.

We are concerned about America’s se-
curity, and we are concerned about giv-
ing our employees in the Defense De-
partment the chance to have input into
what is happening.
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I wish the gentleman on the Com-

mittee on International Affairs would
have done more on the elimination of
COCOM or the other things that oc-
curred over the past several years that
this administration gave away the
complete ability of our country to
monitor the kinds of technology that
we are selling. Because if we would
have stopped these things, we would
not have had to have a China commis-
sion, we would not have had to have a
Cox committee. But none of those
things occurred.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I
yield to the gentleman from Hawaii.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, I
ask the gentleman, would it be fair to
characterize some of the discussion
that took place in the Committee on
Armed Services since 1993 as addressing
some of the very problems that the
gentleman has outlined in that chart?

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, abso-
lutely. And the gentleman and my
friend was in the leadership in some of
those debates.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman would yield further,
has it not been a topic of discussion
among Democrats and Republicans
that these questions that have been
raised and which are addressed in the
amendments now before us have been,
if anything, stated in just as strong if
not stronger terms in trying to deal
with the question of technology trans-
fer in the security interests of this Na-
tion?

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Abso-
lutely. And Democrats have been on
the forefront of that in this body, as
have Republicans. Our battle has not
been within this Congress.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. And would it
not be fair to say that the question we
had in the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices was as to whether the Commerce
Department was the best area to be
making decisions with respect to na-
tional security interests of this coun-
try and technology transfer?

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Abso-
lutely.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. And so, I think
it would be also fair to indicate that
these two amendments that appear be-
fore us today, if anything, would be
characterized by individuals on the
Committee on Armed Services, such as
myself, as possibly being even a little
light in terms of what we might rea-
sonably expect to impose given the
sorry record that has appeared before
us over the last 6 years.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I would say the gentleman
is correct.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, some interesting
things have been said, not all of them

completely accurate. And I am sure it
is unintentional.

The reality is that COCOM died and
it died for a very simple reason. None
of our European, Japanese, and other
partners would sit by any of the rules.
Even when we had the Soviet Union,
we could not get the French, Germans,
and others to restrict sales.

Once the Soviet Union fell apart, in
1991, not when Bill Clinton got to be
President, but in 1991, COCOM stopped
functioning. And the reason there is
not a COCOM today is because we can-
not get an agreement from any of our
allies or former members of COCOM on
any restrictions whatsoever. The most
that they are willing to do is to have
their own set of rules essentially.

So they can dream about blaming
Bill Clinton for everything, even when
he wins. They can use his name here on
a regular basis as some kind of scoun-
drel. But the reality is, in 1991, when he
was not President, COCOM already
stopped working.
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What he tried to do with a follow-on
organization is try to get our allies to
have some semblance of a united posi-
tion on exports. He has not been able
to do it. The next President will not be
able to do it. And not if the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) were
the President would he be able to do it
because the Europeans will not enter
into that agreement with us.

Supercomputers, the Bulgarians
made supercomputers when they were
still communists. It is impossible to
think that we are somehow going to
strengthen America’s security by de-
grading the industries that are giving
us a new generation of computers every
6 months. So what you are going to do
is, you are going to try to slow this
process down. When a shelf life of a
product is 6 months, you have basically
disposed of that product’s value.

When we look at where the future is,
the future is very clear. The societies
that take advantage of their leads and
invest in future research and develop-
ment will be the societies that succeed.
American industry is not always right
but in this area they are and the gen-
tleman is wrong. American industry is
competing globally. There are competi-
tors making high speed computers and
others of these products across the
globe. And in every system, the present
system and the previous system, the
Defense Department was at the table.
But if you ask people whose sole re-
sponsibility is defense, I guess they
would not sell grain, they would not
sell cars, they would not sell anything,
because in some way that does assist
your adversary.

Mr. Chairman, if we do not develop
the technology for the future, we will
be begging the Japanese or the Ger-
mans to sell us the computers we need
and then tell me about American na-
tional security, when we no longer
make the best in this country. It hap-
pened in electronics, it happened in

machine tools, and with this kind of
attitude, it is going to happen in the
most forward industry we have had in
this country in some time, in tele-
communication and computers.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

In closing, the gentleman would
make a fine fantasy writer for fantasy
books. We are dealing in substance
here. There have been serious security
concerns brought before this Congress
by nine of the most solid Members of
this institution, four members of the
Democrat Party who I have the highest
respect for, who understand security
issues and understand the implications
of them and do not get on this floor
and rail with a bunch of uninformed
and unbacked-up rhetoric about what
we are trying to do. This is a serious
issue that deserves a serious response.
This amendment takes that step. I
would encourage and ask my col-
leagues to support this bipartisan ef-
fort to provide one more tool to allow
us to monitor our technology before it
is sold to a rogue nation or a terrorist
state.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. RYUN OF

KANSAS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. RYUN) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 159, noes 266,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 181]

AYES—159

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Blunt
Bonilla
Bono
Bryant
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Camp
Campbell
Cannon
Chabot

Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Duncan
Everett
Fletcher
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Ganske

Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hulshof
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Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
LaHood
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCollum
McInnis
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Ney

Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Radanovich
Ramstad
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shimkus

Shuster
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Walden
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—266

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Burr
Calvert
Canady
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell

Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg

Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
LaTourette
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps

Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott

Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)

Thornberry
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walsh
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn

NOT VOTING—9

Brown (CA)
Ewing
Hinchey

Kasich
Luther
McHugh

Quinn
Sherwood
Waters
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Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. KLECZ-
KA, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Mr. BRADY of Texas and Mr.
OWENS changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’
to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon and Mr.
HULSHOF changed their vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
(By unanimous consent Mr. SKELTON

was allowed to speak out of order).
ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGREEMENT BY MILITARY

FORCES OF YUGOSLAVIA TO WITHDRAW FROM
KOSOVO WITHIN 11 DAYS

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I will
be very brief.

Some in the House may know this,
but many may not:

Secretary of Defense Cohen just a few
moments ago announced that there is a
withdrawal agreement by the military
forces of Yugoslavia back to Serbia,
and the agreement is that they will be
completely out of Kosovo in 11 days.

I thought the House should know
that.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider Amendment No. 11 printed in
House Report 106–175.

The Chair understands that it will
not be offered.

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 12 printed in the House Re-
port 106- 175.

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. DELAY

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part A amendment No. 12 offered by Mr.
DELAY:

Strike section 1203 (page 310, line 22
through page 314, line 7) and insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. 1203. LIMITATION ON MILITARY-TO-MILI-

TARY EXCHANGES WITH CHINA’S
PEOPLE’S LIBERATION ARMY.

(a) LIMITATION.—The Secretary of Defense
may not authorize any military-to-military
exchange or contact described in subsection

(b) to be conducted by the Armed Forces
with representatives of the People’s Libera-
tion Army of the People’s Republic of China.

(b) COVERED EXCHANGES AND CONTACTS.—
Subsection (a) applies to any military-to-
military exchange or contact that includes
any of the following:

(1) Force projection operations.
(2) Nuclear operations.
(3) Field operations.
(4) Logistics.
(5) Chemical and biological defense and

other capabilities related to weapons of mass
destruction.

(6) Surveillance, and reconnaissance oper-
ations.

(7) Joint warfighting experiments and
other activities related to warfare.

(8) Military space operations.
(9) Other warfighting capabilities of the

Armed Forces.
(10) Arms sales or military-related tech-

nology transfers.
(11) Release of classified or restricted in-

formation.
(12) Access to a Department of Defense lab-

oratory.
(c) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) does not

apply to any search and rescue exercise or
any humanitarian exercise.

(d) CERTIFICATION BY SECRETARY.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services of the Senate and
the Committee on Armed Service of the
House of Representatives, not later than De-
cember 31 of each year, a certification in
writing as to whether or not any military-to-
miltary exchange or contact during that
calandar year was conducted in violation of
subsection (a).

(e) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than June 1
each year, the Secretary of Defense shall
submit to the Committee on Armed Services
of the Senate and the Committee on Armed
Service of the House of Representatives a re-
port providing the Secretary’s assessment of
the current state of military-to-military
contacts with the People’s Liberation Army.
The report shall include the following:

(1) A summary of all such military-to-mili-
tary contacts during the period since the
last such report, including a summary of
topics discussed and questions asked by the
Chinese participants in those contacts.

(2) A description of the military-to-mili-
tary contacts scheduled for the next 12-
month period and a five-year plan for those
contacts.

(3) The Secretary’s assessment of the bene-
fits the Chinese expect to gain from those
military-to-military contacts.

(4) The Secretary’s assessment of the bene-
fits the Department of Defense expects to
gain from those military-to-military con-
tacts.

(5) The Secretary’s assessment of how mili-
tary-to-military contacts with the People’s
Liberation Army fit into the larger security
relationship between United States and the
People’s Republic of China.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY) and a Member op-
posed each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY).

b 1745.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to offer an
amendment to bar the United States
from training the Communist Chinese
military. Now, at first this amendment
may sound unnecessary, especially
after all the revelations about the Red
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Chinese spying that was found in the
Cox report. It seems almost crazy to
even suggest that the American gov-
ernment might tutor its ambitious
nemesis in military strategy, but that
is exactly what the United States De-
partment of Defense under Bill Clinton
has planned.

Unless this Congress acts to stop it,
the Pentagon will go ahead with mili-
tary to military exchanges and other
sensitive information sharing with the
People’s Liberation Army. Such co-
operation between American and Red
Chinese Armed Forces has been both
hot and cold for the better part of two
decades. President Bush ended military
exercises 10 years ago after the com-
munist government violently sup-
pressed the peaceful protest for democ-
racy in Tiananmen Square. But con-
sistent with his administration’s habit-
ual appeasement of Communist China,
President Clinton jump-started Amer-
ican cooperation with the PLA soon
after taking office in 1993. The imbal-
ance in these so-called exchanges is ex-
treme and predictably benefits the
PRC.

Just this year, more than 80 coopera-
tive military contacts were planned be-
tween the U.S. and Red China. Pro-
posals for these training exercises in-
clude American operation on advice
from Special Forces units, from the
Navy Seals, the Army Green Berets
and the Air Force.

Last December a ship from Com-
munist China participated for the first
time ever in complex exercises with
America in Hong Kong. Plans were
hatched this year for the PLA to en-
gage in Code Thunder, the largest U.S.
Air Force exercise in the Pacific, and,
remarkably, the United States Army
has already hosted communist troops
for training exercises, and it just re-
cently squelched a visit by PLA observ-
ers to view the entire American air and
infantry divisions that were practicing
at the Army’s National Training Cen-
ter.

Such suicidal national behavior has
to come to an end. The role of our mili-
tary is to defend America from hostile
foreign powers, not to train them. This
amendment protects the American
military from its own expertise.

The United States has the most so-
phisticated military equipment in the
world, bar none. Rogue nations and
other aggressors are permanently dis-
couraged from wreaking havoc around
the globe because they fear the wrath
of American retaliation.

One key to this influence is our un-
matched technological and strategic
supremacy. Why on earth would we
want to share our most valuable se-
crets with any nation, let alone a po-
tential aggressor? The Cox report went
into painful detail about the extent to
which our arsenals have already been
compromised to Communist China. The
massive depth of the PRC’s operation
to infiltrate American security should
teach us many lessons about our rela-
tionship with the growing power in
Asia.

Primarily our relationship is not a
two-way street. The PRC steals our nu-
clear secrets and we do nothing. We
give them industrial technology and
ask for nothing in return. They finan-
cially tamper with the reelection of an
American President, and we sweep it
under the rug. We open our markets to
their products, but they slam their
markets closed to America. Now, al-
most like a parody, the United States
is practically training the People’s
Liberation Army. It is past time that
we say enough is enough.

Opening our markets is different
than opening our laboratories and mili-
tary facilities, and the line should now
be drawn. The Chinese Communists
will not leave any stones unturned in
their quest for military domination.
There is absolutely no reason for the
United States to enhance the PLA’s
war-making capabilities. It was not
that long ago that a high ranking PLA
official threatened to nuke Los Angeles
if America interfered in the Taiwan
Straits. There could be no clearer
warning to their intentions, and we
must defend ourselves from such a
threat.

Now, this amendment is very simple,
Mr. Chairman. It prohibits the United
States Secretary of Defense from au-
thorizing military exchanges with
Communist China that reveal Amer-
ican classified, nuclear, logistical,
technological, intelligence and other
war fighting secrets.

Mr. Chairman, this Congress must
vote against military-to-military ex-
changes with the Communist Chinese
now. American security is definitely at
stake.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas, and I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I must point out this
amendment is unnecessary. The com-
mittee did its work. The language in
section 1203 of our bill more than ade-
quately protects American national se-
curity in the area of military-to-mili-
tary exchanges with the Chinese Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army. The majority
wrote this language, we agreed to it, it
is good language.

Let me tell you what it does, what is
already in the bill. First, it provides
that these contacts be governed by the
principles of reciprocity and trans-
parency.

Second, it establishes limits that
would prevent Members of the PLA
from inappropriate access to advanced
technologies and capabilities of the
United States Armed Forces.

Third, it requires the Secretary of
Defense to certify prior to the start of
any operation that military-to-mili-
tary contacts with the PLA will be
conducted in accordance with such
principles of reciprocity and trans-
parency that such contacts are in the
national security interests of the

United States, and prohibits members
of the U.S. Armed Forces from partici-
pating in any military-to-military con-
tacts until such certification is given
to Congress.

Fourth, it requires the Secretary of
Defense to submit a detailed annual re-
port to Congress that provides an as-
sessment of the military-to-military
contacts with the PLA.

In addition to being unnecessary,
this amendment would actually harm
American security interests. The truth
is that military-to-military contacts
are more beneficial to the U.S. than to
the PLA. Our military operates every
day in an open, democratic society.
The PLA operates in China’s closed so-
ciety. With military-to-military con-
tacts we gain insight in the PLA’s
structure, its culture, its mode of oper-
ation and its influence on Chinese in-
ternal politics and foreign policy deci-
sionmaking.

It is a matter of intelligence. We en-
hance our understanding of China’s
strategic doctrine and can reduce the
potential for miscalculations and ac-
cess between the PLA and U.S. or other
Western forces.

Moreover, routine senior level de-
fense contact in times of relative calm
can help ensure open communications
during times of tension. The language
that is already in the bill, that is al-
ready there, written by the majority
and agreed to by the minority, protects
U.S. national security, while keeping
open lines of communication, which is
very essential to the American na-
tional interests.

I intend to vote against the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPENCE), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
DeLay amendment to limit military-
to-military contact between members
of the United States Armed Forces and
the Chinese People’s Liberation Army.
The DeLay amendment would
strengthen the limitation already car-
ried in the committee bill that would
attempt to better protect our military
secrets while not prohibiting VIP level
exchanges from continuing.

Make no mistake about it, there is a
need for increased vigilance. As the bi-
partisan Cox committee report reminds
us, the Chinese are engaged in a long-
term effort to modernize their mili-
tary, and, in particular, to understand
and acquire the power projection capa-
bilities that are the hallmark of our
military forces.

In addition to acquiring United
States and Western technology to im-
prove their power projection capabili-
ties, the Chinese are also attempting to
understand and even adopt United
States military tactics, techniques and
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procedures, the essential how-to
knowledge necessary for effective mili-
tary operations.

Increasingly, the Department of De-
fense is being pressured by other ele-
ments of our government to work with
the Chinese military in ways that in-
crease the chances these vital trade se-
crets might be revealed. For example,
just recently the Chinese asked to send
a delegation of 20 officers to the United
States Army Training Center to be
fully integrated into operations there.
Although the Chinese were eventually
denied full access to the center, the
Army was under pressure from other
parts of the administration to give the
Chinese, quoting from an Army source,
‘‘a level of involvement that was be-
yond what we had granted to any other
country,’’ according to these Army
documents. The Army believed the Chi-
nese had an ulterior motive for their
request, the desire to gain insight into
advanced Army tactics.

Mr. Chairman, the United States
would be foolish to place a higher value
on the policy of engagement with
China than on protecting the tactics
and technologies that are the corner-
stone of our national security, espe-
cially capabilities for power projection
that China might well turn on Taiwan
or our other allies in the Asia-Pacific
region.

I agree with the DeLay amendment,
and urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Guam
(Mr. UNDERWOOD).

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas, which has been
characterized as a limitation on mili-
tary to military exchanges with Chi-
na’s People’s Liberation Army. How-
ever, if one takes the time to read the
amendment, they will soon discover
the limitation is a little inaccurate.
What the amendment actually does is
destroy the cornerstone of an effort to
try to work to some extent with the
military on a reciprocal basis with the
Chinese military.
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I think the amendment represents a
misunderstanding about what military-
to-military exchange programs are all
about.

At first glance it would appear that
the DeLay amendment would have us
believe that the U.S. military is cur-
rently engaged in some sophisticated
military exercises with the Chinese
PLA, or has done so in the past. This is
not the case. This amendment would
prohibit all military contacts with the
PLA for logistics operations, field op-
erations, chemical and biological de-
fense, force projection operations, and
arms sales.

Ironically, we have not participated
in this level of cooperation with China
since Chiang Kai Shek, and the DeLay

amendment sets up the premise that
our military is sharing vital tactical
and operational techniques with the
PLA.

This is a little bit exaggerated. If any
American commander was to engage in
the kind of substantive exchange type
of activities enumerated in the DeLay
amendment, that commander should be
in deep trouble. The language of the
amendment of the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY) is redundant in that
he is outlawing what is already not
practice.

In reality, the military exchange pro-
gram, through this program as it cur-
rently exists, both China and the U.S.
have embarked on a series of measured
steps aimed at achieving increasingly
higher levels of mutual confidence and
understanding.

Let no mistake be made, our current
military engagement program with
China is leagues away from any level of
cooperation we have with any other na-
tion on the face of the earth. The basic
substance of our existing military con-
tact with the Chinese is based around
naval port visits, exchange visits by
top military leaders, and working level
talks and meetings.

Indeed, during his tenure as com-
mander of U.S. Forces in the Pacific,
Admiral Joseph Prueher, now retired,
had several productive exchanges with
the Chinese military leadership which
focused on discussions on Asia-Pacific
security issues and bilateral defense re-
lations.

Admiral Prueher’s exchanges also
provided for an opportunity for us to
learn about what is going on in China
and their efforts at so-called economic
reforms, and the PLA’s modernization.
Our intelligence of this information
would be scant, at best, if it were not
for the relationships established by
such military-to-military exchanges.

Even if we were to treat the Chinese
as an adversary or potential adversary,
continued and measured military-to-
military exchanges provide invaluable
intelligence and access to China’s mili-
tary leaders that we otherwise would
be cut off from.

The British in the early part of this
century promoted military and aca-
demic exchanges with their adver-
saries, the Germans, in order to know
their enemy. We, too, engaged in this
practice with Japanese admirals in the
1920s and ’30s. Ceasing this intelligence
practice would be cutting off our nose
to spite our face.

The essential point is that in our so-
ciety, we encourage the free exchange
of ideas. This is one of the reasons why
our Nation annually and publicly re-
leases reports on the posture and strat-
egy of our armed forces.

In fact, the U.S.-China military ex-
changes have created an environment
where China has finally published its
first white paper on defense, and al-
though we know it is not comprehen-
sive and not entirely accurate, I think
through this contact we are breaking a
barrier.

Mr. Chairman, furthermore, the
DeLay amendment ignores the key cur-
rent practice that governs our mili-
tary-to-military exchanges with the
PLA. In response to unequal treatment
of access with regard to Chinese mili-
tary equipment and installations as
well as exercise viewing privileges, the
Secretary of Defense has established a
quid pro quo procedure. In other words,
our military exchanges mirror the
level of access that is granted to our
officers and troops on exchange in
China. Thus, I think our fears of un-
equal access are moot.

Through this evenhanded and meas-
ured commonsense initiative, we do
not risk exposing ourselves to charges
of weakness and disingenuousness, but
at the same time we remain engaged
with China’s military to achieve the
greater goal of mutual understanding.

This amendment is simplistic, I be-
lieve a knee-jerk reaction that feebly
attempts to stem a genuine problem,
but a problem that exists in an entirely
different area. This amendment fails to
consider the entire picture and con-
stellation of elements that comprise
our national security apparatus. The
DeLay amendment seeks to create an
enemy out of China by naively tossing
out the baby with the bath water.

We need to create a balanced legisla-
tive approach that will yield a well-
conceived response to foreign espio-
nage.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK).

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment makes sense. I can under-
stand why a cultural and economic re-
lationship with China can improve
human rights, but China is not a mili-
tary friend. The events of last month
have made that clear.

After the Tiananmen Square mas-
sacre, we discontinued military co-
operation with China, and then in 1993
President Clinton reinitiated military-
to-military contacts. Now we have
learned that as early as 1996, national
security adviser Sandy Berger knew
that the Chinese had stolen our nuclear
secrets and were continuing to practice
espionage in the United States.

Yet, in 1998, for the first time ever,
we engaged in a joint military exercise
with China’s Peoples’ Liberation Army.
What has occurred during these mili-
tary-to-military contacts scares me al-
most as much as the Cox report.

We have recently learned China is
now attempting to purchase torpedoes
specifically designed to explode di-
rectly under our ships. Why? Because
at one of the visits last year they
learned that our U.S. aircraft carriers
had a thin hall and were vulnerable to
these types of torpedoes.

At these exercises the Chinese saw
our military’s dependence on satellites
and digital systems and AWACs air-
craft. It does not surprise me that they
are now seeking new ways to attack
American satellites and to disrupt
communications. We should not be al-
lowing any national security secrets to
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be given away to any potential adver-
saries, much less China. We would not
invite a thief to observe our home secu-
rity system as it was being installed
and tested.

This administration continues to
show its inability to even attempt to
keep our national security secrets from
China. As a result of this ineptness, I
support the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) to pro-
hibit most military-to-military con-
tacts with the People’s Liberation
Army.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly oppose this
amendment. No one can deny that
there is a serious breach of U.S. secu-
rity with respect to the leak of mili-
tary secrets to the People’s Republic of
China. The answer in my view to ad-
dress that problem is to plug the leaks,
punish the violators, prevent this from
happening again, and to outsmart the
technology which the Chinese have
wrongfully obtained.

The answer is not to change our form
of government and replace one Sec-
retary of Defense and one Commander
in Chief with 435 Secretaries of Defense
or Commanders in Chief. I believe that
is the fundamental error behind this
ill-conceived amendment.

I would like my colleagues to con-
sider the following not-too-unlikely
scenario: A rogue state, let us say Iraq,
decides it wants to plan and execute an
attack on a U.S. corporation located in
Beijing, in the People’s Republic of
China. Our intelligence community
learns of this planned attack.

If the DeLay amendment were the
law, as I read it, the Secretary of De-
fense and the military would be prohib-
ited from talking to the People’s Re-
public of China military about respond-
ing to prevent that attack, prevented
from sharing any information as to
what to do about it.

The principal flaw in this very flawed
proposal is not simply what I believe to
be its political motivation, it is also its
absolute unreasonableness in imple-
mentation. People have to make deci-
sions in times of crises with limited in-
formation and with peoples’ lives on
the line. It is wholely inappropriate for
us to require that those decisions be
bound up in the deliberations of a legis-
lative branch.

There is not one Member here, cer-
tainly not I, that would say that the
conduct of the Chinese military is ex-
emplary. But history teaches us that
there are times when we cannot choose
our partners or our allies. There are
times when we must act and seek the
help of anyone who is willing and pre-
pared to help us.

I agree that those circumstances
would be very limited, indeed, given

the history of the last few years and
months and weeks on this issue. But
for us to rule it out with the exception
of search and rescue exercises or hu-
manitarian exercises, whatever that
means, I believe is imprudent and reck-
less, and is an abrogation of the right-
ful constitutional power of the execu-
tive branch.

For these reasons, I would urge my
colleagues, both Republicans and
Democrats, to reject this ill-conceived
amendment.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in strong support of the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY).

Mr. Chairman, we were just looking
at what happened with Secretary
O’Leary a few years ago. We found out
recently that she has been, when she
was Secretary of Energy, she was shov-
elling out the door our nuclear secrets,
just shovelling out the door. In retro-
spect, it looked like a going out of
business sale. It was probably more
like a going out of sanity sale. This is
insane. The policies this administra-
tion has had towards Communist
China, our worst, our most deadly po-
tential enemy, is insane.

We have heard, we can just plug the
leaks, change a little here, change a
little there, and that is the way to ap-
proach it. No. What we need to protect
the interests of the United States and
ensure that our people are not inciner-
ated with our own weapons or de-
stroyed or killed, or having our defend-
ers destroyed or killed by tactics that
they have learned from us, that our
enemy has learned from us, the way we
do that is change the fundamental poli-
cies that we have toward Communist
China.

Communism should not be treated as
a potential friend. It is being treated as
a friend now. It should be treated as a
potential enemy. It is a hostile power,
it is not a friendly power. Until we
start treating communism this way, we
will continue to do nonsensical things
like training their military on how to
better run a military.

I have a list here, as of February of
this year, of the proposed military ex-
changes between the United States and
the Communist Chinese. It includes
quartermaster training, acquisition
training, logistics training. It includes
special forces training. It includes hav-
ing their top officers to come for brief-
ings.

Here we have what this administra-
tion’s policies are. This is after they
knew, this is after this administration
knew that the Communist Chinese had
acquired our most deadly weapons se-
crets, weapons that could incinerate
millions of Americans, and this admin-
istration was still proposing that we
have a military exchange program to
teach them how our military functions
and how their military can better func-
tion.

This is insanity. This is total insan-
ity. I strongly support the DeLay
amendment, and would request the
American people to pay close attention
to this vote.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON).

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
think the descriptive term that was
used by my colleague, the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER)
may be the right one, but it is about
the underlying amendment, not opposi-
tion to it.

As I read this, yes, and again, I like
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), I get along with him well, I
know his intentions are noble. But
would the author of the legislation pro-
hibit the American military from sit-
ting down with the Chinese to deal
with nonproliferation issues? If we had
not just reached this conclusion in
Kosovo, it would be illegal under the
language of the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY) to sit down and talk about
logistics with the Chinese.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY) apparently does not trust our
American military, that they are ei-
ther too naive or simple, that somehow
the Chinese are going to take advan-
tage of them.

Let me tell the Members, we live in a
free and open society. Anybody who
wants to talk to the American military
can look in the phone book and call
them up and talk to them. We do not
get to talk to Chinese, generally, be-
cause it is a closed society.

I would argue that whether it was the
Soviet Union or any of the satellite
states, that any time there was con-
tact, at the end of the day, America
and freedom won. I believe our system
is stronger, our military is more capa-
ble, and every time they come in con-
tact with America and what it does,
they crumble a little more.

The Chinese are probably praying
that we go into an isolationist mode. It
could be the best thing for the leaders
in Beijing, because when they meet and
see what Americans are all about, our
strength comes across clearly.

Let us see what the Department of
Defense says about this amendment.

b 1815

For example, an attempt by U.S.
open military-to-military channels re-
garding nonproliferation by definition
involved contacts or exchanges with
the PLA strategic missile and/or chem-
ical defense personnel. Proliferation is
a key area of U.S. Chinese relations,
yet DoD would be barred from partici-
pating in that discussion. I would
think the gentleman would demand
that if there were discussions on non-
proliferation that he would have mem-
bers of the American military there.

Listening to the debate today, no one
fools themselves that this world is not
a dangerous place, even without the
Soviet Union and its former empire sit-
uation. But we are the most powerful
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country on the face of this Earth.
There is no one in second place com-
pared to our capabilities, our men and
women who represent us in the service.

I say to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY), for this country to be
shivering here, trying to stop dialogue
that achieves our goals, is a mistake.
It is a mistake to say we cannot talk
about proliferation issues. It is a mis-
take not to have these military-to-
military contacts when it suits our in-
terests, when America decides it is the
right thing to do.

I am not sure what is going on here,
frankly. I see a debate that creates the
image of a weak and failing America.
It is the wrong message to our country-
men. It is the wrong message to our ad-
versaries. America is strong and capa-
ble. I would bet the lowest-ranking
member of our Armed Forces, in a dis-
cussion with the Chinese, that we win
that discussion, that we gain from that
discussion.

When they see what we live like here,
it undermines them. My parents fled
the Soviet Union. What they told me
was when Khrushchev visited here,
they believed and I believe it, too, that
Khrushchev thought we built a
Potemkin Village, that we created
these great grocery stores for him to
see. Then Khrushchev went back.

But by the time Gorbachev came,
they knew from military-to-military
contacts, from private contacts, that
every American had a better life than
the top brass of the Soviet union.

It is foolish to put in permanent law
a ban on these kind of contacts. It de-
fies our own national interests. This is
not about doing the Chinese a favor.
We do not have these meetings to help
the Chinese. We do this for our inter-
ests.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, could I
ask how much time is remaining on
each side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) has 161⁄2 min-
utes remaining. The gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) has 15 minutes
remaining.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me just say this
side believes that we have a strong
America, but we have a weak adminis-
tration. Nothing in my amendment has
anything to do with talking about pro-
liferation or treaties or anything else.
It has everything to do with exchange
of operations, letting the communist
Chinese observe what we do so they can
take it back to China and copy it, if
not steal it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CALVERT).

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to support this important
amendment. I hope that it sends a
wake-up call to both the leaders of the
People’s Republic of China and our cur-
rent administration.

I am shocked and dismayed by the
casual attitude of our current adminis-

tration to the efforts of the Chinese
Government to infiltrate our Nation’s
political and military infrastructure. I
do not take these actions against our
Nation lightly, and I hope my col-
leagues will not either.

I thought it was a proper course of
action in 1989 when President Bush sus-
pended joint training exercises fol-
lowing Tiananmen Square. Given the
findings of the Cox report and our ad-
ministration’s admitted failure to re-
spond to massive security breaches, I
believe we should suspend all joint
military exercises with China at once.

I believe that someday a peaceful
Chinese nation can contribute posi-
tively to the international community.
But at the present time, it is very dif-
ficult to place trust in the Chinese
Government and expect a change in our
current administration’s seemingly
willful acceptance of China’s deceptive
tactics and aggressive posture. I think
that our current policy toward China
should mirror that of President Rea-
gan’s engagement with the Soviet
Union by containing their military ag-
gression, preaching the moral superi-
ority of freedom, and influencing the
ideas of their people through trade and
exposure to western political values.

Mr. Chairman, I encourage my col-
leagues to vote in favor of this amend-
ment. Stop joint military activities
with China until their leaders are will-
ing to participate as an honest world
power and until our administration is
willing to make our national security a
top priority.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Missouri for granting me
this time and particularly since he has
given me time to speak in support of
the DeLay amendment.

I think the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY) is right on this. I think
between the revelations of the two 40-
foot container loads of automatic
weapons being shipped to our West
Coast, the now control of two ports on
the Panama Canal by a company called
Hutchinson, which is owned by the Chi-
nese, the things that have come out as
a result of the Cox report as far as the
Chinese either being given in some in-
stances by dumb Americans, in some
instances being sold technology and
some instances stealing technology.

But I would like to ask the sponsor of
this bill to let us take this a step fur-
ther. See, next month this body is
going to vote on something called
most-favored-nation status for China.
Technology is one thing. But in order
to build the weapons that threaten
America, China needs money. They get
that money from America. They get
that money from trade with America
where they sell their goods to America
with 2 percent or less tariff as a result
of the most-favored-nation status. Yet,
our country, our goods, when sold in
China, have to pay anywhere from 20 to
40 percent.

I find it strange that the gentleman
who is so right on this issue, 1 year
ago, on July 22, when we voted to dis-
approve most-favored-nation status
voted with the Chinese. The gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) voted to grant
the Chinese unlimited access to the
American market and to continue this
$60 billion trade surplus on behalf of
China.

In fact, I think I have gone so far as
to break the code. See, MFN does not
really stand for most favored nation. It
stands for money for nukes. When some
people very cleverly changed the name
of it to NTR, thinking it would stand
for normal trade relations, I think the
truth of the matter is it stands for nu-
clear tipped rockets that they are
going to buy with American money.

So I am going to vote with the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) today,
but a month from now when we vote on
MFN, money for nukes, I hope he will
be voting with me to vote no.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SWEENEY).

(Mr. SWEENEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY) for yielding me this time.

I rise in strong support today of the
DeLay amendment. The time has come
to base our relationship with China on
realism rather than wishful thinking.
The DeLay amendment sends a nec-
essary message to the People’s Repub-
lic of China that the communist gov-
ernment is an untrustworthy military
partner.

China’s overall military moderniza-
tion is striking. The PLA’s abandon-
ment of a traditional land-based peo-
ple’s army in favor of forming com-
prehensive strategic and nuclear strike
capability by land, sea, and air has pro-
found consequences on our relationship
with China, and we ought to let them
know that.

Mr. Chairman, there is no doubt that
the PRC has been pursuing a rapid es-
calation of its military modernization,
of both its strategic and conventional
forces, and it is utilizing American
technology to do so.

As a result, I believe a military con-
frontation with the PRC is not out of
the question. Let us remember it was
just 3 years ago that we were forced to
send two aircraft carriers into the Tai-
wan Strait to respond to PRC men-
acing the region.

Military-to-military exchanges are in
some cases cornerstones of important
peaceful relationships with our allies.
The People’s Republic of China is not
an ally. To be successful, these ex-
changes must employ real trans-
parencies so that each partner gains in-
sights into the capabilities of the oth-
ers.

There is no mutual transparency
here, Mr. Chairman, in our exchanges
with the PLA. Instead, the information
obtained by the Chinese is being used
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by its military to isolate our
vulnerabilities and position the PLA
for a future conflict, and our military
experts observe nothing of value in re-
turn. This is not the goal of military
exchanges. This amendment ensures
that our leading military technology
and know-how are not turned against
us in the form of an advanced military
threat.

Mr. Chairman, Henry Kissinger re-
cently stated ‘‘that the critics of our
‘strategic relationship’ with China
have an obligation to develop a vision
commensurate with the vastness of the
historical sweep of the challenge.’’

I believe he was addressing people
like the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY) and myself. I would answer Mr.
Kissinger by pointing to the document
which is the foundation of our Amer-
ican vision, our Constitution. It is,
after all, a vision which requires min-
imum rights and protections for all in-
dividuals.

As we know, if Mr. Kissinger were a
Chinese citizen and espoused the prin-
ciples of the Constitution, he would be
quickly in prison. Our vision, Mr. Kis-
singer, is the vision of Franklin,
Adams, and Jefferson, and preserving it
is important.

Mr. Chairman, with respect to China,
our country has looked the other way
for too long. The DeLay amendment
tells China that we expect a relation-
ship based on truth and realism. I urge
all my colleagues to support the DeLay
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the
DeLay amendment to restrict military ex-
changes with China’s People’s Liberation
Army. The time has come to base our relation-
ship with China on realism rather than wishful
thinking.

Since 1994 the P.R.C. has been con-
structing military facilities in the Spratly Is-
lands. The size and nature of these facilities
suggest that the P.R.C. is attempting to estab-
lish a permanent strategic presence in the
area, from which it could patrol the South
China Sea, the waterway through which one
sixth of the world’s trade is shipped.

Two years ago, in March 1997 a Chinese
controlled company was able to obtain, from
Panama, the rights to the port facilities that
flank the canal zone.

Then there is the matter of the democratic
nation of Taiwan. The P.R.C.’s 1995 military
exercises and 1996 missile firings in the Tai-
wan Strait have been followed by an offensive
military buildup on the Chinese mainland itself
that includes tripling the number of missiles (to
more than 100) already deployed against Tai-
wan.

These developments are all the more alarm-
ing when seen against the backdrop of:

(1) China’s overall military modernization, its
abandonment of a traditional, land-based
‘‘people’s army’’ in favor of a comprehensive
strategic and nuclear strike capability by land,
sea, and air;

(2) China’s clandestine efforts to acquire the
most secret and sensitive of United States
military technologies, including the know-how
to replicate the W 88 warhead, the most dan-
gerous security breach in 50 years; and

(3) allegations that China has assisted the
North Korean missile program, on top of its

known and suspected sales of missile and nu-
clear technologies to terrorist states.

With respect to China, our country has
looked the other way for too long.

Human rights violations in China and Tibet
are another point of contention since the
Tiananmen Square crackdown. Among these
violations are the recent excessive jail and
labor camp sentences for pro-democracy ac-
tivists.

A future military confrontation with the
P.R.C. is not out of the question. Just three
years ago President Clinton was forced to
send two American aircraft carriers into the
Taiwan Strait.

United States policy toward the P.R.C. has
been based on wishful thinking for far too
long. Policy makers in the Administration of
both parties have time and time again been
willing to give Chinese leaders the benefit of
the doubt only to be consistently let down.

The DeLay amendment tells China that we
expect a relationship based on truth and real-
ism.

Mr. Chairman, Henry Kissinger recently stat-
ed and I quote, ‘‘that the critics of our ‘‘stra-
tegic relationship’’ with China have an obliga-
tion to develop a vision commensurate with
the vastness and historical sweep of the chal-
lenge’’.

I believe he was addressing people such as
Congressman DELAY and myself. I would an-
swer Mr. Kissinger’s challenge by pointing to
the document which is the foundation of Amer-
ica’s vision. Our constitution. A vision which
requires minimal rights and protections for all
individuals.

As we all know, if Mr. Kissinger were a Chi-
nese citizen and espoused the principals of
our constitution he would quickly be impris-
oned. Our vision, Mr. Kissinger is the vision of
Franklin, Adams and Jefferson.

I ask support for the DeLay amendment.
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3

minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. JONES).

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong support of
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY). I com-
mend him for bringing attention to
this extremely important national se-
curity issue.

I first learned last summer that the
Pentagon was considering a plan for
our elite special forces to engage in
joint training exercises with Chinese
PLA troops. At the time, I was out-
raged because our lax U.S. policy of
constructive engagement toward China
had already proven too dangerous.

Mr. Chairman, that was before the
advent of the Cox report. What once
seemed outrageous is now beyond be-
lief. We have known for years that
China cannot be trusted. In 1995, the
United States made a futile agreement
to extend most-favored-nation status
to China, providing it would stop ex-
porting nuclear weapons, and it would
stop its abusive human rights prac-
tices. It has failed on both accounts,
Mr. Chairman, and yet the administra-
tion continues to turn a blind eye to
China’s blatant suppression of human
rights and its role as a global supply of
weapons of mass destruction and tech-
nology to foreign countries.

We have learned the hard way that
we have no reason to trust China. Last
year the CIA reported that China had
at least 13 missiles targeted at United
States cities, and the Rumsfeld Com-
mission indicated that China’s pro-
liferation of ballistic missiles and
weapons of mass destruction threatens
the security of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, while China was busy
selling technology to rogue nations and
amassing its own nuclear stockpile, the
Defense Department was drawing up a
game plan to engage the United States
in military-to-military contacts with
China in hopes of establishing a rela-
tionship of trust and confidence. How
much more can we afford to give?

The Defense Department even devel-
oped and implemented a United States-
China military exchange program for
1999 that includes visits from PLA offi-
cials to tactical and strategic facilities
in the United States. Encouraging such
exchanges is another way to poten-
tially expose U.S. military information
to a communistic nation.

Mr. Chairman, China has proved
itself a threat to United States na-
tional security. The DeLay amendment
would prohibit military exchanges in-
volving U.S. forces training PLA forces
and help prevent China’s capability for
invasion and long-range operations.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of the DeLay amendment. The security
of our Nation may depend on it. I re-
peat, Mr. Chairman, the security of our
Nation may depend on it. Vote for the
DeLay amendment.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), a top gun.
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, but I am old gun now.

I would tell my colleagues that if I
were to see a cobra, and the cobra was
mounted, I might catch it and milk his
venom and use that venom for good.
And I think in some ways we need to,
whether it is the Middle East, whether
China or Russia, we have to engage
them both economically and in other
ways and milk that. But at the same
time, I think we do not let that cobra
loose where we have children playing
in a room, and we do not teach that
cobra how to bite.

The Navy Fighter Weapons School,
which is known as the Top Gun, and
the Air Force has the 414th, which is
their fighter weapons school, and the
adversary squadrons, every single day
of my life in the service I flew Russian
and Chinese tactics against our fight-
ers so we would know how to fight
them. How do we defeat their jammers?
How do we defeat their tactics.

For example, they have high-low
pairs and they have pincer tactics.
They will take a pair up, up high, of
MiG 23s or MiG 25s or even MiG 29s,
and they will run sections of pairs,
high-low pairs so that we cannot pick
out the low pair or the high pair on one
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radar, and they want the enemy to go
after the high pair. Then they will
come around in a double pince or a sin-
gle pince. If the high section sees that
the enemy is going after them, they
will turn and run and the pince will
come in and shoot the enemy down.

The White House allowed the Chinese
and the Russians into the 414th, into
Navy Fighter Weapons School in
Fallon, and let them watch how we de-
feat their tactics and their jammers.
That is wrong. That is like teaching
the cobra how to bite. And I guarantee
my colleagues, Russia and China will
bite us if they have the opportunity.
And the reason I am supporting this
amendment is I do not want to give
that cobra the chance to bite the kids
that are up there in the air or on the
ground with other things. I think that
is wrong.

When I was a lieutenant in the
United States Navy, I was just as out-
spoken then as I am now. And when our
government, with a Republican Presi-
dent, let the Shah of Iran have F–14s, I
pounded my fist on the table and said
I do not want to have to look down the
barrel of those F–14s some day, because
the Shah may not be here. And I knew
the history of Iran and that someday
we were going to look down those bar-
rels. And we even trained some of their
fighter pilots. And guess what? I felt
like Billy Mitchell.

We must not give our enemies our
deep secrets or let them play in the
baby crib. And that is what we are
doing, and that is what the gentleman
from Texas, in his amendment, is try-
ing to stop. How more common sense
can we get? We cannot give the enemy
the tactics that he can kill us with.
And that is the reason I support the
gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, there is no one I re-
spect more in this House than the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON).
His work on this committee is out-
standing, his leadership in trying to
stop the devastation and the hollowing
out of our defense is next to none. The
gentleman, we say from Texas, knows
from where he comes, and I do respect
the gentleman, but in this case I re-
spectfully disagree with him.

The gentleman says that my amend-
ment is redundant because the com-
mittee has worked very hard at putting
language in the bill that does basically
the same thing I do. Where I disagree is
the transparency and the reciprocity
part of their portion of the bill, which,
in my opinion, gives a huge loophole to
this administration, this administra-
tion that has already exhibited incred-
ible weakness when it comes to China.

Foreign relations with China are
very difficult in the best of cir-
cumstances. They were difficult during
the Reagan administration, they were
difficult under all the administrations
before this administration. But when
we have an administration that kow-
tows to the Chinese, that lets them

bamboozle them, that out-negotiates
them, it leads to these kinds of prob-
lems that we are talking about here
today.

The President of the United States
went to China. He was received in
Tiananmen Square, where hundreds
were killed fighting for democracy.
The President, while he was in China,
was embarrassed when the Communist
Chinese decided that that they would
test an ICBM missile while the Presi-
dent of the U.S. was in-country. Just
recently, after the huge mistake of
bombing the Chinese embassy, this
President apologized I do not know
how many times. And I will tell my
colleagues something, I will never for-
get the picture that I saw on CNN net-
work of the ambassador to China and
his aide standing over the President of
the United States while he was sitting
at his desk in the oval office signing a
book of apology. Now, we should have
apologized once, and that is enough.

But this administration has
kowtowed to the Communist Chinese
over and over again. And now we find
that they are using all types of ways
for exchanges to show the Communist
Chinese and the People’s Liberation
Army how we do things so they can
copy it. It has got to stop.

There is no reciprocity. The only
thing that transparency will show is
that we give them the key to the pent-
house and they give us the key to the
outhouse. We have got to stop it for
the sake and security of the American
people. And my amendment makes no
mistake, leaves no door open, leaves no
crack open. My amendment says we are
going to stop it and we are not going to
show the Chinese how the SEALS oper-
ate; we are not going to show exercises
using two divisions of our army; we are
not going to let them on our aircraft
carriers so they can take notes of how
to destroy them; we are not going to do
these kinds of things. That is what my
amendment does.

The gentleman from Guam says that
the program improves our knowledge
of Chinese methods and tactics. We are
going to learn 1950s and 1960s and 1970s
military tactics from the Chinese. We
gather intelligence from them. The
U.S. Armed Forces are superior to the
People’s Liberation Army. There is
nothing we can learn from them nor is
there parity between these exchanges.
We offer the Chinese our national lab-
oratories while they offer us empty
barracks.

Let me just cite a couple of examples
that were put in an article in The New
Republic written by Jason Zengerle, I
believe it is. A group of officers from
the Chinese People’s Liberation Army
happened to drop in on an American
naval base. Over steaks, beer, two
kinds of wine and apple pie, the Chi-
nese peppered their American counter-
parts with questions about the Amer-
ican aircraft carrier they were on and
its vulnerabilities. Wanting to be a gra-
cious host, like the admiral, an Amer-
ican lieutenant commander proceeded

to tell the Chinese about the carrier’s
Achilles heel, its hull is too thin on the
bottom, the commander explained. So
a torpedo that exploded underneath the
carrier could easily penetrate the car-
rier’s skin. That is why they are buy-
ing torpedoes that explode under our
ships because we gave them the infor-
mation.

In another incident, not surprisingly
then, when then chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, General John
Shalikashvili, visited a Chinese mili-
tary installation in 1997, and this is in-
credible, he was shown a routine
marksman demonstration, at a dis-
tance, through binoculars. Now, this is
an exchange. And he was given a tour
of empty barracks and mess halls. And
similar things have happened to other
visiting American officers. We see the
same tired old factories, the same divi-
sions we have seen before, gripes a Pen-
tagon official. We do not get into their
crack divisions and factories.

We have to stop this. We have to stop
it now. Enough is enough. The security
of this country is at stake. I ask for a
‘‘yea’’ vote for the DeLay amendment.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I first must say to my friend, the
gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM), that no one in this
Chamber admires more what he has
done and what he does for his country,
so I compliment him in his past and
present actions, though from time to
time we will vary on issues. And I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s comments
earlier.

But let me say this to my friend from
California, as well as my friend from
Texas. When we first started the debate
on this bill, I stated that this was the
best bill that we have put forward to
the Congress of the United States since
the early 1980s. That included the lan-
guage regarding the military-to-mili-
tary contacts regarding China drafted
by the majority under the guidance of
our chairman, the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE). We have
done the job. It is well worth it. We
have protected the interests of the
United States. I do not think it could
be better.

The amendment that the gentleman
from Texas offers, in my opinion, gilds
the lily. I think that what is in there is
excellent. I stand by it, I embrace it, I
compliment the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) and those that
worked it out and I agree with it. I
hope that we stand by it and approve
it.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of Representative
DELAY’s amendment. This amendment would
prohibit the military to military exchanges that
train the People’s Liberation Army of China.

I support this amendment for several rea-
sons. First in light of the Cox report on the ex-
tent of China’s espionage and theft of Amer-
ica’s national security secrets, I feel that fur-
ther contact is unwise. It would be imprudent
to foster a relationship, which is not beneficial
to our nation’s interests and further extends
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the risk of exposure of U.S. technologies and
capabilities.

This bill would ensure that exchanges and
contacts between our military and the People’s
Liberation Army would be beneficial to both
nations. It would prohibit exchanges and con-
tacts which involve nuclear, chemical or bio-
logical operations; intelligence activities; war-
fighting exercises, military space operations;
arm sales or military related technology trans-
fers. This amendment would preserve our two
nation’s ability to perform search and rescue
or humanitarian exercises.

Mr. Chairman, June 4th marked the ten-year
anniversary of the tragedy in Tiananmen
Square. The images of the crackdown on the
student democratic movement are still fresh in
my mind even after ten years. The failure to
recognize the mistake of ten years ago con-
tinues, as last week over 100 dissidents were
detained to prevent the public marking of this
anniversary.

I offer this recollection because, I believe
that China has not recognized that stability is
not something which can be demanded but
rather it must come from the people freely ex-
pressing their own ideas. The United States
should not have military to military contact with
the People’s Liberation Army because the Chi-
nese government continues to use in military
to restrict the notions of democracy within its
own people.

I urge the members of this body to vote—
‘‘yes’’ and support Representative DELAY’s
amendment.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) will be
postponed.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 13 printed in House Report
106–175.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. GOSS

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part A amendment No. 13 offered by Mr.
GOSS:

At the end of title XII (page 317, after line
17), insert the following new section:
SEC. 1206. LIMITATION ON DEPLOYMENT OF

UNITED STATES ARMED FORCES IN
HAITI.

(a) LIMITATION ON DEPLOYMENT.—Except as
provided in subsection (b), no funds available
to the Department of Defense may be ex-
pended for the deployment of United States
Armed Forces in Haiti.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) does not
apply to the deployment of United States
Armed Forces in Haiti for any of the fol-
lowing purposes:

(1) Deployment pursuant to Operation Up-
hold Democracy until December 31, 1999.

(2) Deployment for periodic, noncontinuous
theater engagement activities on or after
January 1, 2000.

(3) Deployment for a limited, customary
presence necessary to ensure the security of
United States diplomatic facilities in Haiti
and to carry out defense liaison activities
under the auspices of the United States em-
bassy.

(c) REPORT REQUIREMENT.—Whenever there
is a deployment of United States Armed
Forces described in subsection (b)(2), the
President shall, not later than 48 hours after
the deployment, transmit a written report
regarding the deployment to the Committee
on Armed Services and the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Armed
Services and the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations of the Senate.

(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to restrict in
any way the authority of the President in
emergency circumstances to protect the
lives of United States citizens or to protect
United States facilities or property in Haiti.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. GOSS) and a Member op-
posed each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. GOSS).

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I am expecting the arrival at any
time of the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN), who is my co-colleague
on this subject. Mr. Chairman, over the
last several years, the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration has asked the military to
do more with less, and I think that de-
serves our time, so I am going to dis-
cuss this matter pending the arrival of
the gentleman from New York.

The result of having to do more with
less, I think, is very plain to see. De-
clining morale and a military on the
verge of being hollowed out confront us
just at the time when we seem to have
more demands on our military in so
many other places.

The solution seems simple, as even
President Clinton’s Secretary of De-
fense William Cohen admits when he
said, ‘‘We have to find a way to either
increase the size of our forces or de-
crease the number of our missions.’’ I
could not agree more.

Earlier this year the commander of
U.S. forces in Latin America, that
would be General Charles Wilhelm, rec-
ommended we end our permanent troop
presence in Haiti. In its place General
Wilhelm recommends the periodic de-
ployment of troops, as is the norm
throughout the Western Hemisphere
and the Caribbean. General Wilhelm’s
recommendation is sound on a number
of counts, and I believe Congress
should endorse it.

Maintaining a permanent presence in
Haiti unnecessarily puts our troops at
risk. A clear indication of this is the
fact that about half our soldiers in
Haiti do nothing more than protect
their fellow soldiers. The situation is
that tense. That is what is happening.
The deployment to Haiti strains mili-
tary resources. We already know there
is a call for those resources elsewhere.
The financial cost is approximately $20

million per year. We also know there is
a need for those resources elsewhere.
The training, readiness and operational
tempo are affected as well, as the mili-
tary has clearly stated in much testi-
mony before the United States Con-
gress.

Our presence in Haiti duplicates
work more appropriately done by non-
governmental organizations. Even our
commander in Haiti, the person on the
front line, the person responsible, Colo-
nel Morris, frankly admits that much
of his troop’s work could be done by
private sector groups. We are talking
about building schools, building wells,
doing other humanitarian work which
desperately needs to be done in Haiti.
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most importantly, our military plan-
ners clearly believe that the permanent
deployment is less effective than peri-
odic deployments would be. In other
words, we get more bang for the buck,
do more for Haiti, and do more for our-
selves if we go to our norm of periodic
deployments.

General Wilhelm’s recommendation
is right on target: End the permanent
troop presence but allow the military
to conduct routine periodic deploy-
ments as the situation warrants. Un-
fortunately, our military’s pleas for a
commonsense approach seem to have
fallen on deaf ears among the Clinton
administration’s policymakers and po-
litical advisers.

It is time to restore Haiti to the
norms in the hemisphere and end the
permanent troop presence there. I
think it is good for America. And in
the end, I think it is a much more ef-
fective way to help the Haitian people,
which is what we are trying to do.

For these reasons, I am very pleased
to join the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN), chairman of the Com-
mittee on International Relations, in
offering an amendment that would es-
sentially formalize General Wilhelm’s
recommendation. And I strongly urge
my colleagues to support it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong opposition to the amend-
ment, and I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, it is astounding to me
when I see this constant assault on any
progress President Clinton has made. It
almost seems an argument ad
hominem; if it was a Clinton adminis-
tration policy and it seems to be suc-
ceeding, let us see if we can cause some
trouble here.

Other sections of the bill today, as
we have an agreement from Mr.
Milosevic to pull out, other sections of
this bill will make it impossible to
keep peacekeeping troops in Kosovo in
the former Yugoslavian areas.

Let us take a look at the history of
Haiti. It has never exactly been the
Switzerland of the world. There has
been dictator after dictator. And be-
tween 1992 and 1994, there were 60,000
refugees coming out of Haiti.
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The gentleman and many from the

Florida delegation came to the floor
expressing their concern for social
services that were being overrun by
Haitian refugees. 60,000 in 3 years. And
every day we saw members of the Flor-
ida delegation complaining about the
pressures on their State that somehow
we had to end this massive immigra-
tion, people risking their lives in bath-
tubs virtually, to come to the United
States, it was so bad in Haiti.

In the last 3 years, we have had 3,000
refugees coming in from Haiti. Is that
a failed policy? Do we want to go back
to the kind of policy we had before? In
the last several months here, we have
pulled out the peacekeeping forces at
the insistence of the chairman of the
Committee on International Relations.
We are not training their police. They
have no trained police.

And now these people who are help-
ing the poorest people in our hemi-
sphere, some of the poorest people on
the planet, we are going to pull them
out too? Why? We are not getting
enough refugees coming across the
ocean? They are not taking their little
boats and risking their lives and their
families to come to Florida? Is that
what the gentleman wants?

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GEJDENSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman is addressing me as ‘‘the gen-
tleman from Florida,’’ is the gen-
tleman asking, do we want to keep the
troops in Haiti to stop Haitians from
leaving the oppression in Haiti? Is that
what this is about?

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, it seems to me that
if we squander this opportunity where
we are in the developmental process of
a democracy, maybe not today, maybe
not tomorrow, but I will guarantee my
colleague, dictatorship will return and
those refugees will be coming again.

It is better for the Haitians, it is bet-
ter for the U.S. if we are able to help
these people have a decent living at
home. The violence has been reduced.
The Toutons Macoute is almost out of
business. There are not 60,000 refugees
coming here to the United States in a
3-year period. Let us continue the good
work we have started.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire of the Chairman how much time
is remaining on either side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. GOSS) controls 61⁄2
minutes. The gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON) controls 7
minutes.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL-
MAN), the distinguished chairman of
the House Committee on International
Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, our military did a su-
perb job when they were sent to Haiti
back in 1994. However, their mission of
restoring the elected civilian govern-
ment of former president Jean
Bertrand Aristide was accomplished
some time ago. I imagine that many
Americans are not aware that we still
have troops in Haiti.

The Clinton administration informs
Congress that we have maintained our
permanent troop presence in Haiti to
provide humanitarian relief and to give
our Army Corps of Engineers and med-
ical personnel opportunities to be
trained. However, I do not believe it is
now necessary to keep a permanent
troop presence in Haiti to accomplish
those goals.

Obviously, humanitarian relief ac-
tivities can be conducted at far less ex-
pense to our taxpayers by civilian con-
tractors working for our Agency for
International Development.

It is obvious that Haiti is becoming a
dangerous place. Our local commander
in Haiti has had to raise his assessment
of the threats against our troops from
both common crime and, increasingly,
political unrest.

In an ominous development, on June
4, press reports revealed that civilian
employees of the U.S. military support
group in Haiti abandoned their all-ter-
rain vehicle in a hail of rocks. Pro-
testers then torched the vehicle.

Our troops are increasingly unable to
conduct their stated humanitarian
mission. They are hunkered down and
there are clear signs that they may be-
come direct targets of attack. The
presence of the troops has certainly
not stopped nor in any way deterred
numerous political murders or recent
rioting.

Despite the administration’s insist-
ence that U.S. troops do not have a se-
curity role, we can see U.S. troops
mired in a dangerous, open-ended com-
mitment in Haiti.

The chairman of our Committee on
Intelligence, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. GOSS), and I offered this
amendment in an effort to support the
Defense Department’s sensible rec-
ommendations that the permanent
U.S. military presence in Haiti under
Operation Uphold Democracy should be
brought to an end.

Normal stationing of U.S. troops to
protect our embassy and to provide
diplomatic representation in Haiti
would, of course, be permitted at all
times. The President’s authority to
protect American lives and property in
Haiti are also explicitly protected by
this amendment.

The intent of this amendment is to
make certain that our U.S. troops per-
manently deployed in Haiti under Op-
eration Uphold Democracy through the
U.S. support group will be completely
withdrawn by December 31, 1999. The
administration has fully 7 months to
complete an orderly drawdown of our

troops who are permanently stationed
in Haiti.

Until such time as they are com-
pletely removed, our troops will con-
tinue to conduct their currently sched-
uled humanitarian missions.

After the permanently deployed
troops are completely withdrawn, U.S.
forces will be permitted to deploy to
Haiti for short-term expeditionary mis-
sions.

There are serious concerns about the
security of our troops in Haiti which
we should consider. Moreover, it is not
fair to our men and women in uniform
to leave them in Haiti in an open-ended
deployment.

Accordingly, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 1401 and urge our colleagues to
support the Gilman-Goss amendment.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS).

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I was
privileged to join the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS), the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
CHARLES RANGEL), and we went to
Haiti quite recently. We met with
Pierre Denize, the national police chief
of Haiti.

Remember, Haiti does not have an
army now because we have agreed and
they have agreed to get rid of them. We
met with Bob Manuel, the Secretary of
State for Public Security in Haiti. We
got what I considered an excellent re-
port about that.

Our troops are not in jeopardy. How
many troops are we talking about, I
ask my esteemed chairman of the Com-
mittee on International Relations?
Two hundred seventy; 270 troops. Psy-
chologically, they are performing an
immensely important task of working
and development. They are not there
for security. I found them not to be in
jeopardy. They are working with De-
partment of Justice and Department of
Defense people in the Isatat training
program, in the U.N. SITPOL agree-
ment. Things are moving.

If we try to legislate them out of
Haiti before the administration, the
Department of Defense, and the State
Department, which have all agreed
that they should go, the question is the
timing and whether the House of Rep-
resentatives should now become the ex-
ecutive branch of Government.

Please, I beg my colleagues not to in-
trude this amendment, which is poten-
tially dangerous, into the subject mat-
ter of Haiti. Haiti has problems. It is
coming along very well.

I am glad that I was invited by my
esteemed colleagues from New York
and Florida to witness and talk in
depth with them about this subject.
Those troops are important there.
They are not in jeopardy. And let us
not pull them out prematurely.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman,
how much time do I have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON) has
41⁄2 minutes remaining. The gentleman
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from Florida (Mr. GOSS) has 3 minutes
remaining.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK).

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment should be de-
feated. It represents a double standard.

Why treat Haiti different than what
we treat anyone else? There are only
500 troops in Haiti, thirty-six thou-
sandths of 1 percent of our active force.
Now, anyone who has any kind of sense
at all knows that there is very little in
Haiti.

This is about two things, as I per-
ceive it: Haiti bashing, and it is not the
first time, and bashing the President.
It is time some of this stuff stopped.

We are talking about a small country
here. The people are poor. And I say
again, why not help continue what the
President has started? How can we ex-
pect more from Haiti than we do from
some of the rest of them? Why do we
expect more from Haiti than we do any
of the other countries that we are try-
ing to help?

So there is a double standard. $288
billion. We are only spending $20 mil-
lion to support the troops in Haiti, 500
of them. And I appeal to my colleagues
to please kill this Goss amendment.
The gentleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS)
has a very good way of approaching
Haiti, always on the negative.

Please kill this amendment. It is not
worth being in this good bill. So please
go against this. It is bad for America
and it is bad for Haiti.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to address my good friend
the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
MEEK).

I do not know of a sweeter lady in
this body than the gentlewoman from
Florida. But I say to the gentlewoman,
because there is payback; 500 troops
and $20 billion a year.

Look at Kosovo. We are lucky if we
are going to get out with $100 billion.
Bosnia cost us $16 billion.

When the Progressive Caucus comes
up in the Labor-HHS bill and wants to
increase money in Medicare and health
care and education and not talk Social
Security, if we want to do these things,
the Progressive Caucus has got to sup-
port it and not want to cut defense by
50 percent of what it is now. There is a
payback.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. DAVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the Gilman-Goss
amendment.

I do so because we know that Haiti
has been unstable. We are not really
providing that much to them. But to
take away the little bit that we are
providing is unconscionable.

b 1900
All that we are talking about is help-

ing the poorest country in this hemi-
sphere continue to have some hope for
stability, economic development, for
growth and progress. I would urge, Mr.
Chairman, that we vote in the best in-
terests, not only of Haiti but that we
vote in the best interests of humanity,
a little bit of humanitarian effort. I
urge that we vote ‘‘no’’ to the Gilman-
Goss amendment.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. OWENS).

(Mr. OWENS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, why are
we obsessed with Haiti? If there is
going to be a standard for spreading
our generosity, and we are the indis-
pensable Nation, we are the last super-
power, I think it is important that we
should help out wherever we can in cri-
ses throughout the world, but why not
have a single standard? Why do we not
establish a standard? Where we have
been in Bosnia, I do not think it has
been $16 billion as I heard before, but
at least we have spent $8 billion in Bos-
nia. We have been in Korea forever.
Korea has a strong economy. They
could support their own defense. We
have been in Europe with bases for a
long time and in Japan. We are spread
out all over the world in places spend-
ing billions of dollars over long periods
of time. Why would we not help a na-
tion in this hemisphere, and the com-
mitment there is relatively pennies
now compared to the kind of commit-
ments we have with the bases in Eu-
rope and Japan and Bosnia. I am not
saying we should pull out of Bosnia
overnight, but I think there ought to
be some kind of formula whereby we go
in to help, we spend a preestablished
amount of money, we do it with some
kind of standard equally throughout
the world.

If you pick out Haiti alone and you
go after Haiti, then the only conclusion
we can come to is that it is because
Haiti is a black nation. Why else are
we obsessed with Haiti?

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MEEKS).

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today to oppose the Gil-
man-Goss amendment. Haiti is on the
eve of democratic elections. We say
that we have the moral authority to
try to make sure that democracy is
across this world. Yet the smallest and
the poorest country in this world, we
do not want to aid. We have less than
3 to 400 troops in Haiti. Yet we are try-
ing to pull them out on the eve of elec-
tions when we may restore hope and
dignity to people who are our neigh-
bors. Yet we go all over the place for
others. There seems and there is a dou-
ble standard. We must not let this
amendment stand. We must make sure
that the bill is not poisoned by this
terrible, terrible amendment and help

the people who need most the help. To
whom much is given, as this country
has, much is required.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
DELAHUNT).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts is recognized for 30
seconds.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, this
is a very dangerous amendment. This
sends a message to the antidemocratic
forces in Haiti that America is ready to
disengage. This coupled with a hole
that was placed by the majority in
terms of human rights observers. This
amendment should be defeated and it
should be defeated overwhelmingly.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida is recognized for 21⁄2 min-
utes.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
read part of a Charleston Post and Cou-
rier editorial:

General Wilhelm did not suggest that the
United States should give up and walk away.
He proposed U.S. military forces should visit
Haiti periodically. Unfortunately, as the
General told Congressmen, the 500 American
soldiers—that number is actually 503 Amer-
ican soldiers—who remain have to spend
much of their time defending themselves
from attack. They should not be exposed in
this way. Instead, detachments of troops,
ready for combat if required, should be sent
to Haiti to demonstrate U.S. commitment to
upholding the rule of law. It would be wrong
to keep troops in Haiti merely to disguise
the fact that U.S. intervention, hailed as one
of President Clinton’s major foreign policy
achievements, has failed.

I would point out that that editorial
absolutely parallels the advice we are
getting from the military. Now, we
have heard testimony that Haiti needs
to be treated the same as everybody
else. I agree. That is what we are try-
ing to do is take out the permanent
troops and replace them with the peri-
odic deployments which are char-
acteristic for the area.

Secondly, we are trying to reduce the
strain on the readiness of our troops
because, Lord knows, we need them
and the reduced strain would be helpful
to the military. Thirdly, we are trying
to increase troop safety. In fact our
troops have been fired on in Haiti.
Many people do not know that.
Fourthly, many of the activities that
are going on in Haiti that we need to
help with are better suited with other
NGOs. We will help those other NGOs
as we have in the past and will con-
tinue to do in the future. That is where
the help should be coming for the Hai-
tians.

There are other reports coming from
Haiti, well founded at this time, of new
brutality and unfortunately involves
brutality by people in Haiti, Haitians
who are trained by the U.S. This is not
good. Things are going sour in Haiti.
The gentleman from Connecticut has
pointed out that we have now got a
problem in Haiti. I do not know if the
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gentleman has noticed that we have
got a dictatorship returning to Haiti in
the past several months and that we no
longer have all the elements of democ-
racy down there that we seek to have.
The dictatorship has in fact returned.
But that is not the reason for the
amendment. The reason for the amend-
ment is to give Haiti a better chance to
treat it the same as everybody else, to
get the right kind of help going to
Haiti and to get our troops back where
they need to be.

This is the defense authorization bill.
This is not the Haiti relief bill. This is
the defense authorization bill. The
military has recommended we get
those troops out of there on a perma-
nent basis. We should listen to the
military. Mr. Chairman, I urge support
of the amendment.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Gilman-Goss amendment,
which limits funds for deployment of US
Armed Forces in Haiti.

There are about 400 US military personnel
in Haiti, who make up the US-Haiti support
Group. This mission is humanitarian in nature,
and provides engineering and other infrastruc-
ture assistance, and it is important to note that
their presence is not permanent.

The role our troops play in Haiti is critical.
If this amendment passes; however, we would
send a negative message to the people of
Haiti; namely, that the United States is leaving
them at a critical time in the country’s move-
ment toward democracy.

I would like to point out that no other statute
requires that the President report to Congress
before a training deployment, as would be re-
quired if this passes.

I urge you to vote ‘‘no’’ on this amendment.
Lastly, it is unfortunate that a Member from

Florida continues to attack our policy in Haiti.
What we need to understand is that when the
problems of Haiti go unresolved, these prob-
lems in turn, become ours as well.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong opposition to this amendment. The Gil-
man/Goss amendment sends the wrong signal
to the people of Haiti. It says that we don’t
care about democracy and we don’t care
about the rule of law and certainly we don’t
care about the people of Haiti.

This amendment would mandate a congres-
sionally-imposed deadline for the withdrawal of
troops which could send a destructive signal
to opponents of democratic reform in Haiti. We
are not talking about many troops—just 270
troops. That is vastly different from the 25,000
troops that went to Haiti 5 years ago. The
25,000 troops didn’t have a single causality
and you wanted to end that. Now the 270
troops that help in the areas of health care
and rehabilitation program—you want to cut
that also. This is ludicrous.

This is just another tactic to embarrass this
Administration and to call into question smart,
quick and decisive action we took in 1994
when we restored democracy back to Haiti by
taking out Raoul Cedras and restoring the
democratic government of then President Jean
Bertrand Aristide.

Don’t you remember what it was like 7
years ago when boat people drowned just to
flee persecution and repression.

60,000 refugees left and fled for their lives.
Many died trying to escape. This amendment

would cut off badly needed money to the de-
fense program. This program allows children
to be vaccinated and also allows engineers to
train in building roads and bridges.

Mr. Speaker, this is the last program we
have in Haiti and now that is in jeopardy.
What exactly do you want to happen in Haiti.
You cut off the training program, you effec-
tively ended the MICIVIH program and now
this humanitarian program.

The MICIVIH program was established in
1993 jointly by the United Nations General As-
sembly and the Organization of American
States. Since that time, it has made critical
contributions to Haiti’s political development by
assisting judicial reform efforts, conducting
credible human rights monitoring and carrying
out impartial investigations into human rights
violations. Now that’s gone.

Elections are coming up soon. This amend-
ment would end what is a small and worth-
while humanitarian support program in Haiti.

The U.S. Military Support Group in Haiti—a
400 strong presence of engineers, humani-
tarian civil affairs and other personnel—serves
as a visible manifestation of U.S. support for
Haiti’s democratic transition and economic de-
velopment.

The presence of U.S. military personnel in
Haiti also has a positive effect on the security
and stability of Haiti. This is not a permanent
presence in Haiti. The role our troops play
there is critical, giving Haitians reason to be
hopeful by building schools, providing health
care, digging wells, and being a visible sign of
the U.S. commitment to democracy in that
country. The President has made it clear that
he is paring down on the deployment and this
is not the time to pull our troops out of Haiti.

Let’s not pick on Haiti. I rise in opposition to
this amendment and urge my colleagues to do
the same.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS) will be
postponed.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 14 printed in
House Report 106–175.
AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MRS. MEEK OF

FLORIDA

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part A amendment No. 14 offered by Mrs.
MEEK of Florida:

At the end of title VII (page 238, after line
22), insert the following new section:
SEC. 726. RESTORATION OF PRIOR POLICY RE-

GARDING RESTRICTIONS ON USE OF
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE MED-
ICAL FACILITIES.

Section 1093 of title 10, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(a) RESTRICTION ON USE OF
FUNDS.—’’; and

(2) by striking subsection (b).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. MEEK) and the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. BUYER) each will
control 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK).

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I am offering an amendment that
simply repeals the statutory prohibi-
tion on privately funded abortions in
overseas military facilities and re-
stores the law to what it was for many
years. This amendment would permit
servicewomen stationed overseas to use
their own funds to obtain reproductive
health care. No Federal funds would be
used and health care professionals op-
posed to performing abortions as a
matter of conscience or moral principle
would not be required to do so. Earlier
this month, this amendment was en-
dorsed on a bipartisan basis by the
Subcommittee on Military Personnel
of the Committee on Armed Services,
the committee of jurisdiction. This was
a major victory for women serving in
our armed forces. Unfortunately, the
full committee failed to follow the rec-
ommendation of the subcommittee and
deleted the language from the bill. As
one of the ranking women here, I
strongly feel that this ill-advised pol-
icy must be overturned. Women in our
armed forces already give up many
freedoms and risk their lives to defend
our country. They should not have to
sacrifice their privacy, their health and
their basic constitutional rights for a
policy with no valid military purpose.

Many of my colleagues will recognize
this amendment as the former Harman
amendment. I am proud to attempt
along with the Women’s Caucus, those
of us who support this, to continue the
good work of my friend and my col-
league Congresswoman Jane Harman. I
urge my colleagues to vote for this
amendment. We owe our women serv-
ing our Nation no less, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, over the last 30 years
the availability of abortion services at
military medical facilities has been
subjected to numerous changes and in-
terpretations. In January 1993, Presi-
dent Clinton signed an executive order
directing the Department of Defense to
permit privately funded abortions in
military treatment facilities. The
changes ordered by the President, how-
ever, did not greatly increase the ac-
cess to abortion services. Few abor-
tions were performed at military treat-
ment facilities overseas for a number
of reasons. First, the United States
military follows the prevailing laws
and rules of the host nations regarding
abortions. Secondly, the military has
had a difficult time finding health care
professionals in uniform willing to per-
form the procedures. Third, the real
purpose of military medical treatment
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facilities is for military medical readi-
ness and the training of lifesaving in-
stead of the taking of life. Current law
allows military women and dependents
to receive abortions in military facili-
ties in the cases of rape, incest or when
necessary to save the life of the moth-
er.

The House voted several times to ban
abortions at overseas military hos-
pitals. A similar amendment offered by
Representative Jane Harman in the fis-
cal year 1998 Defense Authorization
Act was rejected 196–224. In 1998, the
House National Security Committee
rejected another attempt to allow pri-
vately funded abortions at these facili-
ties. When considering the fiscal year
1996 defense authorization and appro-
priations bills, the House voted eight
times in favor of the present ban.

In overseas locations where safe,
legal abortions are not available, bene-
ficiaries have the option of using space
available travel for returning to the
United States or traveling to another
overseas location for the purpose of ob-
taining an abortion.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to turn
over control of the time in the manage-
ment of this amendment to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. SANCHEZ).
She is the originator of this amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Florida?

There was no objection.
Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I

thank the gentlewoman from Florida
(Mrs. MEEK) for her help on this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend
from California for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, this is a question of
constitutional rights. When someone
puts on the uniform of the United
States military, she should not forfeit
her constitutional rights. If a different
constitutional right were at stake
here, I suspect that the attitude of
those who oppose this amendment
would be very different. They may not
like the fact that the Constitution
guarantees the right to choose, but it
does. If we had a policy that said that
you could not freely exercise religion
at your own expense on military prop-
erty in foreign countries, people would
object vociferously to that because
they would understand that there was
something fundamentally wrong to de-
nying people in the military their con-
stitutional rights.

You may not like this constitutional
right. You are free to try to change it.
But it is a constitutional right. And to
deny it to women who serve in uniform

is just wrong. The Sanchez amendment
corrects that wrong. I would urge ev-
eryone to support it strongly as I do.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds to respond. I assure
the gentleman that the United States
Supreme Court permits the Congress to
discriminate and for us to make deci-
sions with regard to the military. If
you are too tall, if you are too short, if
you are too heavy, if you are color-
blind, if you are diabetic. We are per-
mitted to decide how we can shape the
force and we can also decide on rules
and procedures for the military.

Mr. Chairman I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
PITTS).

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Meek amendment.
The House has spoken on this issue
many times. Each time it has rejected
this amendment. Just last year the
House rejected this same amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY) by a vote of 190–232.

b 1915
By requiring U.S. military facilities

to provide elective abortion on demand
to uniformed personnel dependents, the
Meek amendment would turn DOD
medical treatment facilities into abor-
tion clinics.

When the 1993 Clinton administration
policy permitting abortions to be per-
formed in military facilities, which
was reversed in 1996 except in the cases
of rape, incest and the life of the moth-
er, when that was first begun, all mili-
tary physicians as well as many nurses
and supporting personnel refused to
perform or even to assist in elective
abortions.

Our troops already are demoralized
enough. Why should we again ask them
to do something to which they object?

I received a couple of letters on this
issue. I just want to read a couple of
quotes.

The National Right to Life Com-
mittee in a letter summed it up well by
saying, ‘‘Facilities and personnel of the
Federal Government should not be uti-
lized to deliberately destroy the lives
of innocent human beings.’’

And I received a letter from the
Archdiocese for the Military Services
which echoes this message by saying,
‘‘Military medical personnel have re-
fused to take part in the procedure of
life destroying abortion, citing the pri-
mary responsibility of our Nation’s
military services to preserve human
life.’’

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to oppose again the Meek amendment.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would just remind
the gentleman who just spoke that
there is already an objection clause
and that no military personnel are
forced to perform any of this.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
TAUSCHER), my friend.

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, I
guess I am a little confused about the

subcommittee chairman’s assertion
that the military discriminates right
now against people that are too tall
and too other things when in fact I
think what we would actually call
those would be minimum standards for
qualification to qualify to be a good
soldier, airmen, Marine. The question I
have is: Is there such a thing as being
too female, because this is a specific
issue for American fighting men and
women, and this is about American
women who have the right to have the
right to choose as American citizens,
but because they are on military duty
overseas our colleagues are suggesting
that they forfeit that right.

I think that is discriminatory, I
think that is inappropriate, and I urge
my colleagues to support the Sanchez
amendment.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Indiana for yielding this time to me
knowing that we do not agree on the
subject. I just want to make a couple of
points:

First of all, these are privately fund-
ed, these are not taxpayer funded. Sec-
ondly, we have the personnel to per-
form these procedures because they
perform them in the case of rape, in-
cest and the life of the mother. Third-
ly, our men and women under arms
serve under American law and Amer-
ican command, and like it or not, they
have the same right to legal medical
procedures as women throughout
America. And fourthly, this is terribly
discriminatory. If someone is an offi-
cer, they can afford to have their wife
fly home or their daughter who got in
trouble fly home. If someone is a com-
mon enlisted guy, they cannot, and
space available does not necessarily
work.

Do my colleagues really want them
to go out on the medical economy of
some of these foreign deployments
where death is just about as likely as
any other outcome? Do they not have a
right as service men and women to
have either their wives safe or, as
women, to have a safe procedure?
Mothers have a right to live for their
children even if they have to elect this
procedure.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. DAVIS), my colleague.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I rise to express my strong support for
the Meek Sanchez amendment. I find it
ironic that strong women, brave
women, who enter the military to fight
for their country then cannot get the
same basic rights that people back
home already have, rights they are
fighting to protect. I think that this
policy is the height of hypocrisy, and
this amendment should not even be de-
bated, it should not even be a question.
It even should not be a consideration.

Mr. Chairman, let us extend to the
fighting women in the military the
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same choice options that others have
back home. I thank the gentlewoman
for having yielded this time to me.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to thank my good friend
for yielding this time to me and con-
gratulate him on his courage in em-
bracing this important human rights
issue. Let me begin by noting that I
have the utmost respect for my friends
on the other side of this issue, but in
all honesty I continue to struggle with
how so many bright and otherwise en-
lightened people can continue to de-
mand a course of action that literally
kills children and emotionally wounds
so many of their mothers.

As my colleagues know, the national
debate on partial-birth abortion has
demonstrated beyond any reasonable
doubt that abortion is violence against
children. Can our friends on the other
side of this issue not appreciate the in-
herent cruelty towards babies in sanc-
tioning the stabbing to death of a par-
tially born child followed by the
suctioning of his or her brains and then
calling that choice? I believe that such
child abuse is beyond words, Mr. Chair-
man.

As my colleagues know, abortion
methods often involve the literal dis-
memberment of children with razor-
blade-tipped curettes. They are really
just knives hooked up to a hose, a suc-
tion device that is some 20 to 30 times
more powerful than the vacuum clean-
er my colleagues have in their homes
today. Well, the baby’s body is literally
hacked apart. The arms and the legs
are cut off. Next time my colleagues go
home and look at their child, they
should remember this. And they can
make faces and roll their eyes, but that
is what abortion actually entails; it
hacks off the arms, it decapitates the
head.

I do not know if my colleagues have
ever seen The Silent Scream put out by
Dr. Nathanson, a former abortionist
and founder of NARAL. He shows with
ultrasound a baby being hacked to
death, the commonplace abortion
method that is utilized in this country.
If the Sanchez-Meek amendment be-
comes law, it would facilitate that
kind of cruelty towards children in our
overseas military hospitals.

There are chemical abortions where
highly concentrated salt solutions and
other kinds of poisons are literally in-
jected into the amniotic sac or into the
baby so as to procure that baby’s
death. That is child abuse.

A humane and a compassionate soci-
ety will embrace those children with
prenatal care and love even when they
are, quote, unwanted and would say
that that kind of violence cannot be
sanctioned.

I chair the Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations and Human
Rights. I have had about a hundred
hearings in that Subcommittee and in
the Helsinki Commission which I also

chair, many of which have focused on
torture. I have to tell my colleagues
there is an unsettling similarity be-
tween the mangled badly bruised bod-
ies of people who have endured torture
and the victims of saline or salting-out
abortions where they are covered with
bruises. Very often the only part not
bruised is the palms of their hands be-
cause it takes 2 hours for the baby to
die, and the babies clench their fists
because they feel the pain.

Abortion is child abuse. The Sanchez-
Meek amendment would allow and fa-
cilitate abortion on demand in our
military hospitals, the ultimate viola-
tion of human rights. We need to stand
for the innocent unborn children and
for their mothers. The emphasis should
be on prenatal care, not on a course of
action that maims, chemically poisons,
and otherwise destroys human beings.

Please vote no on the Sanchez-Meek
amendment.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATERS).

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong support of the Sanchez
amendment, a bill that would restore
women the right to equal access in
health services at military hospitals.
This amendment is first and foremost
about protecting women’s health. It
would give military women the access
to the health care they need and de-
serve. Soldiers in our Armed Forces al-
ready give up many freedoms and risk
their lives in defending our country.
They should not be asked to sacrifice
their health, their safety and their
basic constitutional rights for a policy
with no valid military purpose.

Let me clarify that the amendment
does not allow taxpayer-funded abor-
tions at military hospitals, nor does it
compel any doctor who opposes abor-
tion to perform an abortion. The
amendment merely reinstates the pol-
icy that was in effect from 1973 to 1988
and again from 1993 to 1996. This policy
gives women in the military who are
stationed overseas the same rights as
military women in their own country,
the right to pay for a safe and legal
abortion with their own private money.

Enough is enough. Every woman
should be guaranteed the same rights
as any other woman, particularly if
those same women are fighting to pro-
tect the freedoms of this country. How
can we in good conscience deny our
service women any right at all?

We will hear a lot of inflammatory
language and a lot of discussions de-
signed to frighten and intimidate. That
is not what it is all about, Mr. Chair-
man. It is about women who want to
take their own money and pay for a
service that should be available. It is
not, but they are paying their own
money to have this service, one of the
health care benefits that they should
be afforded that they are not being af-
forded.

How can we say to a military woman
who is out there risking her life for us
in our Armed Services that we are

going to deny access to service? We do
not do that to men in any shape, form
or fashion; do not do it to women.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am just not sure I
remember the last time a man received
an abortion. I do not think it has ever
happened. I do not think it is humanly
possible. I am not sure how gender even
became injected in this debate.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE).

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, a lot of
talk about rights, about women’s
rights, and properly so. Not a word, not
a syllable, not a phrase is spoken about
the rights of the unborn child. Because
the unborn child in the process we call
abortion or euphemistically we call
choice, which is an interesting subject,
but nonetheless the rights of the un-
born are never considered whatsoever.

Now I have heard people on the other
side say that there is a constitutional
right to choose. It is really not in the
Constitution, but the court found it
there in 1973, 7 to 2, the right to an
abortion. But there is no right to have
the taxpayers pay for that abortion.

Now our colleagues will say but
under the Meek amendment, which we
are debating here, under this amend-
ment the pregnant woman will pay her
own expenses. But they are using a
medical facility of the United States
military, and thus they are turning
that into not a place for healing, but
an abortion mill, an abortion clinic.

Now there are people whose tax dol-
lars go to pay for that hospital who are
morally opposed to abortion, who do
not think it is a good thing, who think
it is a tragedy to take an innocent lit-
tle human life, and before it gets a
chance to laugh or cry, exterminate it.
They do not terminate a pregnancy,
they exterminate. All pregnancies ter-
minate after 9 months.

Now this has been the policy of our
country and our government for some
time, and it ought to stay there. Do
not turn military hospitals into abor-
tion clinics. Do not use the facilities
that are paid for by taxpayers to kill
an unborn child.

Our colleagues say they want to
make abortion safe, legal and rare. We
can make it legal, we cannot make it
moral, and we cannot make it safe for
the unborn, and by facilitating abor-
tions we are not making it rare.

So think of the child, put the child in
the picture, think of the unborn life
that is entitled to life, liberty and the
pursuit of happiness, and do not turn
our military hospitals into abortion
clinics.

b 1930
Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself 15 seconds.
Mr. Chairman, I would just like to re-

mind my colleagues that there are al-
ready abortions performed at military
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hospitals, and that a woman who
chooses to have one under this amend-
ment would pay all the costs of having
that procedure done in a military hos-
pital. So it is at no expense to the tax-
payer.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
SHERMAN).

(Mr. SHERMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Sanchez amendment. I hope this
amendment has the support of all but
the most extreme of the anti-choice
Members of this body, because this is
indeed a very moderate approach. It
simply says that women stationed
overseas will be allowed to have abor-
tions in safe military facilities at their
own expense, at an expense that covers
the full cost, not just the marginal
cost, including, I would assume, a
charge for the facility itself.

It says that no doctor would have to
perform the procedure if or she did not
want to because of moral or religious
or ethical objections. It simply rein-
states the policy of this country from
1973 to 1988 and again from 1993 to 1996.

We are about to deploy servicewomen
even into the Balkans, where the hos-
pitals have been damaged, where the
Albanian hospitals are overrun or are
having to deal with refugees, where all
of the hospitals are overburdened, and
we are turning to American service-
women and saying, ‘‘Yes, you might
risk your life because of a sniper or a
land mine, but, in addition, you must
risk your life to an unsanitary oper-
ation performed in whatever hospital
or whatever illegal facility is avail-
able.’’

The other alternative available to
our servicewomen is to wait. Instead of
the abortion taking place in the first
month, it would take place in some
later month. Is that what the so-
termed pro-life forces want?

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
one minute to the gentlewoman from
Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN).

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of this amendment.
Our servicewomen and the wives and
daughters of our servicemen stationed
abroad do not expect special treat-
ment, but they are entitled to receive
the same rights guaranteed all Ameri-
cans under Roe v. Wade.

This bill penalizes women who have
volunteered to serve their country by
unduly interfering with their constitu-
tionally protected right to choose. The
Sanchez-Morella amendment assures
that servicewomen and the wives and
daughters of our servicemen do not be-
come second-class citizens or subject
to a two-tiered health care system.
This amendment provides access for
our servicewomen to medical care, to
legal medical care.

Individuals who volunteer to serve in
the Armed Forces already give up

many freedoms and they risk their
lives defending our country. In ex-
change, we offer our military personnel
a full array of health care services;
that is, except in the case of com-
prehensive reproductive health care.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of the amendment.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
respect immensely my friend that
spoke about abortion, but that is not
really what this whole issue is about.
Most of the women in the military
overseas are very, very young. Even
someone that voluntarily wants an
abortion, I can imagine there is quite
an emotional scar, whether you choose
to or not. The military does not want
these young women having an abortion
overseas. They do not want someone in
a military unit overseas that is going
to go through this emotional trouble
that has to work with a team.

There is not a single woman that has
ever been forced in the military to
have that abortion overseas. The mili-
tary will bring that woman back, and,
under Roe v. Wade, they are not de-
nied, not one single item, and they are
protected.

So they are not abused, they are not
discriminated against, because they
have the same rights back here in the
United States once they get in CONUS.
But the military does not want young
impressionable women to have to go
through an abortion overseas.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to let our
colleague know I have a letter here
from the Department of Defense that
strongly support this amendment. In
fact, our military does want this. They
do want this amendment to pass.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of this amendment.
This issue is about equal treatment for
servicewomen stationed overseas. This
amendment is not about Federal sup-
port for abortion services, it is about
giving women who have volunteered to
serve their country abroad the same
protections and choices they would
have here at home.

When a woman in the military is sta-
tioned overseas, the best medical facil-
ity is most often the base hospital, a
hospital that is clean and safe with
well-trained doctors. However, this
amendment denies military women,
those who serve and protect our coun-
try, access to this base medical facil-
ity, even when the woman pays for and
is willing to pay for the treatment.

Regardless of your position on
choice, ask yourself a question: What
would you want for your daughter, for
your sister or your wife? If she were

stationed overseas, would you not want
her to go to the hospital of her choice?
Would you not want her to go to an
American military facility?

Mr. Chairman, these women fight for
our freedom every day. Let us not take
their freedom away. Vote ‘‘yes’’ on this
amendment.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. NADLER).

(Mr. NADLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is about recognizing the
rights and dignity of our women in the
armed services. It is really a very lim-
ited attempt to correct the policy that
never should have been enacted in the
first place. It simply allows women to
obtain safe abortion services using
their own money at U.S. military hos-
pitals overseas.

The current ban increases women’s
health risks and denies women their
basic constitutional right to privacy. A
woman must inform her superiors of
her need for an abortion and wait until
there is space available on a military
flight back to the United States. The
delay puts women’s lives in jeopardy.
The need to inform her superiors vio-
lates her privacy rights.

Furthermore, women serving over-
seas depend on the base hospital for
medical care in areas where local
health care facilities are inadequate.
The health of a servicewoman is
threatened when she has to look out-
side of the base for a safe provider of
the medical attention she needs. The
current policy may even force a woman
to seek an illegal or unsafe abortion
when facing a crisis pregnancy.

The ban discriminates against the
women serving our country overseas.
This amendment would ensure equal
access to comprehensive reproductive
health care for all U.S. servicewomen
and dependents, regardless of where
they are stationed, and therefore
should be enacted.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA), the cospon-
sor of this amendment.

(Mrs. MORELLA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to cosponsor this amendment.
Much has already been said about what
the amendment does, but it does allow
women serving in the military overseas
who depend on their base hospitals for
medical care and may be stationed in
areas where local health care facilities
are inadequate to be able to avail
themselves at their own cost of an
abortion that may be very necessary.

Women who volunteer to serve in our
Armed Forces already give up many
freedoms, and they risk their lives to
defend our country. They should not
have to sacrifice their privacy, their
health and their basic rights for a pol-
icy that does not have any valid mili-
tary purpose.
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Mr. Chairman, I think the amend-

ment is about women’s health. I be-
lieve that. I believe it is also about
fairness. The amendment also, and this
has been repeated over and over again,
it does not allow taxpayer-funded abor-
tions at military hospitals, nor does it
compel any doctor who opposes abor-
tion on principle or as a matter of con-
science to perform an abortion. It rein-
states the policy we had before.

Finally, please know the amendment
has the strong support of health care
providers, organizations like the Amer-
ican Nurses Association, American
Public Health Association, Medical
Women’s Association and the College
of Obstetricians and Gynecologists.
The litany goes on. These are medical
people who know.

Please support the amendment.
Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield

1 minute to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the
Sanchez amendment. Only in a Repub-
lican Congress can a woman sign up to
serve her country and have her rights
denied in return. While a female soldier
is busy defending her country overseas,
her country in this Congress is working
to take away her rights.

If a male member of the armed serv-
ices needs medical attention overseas,
he receives the best. If a female mem-
ber of the armed services needs a spe-
cific medical procedure, she is forced to
either wait until she can travel to the
United States or go to a foreign hos-
pital, which may be unsanitary and
dangerous.

This bill will cost the American tax-
payer nothing. Each woman will pick
up her own tab. All she wants is the
right to do it.

Women have waited long enough to
receive equal treatment in the mili-
tary. I hope my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle will vote for this
amendment, and give these most de-
serving soldiers back what is rightfully
theirs.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds to respond.

Mr. Chairman, it is quite dis-
appointing for the gentlewoman who
just spoke to talk about a Republican
Congress denying.

Let me just state this: The purpose of
the military is to fight and win the Na-
tion’s wars. The gentlewoman’s com-
ments also impugn the dignity of
Democrats who are pro-life advocates,
those whose passion is about saving
life, not taking the life of the innocent
unborn child, as she is walking off the
floor and does not want to hear this de-
bate. I am speaking directly to you.

There are Members of both sides of
this aisle that speak passionately
about saving the life of the unborn. For
you to try to rein in politics is com-
pletely unnecessary.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 seconds to the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. MALONEY) to respond.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, this is a constitutional

right, a right that is legal in the
United States. You are depriving a
woman who is defending her country,
putting her life on the line to defend
her country. You are taking away a
right that men have. It is a right that
she would have if she were in her own
country. I think it is outrageous. It is
wrong. Everyone should vote against
this amendment.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from New York is recognized for 50 sec-
onds.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Sanchez-Morella-
Lowey amendment, and I thank the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
SANCHEZ) and my colleagues for their
important work on this issue.

In closing, I just want to say, please
do not be fooled. This is not an issue of
taxpayer dollars funding abortion. This
is about American women in private
with their own money exercising their
constitutional right to choose.

Over 100,000 women live on American
military bases. These women work to
protect the freedom of our country.
These women risk their lives and secu-
rity to protect our great and powerful
Nation. These women for the past 4
years have been denied the right to a
safe and legal abortion at the bases
where they are stationed.

b 1945

Just yesterday, when we debated the
anti-choice majority’s latest effort to
restrict access to legal abortion, I said
I was tired of these attempts to chip
away at a woman’s right to choose. I
ask my colleagues to please support
the Sanchez-Morella-Lowey amend-
ment.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of the time to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON) to
close in opposition to the amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. MEEK).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. WELDON) is recog-
nized for 3 minutes to close.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in very strong opposition to
this amendment. I would encourage all
of my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to vote against this amendment.

I bring a somewhat unique perspec-
tive to this debate in that not only
prior to coming to the Congress did I
practice medicine, but for many years
prior to coming to the Congress I prac-
ticed medicine in the military. I was
actually in the Army Medical Corps at
the time when pro-life President Ron-
ald Reagan passed an order that said
we were not going to have abortions in
military hospitals anymore.

It was very interesting for me at the
time, I was a medical resident, to see
the reaction to that order. It was sort
of a sigh of relief. Everybody that I
spoke to, the doctors and nurses, were
very pleased that they were going to

take that very, very controversial
issue and move it out of the military
hospitals.

Some people have been arguing that
this is a constitutional right. There is
no constitutional right to have an
abortion in a military hospital. Indeed,
the reason all of those doctors and
nurses, even many of whom considered
themselves to be ‘‘pro-choice’’, liked
getting it out is because they did not
like to have anything to do with it.

It is one of the most fascinating
things to me, when I talk with my
medical colleagues, many of whom say,
you know, I am pro-choice, but they al-
ways follow it with this. They say, I
would never perform an abortion, I
would never assist in an abortion. The
reason why they say that is they know
exactly what an abortion is. It is the
taking of an innocent human life. It
has a beating heart. It has brain waves.
Those are the things that I used to use
to make a determination as to whether
or not somebody was dead.

This is a very, very controversial
issue. Even if Members do stand on the
pro-abortion side of this issue, Mem-
bers have to acknowledge that it is so
incredibly controversial within the
population in general that this would
be something that we would be well
served as a Congress to keep outside of
Federal facilities, outside of Federal
hospitals.

To say that the women will pay for
the abortion, we all know that that
issue is just part of the story. Having
that infrastructure, having those med-
ical professionals there, it represents a
certain amount of Federal support.

For the millions and millions of pro-
life Americans, I think certainly if
Members are pro-life, they should vote
against this amendment. I think if
Members are undecided, they should
vote against this amendment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I strongly support the amendment, which
will restore regulations permitting abortions for
service members and their dependents at
overseas defense department medical facili-
ties.

Without this amendment women who have
volunteered to serve their country will continue
to be discriminated against by prohibiting them
from exercising their legally protected right to
choose abortion simply because they are sta-
tioned overseas.

While the department of defense policy re-
spects the laws of host nations regarding
abortions, service women stationed overseas
should be entitled to the same services, as do
women stationed in the U.S.

Prohibiting women from using their own
funds to obtain abortion services at overseas
military facilities endangers women’s health.

Women stationed overseas depend on their
base hospitals for medical care, and are often
situated in areas where local facilities are in-
adequate or unavailable. This policy may
cause a woman facing a crisis pregnancy to
seek out an illegal and potentially unsafe abor-
tion.

Since 1996, the ban on DOD abortions was
made permanent by the DOD authorization
bill. I have fought to restore the female service
member’s constitutional right of choice.
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This amendment does not require the de-

partment of defense to pay for abortions; it
simply repeals the current ban on privately
funded abortions at U.S. military facilities over-
seas. Absolutely no federal funds will be used
for abortion services. In addition, all three
branches of the military have a ‘‘conscience
clause’’ provision which will permit medical
personnel who have moral, religious or ethical
objections to abortion or family planning serv-
ice not to participate in the procedure. These
provisions will remain intact as well.

Access to abortion is a crucial right for
American women, whether or not they are sta-
tioned abroad. This amendment must be sup-
ported, as women who serve our country must
be able to exercise their choice whether or not
they are on American soil.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. MEEK) as the designee of the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
SANCHEZ).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) will
be postponed.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order:

Amendment No. 12 offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY);

Amendment No. 13 offered by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS);

Amendment No. 14 offered by the
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK)
as the designee of the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. SANCHEZ).

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. DE LAY

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 15-

minute vote, followed by two 5-minute
votes.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 248, noes 143,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 182]

AYES—284

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt

Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kelly
Kildee
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Moakley
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley

Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—143

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bereuter
Berman
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Gejdenson
Gonzalez
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)

Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Horn
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kolbe
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lowey
Luther
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Pastor
Payne
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sisisky
Skelton
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Woolsey
Wynn

NOT VOTING—7

Brown (CA)
Hinchey
Jones (OH)

Kasich
Sherwood
Stark

Visclosky

b 2016
Mrs. THURMAN, Ms. DANNER, and

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and Messrs.
WEINER, HORN, and DAVIS of Florida
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. HOLDEN, WISE, LUCAS of
Kentucky, HALL of Ohio, MOAKLEY,
LARGENT, KILDEE, MASCARA, STU-
PAK, DINGELL, COSTELLO, MOORE
and SHERMAN, and Ms. PELOSI, Ms.
SLAUGHTER and Mrs. MALONEY of
New York changed their vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

b 2015
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 200, the Chair announces
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device will
be taken on each amendment on which
the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. GOSS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.
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The Clerk will redesignate the

amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 227, noes 198,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 183]

AYES—227

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeLay
DeMint
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor

Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kelly
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)

Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—198

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez

Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)

Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—9

Brown (CA)
Coburn
Hinchey

Kasich
Lewis (CA)
Rush

Sherwood
Stark
Visclosky

b 2024

Mr. METCALF changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MRS. MEEK OF

FLORIDA

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) as
the designee of the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. SANCHEZ) on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed and
on which the noes prevailed by voice
vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded voted
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 203, noes 225,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 184]

AYES—203

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Ford
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen

Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kelly
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kuykendall
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella

Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Obey
Olver
Ose
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Walden
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—225

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman

Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Borski
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr

Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
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Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Forbes
Fossella
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Istook
Jenkins
John

Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Mica
Miller, Gary
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall

Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—6

Brown (CA)
Hinchey

Kasich
Sherwood

Stark
Visclosky

b 2033

Ms. MCKINNEY changed her vote
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move

that the Committee do now rise.
The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. NEY)
having assumed the chair, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 1401) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal years 2000 and 2001
for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for fiscal years 2000
and 2001, and for other purposes, had
come to no resolution thereon.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE TO FILE SUPPLE-
MENTAL REPORT TO REPORT ON
H.R. 1000, AVIATION INVESTMENT
AND REFORM ACT FOR THE 21ST
CENTURY

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure be permitted to file a supple-
mental report to report number 106–167,
which accompanied the bill (H.R. 1000)
to amend title 49, United States Code,
to reauthorize programs of the Federal
Aviation Administration, and for other
purposes.

The supplemental report contains the
CBO cost estimate for the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 1401.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. KIND addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GUTKNECHT addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

CONTROLS ON EXPORTATION OF
TECHNOLOGY IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to talk about a
very important policy issue in this
country and that is the policy of export
controls and specifically the controls
that we place on the exportation of
technology.

There has been a lot of talk about
this issue today on the national de-
fense bill, a lot of concerns about the
exportation of technology. And I want
to make a national security argument
for changing some of those controls
and allowing actually for the greater
exportation of technology.

We heard a lot of talk today about
the dangers of technology and what it
can do to our national security. I think
this is a misguided policy based on
Cold War philosophies that fail to rec-
ognize the changes that have taken
place in our economy and the emer-
gence of a new information-based econ-
omy and what that means for all man-
ner of policy decisions, particularly in
the area of exportation of technology.

The situation we have right now is
we have very strict restrictions on ex-
portation of certain technology, most
notably encryption software and any
sort of so-called supercomputer. I say
‘‘so-called’’ because, basically, the
laptops that we have on our desks
today just a couple of years ago were
considered supercomputers. That shows
how fast computers advance and how
much our policy fails to keep up with
it.

The national security argument that
I wish to make is based on the fact
that our national security is best pro-
tected by making sure that the United
States maintains its leadership role in
the technology economy, maintains a
situation where we in the U.S. have the
best encryption software and the best
computers.

If we place restrictions on the expor-
tation of that technology, that will
soon fail to be the case. We will cease
to be the leaders in this technology
area and we will cease to be able to
provide that very important R&D to
the military that enables them to be
the leaders in technology.

Our current policies are creating a
situation where more and more coun-
tries of the world have to go elsewhere
to get access to either encryption soft-
ware or computers of any kind. And
that is a very important point in this
debate.

The limitations that we place on the
exportation of technology is based on
two premises. One is correct but mis-
interpreted, and the other is incorrect.
The one that is correct but misinter-
preted is that technology matters in
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