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CONGRATULATIONS TO MELVA

JONES, ROBERT WOOD JOHNSON
FOUNDATION AWARD RECIPIENT

HON. ELIJAH E. CUMMINGS
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, June 9, 2000

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I am proud
to rise today to congratulate a remarkable
woman, Melva Jones, who was recently cho-
sen as one of only ten people nationally to re-
ceive the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation’s
Community Health Leader award. The award
is considered the nation’s highest honor for
community health leadership and includes a
$100,000 grant to help further her work.

Ms. Jones is the director of the Mattie B.
Uzzle Outreach Center in Baltimore, which
provides street outreach to help people with
substance abuse problems get treatment,
counseling, food, clothing, and emergency
funds. The center, which is located in a neigh-
borhood with one of the state’s highest sub-
stance abuse rates, also offers housing, job
referrals, free testing for HIV, and community
education programs on drug-related issues.

Ms. Jones, who is a native of my district in
Baltimore, gave up a lucrative nursing admin-
istration career to help found the center in
1994 after watching drug abuse transform a
once-thriving neighborhood into streets of
boarded up houses. The center is a ‘‘neigh-
bor’’ to residents in this community and has
steered more than 2,500 people into drug
treatment programs since its inception. It also
boasts a forty-five percent recovery rate,
which is 10 percent higher than the national
average.

With her hands-on approach, Ms. Jones has
been instrumental to the success of the pro-
gram. A visible force in the neighborhood
every day, she serves as a welcome sight to
a community that is all too familiar with the
horrors of drug addition up close. With a rep-
utation for persistence and tough love, she
makes regular rounds to find people in need
and coax them into treatment.

Mr. Speaker, Melva Jones has dem-
onstrated true leadership by addressing one of
the most difficult problems in our community
and it comes as no surprise that she was se-
lected for this distinguished award. Although
much more needs to be accomplished in the
fight against substance abuse, in Baltimore
and across the United States, it is a comfort
to know that there are people like Ms. Jones
on the street, working every day.
f

STAR WARS

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, June 9, 2000

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I submit the
following for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

STAR WARS II
HERE WE GO AGAIN

(By William D. Hartung and Michelle
Ciarrocca)

If you stopped worrying about the bomb
when the cold war ended, you were probably
surprised to learn that two of the hot-button
issues of the eighties—arms control and mis-

sile defense—will top the agenda at the Clin-
ton/Putin summit on June 4–5. A central
issue in Moscow will be how to reconcile
Russian President Vladimir Putin’s proposal
for deep cuts in US Russian nuclear arsenals
with the Clinton Administration’s fixation
on developing a National Missile Defense
(NMD) system.

Clinton has pledged to make a deployment
decision this fall, after the Pentagon and the
White House analyze the results of the next
‘‘hit to kill’’ test of the missile defense sys-
tem, slated for late June or early July. The
system failed its most recent test, conducted
in January, while an allegedly successful
test conducted last October was made pos-
sible only by the fact that the kill vehicle
was guided to the right spot by a large, easy-
to-find decoy balloon.

The Clinton/Gore proposal is a far cry from
Ronald Reagan’s Star Wars scheme, which
was designed to fend off thousands of Soviet
warheads at a cost estimated by former Wis-
consin Senator William Proximire at up to $1
trillion. In contrast, this missile defense
plan is meant to deal with a few dozen in-
coming warheads launched by a ‘‘rouge
state’’ like North Korea, at a projected cost
of $60 billion. But despite the NMD’s seem-
ingly more modest goals, it is every bit as
dangerous and misguided as the Reagan
scheme, threatening to unravel thirty years
of arms-control agreements and heighten the
danger of nuclear war.

NMD’s surprising political revival is rooted
in the three Cs of contemporary US politics:
conservative ideology, Clintonian cowardice
and corporate influence. These short-term
pressures are in turn reinforced by an ambi-
tious long-range military objective: the mis-
guided quest for a state of absolute military
superiority.

The strongest push for missile defense has
come from Reaganite true believers in con-
servative think tanks, especially the small
but highly effective Center for Security Pol-
icy. On Capitol Hill, the NMD lobby is spear-
headed by new-look conservatives like Sen-
ator Jon Kyl of Arizona, who led last fall’s
successful Republican effort to defeat the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. Fresh from
that victory, the NMD lobby is now seeking
to destroy the Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty
as the next target in its campaign to pro-
mote ‘‘peace through strength rather than
peace through paper,’’ as Kyl put it in a re-
cent speech.

The right-wing crusade for missile defense
has received aid and comfort from Bill Clin-
ton and Al Gore, who have decided that look-
ing ‘‘tough’’ on defense is more important
than protecting the world from weapons of
mass destruction. Support has also come
from the lumbering behemoths of the mili-
tary-industrial complex: Lockheed Martin,
Raytheon and Boeing, which are desperately
seeking a new infusion of taxpayer funds to
help them recover from a string of technical
failures and management fiascoes that have
cut their stock prices and drastically re-
duced their profit margins.

NMD’s military boosters see the system
primarily as a way to enhance the offensive
capabilities of US forces, not as a defensive
measure. In its revealing ‘‘Vision for 2020’’
report, the US Space Command—a unified
military command that coordinates the
space activities and assets of the Army,
Navy and Air Force—sings the praises of
outer space as the ideal platform for pro-
jecting US military dominance ‘‘across the
full spectrum of conflict.’’ Pentagon hard-
liners have a more immediate military goal:
using NMD as a shield to protect US forces
in interventions against states like North
Korea (whose missile development effort, it
is worth noting, has been on hold for almost
two years).

A growing number of moderate-to-conserv-
ative Democrats are also supportive of a lim-
ited NMD system. Whether or not missile de-
fense is an effective response to alleged
threats, it seems to offer a sense of security
to some members of Congress, who lack the
expertise and inclination to question the fe-
vered threat projections of the US military
and intelligence establishments.

While at least some of the motives of NMD
advocates may be understandable, they are
also disastrously misguided: Even Clinton
and Gore’s ‘‘limited’’ system is unnecessary,
unworkable and unaffordable. The mere pur-
suit of an NMD system could pose the most
serious threat to international peace and
stability since the height of the cold war.
Russian President Putin has emphatically
stated that any US move to withdraw from
the ABM treaty will lead Moscow to treat all
existing US/Russian arms agreements as null
and void. And China’s chief arms negotiator,
Sha Zukang, has warned that if Washington
goes ahead with an NMD deployment de-
signed to intercept ‘‘tens of warheads’’—a
figure suspiciously close to the eighteen to
twenty single-warhead ballistic missiles that
represent China’s entire nuclear deterrent
capability—Beijing will not ‘‘sit on its
hands.’’

In short, the official Clinton/Gore Adminis-
tration position on NMD is that we should
jeopardize the best change in a generation to
reduce the world’s nuclear arsenals in order
to preserve the option to deploy a costly,
technically dubious scheme designed to de-
fend against a Third World missile threat
that does not currently exist and may not
ever materialize. To understand how we got
into this mess, we need to take a look at the
genesis, ‘‘death’’ and resurrection of Rea-
gan’s Star Wars dream.

A SMILE AND A SHOESHINE

When Reagan gave his March 1983 Star
Wars speech, in which he pledged to launch a
program designed to render nuclear weapons
‘‘impotent and obsolete,’’ he was acting pri-
marily on the advice of Edward Teller, the
infamous ‘‘father of the H-bomb.’’ In closed-
door meetings organized by the conservative
businessmen in Reagan’s kitchen Cabinet,
Teller sold Reagan on a new nuclear doctrine
of ‘‘assured survival’’ based on the alleged
technical wonders of his latest brainchild,
the X-ray laser. As New York Times science
writer William Broad pointed out in his 1992
book, Teller’s War, the X-ray laser was
largely a figment of Teller’s imagination,
composed of scientific speculation, wishful
thinking and outright deception. But Reagan
was buying into the concept of missile de-
fense, not the details, so he forged ahead un-
aware of these inconvenient facts, his enthu-
siasm reinforced by his desire to counter the
nuclear freeze movement.

But, as Frances FitzGerald shows in her
new book, Way Out There in the Blue (the
title derives from Arthur Miller’s line in
Death of a Salesman in which he describes
Willy Loman as ‘‘a man way out there in the
blue, riding on a smile and a shoeshine’’),
Reagan’s Star Wars proposal was more than
just a political con game; it was also a po-
tent symbol that served radically different
purposes for the different factions within his
Administration. For hard-liners like Caspar
Weinberger, Richard Perle and Frank
Gaffney—a Perle prote

´
ge

´
who went on to

found his own pro-Star Wars think tank, the
Center for Security Policy—Reagan’s missile
defense plan offered a chance to promote
their two main goals: sustaining the Reagan
military buildup and thwarting progress on
US/Soviet arms control. For White House po-
litical strategists, the Star Wars plan was a
way to boost Reagan’s flagging popularity
ratings, which had plummeted in the face of
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the deepest recession since the thirties and a
growing fear that the President’s aggressive
anti-Soviet stance was moving the world to
the brink of a nuclear confrontation.

The most constructive response to the Star
Wars speech within Reagan’s inner circle
came from his Secretary of State, George
Shultz. Rather than trying to convince
Reagan of the manifold flaws in his pet
project, Shultz treated the Star Wars speech
as an opportunity to press Reagan to engage
in his first serious discussions with Soviet
leaders on nuclear weapons issues. Shultz
found an unlikely ally in Paul Nitze, the old
cold warrior who was appointed as a special
envoy to the US/Russian nuclear talks at
Schultz’s request. Nitze honed in on the fatal
flaw that has plagued all missile defense
schemes to date, which is that it is much
cheaper to overwhelm a defensive system
with additional warheads or decoys than it is
to expand the defensive capability to meet
these new threats. As a result, Shultz and
Nitze were able to prevail over the Wein-
berger/Perle faction and persuade Reagan to
endorse historic agreements to eliminate
medium-range nuclear weapons from Europe
and implement substantial cuts in long-
range weapons under the Strategic Arms Re-
duction Treaty (START). Star Wars was a
security blanket that allowed Reagan to en-
gage in serious negotiations with the ‘‘evil
empire’’ without being perceived as some
sort of weak-kneed liberal arms controller
among the conservatives who formed his
core constituency.

When George Bush took office in January
1989, Reagan’s Star Wars fantasy was rapidly
overtaken by the reality of sharp reductions
in the US and Soviet nuclear forces. Both
sides ratified the START I arms reduction
pact and followed up with a START II deal
that called for cutting US and Soviet stra-
tegic arsenals to one-third their Reagan-era
levels. On a broader front, the demise of the
Warsaw Pact and the dissolution of the So-
viet Union between 1989 and 1991 made spend-
ing billions on a high-tech scheme to defend
against Soviet missiles seem irrelevant and
absurd. Despite the decline of the Soviet
‘‘threat,’’ however, the Bush Administration
and Congress continued to cough up $3–$4 bil-
lion per year for missile defense. The
project’s new focus was protection against
an accidental nuclear attack.

Soon yet another rationale appeared in the
form of the ‘‘rouge state’’ strategy, devel-
oped by Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staff
Gen. Colin Powell, and based on the notion
that the United States should be prepared to
fight two heavily armed regional powers like
Iraq and North Korea simultaneously. In the
1991 Gulf War Saddam Hussein came to per-
sonify the rogue-state threat; Iraqi missile
attacks on Tel Aviv and a devastating direct
hit on a U.S. military barracks in Saudi Ara-
bia prompted calls for more effective de-
fenses against medium-range ballistic mis-
siles.

But even that was not enough to sustain
enthusiasm for a major new program. A few
months after Clinton took office in January
1993, Defense Secretary Les Aspin proclaimed
the Star Wars program dead (though the
Pentagon continued to spend $3–$4 billion per
year on missile defense research).

ENTER NEWT

Newt Gingrich is gone from the political
scene, but the most dangerous plank of his
1994 Contract With America remains: the
section that calls for ‘‘requiring the Defense
Department to deploy antiballistic missile
systems capable of defending the United
States against ballistic missile attacks.’’
That plan was added to the contract by Ging-
rich and his fellow Republican co-author
Dick Armey at the urging of Frank Gaffney
of the Center for Security Policy.

Efforts to turn the contract’s rhetoric into
viable legislation proved unsuccessful in the
short run, but in mid-1996 the Clinton Ad-
ministration decided to snatch defeat from
the jaws of victory by offering a missile de-
fense compromise known as the ‘‘3+3’’ plan—
three years of research and testing followed
by a three-year crash program to deploy a
system—if the President decided it was nec-
essary, feasible and affordable. The ‘‘3+3’’
gambit allowed Clinton to push off a politi-
cally controversial decision on missile de-
fense until a later date that fell well past the
1996 presidential election. Unfortunately for
Al Gore, that ‘‘later date’’ is now smack in
the middle of his second run for the White
House. As John Pike of the Federation of
American Scientists put it, ‘‘This is a polit-
ical decision driven by the need to defend Al
Gore from Republicans rather than defend
America against missiles.’’

While Clinton was yielding ground, Capitol
Hill Republicans were regrouping for their
next offensive—one result of which was an
amendment in the fiscal year 1997 defense
authorization bill calling for the establish-
ment of a blue-ribbon panel to ‘‘assess the
nature and magnitude of existing and emerg-
ing ballistic missile threats to the United
States.’’ The Republicans wanted their new
commission to be viewed as an authoritative
and objective body, not just a partisan
project. Bearing that in mind, House Speak-
er Gingrich and Senate majority leader
Trent Lott, who were empowered to nomi-
nate the majority of the panel’s members,
chose former Ford Administration Defense
Secretary Donald Rumsfeld to head the com-
mission, in the hopes that they could cap-
italize on his reputation as a moderate Re-
publican with pragmatic views on military
matters. Rumsfeld proved worthy of Ging-
rich’s and Lott’s confidence when he ham-
mered out a unanimous final report with the
appropriate aura of bipartisanship, complete
with signatures from Democratic appointees
such as former Carter Administration arms-
control official Barry Blechman of the Henry
L. Stimson Center and eminent physicist and
longtime missile defense critic Richard
Garwin. Just two weeks after the report
came out, Garwin placed an Op-Ed in the
New York Times denouncing the misuse of
the report by missile defense boosters, as-
serting, ‘‘I am alarmed that some have inter-
preted our findings as providing support for
a new national defense system.’’

The Rumsfeld Commission report was un-
veiled in July 1998 amid hysterical cries from
Gingrich that it was the ‘‘most important
warning about our national security system
since the end of the cold war.’’ Hysteria
aside, the report’s primary finding was that
given enough foreign help, a rogue state like
North Korea could acquire a missile capable
of reaching the United States within five
years of making a decision to do so—one-
third to one-half the warning time projected
in the CIA’s official estimates. The Star
Wars lobby finally got what it needed: an of-
ficial, government-approved statement that
could be interpreted as endorsing its own ex-
aggerated view of the Third World missile
threat. While the Rumsfeld report drew
heavy editorial fire in papers like the Chi-
cago Tribune and the Milwaukee Sentinel,
the Wall Street Journal applauded it as a
long-overdue clarion call for missile defense,
and Washington’s newspaper of record, the
Post, published a measured response that en-
dorsed the panel’s findings as ‘‘useful and
plausible.’’

INSIDE THE MISSILE DEFENSE LOBBY

Upon reflection, it is clear that the Rums-
feld report’s Republican backers had always
intended to use the panel as a tool to ad-
vance their pro-missile defense agenda. All

the report actually says is that if a country
like North Korea gets major foreign assist-
ance—including the extremely unlikely pos-
sibility that a country like China would sim-
ply give Pyongyang a fully operational bal-
listic missile—it will achieve the capability
to hit the United States much more quickly
than if it had to build the missile without
outside help. As Joseph Cirincione of the
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace
demonstrated in Congressional testimony
delivered this past February, the Rumsfeld
Commission’s conservative backers have
used the report as a vehicle for changing the
intelligence community’s traditional means
of assessing the ballistic missile threat, from
one that attempts to predict the likely pace
of missile proliferation in a given nation in
the light of political, economic and military
factors, to a ‘‘worst-case scenario’’ approach
that asks how quickly a given nation could
achieve a threatening missile capability if it
had no economic or political impediments.
As Cirincione also demonstrated, the ‘‘sky is
falling’’ approach has been used to obscure
the underlying reality that the ballistic mis-
sile threat to

Just as the Rumsfeld Commission turned
out to be less objective than it first appeared
to be, so did its chairman. Far from being a
moderate, Donald Rumsfeld is a card-car-
rying member of the missile defense lobby.
Prior to his appointment to head the com-
mission that bears his name, he was publicly
singled out as a special friend in the annual
report of the pro-Star Wars think tank, the
Center for Security Policy. As a further sign
of his commitment to the missile defense
cause, Rumsfeld has also given money to
Frank Gaffney’s group. If Gaffney’s organiza-
tion were just an abstract ‘‘study group,’’
that would be one thing. But it is a highly
partisan advocacy organization that serves
as the de facto nerve center of the NMD
lobby.

Gaffney’s center, which now has an annual
budget of $1.2 million, was started in 1988
with support from New Right funders like
Richard Mellon Scaife and Joseph Coors.
Since that time, Gaffney has turned it into a
sort of working executive committee for the
missile defense lobby. The center’s advisory
board includes representatives of larger con-
servative organizations, including Ed
Feulner, president of the Heritage Founda-
tion; William Bennett, co-director of Em-
power America; and Henry Cooper of High
Frontier, the original Star Wars think tank,
which was launched during the early years of
the Reagan Administration. Other CSP advi-
sory board members include Charles
Kupperman and Bruce Jackson, who serve as
vice president for Washington operations and
director of planning and analysis, respec-
tively, at Lockheed Martin; key members of
Congress like Republicans Curt Weldon,
Christopher Cox, and Jon Kyl; and a who’s
who of Reagan-era Star Warriors like Ed-
ward Teller and former Reagan science ad-
viser George Keyworth.

Unlike most think tanks concerned with
military issues, the Center for Security Pol-
icy receives a substantial portion of its fund-
ing from weapons manufacturers. Three out
of the top four missile defense contractors—
Boeing, Lockheed Martin and TRW—are all
major corporate contributors to CSP, which
has received more than $2 million in cor-
porate donations since its founding, account-
ing for roughly one-quarter of its total budg-
et.

Rumsfeld’s link to CSP is not his only af-
filiation with the Star Wars lobby. He’s also
on the board of Empower America, which ran
deceptive ads against anti-NMD Senator
Harry Reid of Nevada in the run-up to the
November 1998 elections. In recognition of
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his service to the missile defense lobby, in
October 1998—just three months after his
‘‘objective’’ assessment of the missile threat
was released—CSP awarded Rumsfeld its
‘‘Keeper of the Flame’’ award for 1998 at a
gala dinner attended by several hundred Star
Wars boosters. In accepting the award,
Rumsfeld joined the company of Reagan,
Gingrich and several Congressional NMD
boosters.

NMD RESURGENT: FAST TRACK TO OBLIVION?
In a reprise of the political two-step that

preceded the 1996 presidential elections (Re-
publicans lead, Clintonites follow), the Clin-
ton Administration moved closer to the Re-
publican position on missile defense with a
January 1999 announcement that the Presi-
dent would seek a six-year, $112 billion in-
crease in Pentagon spending. The proposal
included $6.6 billion in new funding for pro-
curement of missile defense equipment be-
fore 2005, the new target date for NMD de-
ployment established by Defense Secretary
William Cohen.

Clinton’s decision to accelerate NMD fund-
ing was propelled in part by the furor caused
by North Korea’s August 1998 test of a two-
stage ballistic missile, but the trump card in
the Republican-led effort to jack up both
overall military spending and NMD ‘‘deploy-
ment readiness’’ funding was the backlash
from the Monica Lewinsky affair.

Long before the Lewinsky scandal, Clinton
decided that throwing money at the Pen-
tagon was the best way to shore up his cre-
dentials as Commander in Chief and divert
attention from allegations that he had
dodged the draft during the Vietnam War. By
the fall of 1998, the combination of a growing
federal budget surplus and the President’s
perceived political weakness resulting from
the Lewinsky matter emboldened Congres-
sional Republicans and Clinton’s own Joint
Chiefs of Staff to press him for billions of
dollars in additional military funds.

In mid-September, the Joint Chiefs invited
the President to a closed-door briefing where
they read Clinton their wish lists on every-
thing from boosting military pay and weap-
ons procurement to applying fresh coats of
paint to underutilized military bases. Within
a week’s time Clinton sent the Chief a letter
pledging a Pentagon budget increase that
would insure that ‘‘the men and women of
our armed forces will have the resources
they need to do their jobs.’’ In October, Con-
gressional Republicans did the Joint Chiefs
one better, loading up Clinton’s $1 billion
Pentagon supplemental appropriations bill
aimed at addressing the military’s newfound
‘‘readiness crisis’’ with what analyst John
Isaacs of the Council for a Livable World has
described as ‘‘a $9 billion grab bag of pet
projects’’ that included an additional $1 bil-
lion for National Missile Defense.

Clinton’s apparent embrace of NMD
prompted Helle Bering of the conservative
Washington Times to complain bitterly that
‘‘Clinton has appropriated yet another set of
Republican issues.’’ In mid-January Cohen
took the Administration’s NMD commit-
ment one step further when he made the
highly provocative statement that if the
United States deemed it necessary to with-
draw from the ABM treaty in order to field
an effective defense against rogue-state mis-
siles, it would do so regardless of Russia’s re-
action.

Meanwhile, back on Capitol Hill, NMD ad-
vocates were rallying around Senator Thad
Cochran’s National Missile Defense Act. In
March 1999, aided by the votes of moderate
and conservative Democrats who had been
persuaded in part by the Rumsfeld Commis-
sion’s official (albeit misleading) depiction
of the North Korean missile threat, the
House and Senate both passed bills calling

for the deployment of a national missile de-
fense system ‘‘as soon as it is techno-
logically feasible.’’

Clinton signed the bill into law that July.
Although his signing message made it clear
that the Administration will consider eco-
nomic, technical and arms-control factors
before deciding whether to deploy an NMD
system, Star Wars boosters in Congress have
been portraying the legislation as a firm na-
tional commitment come hell or high water.

THE NMD DECEPTION

From its inception in the Reagan White
House to its resurrection in the Clinton era,
the marketing of missile defense has been
accompanied at every step by exaggerated
technical claims, misleading cost estimates
and outright lies. If experience is any guide,
the missile defense test scheduled for late
June or early July will almost be certainly
be rigged. (In 1984, in an instance of fraud
that only came to light nine years later, a
test of Lockheed’s Homing Overlay Experi-
ment was rigged by placing a beacon in the
target missile so that it could literally sig-
nal its location to the interceptor missile.)

But even if the next test misfires, the Pen-
tagon’s Ballistic Missile Defense Organiza-
tion (BMDO) has already put forward a ra-
tionale that Clinton could use to give the
green light for deployment, namely that two
more ‘‘hit to test’’ tests could be squeezed in
between now and next spring, when construc-
tion will begin on the critical NMD radar
site in Shemya, Alaska, if Clinton decides to
go full speed ahead on deployment. Even one
successful ‘‘hit’’ in any of these next three
tests—which will occur before BMDO con-
tractors actually break ground on the Alas-
ka radar project but after the Administra-
tion has committed funds to long-lead-time
materials and services that will be needed to
meet the starting date for construction—will
be offered as proof of the dubious proposition
that the system will work under real-world
conditions.

Unfortunately, fraudulent testing of mis-
sile defense components is far from ancient
history. Nira Schwartz, a computer software
expert who worked on tests of the NMD in-
terceptor for TRW, filed a civil suit against
the company in April 1996 charging that it
forced her to misreport her findings on the
critical question of whether the interceptor
missile can tell the difference between a real
warhead and a decoy. The documents in the
case were unsealed earlier this year and fea-
tured in a March 7 front-page New York Times
story. The company has denied Schwartz’s
allegations, but another engineer who
worked on the tests has backed her up.

Since Schwartz’ claims became public ear-
lier this year, MIT missile defense expert
Theodore Postol had conducted an inde-
pendent analysis of the data generated by
the test in question, and he has concluded
that the results raise fundamental questions
about the ability of any currently available
technology to discriminate between war-
heads and decoys. Since this capability is es-
sential for even a modest NMD system to
have any chance of intercepting a handful of
incoming warheads, TRW and the Pentagon
have gone to great lengths to cover up this
embarrassing fact. When Postol sent a letter
to the White House outlining his findings,
the Pentagon responded by ruling that the
contents of Postol’s letter should be classi-
fied on the grounds that they contained top-
secret material. On May 25 the BMDO re-
leased a cursory letter charging that
Postol’s findings were ‘‘incomplete’’ and his
conclusions ‘‘wrong’’ because ‘‘Dr. Postol is
not considering all the capabilities of our
system of systems.’’ Postol fired back the
same day at a DC press conference organized
by the Global Research/Action Center on the

Environment, presenting his technical cri-
tique of the NMD system in detail and slam-
ming the Administration for ‘‘foot-dragging
and playing politics with an important deci-
sion that directly affects the security of the
nation’’ rather than appointing an impartial
panel to investigate seriously his charges of
fraud in the test program.

In addition to the evidence of outright
fraud, the NMD program has recently been
subjected to a flurry of questions from crit-
ics within the Pentagon and the U.S. intel-
ligence community. On May 19, a few days
after Postol sent his letter to the White
House, the Los Angeles Times published an
interview with a high-level U.S. intelligence
official who flatly contradicted the Clinton
Administration’s contention that China has
nothing to fear from a limited U.S. NMD sys-
tem. The official also noted that the North
Korean and Iranian missile threats have not
been moving along as rapidly as expected,
and he asserted that the concept of the
‘‘rogue state’’ was in itself an impediment to
objective analysis of the missile threat.

Meanwhile, a blue-ribbon panel chaired by
former Reagan Administration Secretary of
the Air Force Gen. Larry Welch has issued
two scathing critiques of NMD program man-
agement, the first of which pointed out that
the NMD system was on a far tighter testing
schedule than any recent weapons develop-
ment program of comparable scale. It went
on to charge that the program was on a
headlong ‘‘rush to failure.’’ The second
Welch report, released this past November,
strongly encouraged the Administration to
push back its NMD deployment decision to
avoid ‘‘regressing to a very high risk sched-
ule.’’ In February a report by Philip Coyle,
the Pentagon’s director of operational test
and evaluation, charged that the Pentagon
was facing heavy pressure to ‘‘meet an artifi-
cial decision point in the development proc-
ess.’’

There is one final element distorting the
NMD testing program: corporate greed. The
major corporate players in the NMD testing
program—Boeing, Lockheed Martin and
Raytheon—all have serious and direct con-
flicts of interest, since the results of the
tests they are helping to carry out will de-
termine whether they start reaping multibil-
lion-dollar missile defense contracts over the
next few years. Pentagon spokesman Ken-
neth Bacon has tried to wave off charges of
fraud involving TRW’s NMD ‘‘hit to kill’’ ve-
hicle by arguing that TRW’s version has not
been chosen for inclusion in the final NMD
system. However, Bacon fails to mention
that Boeing, which is now in charge of over-
all systems integration for the entire NMD
project, designed the interceptor vehicle
that has been the subject of the fraud allega-
tions. Whether Boeing colluded with TRW’s
manipulation of test results or merely over-
looked them, it doesn’t bode well for its role
as the principal monitoring agent for sub-
contractors. The fox is guarding the chicken
coop: If Boeing is able to orchestrate a series
of seemingly credible tests, it stands to
make billions of dollars in production con-
tracts for decades to come. This inherent
conflict of interest at the heart of the NMD
testing programs is one of the factors that
have led missile defense experts at MIT and
the Union of Concerned Scientists to call for
the appointment of an independent panel to
assess the feasibility of missile defense be-
fore the President makes a deployment deci-
sion.

Boeing is not the only company with an in-
terest in helping the Pentagon put the best
face on the NMD program. Lockheed Martin,
whose ‘‘legacy’’ company, Lockheed Air-
craft, was in charge of the 1984 Homing Over-
lay Experiment, which was later exposed as
fraudulent, brags in a recent edition of its
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company newsletter, Lockheed Martin Today,
that it produces the rockets used to propel
both the mock warhead and the ‘‘kill vehi-
cle’’ involved in NMD ‘‘hit to kill’’ tests.
This is certainly a convenient setup if the
company and the BMDO are thinking of
stacking the deck on the next intercept test
to insure a successful result.

Of the four largest NMD contractors (the
others are Boeing, Raytheon and TRW),
Lockheed Martin has the most to gain. If US/
Russian arms-reduction talks are stymied by
US stubbornness on NMD, Lockheed Martin
will be able to sustain its key nuclear weap-
ons programs. And if NMD deployment
moves forward, Lockheed Martin will receive
billions in additional funding for production
of numerous components and subcomponents
of the national missile defense system.

Given what’s at stake, the companies have
decided to leave nothing to chance. Since
Republicans took control of both houses of
Congress in January 1995, weapons industry
PAC’s have given twice as much to Repub-
lican Congressional candidates as they have
to Democrats, a far higher margin than pre-
vailed when the Democrats ruled Capitol
Hill, when they receive about 55 percent of
defense industry PAC funds, compared with
45 percent for Republicans. Hard-line Star
Warriors have gotten the bulk of this indus-
try largesse. A World Policy Institute anal-
ysis of two recent pro-Star Wars letters to
President Clinton—one from twenty-five sen-
ators organized by Jesse Helms stating that
they would kill any arms-control deal with
the Russians that attempted to put any lim-
its on the scope of future NMD deployments,
the other from thirty-one Republican sen-
ators pushing the Center for Security Pol-
icy’s pet project, a sea-based missile defense
system-reveals that the signatories of these
pro-Star Wars missives have received a total
of nearly $2 million in PAC contributions
from missile defense contractors in this elec-
tion cycle.

Lockheed Martin has not neglected the
presidential candidates. On the Republican
side Lockheed Martin vice president Bruce
Jackson, who served as chairman of the US
Committee to Expand NATO, was overheard
by one of the authors at an industry gath-
ering last year bragging about how the in-
dustry’s troubles will be over if George W.
Bush is elected, since Jackson would be per-
sonally writing the defense plank of the Re-
publican platform. And Loral CEO Bernard
Schwartz, who has longstanding ties to
Lockheed Martin dating from when Lock-
heed absorbed Loral’s defense unit in 1996,
was the top individual donor of soft money
to the Democratic Party in the 1996 presi-
dential cycle; Loral employees gave $601,000
to Democratic Party committees. Schwartz
has nearly doubled that amount in the run-
up to the November 2000 elections, with $1.1
million in soft-money contributions to
Democratic committees to date. He was
briefly in the spotlight last year when he
was accused of lobbying the Clinton Admin-
istration to ease the standards for the export
of satellite technology to China.

NMD AND BEYOND

The continued pursuit of NMD will have
far-reaching consequences for the future of
arms control and goal of nuclear abolition. It
will mean a false sense of security for Ameri-
cans and an increased threat of nuclear war
for the world.

Instead of going down the road, the US
government should focus its energy and re-
sources on preventative measures. When
Clinton meets with Putin on June 4, he could
pledge to get US/Russian nuclear reductions
back on track through steps that include

seeking increased funding for the Coopera-
tive Threat Reduction program—which has
helped finance the destruction of thousands
of Russian nuclear warhead and weapons fa-
cilities—and working toward continued re-
ductions in US and Russian nuclear forces
under START agreements. Clinton could also
pledge to work for ratification of the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty, which was de-
feated last fall by the Senate despite over-
whelming public support. Above all, Clinton
could assure Russia that the United States
has no intention of withdrawing from the
ABM treaty. That would put Al Gore in a
much stronger position to criticize George
W. Bush’s misleading proposal to pursue uni-
lateral cuts in US nuclear forces in combina-
tion with an ambitious NMD plan that would
usher in an era of instability by demolishing
what’s left of the global nuclear arms con-
trol regime.

The newly resurgent peace and arms-con-
trol movement, led by organizations like
Peace Action, the Union of Concerned Sci-
entists, the Global Network Against Nuclear
Weapons and Power in Space, and the Fourth
Freedom Forum, is trying to generate a
large-enough outcry for ‘‘arms reductions,
not missile defense’’ over this summer to
beat back missile defense hysteria. But stop-
ping NMD is just one step toward a sane nu-
clear policy; ultimately only the abolition of
all nuclear weapons can provide the safety
and security that Reagan and his latter-day
disciples have pledged to provide through the
false promise of missile defense.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. ERNEST J. ISTOOK, JR.
OF OKLAHOMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, June 9, 2000

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, due to a family
medical emergency, I was unable to vote on
H.R. 8, the Death Tax Elimination Act of 2000.
Had I been in Washington, I would have voted
yes. I regret that I was not able to vote on this
very important bill to help reduce the enor-
mous tax burden on the American public.

I was also unable to vote on the amend-
ment to remove the prohibition on the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administration’s
(OSHA) proposed ergonomics regulations. I
would have voted to keep the prohibition.

f

TRIBUTE ON THE CELEBRATION
OF JUNETEENTH

HON. NICK LAMPSON
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, June 9, 2000

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, on June 19th,
thousands of African Americans in Galveston,
Texas, the birthplace of Juneteenth, and
around the Nation will celebrate this holiday of
freedom and justice.

Juneteenth, as this holiday is known, is a
celebration of emancipation from slavery. On
June 19, 1865, 30 months after President Lin-
coln had signed the Emancipation Proclama-
tion, General Gordon Granger, who had been
placed in command of the Federal occupation
troops, arrived at Galveston Bay. He issued

General Order No. 3—Emancipation. This was
the birth of Juneteenth in Texas. Juneteenth
celebrations were held informally for 115
years.

I would like to take this opportunity to ac-
knowledge Texas State Representative Al Ed-
wards. In 1978, Mr. Edwards envisioned that
blacks could have a formal celebration of
emancipation from slavery. During his first
year as a legislator he wrote and lobbied to
get passed into law the bill making June 19th
a legal State holiday. Overcoming numerous
setbacks, Representative Edwards pushed the
bill through successful votes of the Texas
House of Representatives and Senate within
the last 24 hours of Texas’ 66th Legislative
Session. At a memorable and historical cere-
mony on the grounds of the Texas State Cap-
itol in Austin, hundreds of supporters wit-
nessed the bill’s signing into law by Governor
William P. Clements on June 13, 1979. As a
result of Representative Edwards’ efforts, Tex-
ans now witness the ‘‘New Celebration of
Juneteenth,’’ an official State holiday.

Mr. Speaker, freedom is a cherished word
to all humanity, particularly to those in bond-
age. I challenge all of us to take this oppor-
tunity while we celebrate our rich history of
freedom to rededicate ourselves to equal op-
portunity for all Americans, because that is at
the heart of Juneteenth and the American
ideal.

f

ROBERT P. CASEY: LIBERAL

HON. RICHARD E. NEAL
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, June 9, 2000

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker,
the June 5, 2000 Washington Post contained
an excellent column by Mark Shields con-
cerning Robert P. Casey, entitled ‘‘A Conserv-
ative in Name Only.’’

The column points out the progressive na-
ture of Bob Casey’s reign as Governor of
Pennsylvania from 1987–1995. During this
time, Shields writes, Governor Casey enacted
a Children’s Health Insurance Program which
mandated early intervention and coverage for
every child until age 5, rebuilt the state water
supply system, chose more women cabinet
members than any other Governor at the time,
appointed the nation’s first African American
woman to a state Supreme Court, and brought
family and parental leave to the state.

So with this record, why is he considered a
conservative? Because he happened to be
strongly anti-abortion in a party that is strongly
pro-choice. Thankfully, our party has come a
long way since those days in terms of toler-
ance for other views on this and other issues,
and therefore it should no longer be the case
that one issue should entirely overwhelm a
public official’s lifetime public record.

Robert P. Casey was an effective public
servant and improved the lives of thousands
of families in his state. He is survived by his
wife and children, and many, many of us who
will think of him fondly, and with great respect
for what he stood for.
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