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duty to control the traffic. It was in 
Mariemont. He saw a car with a woman 
slumped over the wheel, and he pulled 
into action. 

He put his body over the top of the 
car, rolled onto the passenger door. An 
unknown bystander stood there, helped 
him get into the car, and pulled up the 
emergency brake. He dumped the 
woman over and drove the car away 
from the crowd of participants and the 
crowd of runners. 

I have no idea how many potential 
lives Officer Lewis saved. It could have 
been me, it could have been my hus-
band and my brother-in-law standing 
there cheering me on at that spot, or 
my dear friends that were there. Who 
knows? 

It’s interesting because, in a local 
news broadcast back in Cincinnati, Of-
ficer Keith Lewis refused to be called a 
hero—he is a hero in my book—because 
he said he was doing just what he was 
trained to do. 

Mr. Speaker, I must respectfully dis-
agree with Officer Lewis. That man is a 
hero, and the bystander that helped 
him is a hero, too. Their selfless ac-
tions possibly saved countless lives and 
injuries. Who knows? 

I am honored, Mr. Speaker, and privi-
leged to represent folks like Officer 
Lewis and that bystander in Cin-
cinnati. Thank you, Officer Lewis, for 
your dedication and your outstanding 
commitment to public service. Thank 
you for protecting us, the runners, the 
bystanders, and the volunteers. You 
helped make the Cincinnati Flying Pig, 
once again, a great, great marathon. 
Thank you. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

ETHICS AND NO-BID CONTRACTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FLAKE. Tomorrow, I plan to 
offer a privileged resolution regarding 
earmarks and campaign contributions. 
This will be the eighth such resolution 
that has been offered. 

The House leadership maintains that 
this privileged resolution is a blunt in-
strument and that the Ethics Com-
mittee is not designed to deal with 
issues of this magnitude. Let me be the 
first to concede the point. These reso-
lutions are a blunt instrument, and the 
House Ethics Committee is not de-
signed to deal with issues of this mag-
nitude. But it’s the only instrument 
we’ve got. 

Here’s the problem. Many of the ear-
marks that have been recently ap-
proved by the House represent no-bid 
contracts to private companies. In 

many cases, executives at the private 
companies and the lobbyists who rep-
resent them have turned around, have 
made large campaign contributions to 
the Members who secured these no-bid 
contracts for them. 

It would seem to me that overly bur-
dening the House Ethics Committee 
should be the least of our worries here. 

We’re informed that with the PMA 
investigation, the Justice Department 
is looking into the relationship be-
tween earmarks and campaign con-
tributions. The Justice Department 
just indicted former Governor 
Blagojevich, in part, based on allega-
tions of official acts promised in ex-
change for campaign contributions. 
And we’re worried about overburdening 
the House Ethics Committee? 

Let me repeat. The House just award-
ed hundreds of millions of dollars in 
the form of no-bid contracts to compa-
nies whose executives and their lobby-
ists turned around and contributed 
tens of thousands of dollars to Mem-
bers of Congress who secured those no- 
bid contracts. It seems to me that con-
cerns about overly burdening the Eth-
ics Committee are misplaced. 

I want to applaud members of the 
Democratic freshman class who have 
now been subjected to intense pressure 
from their leadership. These freshmen 
came to this body with the bright and 
untarnished respect for the institution. 
The curtain has now been pulled back 
and my guess is they don’t like what 
they see. I know just how they feel. 

I think that they know that the abil-
ity of Members of Congress to award 
no-bid contracts to private companies 
whose executives and lobbyists turn 
around and give them campaign con-
tributions cannot be explained, let 
alone justified. 

I think that these freshmen and 
other supporters of this resolution 
fully understand that these privileged 
resolutions are an unwieldy instru-
ment, but that the process these reso-
lutions are attempting to expose is not 
being addressed in any other sub-
stantive fashion. 

As for myself, I have been asked why 
I don’t just file an ethics complaint 
against an individual. This is not about 
any one individual. This is not about 
any one party. The practice of award-
ing no-bid contracts to private compa-
nies whose executives turn around and 
make contributions to those Members 
who secured the no-bid contract or ear-
mark goes on in both political parties. 
Consequently, the ethical cloud that 
hangs over this body rains on Repub-
licans and Democrats alike. 

This is not about retribution. I feel 
much the same about this issue as the 
President feels about enhanced interro-
gations or torture. Let’s move on. But 
let’s move on into a world in which we 
understand that awarding no-bid con-
tracts to private companies whose ex-
ecutives and lobbyists turn around and 
make campaign contributions to the 
Member of Congress who secured the 
no-bid contract is neither right nor 
proper. 

Now, some may say that these con-
cerns are addressed in the earmark re-
forms that have already been adopted. 
This is simply untrue. Among the tens 
of thousands of earmark requests that 
have been made for the coming fiscal 
year are thousands of no-bid contracts 
for private companies. 

I’m planning to give notice, as I men-
tioned, of another privileged resolution 
tomorrow, but I’m prepared to hold off 
asking for a vote on the resolution 
next week if the House leadership is 
willing to put a stop to the practice of 
awarding no-bid contracts for private 
companies. 

The ball is in the court of the House 
leadership. If they want to continue to 
defend the practice of giving no-bid 
contracts to private companies whose 
executives and their lobbyists turn 
around and make campaign contribu-
tions to those Members who secure the 
no-bid contracts, then I suppose we’ll 
have to continue to use this blunt in-
strument. 

Mr. Speaker, we owe this institution 
far better than we’re giving it. Let’s 
treat this Congress with the same re-
spect and reverence that it deserves. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID-
ERATION OF H.R. 1728, MORT-
GAGE REFORM AND ANTI-PRED-
ATORY LENDING ACT 

Mr. ARCURI, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 111–98) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 406) providing for further consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 1728) to amend 
the Truth in Lending Act to reform 
consumer mortgage practices and pro-
vide accountability for such practices, 
to provide certain minimum standards 
for consumer mortgage loans, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

f 

MISSILE DEFENSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. AKIN) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. AKIN. It’s a pleasure to be able 
to join you this nice spring afternoon. 
On a somewhat different subject than 
we have talked about in the last sev-
eral weeks, the subject we’re going to 
be dealing with for the next hour is the 
subject of missile defense. 

It’s a rather interesting story. It in-
volves some history. It also involves 
some very interesting sort of political 
wheeling and dealing between various 
nations, and it is of particular interest 
to us because it is the subject of de-
fending our homeland and our lives. 

The story starts, at least as my 
memory allows, going back some years, 
back to a thing called the Antiballistic 
Missile, the ABM Treaty of 1972. That 
was an agreement between a number of 
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different nations not to develop a mis-
sile defense. 

Now what does that mean exactly? 
What it means is different nations were 
putting together two pieces of tech-
nology. The first was the ability to 
make missiles. That was started at my 
old alma mater, actually, by a guy by 
the name of Robert Goddard, who was 
an experimenter, and he was doing ex-
periments like you might see kids do 
to make model rockets and things. 

So people started to realize that you 
could put a weapon on the end of a mis-
sile and could shoot it at your enemy. 

b 1645 

That idea had been done with sky-
rockets before that with just black 
powder. The Chinese did that, to some 
degree, and they even used them on 
Fort McHenry. But this was a new de-
velopment, and this was coupled with 
the idea of these nuclear warheads. 

The nuclear warhead put a whole new 
different meaning on things, because it 
was such a powerful weapon that if you 
could put a nuclear warhead onto a 
missile and then shoot that at your 
enemy, you didn’t even have to be too 
accurate, even, and it would cause tre-
mendous damage. 

So as I was just graduating from en-
gineering school, what was going on 
was that we had negotiated a treaty 
with the Soviet Union called the ABM 
treaty in 1972, and what it said was 
that we were not going to defend our-
selves from nuclear missiles. 

Now, that is kind of a crazy idea in a 
way, because the job of a nation is to 
defend their own populace. The main 
job that we have in Congress, if you 
were to say, what is your main job? 
One of the main things needs to be to 
defend America, to defend our home-
land. Yet this treaty said: We agree 
that we are not going to defend our-
selves. In fact, the whole thing was 
called MAD, and indeed it was mad, 
Mutually Assured Destruction. If you 
shoot a nuclear weapon at us, we’ll 
shoot one back at you. Everybody 
melts down and everybody loses. 

So the theory is that that will create 
stability. Well, it was not so clear it 
was going to create stability, because 
if one guy could shoot first and take 
the other guy down, then it was not 
such a good thing not to be able to de-
fend yourself. 

And so it was that we went through 
a number of decades from the early 
seventies with this philosophy of mutu-
ally assured destruction. And it was 
really challenged in 1983 by Ronald 
Reagan. Ronald Reagan started doing 
some thinking and saying there has got 
to be a better way to do this thing than 
to have the Soviets and the Chinese 
aiming all these missiles at us, and 
they could melt down our different cit-
ies. So he came up with the idea of 
what was called SDI, Strategic Defense 
Initiative. He spoke at some length and 
did a very good job selling the idea 
that America should be looking at de-
fending ourselves from these weapons. 

One of the things that most people 
didn’t know and that he educated the 
American public on was the fact that a 
foreign nation could shoot a missile 
from one continent to the other. We 
could see it on the radar coming in. We 
would say: New York City, you have 
half an hour before you’re turned into 
dust, into a nuclear cinder, and there 
wasn’t a thing we could do about it. 

So Ronald Reagan said, there has got 
to be a better way to skin the cat than 
that and so he came up with the Stra-
tegic Defense Initiative. His detractors 
called it Star Wars, which actually 
didn’t hurt from a marketing point of 
view. So Ronald Reagan talked about 
the different technologies that could be 
deployed in order to try to stop one of 
these incoming missiles. 

That became kind of a hallmark of 
one of the things that Republicans 
stood for was missile defense, and it 
was one of the things that the Demo-
crats decided they were against. They 
didn’t like missile defense. Well, why 
was it they didn’t like it? They had two 
reasons: One, it wouldn’t work. And, 
two, it was too expensive. Also, they 
said it would destabilize relations be-
tween the countries, as though they 
were so stable during the Cold War pe-
riod. 

So that is what happened in 1983. 
Ronald Reagan made that proposal. It 
wasn’t until actually many years later 
when I got to Congress, in 2002, that 
President Bush decided that it was 
time to move forward on this thing and 
protect our country. So he proposed 
and actually initiated the changes to 
give notice to the different countries 
that were involved in the Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Treaty and said: You’ve got 
your 6 months’ notice. We’re going to 
start developing missile defense. 

Now, that gives us a little bit of the 
background. I am joined here today 
and I am greatly honored to be able to 
have one of the outstanding experts in 
the U.S. Congress here on missile de-
fense joining me on the floor, and that 
is my good friend, TRENT FRANKS from 
Arizona. 

We are going to hear what TRENT has 
to say and kind of get into this subject. 
We are going to be joined by other Con-
gressmen talking about something that 
is so fundamentally simple that it is 
very hard for me to understand how 
anybody could be opposed to our gov-
ernment defending our citizens from 
nuclear weapons. 

I would now yield time to my friend 
from Arizona, Congressman FRANKS. 
Thank you for joining us. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. It is my 
honor to join you, Congressman AKIN. I 
thank my friend from Missouri for the 
work that you do not only on this area 
but so many others. You are a man 
committed to doing what is right for 
America and making sure that future 
generations have a little more time to 
walk in the sunlight of freedom. I have 
a great deal of respect and appreciation 
for all that you do and for who you are. 
It is my honor to be here with you. 

I think that you stated so many 
things so effectively that it is hard for 
me to add to the fundamental premise. 
But as you said, there was once a time 
not so many years ago when America 
and the free world faced a Soviet Union 
that was armed with massive stock-
piles of weapons that are the most dan-
gerous weapons that have ever really 
entered the arsenal of mankind, bal-
listic missiles that can travel several 
thousand miles an hour and can deliver 
warheads that can decimate an entire 
city or even potentially interrupt the 
electrical systems of entire nations. 

It is a very daunting challenge in-
deed. And you again laid out so well 
that we adopted this strategy of mutu-
ally assured destruction not because 
we really wanted to, but because we 
didn’t have much alternative. We real-
ly embraced this grim equation that if 
the Soviet Union launched their mis-
siles and killed our men, women, and 
children across our cities, that we 
could launch a counterstrike almost si-
multaneously, even before their mis-
siles landed, that would do the same 
thing to their nation. And that was 
something that was so repugnant and 
so horrifying to all of us that it created 
this grim kind of an understanding be-
tween us that we wouldn’t shoot each 
other because we knew that it meant 
sudden and horrifying death to both of 
our nations. 

I suppose one could say, given the 
fact that we didn’t blow each other to 
atoms, that there was some efficacy to 
the strategy. And, ironically, it still is 
the centerpiece of our own strategy to 
deter aggression on our homeland. A 
nation that knows that if they attack 
the United States with nuclear mis-
siles, that we can calculate that trajec-
tory. We know where they live and 
that we have a response capability sec-
ond to none, and that we can respond 
in ways that are totally unacceptable 
to them. It is such an important sub-
ject. 

Mr. AKIN. Let me just interrupt a 
second because you’ve brought up a 
couple of really interesting points. 

The first one, I remember starting to 
have some interest in politics, and I 
was really skeptical of the idea of even 
negotiating that treaty, because what 
we found was the Soviet Union cheated 
on all of their treaties. As we look now, 
as the Soviet Union has collapsed, we 
find they were busy cheating on this 
thing all the way along. So we were 
kind of really out there, weren’t we, 
with this ABM treaty not having any 
defensive capability. 

The second thing I would just men-
tion is, now, the equation has changed, 
hasn’t it? It is not just one or two na-
tions. Now we are starting to look at a 
different scenario, aren’t we? 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. We really 
are. What has changed it so dramati-
cally the fundamental aspect that Ron-
ald Reagan put forward, that it is much 
better to defend our citizens than to 
avenge them. But what has changed so 
much, Congressman AKIN, is that now 
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we are in a world where the coinci-
dence of Jihadist terrorism and nuclear 
proliferation could change the concept 
of our freedom and of every calculation 
that we have made for homeland secu-
rity, because they can no longer be de-
terred. 

When we were dealing with the So-
viet Union, we placed our security to 
some degree in their sanity. We recog-
nized that they wanted to live, they 
wanted their nation to continue. And 
that was a tremendous impetus on 
their part to try to work with us, to 
try to keep it safe. 

Mr. AKIN. Reclaiming my time, they 
had a nation-state; and they knew that 
if they launched at us, the thing was, 
we might launch back at them. 

But now you’re talking about a ter-
rorist that may not have a nation- 
state. That is a different formula. Isn’t 
it? 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. It is abso-
lutely a different formula. Not only do 
we have rogue states and, really, non- 
state players, as you say, that don’t 
have that risk that a nation-state does, 
but we have a different mindset. That 
is the part that frightens me the most. 
A terrorist that will cut someone’s 
head off, while they are tied down in 
front of a television camera while the 
victim screams for mercy, with a hack-
saw blade, we had better be very 
thankful that that hacksaw blade is 
not a nuclear capability. Because that 
kind of intent, that kind of a mindset 
that literally has been demonstrated to 
be willing to kill their own children in 
order to kill our children is the thing 
that frightens me the most, that in-
tent. 

Mr. AKIN. So what you are talking 
about is we are not only dealing with 
something that is not a nation-state, 
but we are also dealing with a different 
frame of mind, a different calculus on 
the value of life. You are talking 
about, if nuclear weapons fall into the 
hands of people that have this mindset, 
this whole thing is really a game 
changer. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. It really is, 
Congressman, because the reality is 
that this mindset cannot be deterred. 
This whole notion of mutually assured 
destruction was a deterrence strategy, 
and I am not sure that Jihad can be de-
terred. 

There are really two factors to every 
threat to individuals or to nations, and 
that is the intent of your enemy and 
the capacity of your enemy. In this 
case, the Soviet Union had tremendous 
capacity, but their intent was tem-
pered by their desire to survive them-
selves. You could even say that many 
of the Soviet people had a desire to see 
people live and let live. Their govern-
ment wasn’t quite of that mindset. But 
now we face an enemy that is com-
mitted to the destruction of the west-
ern world. And if they gain the capac-
ity to proceed, I am afraid that my 
children and yours will potentially see 
the day of nuclear terrorism. 

Mr. AKIN. Then is the only threat 
sort of the radical Islamic threat? Be-

cause it seems to me that North Korea 
also poses a threat. 

Am I mistaken on that? 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. North 

Korea, in my judgment, is the least 
free nation on Earth. This is a nation 
that has just a completely inhumane 
mindset in their government, and I am 
not sure that we recognize just how 
dangerous that country is. 

Ironically, the Soviets—well, not the 
Soviets now. The Russians—I have to 
be careful; a lot has changed—the So-
viet Union collapsed on itself. But 
there is still some remnants of that 
Cold War mentality. They assured 
America that it would be 20 years be-
fore Iran could launch an ICBM capa-
bility, and they assured us many years 
ago that North Korea was far from 
being able to produce a nuclear capa-
bility. But that happened much more 
quickly than we realized. And, as you 
know, North Korea just launched an 
additional test that went twice as far 
as their first one did. They have nu-
clear warheads now. 

Mr. AKIN. You are giving us a lot of 
valuable information. You are saying 
North Korea now has conducted missile 
tests. The missile, of course, is a deliv-
ery system. And the most recent test 
that they shot just a couple weeks ago 
went all the way over Japan and went 
some considerable distance, twice as 
far as their previous test. So the range 
of their missiles is going farther. Not 
only that, they are equipping the mis-
sile, or they can equip the missile, with 
a nuclear warhead, and our under-
standing is that they are busy devel-
oping that nuclear capability. Is that 
correct, to the best of our intelligence? 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. You have 
got it exactly correct. One of the key 
technical challenges of an ICBM is the 
ability to keep the missile stable dur-
ing staging, where one stage drops off, 
and the missile can become unstable in 
that situation. In this last test, North 
Korea demonstrated that capability, 
and that to me from a technical per-
spective was the most frightening as-
pect of it. 

I will say this on the floor of the 
House of Representatives. I believe 
that North Korea represents a poten-
tial threat to the homeland of the 
United States and that when the next 
missile from North Korea gets over 
international waters, that the United 
States and its allies should do what 
they can to shoot that missile down for 
a couple of reasons: To demonstrate 
our resolve. But, more importantly, to 
keep them from being able to dem-
onstrate to their potential customers 
that they now have perfected missile 
technology that they can sell to poten-
tial nations or even rogue states or 
just groups like al Qaeda that could 
use this in a way that would be very 
devastating to the country. 

I am very concerned about that. We 
must not let them demonstrate to the 
world that kind of capacity. They have 
already shown that they are willing to 
sell this technology. They were the 

ones primarily who gave Iran their 
missile technology. Iran now has sur-
passed North Korea in missile capa-
bility, and yet they probably would not 
have been anywhere close to where 
they are had it not been for North 
Korea. 

Mr. AKIN. So North Korea sold some 
of the technology to Iran. But Iran has 
then been able to develop it more rap-
idly even than North Korea, perhaps 
because they have more money to put 
into the project. I don’t know. 

So now you have got North Korea 
and Iran both that we consider that the 
leadership is highly unstable in those 
countries, and they have the capa-
bility, or are rapidly developing the ca-
pability, of projecting a missile either 
into Europe or even potentially onto 
the continental United States with a 
nuclear warhead on it. 

b 1700 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Well, that 

is correct. I believe that there is no 
greater danger to the peace of the 
human family today than a nuclear 
Iran—I think they are even more dan-
gerous than North Korea. And iron-
ically, if North Korea was able to give 
Iran missile technology, how is it that 
we would forget that they could cer-
tainly give them warhead technology if 
they need it, or even a warhead? 

So I am really concerned that the 
world in general must recognize the 
danger that we face, both with a nu-
clear North Korea—which is already de 
facto now, this has happened—and with 
an Iran that is working with missile 
technology that, before long, they are 
working with solid propellants. And I 
believe that they can range parts of the 
United States even now. And I believe 
that an Iranian missile poses a pro-
found threat to the country and to the 
world. 

But even more so, probably the point 
I would make most strenuously is that 
an Iranian nuclear program means that 
an Islamist nation now has their finger 
on the nuclear button. And they have 
that technology in their hands where 
they could pass it along to terrorist 
groups where they don’t even need a 
missile, where all they need is a Volks-
wagen to carry it across our border, or 
a small aircraft, anything. There is a 
lot of danger there. 

Mr. AKIN. That is a scary thought. 
Thank you. And we will get back to the 
Congressman, as the expert. 

We are also joined by some other 
wonderful patriots and people who have 
been paying some attention to this 
subject as well. 

Congressman COFFMAN from Colo-
rado, I would be happy to yield you 
some time. What is your thought on 
this? I want you to be part of our con-
versation here this afternoon. 

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Thank 
you, Congressman AKIN. 

I was just in a discussion with the 
Armed Services Committee, which we 
both sit on. And it is interesting that 
the discussion today was on missile de-
fense, and that those who were opposed 
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to saying that missile defense is a 
strategy, wish to rely on the Cold War 
strategy of mutually assured destruc-
tion. 

I think the problem with that strat-
egy—— 

Mr. AKIN. Reclaiming my time, I 
want to be very direct here. This has 
really been a very partisan debate, 
hasn’t it? 

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Yes. And 
it surprises me. I am not sure why or 
the origins of the partisanship. 

Mr. AKIN. I think it was a Ronald 
Reagan thing. But this has been a 
straight Democrats one way, Repub-
licans the other for many, many years. 
But that is starting to change some, 
isn’t it? 

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Well, 
there is some thawing of that, some 
signals of change. But certainly the 
majority still fall, unfortunately, on 
the other side of this issue. And the 
thinking is that nation states will be-
have rationally and that they will not 
attack the United States because the 
United States could in fact retaliate in 
kind, and that their nation would be 
destroyed. 

The difficulty, I think, with that is if 
we look at a nation state like Iran 
gaining nuclear weapons capability, if 
we look at Pakistan, should the gov-
ernment be destabilized and fall into 
radical Islamist hands, will those na-
tion states behave in a rational way? 
Will North Korea continue to behave in 
a rational way? 

Mr. AKIN. It is hard to understand 
that mindset for me after September 11 
to say that somebody is going to be-
have rationally, that you are going to 
assume, you are going to bet your city 
that somebody is going to behave ra-
tionally. And that is an interesting 
question. 

We are also joined by a good friend of 
mine, Congressman BISHOP, who wants 
to be part of the conversation as well, 
from Utah. And I want to include you 
in the conversation, too. 

Thank you for your good work on 
these questions and willingness to take 
on some areas that some people don’t 
want to think about or debate or dis-
cuss, just want to say it won’t work 
and these people will never be mean to 
us, they will never go after one of our 
cities. I yield time. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I thank the 
gentleman from Missouri for allowing 
me to be part of this. 

I am probably the oldest guy here 
right now; I’ve got the white hair. I 
grew up in the era when our missile de-
fense was ‘‘duck and cover.’’ I was one 
of those elementary kids that had to 
hide under the desk, except I only lived 
a block and a half away from the 
school, so I got to run home as long as 
I could run home soon enough. And I 
was dumb enough to realize I should 
have just filled out my time so I could 
go play, but I didn’t, I actually ran 
home. 

Somehow, I think we have moved 
past the idea that our defense of this 

country is merely hiding under a desk. 
This is the defense of this country, as 
has been mentioned by my good friends 
from Colorado and Arizona, who know 
a whole lot more about this. And you 
have probably said some of the things I 
am going to say, so if I am repeating it, 
just nod your head and I will move on, 
but just know I am reinforcing and 
agreeing with the comments that hap-
pen to be here. 

It is significant that the commission 
with former Defense Secretary Schles-
inger and Perry both said the same 
thing, we still need a strong military 
defense for what North Korea can do. If 
Iran is already testing the ability of 
exploding something at the apex of the 
trajectory, we know we need some kind 
of defense system against that. It is 
common sense that we have. And for us 
to really talk about cutting $1.4 billion 
from this defense system is a fright-
ening concept. 

Let me just go into the weeds with 
one last area. In my area, we do the 
solid rocket motors for the ICBM. This 
is the last year for the Minuteman III 
propulsion system that they will make 
any more solid rocket motors. There 
will still be some maintenance to it, 
but it is the last time we do anything 
that is associated with that large-scale 
fleet. 

This becomes a very specialized man-
ufacturing line. Now, one of the prob-
lems is, as soon as you let go of that 
line, we no longer have the expertise if 
we wanted to bring it back. And the 
biggest problem we face in this coun-
try, especially with defense, is in our 
manufacturing base. In the sixties, 
when we started doing the F–16s and 
these missiles, and a whole bunch of 
other things, and our NASA space pro-
gram, we had some exciting new things 
this country was doing that brought 
the best and the brightest into our 
manufacturing sector that thought 
these things through. If we only build 
one airplane every 20 years, if we de-
cide not to try and improve on our sys-
tem and simply maintain what we 
have, where are the best and the 
brightest going to go and where will 
that expertise and creativity when we 
need it take place? Because what we 
are doing is not for today. If the North 
Koreans attacked us, we have a defense 
today. I am talking about 15 years 
from now and 20 years from now. You 
don’t just restart up again. Twenty 
years from now, our defense and our di-
plomacy options will be defined by the 
decisions we make today, this year in 
this bill with this particular area. 

Mr. AKIN. Reclaiming my time, you 
are talking about the fact that we are 
going to be cutting missile defense. 
There are going to be cuts to this pro-
gram. And the question is, is that a 
good strategy given the light of what’s 
going on? Now, if the only people you 
are dealing with is the Soviet Union or 
the former Soviet Union, that is, Rus-
sia and China, that is one thing. But we 
are not dealing with that anymore. 

I appreciate your perspective. I hope 
you will stick with us a little bit. 

What I would like to do is get back to 
our technical expert here, Congressman 
FRANKS. And I would like to get into 
the weeds just a little bit further be-
cause people need to understand that 
every missile is not a missile, they 
have different ranges and they require 
a different response. And so when we 
start taking a look at our modern mis-
sile defense system, it basically is done 
in pieces and layers. 

I would like to turn to my good 
friend from Arizona, and let’s talk a 
little bit about the first way we break 
things down, which is the boost phase; 
the midcourse is that the missile is ac-
tually at times up in space; and then 
the reentry as it is coming down. And 
we treat those differently because 
there are different vulnerabilities. And 
we have actually started to build weap-
ons that work—even though people 
said you can’t do it and it won’t work, 
we have these two missiles that have 
the capability now, which we have test-
ed, where they are coming together, 
going 15,000 miles an hour closing ve-
locity. And we don’t just have one mis-
sile hitting another missile, we have 
one missile hitting a spot on another 
missile. 

One of those missiles is pictured here 
to my left. This is called the ground- 
based missile. This is our longest, most 
powerful missile. And it can stop a mis-
sile launch from another continent 
from more than 10,000 miles away. It 
can see it coming—not this missile, but 
the system that goes with it—see the 
missile coming, has time to casually 
get up to speed, go out across the 
ocean, and intercept that missile with 
no explosion whatsoever, closing ve-
locities of 15,000 miles an hour. Now, 
some of you might consider what it’s 
like to have a car accident; two cars 
going 100 miles an hour coming down a 
highway and hitting head to head. 
Now, that’s a nasty car wreck. But 
that is just one-twentieth or less than 
what we are talking about here. 

I would like to call my friend from 
Arizona to give us the logic of how 
these things work. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Would the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AKIN. I would yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Thank 
you. 

I couldn’t help but overhear some of 
the comments that have been made 
here. And I am compelled to respond in 
support of the strength that we must 
continue to have in the air, on the 
ground, our ground troops, our naval, 
our cyberspace efforts, which have, by 
the way, not been as—we continue to 
have our systems penetrated by folks 
who are not authorized to do so. And so 
that is going to be a fight that we have 
to continue. 

And lastly, but not least, the Star 
Wars issue, missile defense. I hear folks 
often mention that there is no need for 
certain things because the Cold War is 
over. A lot of folks really want that to 
be the case, but unfortunately in the 
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annals of human history thus far, we 
have always had to prepare for Attila 
the Hun or someone who wants to take 
over the whole world and do it by force. 
America cannot assume that there will 
never be another Cold War or another 
situation like December 7, 1941, sneak 
attack that we weren’t quite ready for. 

And so I fully support our efforts to 
continue to engage in research and de-
velopment because we have got to con-
tinue to be, for our freedom, as a Na-
tion—we would be shirking our respon-
sibilities. 

Mr. AKIN. Well, reclaiming my time, 
I appreciate that common sense. We 
have just seen people who are too will-
ing to use terrorism as a tool for us to 
assume that we can just relax and not 
defend ourselves. It just doesn’t seem 
to make any common sense. 

And I completely agree with your 
comments. But I had yielded to the 
gentleman from Arizona to try to get a 
little bit of the technical thing. And we 
will also hear from a good friend of 
mine, Congressman LAMBORN, who is 
great on this subject, also, from Colo-
rado. But I want to go to my friend 
from Arizona first just to get the 
mechanisms of how this works. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Well, I ap-
preciate, first of all, the gentleman’s 
comments about history. Ever since 
mankind took up weapons against his 
fellow human beings, there has always 
been a defensive response to an offen-
sive capability, whether it was the 
spear and the shield or whether it was 
bullets and armor; I mean, it has al-
ways happened that way. And yet there 
are those today that would debate 
whether we need a defense against the 
most dangerous weapon that has ever 
come into the arsenal of mankind, 
which is a ballistic nuclear missile. 

As Mr. AKIN said, the primary divi-
sions of missile defense are as follows; 
we have the boost phase, which is 
where potential enemy missile is com-
ing off of the launch pad—or it doesn’t 
have to be a launch pad, it is just 
where it is beginning its flight. This is 
the most vulnerable stage for an enemy 
missile. And this is, in my judgment, 
where we need to do everything that 
we can to make sure that we have the 
capability. 

One of the tragic things about the de-
fense budget—that looks like it is 
going to be put forth here, Mr. AKIN— 
is that they are cutting one of our 
main boost-phase systems, the airborne 
laser. I believe laser will some day be 
to missile defense what the computer 
chip was to the computer industry be-
cause it travels at Mach 870,000. It is 
very, very fast. It can reach anywhere 
on the globe, if the reflections are 
properly made, in a second. 

Mr. AKIN. So just reclaiming my 
time, what you are talking about—and 
I am a little bit of one of these Popular 
Science-type guys, it is sort of inter-
esting—one of the strategies that uses 
what I described, you shoot a missile at 
a missile, and both of them are trav-
eling, and you have to wait until your 

missile gets there to do something. 
And the trouble with that is it takes 
time. And what you are talking about 
is boost phase. How many seconds is 
boost phase typically? 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Well, boost 
phase can be several seconds. To give 
you an example: Say a missile left— 
well, let’s say Russia now, because 
they have the largest arsenal of mis-
siles. I don’t suggest that they are 
going to be our biggest danger. It 
would probably take somewhere be-
tween 28 and 31 minutes for that mis-
sile to arrive. And its longest stage is 
the boost stage. And this is the oppor-
tunity that if we have the airborne 
laser or if we have what we call the ki-
netic energy interceptor or, in some 
cases, in the future, where we are com-
ing up with faster missiles that could 
even be shot off of our ships, so we 
could potentially catch those missiles 
in their boost phase. With airborne 
laser, it could get six inches off the 
platform and we could destroy it. 

Mr. AKIN. You are getting to the 
point. A laser is like a flashlight; if you 
could aim it at the right thing and hit 
it, you don’t have to wait for anything; 
whereas a missile, even if it’s a fast 
one, you still have to wait for it. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Right. And 
the characteristics of the laser are that 
it has exactly parallel sides, and it can 
be a directed energy that you can in-
crease almost without bound, depend-
ing on the focus of the energy. 

b 1715 

Mr. AKIN. So then if you catch it in 
boost phase. The other thing is it’s 
really fragile, isn’t it? I mean, it’s got 
all of these gadgets and tanks of pres-
surized fuel. You don’t have to do much 
to it, and it gets it all confused. It just 
literally blows right over the enemy’s 
territory and they get to do the clean-
up. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. That’s 
right. What you do is you use the fuel 
of the missile to blow it up. 

Of course, there are other ways. Even 
if you’re not shooting at a fuel tank on 
a missile, if you hit it with laser and 
damage the outer casing of the missile, 
you can cause it to become aero-
dynamically unstable and fly to pieces 
at that speed. 

Mr. AKIN. So, now, that’s the boost 
phase. But I want to jump over to the 
gentleman from Colorado here. 

Congressman LAMBORN, I appreciate 
your work on this and also your con-
cern for our country. Please jump in. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you, Mr. 
AKIN. I really appreciate what Rep-
resentative FRANKS and what Rep-
resentatives COFFMAN and BISHOP have 
also contributed to this important dia-
logue. Thank you for your leadership 
in setting up this time. 

And I like what our friend across the 
aisle, Representative JOHNSON, was 
saying as well. We really have to use 
this technology in this day and age 
more than ever, and it’s of a great con-
cern to all of us here, I’m sure, that the 

Obama administration is proposing a 
$1.4 billion cut in missile defense fund-
ing for the next fiscal year. And as 
Representative FRANKS has mentioned, 
airborne laser is one of the things 
that’s on the chopping block. Two 
other things that are on the chopping 
block: one is the Multiple Re-Entry 
Kill Vehicle. That’s where we send up a 
missile that has multiple kinetic inter-
ceptors on it that could take out even 
a decoy or several decoys if they’re 
using countermeasures and take out 
multiple incoming rounds and get the 
warhead that’s hidden among a num-
ber. That’s the Multiple Kill Vehicle. 
And to cut the funding for the research 
of that right now when we know that 
the bad guys are developing this capa-
bility is really a bad decision. 

Mr. AKIN. Reclaiming my time, let’s 
develop that a little bit and go back 
over to some of our other experts here 
on this. 

The first thing is the airborne laser, 
and let’s describe that a little bit. First 
of all, I actually was onboard the plane 
that’s going to be the first plane that 
carries it. It’s like Air Force One. It’s 
a huge aircraft with these multiple, 
multiple tires on the landing gear and 
everything, and it’s full of some very 
high-tech equipment. And the purpose 
of this thing is to shoot a laser, as I un-
derstand it, and it hits that fragile 
missile on the boost phase. 

Now, Congressman FRANKS, is it true 
that that’s what is being targeted in 
the budget that we are going to get rid 
of that thing that we’ve spent all of 
this money on? We’re supposed to fire 
it for the first time this summer. Are 
they really going to cut that thing? 

I yield. 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. The air-

borne laser program is more than one 
aircraft, but they’re doing everything 
they can to decimate the budget there. 
It is potentially possible even under 
the Obama administration budget that 
we will be able to maintain the one air-
craft, which is a 747–400B aircraft with 
a chemical iodine laser aboard. And it 
has three different lasers. One’s an 
aiming laser, one’s a compensating 
laser, and one is a kill laser. And this 
is one of the most advanced mecha-
nisms that we have in our entire arse-
nal, and it will do so much to build the 
entire technology if we can show that 
it’s effective. 

Mr. AKIN. Could you imagine if we 
had a bunch of those planes traveling 
around? Any nutcase that wants to 
shoot a missile with a nuclear device 
on it, we just poke a hole in it and plop 
it and it will just fall down. I mean, we 
could protect incredible numbers of 
human beings with that kind of tech-
nology. I don’t understand why we 
would want to cut that. 

But the gentleman from Colorado 
would like to jump in. 

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Thank 
you, Congressman AKIN. I think that 
Congressman FRANKS is right in dis-
cussing that this administration is de- 
emphasizing missile defense at the 
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very time when we need it the most in 
the uncertain age, international envi-
ronment, security environment that 
we’re coming into. And I think to say 
that, well, if we develop it anyway, 
they will develop the capability to 
overwhelm the system I think pre-
supposes that we’re not going to be 
able to continue to improve technology 
as we always have been. 

Mr. AKIN. We’ve heard that before, 
that you can’t do it, and it turned out 
you can do it. 

Congressman BISHOP. 
Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I appreciate ev-

erything that has been said. And, Mr. 
AKIN, I appreciate your using this time 
especially with the expertise of those 
on the subcommittee to try to explain 
to the House exactly the details of 
what we are talking about because too 
often we slosh over this. I know I don’t 
know the details as much as I can. 
What I do know, of course, is that Rus-
sia, even though it may not be our big-
gest threat, is driving much of our de-
cisions and they’re totally revamping 
their ICBM program: by 2016, 80 percent 
new missiles. 

And the key element here by every-
thing is still the concept of the deter-
rent. There are a lot of people asking 
why are we investing in this kind of 
stuff when we might not ever use it. 
And that’s the wrong question. The 
right question is, When is that deter-
rent used? And the answer to that is, 
every day, whether we actually fire 
anything or not. 

Mr. AKIN. Reclaiming my time, that 
is an incredibly important point you 
just made. People are asking the wrong 
question. It’s not whether we’re using 
it because, as a deterrent, every day we 
protect ourselves, we are using it. Is 
that what you said? 

I yield. 
Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. AKIN, I ap-

preciate that and I can’t claim credit. 
I stole that line from the commission, 
who gave their report today. That is 
what they have said. A deterrent if it’s 
effective is in use every day, and that’s 
still important. I wish I could claim 
credit for having come up with it, but 
I stole it. It’s still true. 

Mr. AKIN. I am going to yield to my 
friend from Colorado, Congressman 
LAMBORN. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. AKIN, the other 
thing that’s proposed to be cut by this 
$1.4 billion slashing of our missile de-
fense program by the Obama adminis-
tration, unless Congress stands up and 
restores that funding, and I think we’re 
going to work to try to get both sides 
of the aisle hopefully to accomplish 
that, but that is we are going to cut 
the number of interceptors. We’re 
going to just stop where they’re at 
now. 

We have a couple of dozen intercep-
tors in Alaska and California. And 
North Korea is testing intercontinental 
missiles they say for the purpose of 
putting up satellites, but no one be-
lieves them. And right when they’re de-
veloping that capability, this is the 

wrong time to say we’ve made our last 
interceptor, we’re not going to build 
any more. The timing is bad. And yet 
that’s what this Obama budget cut will 
result in. 

Mr. AKIN. Reclaiming my time, I am 
concerned at a number of different 
things as it relates to missile defense 
that the current administration is 
doing. One thing we are doing is cut-
ting the airborne laser. Another thing 
is this multiple warhead re-entry situa-
tion where we basically gave or sold 
the Chinese the technology of being 
able to send a missile up and then have 
the warhead split into parts and those 
parts targeting different things. So 
that’s a more complicated target to 
stop, and we’re giving up the tech-
nology to do that. But then we’re also, 
in some sort of a diplomacy thing, 
going over to Putin and telling him 
we’re not going to deploy missile de-
fense in Europe to protect Europe and 
the eastern seaboard. That doesn’t 
make sense to me either. 

And I would like to go back to my 
friend from Arizona. Help us out with 
some of these things because this just 
doesn’t add up, my friend. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. You men-
tioned two key things. Congressman 
LAMBORN mentioned the GBI, the 
Ground-Based Interceptors, with our 
GMD, our Ground-Based Midcourse sys-
tem. This was meant to have 44 inter-
ceptors. The Obama administration 
said we will build no more than 30. 
And, of course, at that point then the 
system could atrophy and we may not 
even sustain it. But it is the only sys-
tem that we have. I want to emphasize 
this. GMD is the only system that we 
have in the United States capable of 
defending us against incoming ICBMs. 

Mr. AKIN. That’s this missile right 
here. Am I correct in that? 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Yes, that’s 
the GBI. 

Mr. AKIN. We have how many silver 
bullets like this right now? 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Right now 
we’re scheduled to build a total of 30. 
We have around, I think the Congress-
man is correct, around 26 or 28 in the 
ground now. 

Mr. AKIN. I thought I remembered 24 
but—— 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. But we’re 
saying that we will build no more 
than—— 

Mr. AKIN. So that’s it. We have got 
26 or 28 silver bullets here, but that’s 
about all we’ve got in case somebody 
shoots an intercontinental. That 
means more than 10,000 miles. It means 
it’s going up pretty high. You have got 
to have a big missile to stop a big mis-
sile 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Those are 
not only fast missiles and not only do 
they have a very complex DACS, they 
call it, which essentially what we do 
here is we take our sensors and we run 
them directly into the incoming mis-
sile and the kinetic energy destroys 
the incoming missile. 

But the reality is that in many cases 
we would want to shoot more than one 

of our interceptors at an incoming mis-
sile to make sure that we have the best 
chance of hitting it. Sometimes it can 
be two or three to one or even more. So 
this is a capability of maybe stopping 
as many as 10 or 12 incoming missiles. 
And that’s not that many. We have a 
limited capability against a growing 
threat, and GMD is the only thing that 
we have that will protect our homeland 
against ICBMs at this time. 

Mr. AKIN. I really appreciate having 
you here just to clarify and give us the 
detail on some of these points, Con-
gressman FRANKS. 

Congressman BISHOP, I thought I re-
membered that you were a little tight 
on time, and I would yield to you if you 
would like to clarify some points that 
you were making. 

You were saying that some of these 
solid rocket motors are actually made 
in your district and that we’re basi-
cally losing our industrial base capa-
bility to try to continue building some 
of these things, and that’s, of course, 
worrisome as well. 

I yield. 
Mr. BISHOP of Utah. You’re exactly 

right. They were made in our district. 
We are done with that phase right now. 
The problem is what do we do for the 
future? 

And I actually would like to ask any 
of my colleagues right here, when Sec-
retary Gates announced his blueprint 
for this budget, that was the very day 
that North Korea fired another long- 
range missile test that endangered 
Japan. And I would like somebody to 
express is this a legitimate fear for us. 
Is that something for which we should 
be concerned? And what approach is 
the best for this kind of future threat 
that comes from North Korea? 

Mr. AKIN. I would go back to our 
resident expert, Congressman FRANKS. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Well, in all 
the ways in the past, what we have 
tried to do is to say what is the capac-
ity of our enemy, what is the intent? 
When we are talking about enemies 
like North Korea and enemies like 
Iran, we’re not completely clear of 
their intent. Some of their goals are 
rather irrational and sometimes 
they’ve acted very irrationally. So the 
only wise thing for us to do for our peo-
ple is to make sure that we have the 
capacity to meet that threat. They are 
now gaining the capacity to have mis-
siles that can range the United States, 
and we need to make sure that we can 
meet that threat. We have a limited ca-
pability now, but if we back away now, 
we could be in a situation in the future 
where we will not have the ability to 
meet that threat. 

Mr. AKIN. We’re also joined by an-
other good friend of mine, Congress-
man TURNER from Ohio. 

I would like you to have a chance to 
be a part of our conversation and dis-
cussion because this is something that 
affects all Americans and it’s some-
thing that apparently has not been 
given a high priority budget-wise; so 
we want to talk a little bit about that. 
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And I think we could get into the budg-
et a little bit and where we have been 
spending money if people want to do 
that. 

But I yield to my friend Congressman 
TURNER, a fine Congressman and great 
reputation too in the House. 

Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. AKIN. I 
appreciate your leadership on this and 
your leadership on the Armed Services 
Committee, and I want to thank you 
for doing this this evening. This is such 
an important issue. 

And, Congressman FRANKS, I appre-
ciate his leadership in trying to high-
light where we have been, what we’ve 
accomplished, and, of course, the 
threats that we have in front of us. 

Many people are not necessarily 
aware that we have missile defense cur-
rently deployed to protect portions of 
the United States and to respond to 
some of the threats. It’s not a complete 
shield for the area, and it’s certainly 
something that we moved quickly to 
deploy in the face of the issue of the 
threats of North Korea. Our system 
currently has 26 Ground-Based Inter-
ceptors in Alaska and California, 18 
Aegis Missile Defense ships, 13 Patriot 
battalions, and five Ground-Based Ra-
dars all supported by satellite-based 
systems and command and control sys-
tems. 

The issue here is that this is de-
ployed initially to respond to emerging 
threats, but it’s an incomplete system. 
It’s one we have not fully yet assem-
bled, and it certainly is technology 
that is emerging. The more that we 
work with this, the more that we learn, 
the greater ingenuity that we have and 
the ability to respond to what are real 
threats to our country. 

As we all look to what Iran is doing 
and what North Korea is doing, we 
know that there is a real threat to our 
country, a real threat to our allies, and 
a real threat to our interests. So we 
have to preserve in this budget round 
our ability to fund the deployment of 
these systems, the maintenance, the 
upgrade, the research and development 
that will help us look to the future as 
to how do we protect our country and 
our allies. This is a very important 
function, and I really appreciate your 
bringing this to light and all those who 
are participating. 

b 1730 
Mr. AKIN. Well, I appreciate your 

joining us here and recognizing what 
we have got going on. You have also 
mentioned quite a number of other 
missiles. 

And just for some of our colleagues 
that are involved watching our discus-
sion, and I started at the beginning, 
there is all different kinds of missiles 
an enemy can shoot at you. Some of 
them are little ones, some of them are 
medium-sized, some of them are big 
ones, and some of them are really big. 

They all have different trajectories. 
And so depending on the trajectory, we 
match that with whatever size missile 
that we need to be cost effective to try 
to stop something coming. 

The picture that we had before is a 
ground base. This is the big daddy. 
This is the one for the missiles that are 
coming over 10,000 miles, but there are 
a lot of other kinds of missiles. Some 
of them are more in the 3,000- to 5,000- 
mile range, and that’s where you have 
our ships, our Aegis-class cruisers and 
our Arleigh Burke destroyers, with 
missiles inside these destroyers that 
they can direct at what’s called a bal-
listic missile, but not an interconti-
nental ballistic. That’s sort of the 3,000 
to 5,000 range. 

And then you have got your Patriots, 
that literally we have batteries, those 
defending a particular area or some-
thing like in South Korea, where there 
is a military base. You have Patriot 
missiles just defending against short- 
range North Korea. 

So there is quite a range of these dif-
ferent missiles, and I appreciate your 
bringing that very important point 
out, and also the fact that this tech-
nology is moving and we need to be 
putting money into it and keeping 
ahead of the power curve on this; oth-
erwise, we are going to see some one of 
our cities paying a big price on this 
kind of thing. 

I want to go back to my friend from 
Colorado, Congressman LAMBORN. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Yes, if I could just 
step back a couple of steps and look at 
defense spending in general. It’s the 
only department where there are mas-
sive cuts being proposed. Everything 
else in the budget is going up. Social 
programs are going up, entitlement 
programs are going up. 

Anything you can shake a stick at in 
our budget is going up, except for de-
fense, and we are living in an increas-
ingly more dangerous world. It’s the 
wrong time to be cutting defense. 

We are cutting F–22s. After this next 
year, we are going to build a few more 
and they are done, even though the Air 
Force would love to have many more 
than the roughly 200 that would be 
built by then. They wanted close to 400. 
I know they are expensive per unit, and 
yet they don’t get shot down because 
they are so much more advanced than 
anything else existing in the rest of the 
world. 

We can’t decide what to do on tank-
ers. Our heavy lift capability is being 
questioned. Some of our naval ships, 
classes of naval ships are just being ze-
roed out completely. 

So we have some major defense cuts 
that are being proposed when every-
thing else is going up in the budget. I 
don’t understand that priority. 

The first responsibility of a govern-
ment is to protect the safety of the 
citizens living within its territory. So 
the first responsibility of the U.S. is 
the defense of our country, and yet we 
are slashing defense budgets and yet 
everything else is going up. I just don’t 
understand that way of thinking. It’s 
hard to understand that. 

Mr. AKIN. I don’t understand it ei-
ther, but I have got a chart. Unfortu-
nately the printer was down so I 

couldn’t put it up on the board, but I 
could just read some numbers off of it. 

You go back to 1965, and in 1965 our 
entitlement spending was between 2 
and 3 percent of the budget, of the 
gross domestic product. It was 2 or 3 
percent of gross domestic product was 
entitlement. 

Now that entitlement has gone from 
the high 2s to 8.4 percent in 2007. So it 
has gone from a little over 2 to 8.4 per-
cent. That’s the entitlement growth. 
And yet the defense spending, at about 
’68 or so, was almost 10 percent of GDP, 
and that’s gone all the way down to 4 
percent. 

So what you are saying in terms of 
numbers is absolutely true, and that is 
we have been slashing defense spending 
over a period of a number of decades 
and increasing entitlement. Now, 
maybe there is a good reason to have 
entitlement spending, but the one 
thing is sure: If our country gets hit 
with nuclear weapons, there isn’t any 
security at all if you don’t have mili-
tary security. 

I wanted to defer to my friend from 
Utah, Congressman BISHOP. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I do just want 
to add one thing, and I am so appre-
ciative of what the last comment by 
Mr. LAMBORN was, and what you have 
simply said. We have been talking a 
great deal in this Congress about jobs. 
Every one of these programs creates 
jobs. It creates a work line. It creates 
the knowledge that we need. Every-
thing Mr. LAMBORN was talking about 
are jobs. These are critical jobs for our 
country, and we need to do it. 

I appreciate so much the experts 
here, the ranking member on the com-
mittee, Mr. FRANKS, who knows so 
much about it, your input into this 
thing, because as I said originally, 
when I was growing up, our defense was 
duck and cover. I don’t want to have to 
go back to that. 

And if we are not ready to build this 
program and to multiply and expand 
what we are doing, I am back to going 
under desks. And you can see there are 
only four desks in this room and there 
are 435 of us, and I am big. There is not 
enough room for my cover right here. 
This is essential and important. 

Mr. AKIN. That duck and cover and 
the idea that somehow you can kind of 
stick your head in a hole like some 
sort of an ostrich and hope that thing 
isn’t going to land on you, that sort of 
thing just doesn’t work when you start 
to talk about nuclear weapons. 

So I think we have gotten into a lit-
tle bit of this question about funding. 
And I find it somehow a little bit cyn-
ical when in the first 5 weeks that we 
met in this Chamber this year we 
passed this bill to spend $840 billion, 
you put that in defense spending, that’s 
equivalent of the average cost of an 
aircraft carrier. We have 11 aircraft 
carriers. That would be like building 
250 aircraft carriers end to end. 

That’s how much money we spent in 
the first 5 weeks, and we are saying 
that we can’t defend ourselves against 
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these kinds of missiles that are being 
developed by rogue nations. That, 
somehow, just doesn’t seem to make 
sense. 

And when you see that we have the 
capability of putting one of these sys-
tems into the air like this, and we can 
basically buy the lives of millions of 
people in a city for this kind of invest-
ment. 

Now, I am going to ask my friend 
from Arizona here, you know, is this a 
big part of the defense? My under-
standing is we are only talking about 2 
percent of the defense budget to be able 
to do this to protect our citizens. That 
doesn’t seem like too much. Am I 
about right on the numbers? 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. No, you are 
essentially correct. The budget was 
about $9.4 billion. It is being cut about 
a $1.5 billion and then some of the 
other systems are being moved around 
to where the total effective cuts are 
about $1.8 billion. 

But here’s the bottom line. All of the 
money that we have spent on missile 
defense is just a little over $100 billion 
since we started 25 years ago. And it 
took almost that much just to clean up 
after 9/11 hit New York, and 9/11 cost 
our economy about $2 trillion. 

So if we are talking about being cost- 
effective here, we should remember 
that if that attack on New York that 
morning had been an ICBM with, say, 
100-kilo ton warhead, it would have 
killed maybe 120,000 people instanta-
neously and half a million more within 
a couple or 3 weeks. 

I am just astonished that we are so 
shortsighted that now, in this kind of 
an age that we live in, that we would 
cut missile defense. And I pray that we 
don’t have to, in some future date, look 
back on this debate and say how could 
we have forgotten? If we build a system 
and we don’t need it, then it must have 
worked. 

And I would just say in closing that 
I will be glad to apologize if we build 
one that we don’t have to use, but I 
don’t want to stand before the Nation 
and have to apologize to them for fail-
ing to building a system that could 
have protected them. 

Mr. AKIN. My good friend from Ohio, 
Congressman TURNER, please fill in 
some more of the details here, because 
you are the person in the committee 
that’s really paying attention to this 
and we really appreciate your leader-
ship on this. 

This is so important, a lot of times I 
am sure your constituents are on you 
to do all kinds of things, and they 
probably don’t realize how much time 
and attention you have to give to some 
of these issues. But we appreciate you 
and we are very thankful that the peo-
ple of Ohio send you here. 

Mr. TURNER. Again, I want to thank 
you for your focus on this because 
there is an information gap, I think, 
between our capability of what we are 
able to do and what the American peo-
ple know that we can do. So many 
times when people talk about missile 

defense, they remember the past criti-
cisms, that this is a system that would 
not work, it’s an impossible task. 

Well, this is a system that not only 
works, it’s deployed. And many people 
are not aware that we actually have 
missile defense systems that are de-
ployed for the purposes of protecting 
the United States from the threat of 
North Korea. Again, as you and I were 
discussing, it’s an incomplete system 
in that we have not fully deployed all 
of the system that’s necessary to pro-
tect the United States. But, again, this 
is a system that has not only been test-
ed fully, responds to some of the 
threats that we have, but it’s actually 
deployed. 

Now, it is just the first phase of a 
system. We have to continue our re-
search, continue the American inge-
nuity that is so great. The missiles 
that you have behind you that are able 
to intercept are so important, again, 
and technology that people said would 
not work. 

We have other technologies that we 
need to explore; for example, the air-
borne laser, being able to take high di-
rected energy and actually apply them 
to some of the missiles that threaten 
us. That’s the technology that’s so im-
portant to pursue. 

Because as we pursue research and 
development, as we pursue testing and 
find out the ways in which we can uti-
lize this, these technologies to protect 
ourselves, we are going to perfect it. 
We are going to find the American in-
genuity that we all know and apply it 
in ways that protect our families and 
our communities and our cities. 

Mr. AKIN. There is one thing I prom-
ised that I was going to toss in here, 
and this is something that I don’t 
think people understand. We need to 
answer this question, and that is, if 
somebody could smuggle a nuclear 
weapon into our country, why do we 
care so much about something on a 
missile? 

And the answer is that when a nu-
clear weapon is exploded high over a 
city, the amount of damage it does is 
hundreds of times what would happen 
if it were on the ground. 

And I think that’s something that 
people forget, that it’s a combination 
of the missile getting the altitude and 
no problems with security, and then all 
of a sudden you have this tremendous 
burst in the air over a city, just wreaks 
absolute havoc and kills millions of 
people. I want to make sure you hit 
that point, because people say, oh, this 
is a waste because somebody could just 
bring it in a suitcase. Not so simple. 
Please talk to that point. 

Mr. TURNER. I think the real easy 
answer as to why we should have mis-
sile defense is because our adversaries 
are so interested in funding missiles, 
and they obviously see that missiles 
are a way that they put us at risk be-
cause they are investing so heavily in 
it, in research and technology. And we 
are seeing in the rogue nations, now 
North Korea and Iran and their capa-

bilities, the fact that they are reaching 
for these shows that we need to reach 
for the defense. 

One area that I wanted to raise and 
that I know that we need investment 
in is in the area of intelligence and our 
space capabilities that give us the eyes 
and ears and the ability to understand 
what some of the threats are, to be 
able see them, to be able to respond. 

It is good to bring this information 
to light for the public, because people 
need to know what’s out there, what 
we are capable of, but also what is left 
to do. 

Mr. AKIN. It is such a treat for me 
tonight to be able to share this time 
with my colleagues, people who are pa-
triots, good friends of mine, people who 
love this country, want to see our cit-
ies and our citizens defended, people 
who continue in the tradition of Ron-
ald Reagan. 

I am a little bit surprised that we 
want to be cutting these programs. I 
don’t think it’s the right thing to do. 

I don’t think if the American public 
knew about our vulnerability, knew 
about the development of North Korea 
being able to fire missiles from North 
Korea and actually hit parts of Amer-
ica, this is not something that we want 
to play around with. We want to have 
a robust capability, and we need to 
make that investment, and the idea 
that we don’t have enough money is 
absolute foolishness. 

f 

PREDATORY MORTGAGES AND 
FORECLOSURES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. CLEAVER) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

Mr. CLEAVER. Mr. Speaker, when 
Barack Obama was sworn in as the 44th 
President of the United States, there 
were a number of statements that were 
subliminally made to the Nation and, 
indeed, to the world. And one of the 
statements was that we, as a Nation, 
had moved significantly from the days 
of not only chattel slavery but even 
the days of Jim Crow and the bitter 
segregation that enveloped the entire 
United States. 

I can remember growing up in Texas, 
in Wichita Falls, Texas, and my father 
purchased a home in what was then, 
very clearly, what was known as a 
white neighborhood. And when my fa-
ther purchased the home across the 
street from, I think, a shopping center 
that was going to be built, a strip shop-
ping center, he had to move the home 
from its location to the east side of the 
tracks, where the African American 
community lived. 

He purchased the home, hired a mov-
ing company that moved homes, and 
the home in which my father lives in 
today, the home in which I and my 
three sisters grew up in now stands at 
818 Gerald Street in Wichita Falls, 
Texas, and it has been moved, prob-
ably, 8 miles from where it was built, 
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