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Today, Consumers Choice Coffee, Inc. 

is a well known name in Kentucky’s 
restaurant industry. It has an ever 
growing clientele of restaurants and 
other vendors. The company has Bob 
Patterson to thank. Bob has displayed 
great determination in the face of ad-
versity. He sets an example of dedica-
tion of business and commitment to his 
customers that should be followed by 
small business persons across my State 
and the Nation. I am happy that Bob is 
being recognized for all of the good 
work he has done. I congratulate him 
on this significant accomplishment and 
wish him many future years of success. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, all time is elapsed, 
and morning business is now closed. 

f 

DEFEND AMERICA ACT OF 1996— 
MOTION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of 
the motion to proceed to S. 1635, which 
the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A motion to proceed to the consideration 
of S. 1635, a bill to establish a United States 
policy for the deployment of a national mis-
sile defense system, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the motion to proceed. 

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

ator from South Carolina. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, last 

Thursday the majority leader sought 
to proceed to the Defend America Act 
of 1996, but was blocked from doing so 
by those on the other side of the aisle 
who do not want the President to sign 
or be forced to veto this important leg-
islation. These Senators may be able to 
block passage of the Defend America 
Act, but they will not be able to cover 
up the fact they and President Clinton 
have concluded that the American peo-
ple should not be defended against bal-
listic missile attack. 

Of course, the President has said that 
he favors ballistic missile defense. But 
his actions contradict this words. Since 
elected, President Clinton has cut 
funding for ballistic missile defense 
every year. No program has been cut 
more drastically than the National 
Missile Defense Program. The Defend 
America Act seeks to reverse this dis-
turbing trend and to set a measured 
course toward the deployment of an af-
fordable national missile defense sys-
tem to protect all Americans. 

In his recent speech to the Coast 
Guard Academy, President Clinton as-
serted that his fiscal year 1997 budget 
request includes $3 billion for national 
missile defense. In fact, it includes $2.8 
billion for all ballistic missile defense 
technologies and programs and only 
$500 million for national missile de-
fense. This amount is insufficient to 

fulfill even the goals of the President’s 
own 3-plus-3 development program. 
Ironically, if it were not for continued 
Republican pressure on the administra-
tion, the President would not have de-
veloped even this figleaf of a plan. 

The President and his allies in Con-
gress have spent more time developing 
excuses for why we should not commit 
to a national missile defense deploy-
ment effort than they have in looking 
at the dire consequences of not going 
ahead with such a program. But like 
all such excuses, these ring hollow. 

The President and other opponents of 
national missile defense have asserted 
that there is no threat to justify a 
commitment at this time, that we 
should wait 3 years before we even 
begin to think about a deployment de-
cision. But in 3 years, North Korea 
could be on the verge of deploying an 
intercontinental ballistic missile and 
other rogue countries could be well 
along this path. 

The opponents of national missile de-
fense have also asserted that a commit-
ment at this time could lead to techno-
logical obsolescence at the time the 
system becomes operational. If this ar-
gument were extended to other defense 
programs, we would never build an-
other bomber, fighter, ship, or tank. 
Versions of this argument have been 
made time and again, each time oppo-
nents of a major defense program spin 
up the excuse making machine. 

A national missile defense system de-
veloped pursuant to the Defend Amer-
ica Act will be no more outdated than 
one developed under the Clinton ad-
ministration’s 3-plus-3 plan. In fact, it 
would likely be more modern and tech-
nologically sophisticated, given the ro-
bust testing and focused development 
called for in this legislation. Under the 
Clinton plan, technology development 
will languish and many companies will 
soon pull out of the business alto-
gether. Ironically, the technologies 
that would be pursued under the De-
fend America Act are the same ones 
that the administration is also devel-
oping. The main difference is that the 
Defend America Act would require us 
to get serious rather than sitting on 
our hands as we have been doing for 
the last 3 years. 

The best way to ensure that we de-
ploy a modern and operationally effec-
tive national missile defense system is 
to get an initial system fielded quick-
ly, then upgrade and build upon this 
first piece as necessary. Contrary to 
what the President and his nay-saying 
supporters assert, readiness to respond 
to a threat does not come by keeping 
technology bottled up in a laboratory. 
Anyone familiar with manufacturing 
and technology development will con-
firm that the way to improve the state- 
of-the-art is to get started, gain oper-
ational knowledge, and then build on 
this experience in an incremental man-
ner. This is the cost-effective, low-risk 
approach advocated in the Defend 
America Act. 

Perhaps the most telling argument 
made by the opponents of the Defend 

America Act is the assertion that it 
would threaten arms control. In fact, 
the only thing it threatens is the sta-
tus quo with respect to the ABM Trea-
ty. The Defend America Act does call 
on the President to seek amendments 
to the ABM Treaty, which most oppo-
nents do not want to see happen. But, 
since it is awkward for them to be seen 
as more interested in defending an out-
dated treaty than the American people, 
other excuses have to be found. Hence 
the argument that START II might be 
jeopardized. 

But there is no reason why the De-
fend America Act should in any way 
jeopardize START II or United States- 
Russian relations. Russia already has 
an operational national missile defense 
system, so obviously they cannot be-
lieve that such a deployment is desta-
bilizing. More important, during past 
negotiations, Russia has demonstrated 
a clear willingness to amend the ABM 
Treaty. Unfortunately, the Clinton ad-
ministration is only interested in mak-
ing the ABM Treaty more restrictive 
rather than finding a way to loosen its 
grip on our missile defense programs. 
The fact that the United States and 
Russia were on the verge of agreeing to 
amend the ABM Treaty at the same 
time as START I was being concluded 
clearly illustrates that keeping the 
ABM Treaty is its current form is not 
a prerequisite for concluding strategic 
arms control agreements. We should 
remember that it was the Clinton ad-
ministration and not the Russian Fed-
eration that ended the negotiations to 
expand our rights to deploy national 
missile defense. 

Mr. President, as I have said many 
times before, the Defend America Act 
is a balanced and responsible piece of 
legislation. I am very disappointed 
that the President is seeking to pre-
vent the Senate from voting on this 
important bill. If he is opposed to it, it 
is his right to veto it. But the Amer-
ican people deserve to know the Presi-
dent’s position. In my view, procedural 
maneuvers and misleading arguments 
will not cloak those who seek to keep 
America defenseless. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KYL addressed the Chair. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am 

going to yield to the able Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. KYL] at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAIG). The Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from South Carolina, the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, for yielding but also for his 
leadership in this area. 

I think two of the people who we 
have most to thank for bringing this 
matter to the attention of the Senate 
are our majority leader, BOB DOLE, and 
the chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, Senator THUR-
MOND. It is Senator DOLE who wanted 
to ensure that before he left this body 
we had an opportunity to vote on and 
pass the Defend America Act. I agree 
with Senator THURMOND that our Sen-
ate colleagues ought to ensure that we 
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