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At Thurston High, two young students were 

killed, and America reacted with sadness and 
sympathy. 

At Columbine High, as we all know, thirteen 
students were killed by the two gunmen. 
America reacted with profound grief and a re-
newed sense of urgency. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, thirteen children die 
every day in America—the result of handgun 
violence. Columbine happens every single 
day. 

It is not nearly as dramatic, there are no 
CNN cameras, the nation does not stop and 
hold its breath, and watch . . . 

But, every day in America, 13 children die 
unnecessary deaths from guns. 

This is a children’s health epidemic—and it 
is high time this Congress start paying atten-
tion to it, and take some steps in the right di-
rection. 

Now is the right time to begin the search for 
answers. Clearly, this is not an easy task. 
There are many approaches we can take to 
reduce youth violence: 

We can make it easier for parents to spend 
time with their children. 

We can reduce class size so teachers can 
identify troubled children, and get them the 
help they need. 

We can better teach our young people the 
value of human life. 

We can devote more resources to school 
counselors and mental health providers. 

And we can simply open up the channels of 
communication between adults and teenagers 
. . . 

What I’ve learned from listening to Oregon 
students in their schools, is that perhaps the 
most important thing we can do to make 
schools safer, is to create an atmosphere 
where it is more acceptable for students to 
talk to adults when they see danger signs. 

These are all important steps . . . 
Each will be helpful, but none alone or all 

together will be effective enough to curb this 
health epidemic without a commitment from 
this Congress to make guns less accessible to 
young people. 

Conflicts and emotions that get the better of 
people can sometimes be sorted out with 
words, sometimes they get sorted out with 
fists, or with knives . . . 

But the only tool of anger that can mow 
down thirteen students in a school library—is 
a gun. 

Simply passing laws will not address the 
root causes of this tragedy, but there are 
steps we can take to keep guns out of the 
hands of violent juveniles. 

That is why I urge my colleagues to support 
reasonable gun safety measures being intro-
duced by Democrats: 

First, let’s close the ‘‘gun show loophole,’’ 
which allows criminals to trade weapons anon-
ymously. By instituting background checks for 
those seeking to anonymously purchase fire-
arms at gun shows, we can make guns less 
accessible to criminals, and to violent youths. 

Second, let’s raise the minimum age for 
handgun purchases from 18 to 21. 

Third, let’s make sure that guns are 
childproofed at least as well as a bottle of as-
pirin—by requiring gunmakers to equip all 
guns with child safety locks. 

And finally, let’s show the American people 
that we’re serious about stopping the illegal 

transfer of guns. I hope my colleagues will join 
Mr. WEXLER of Florida, myself, 95 other 
Democrats, and one Republican, Ms. 
MORELLA, in supporting HR 315—a bill which 
limits the number of handgun purchases to 
one per month. 

Once again, I don’t think that any law will 
ever be a complete solution. None of us do. 

But we’re not expected to always find the 
complete solution. We are here to do what we 
can to make this country better, safer, 
healthier, and more prosperous. 

These sensible measures are steps in the 
right direction, steps down a right and sensible 
path. 

I hope our colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle will take these steps with us. Sooner 
rather than later. 

Because this is an epidemic that waits for 
none of us. Every day we wait—thirteen more 
children die—another Columbine—every sin-
gle day. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, these three measures that 
have passed the Senate are the begin-
ning step in that area, so I want to 
thank my colleagues who joined me in 
this special order. I plead with the 
American public to call their Member 
of Congress, to call the Republican 
leadership, ask them to schedule these 
gun safety measures as soon as pos-
sible, to do it this week. We have a rel-
atively clear calendar. It can all be 
passed and wrapped up before we go 
home for the Memorial Day break. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask that all Members 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of my special order today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
f 

CLINTON ADMINISTRATION CRE-
ATING PERCEPTION THAT ALL 
IS WELL IN THE WORLD 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, we can only spin national se-
curity issues and concerns so long, and 
eventually the truth catches up to us. 
The truth is about to hit the fan this 
week in Washington on the national se-
curity concerns of this country. 

For 7 years, Mr. Speaker, we have 
heard the rhetoric coming from the 
White House that the world is safe, 
there are no problems, our security is 
intact, and therefore, we can dramati-
cally cut the size of our defense forces 
and we can, in fact, shift that money 
over to other purposes. 

During the 7 years that that has oc-
curred, Democrats and Republicans 
alike in this body and the other body 
have joined together to constantly re-
mind the administration that things 
were not quite as good as they were 
being portrayed to the American peo-
ple. 

Unfortunately, we were not as suc-
cessful as we would have liked. In fact, 
Mr. Speaker, State of the Union speech 
after State of the Union speech the 
President would stand before the 
American people and would talk about 
the economy, would talk about jobs, 
would talk about crimes domestically, 
but no mention of national security 
concerns. In fact, Mr. Speaker, this 
past January, as I sat through the 
State of the Union speech in this very 
room, I timed the President’s speech. 
He spoke for 1 hour and 17 minutes. 
The total amount of time he devoted to 
national security was 90 seconds, 90 
seconds to talk about the problems we 
have with our relationship with China, 
90 seconds to talk about the problems 
that are resulting from the economic 
instability in Russia, 90 seconds to talk 
about the proliferation that has now 
caused Iran and Iraq and Syria and 
Libya to begin to develop medium- and 
eventually long-range missile systems, 
90 seconds to talk about the sabre rat-
tling between India and Pakistan, 90 
seconds to talk about the problems 
with North Korea, both our nuclear de-
velopment program and their testing of 
long-range missiles which the CIA ac-
knowledges now for the first time ever 
can actually hit the mainland of the 
U.S. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, during those 90 
seconds, all the President did was point 
up to the gallery and praise one of our 
young pilots. 

Mr. Speaker, support for our military 
is not when the commander in chief pa-
rades a group of soldiers down the 
White House lawn for a photo op, it is 
not when the commander in chief 
stands on the deck of an aircraft car-
rier and talks about the pride in our 
services while morale is reaching an 
all-time low. We have serious prob-
lems, Mr. Speaker, and this week, 
starting tomorrow, those problems are 
going to be made available for the 
American people to see firsthand. 

Now, as I said earlier, Mr. Speaker, 
we are aware that this administration 
has tried to create the perception, and 
with a great deal of success, that ev-
erything is okay in the world, all is 
safe, Russia is our new friend, China is 
our new friend and partner, we do not 
have to worry about the Balkans be-
cause we have got our troops deployed. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, what has been 
occurring over the past 7 years with 
strong concerns expressed by both 
Democrats and Republicans alike in 
this body is that we have committed 
our troops to too many places in a 
short period of time to be effective in 
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modernizing for the future and in pro-
tecting America’s vital interests 
around the world. 

I have used this comparison fre-
quently, Mr. Speaker, and I want to 
use it again: 

In the time period from the end of 
World War II until 1991, during the ad-
ministration of all those Presidents in 
between, from Harry Truman through 
Democrat and Republican administra-
tions ending with George Bush, all of 
those commanders in chief, as they 
have the ability to under our Constitu-
tion, deployed our troops a total of 10 
times, 10 times at home and around the 
world. Some of those deployments were 
very serious, like Korea and Vietnam 
and Desert Storm. 

Since 1991, Mr. Speaker, our current 
commander in chief has deployed our 
troops 33 times, 33 times in 8 years 
versus 10 times in 40 years. Mr. Speak-
er, none of these deployments were 
paid for, none of them were budgeted 
for, none of these deployments had the 
administration asking the Congress to 
vote in support of the deployment be-
fore our troops were committed. 

In the case of Bosnia, it was not that 
this Congress is isolationist. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. The 
problem in this Congress among Demo-
crats and Republicans was why was 
America putting 36,000 troops into Bos-
nia when, for instance, Germany right 
next door, our friend and ally, was only 
committing 4,000 troops? It was a ques-
tion of fairness. Why was America 
being asked in each of these 33 deploy-
ments to pick up an unusually large 
amount of the responsibility? 

In Kosovo today, when we see the 
nightly news of the bombing raids the 
previous night, we see U.S. and British 
planes conducting the bulk of those air 
strikes. By law and by NATO’s man-
date, the U.S. is only supposed to pro-
vide 22 percent of the support for 
NATO. 

b 1945 

So Members of Congress rightfully 
ask the question, where are the other 
NATO allies? Why is not Europe play-
ing a larger role in these kinds of oper-
ations? 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, that was the 
reason why we passed the supplemental 
bill several weeks ago and just last 
week approved the defense authoriza-
tion bill, calling for increases in fund-
ing to partially replace the funds that 
were siphoned off to pay for these 33 
deployments, none of which were budg-
eted for. 

When the President would commit 
our troops to, say, Bosnia or to Haiti, 
we would then have to find the money 
in our defense budget, taking it from 
other programs or from quality of life 
issues for the troops to pay the costs of 
these operations. The comptroller of 
the Pentagon estimates that that cost 
us $19 billion over the past 7 years. In 

fact, Bosnia alone has already cost us 
close to $10 billion. At a time where we 
have been convinced that the world is 
safe, partially because our troops are 
today at this time deployed all over 
the world, we have decimated our abil-
ity to prepare for the future in our 
military. 

Some other things have occurred, Mr. 
Speaker, and I want to talk about 
them briefly. 

First of all, this President, working 
along with Tony Blair from Great Brit-
ain, decided it was in the best interest 
of the U.S. and Britain, along with our 
NATO allies. And make no mistake 
about it, the bulk of NATO is decided 
by our President and Tony Blair, NATO 
really is dependent upon the leadership 
of the U.S. and Britain. I do not think 
Luxembourg would have much of a 
chance in stopping America from doing 
anything it wanted in terms of NATO. 
The decision to go into Kosovo was one 
that required the debate and the con-
sent of this body, but that was not to 
be. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, hindsight al-
ways being 20/20 we can now look back, 
as I have, and talk to some of our ana-
lysts in the intelligence operation, 
which I have. In fact, Mr. Speaker, I 
have learned that every CIA Balkan 
analyst in the CIA, every one of them, 
unanimously, agree that an aerial at-
tack on Serbia and Kosovo would not 
stop ethnic cleansing. 

The CIA, for all of its faults, and I 
was as troubled by the bombing of the 
Chinese Embassy as anyone, but the 
CIA’s analysts who are the experts on 
the Balkans told this administration 
that the bombing that we eventually 
got involved in would cause a massive 
problem of refugees. The CIA Balkan 
analysts told the administration that 
bombing would not work, would not 
stop the ethnic cleansing. 

All of this was done prior to the ad-
ministration’s decision. In fact, there 
were documents internally within the 
intelligence community, submitted to 
the administration, outlining the CIA’s 
concern that if the bombing took place 
it would cause a humanitarian catas-
trophe, and that is exactly what has 
happened. It is far worse than just the 
humanitarian catastrophe. 

In fact, many of those analysts said 
that we actually contributed to the ref-
ugee crisis because when we bombed, it 
obviously caused the observers who 
were in the former Yugoslavia to leave 
that country, which then gave 
Milosevic a free hand to continue at a 
much higher level the ethnic cleansing 
and the significant attacks on innocent 
people. 

So in effect, Mr. Speaker, what the 
intelligence community was saying to 
us as a Nation, prior to a decision to 
conduct the aerial campaign, was that 
if we went ahead, we would cause the 
situation to become much worse. That 
is exactly what has occurred. 

We are now into our 60-something 
day of consecutive bombing and many 
in this body, having seen the fact that 
we do not have the dollars to put for-
ward to pay for the Kosovo deploy-
ment, which is now in excess of prob-
ably $2 billion, are now wondering what 
our strategy is to stop the bombing, 
what is our strategy to end the crisis. 
Since many of our colleagues, includ-
ing myself, do not feel that we have a 
legitimate strategy to end the conflict, 
we wonder what the strategy is to win 
the conflict, because we are controlling 
what our military can and cannot do in 
Kosovo, in Serbia. 

We are limiting the strikes. We never 
committed to a ground force. So the 
question we have to ask is, if we do not 
have a strategy to end the conflict, and 
if we do not have a strategy to win the 
conflict, what is our strategy? For 
many of us, there is no strategy, Mr. 
Speaker. It is just a continuing mas-
sive amount of aerial attacks that in 
many cases are harming innocent civil-
ians. 

Now, let me add further, Mr. Speak-
er, if we have to look at the situation 
in the former Yugoslavia and see what 
we have done, we can look certainly at 
three different things. We have now 
rallied all of the people in Serbia, 
many of whom were against Milosevic, 
many of whom are ready to try to re-
move him forcefully, we have managed 
to rally all of them in support of 
Milosevic as their hero. 

We have managed to help cause an 
extensive increase in the refugee crisis, 
to the extent now that we have almost 
1 million men and women and children 
in outlying regions around Kosovo, 
with no decent housing and no decent 
food and no timetable to return them 
to their country. 

We have done something else, Mr. 
Speaker. We have managed to do what 
one colleague of mine from the Russian 
Duma told me the Soviet communist 
party could not accomplish in 70 years, 
after expending billions of dollars, to 
convince the Russian people that 
America was evil, that we really were 
designed as a nation to hurt innocent 
people. He said Russians are now con-
vinced, after some 55 days of bombing, 
which it was when he was here, that 
this country really is evil. So we have 
managed to do in 55 days what the So-
viet communist party could not accom-
plish in Russia in 70 years. 

Mr. Speaker, we are doing ourselves 
long-term harm in our relationship 
with Russia. First of all, after starting 
the aerial campaign, we did not engage 
Russia. Now the administration would 
have us believe otherwise. There was 
no direct contact with Russia after 
Rambouillet until, in fact, a group of 
Russian pro-western parliamentarians 
contacted us in the Congress and said: 
You do not understand what you are 
doing. You are driving our party out of 
power. We who support strong relations 
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with America, we who want to help you 
solve the proliferation problem in our 
country, we who want to get rid of the 
communists and the ultranationalists 
are being driven out because your poli-
cies in the Balkans are causing the 
Russian people to identify with the 
communists and the ultranationalists. 

When the elections are held this 
year, if you continue this policy, you 
are going to drive Russia back into a 
Cold War era like we saw in the Soviet 
days. 

Our policies in the Balkans are very 
much of a concern to me, not just be-
cause of the crisis being created with 
the Serbs and with the Kosovars and 
the refugees, but also because of the 
long-term implications in our relation-
ship with Russia. 

Now, make no mistake about it, Mr. 
Speaker. Like all of our colleagues in 
this body, I abhor what Milosevic has 
done. He is a thug. He is a war crimi-
nal, and after this is over we need to 
proceed in convening a war crimes tri-
bunal. 

Our policies, Mr. Speaker, have not 
succeeded either. We need to have this 
administration understand that con-
tinuing a mistake is worse than trying 
to find an honorable solution. We have 
that opportunity. 

As I said on this floor several times, 
11 Members of this body, 5 Democrats 
and 6 Republicans, attempted to find 
common ground with members of the 
Russian Duma 2 weeks ago in Vienna. 
We found that common ground. In fact, 
the agreement that we reached became 
the basis for the G–8 accord that came 
out 5 days later, which the U.S. was a 
signatory of. 

That agreement calls for a nego-
tiated settlement along the lines of the 
five key NATO principles that our 
President has said are most important 
for us. Now is the time for us to use the 
leverage that we have and our NATO 
partners have and Russia has to con-
vince Milosevic that he must come to 
the table on our terms. 

I am not convinced our administra-
tion is still at this very moment doing 
enough to engage the Russians in ap-
plying the appropriate pressure to 
Milosevic. 

Mr. Speaker, the agreement that we 
reached in Vienna we brought back to 
Washington, we faxed to the 19 par-
liaments of all the NATO countries and 
we asked them to apply pressure to 
their governments, not to cave into 
Milosevic, not to hand him a victory 
but to say now is the time to use our 
leverage to get this crisis done at the 
negotiating table, which I am firmly 
convinced can occur. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, we introduced a 
resolution in support of our framework 
agreement in the Congress 2 weeks ago, 
and held a congressional hearing in the 
Committee on International Relations 
last week on that resolution. The 
Duma, following our lead, did the 

same, and on Friday of last week the 
State Duma of the Russian Federation 
passed that document as a formal docu-
ment on the floor of the State Duma. 

We are now asking our leadership to 
work with us to accomplish a similar 
task, not because we are trying to em-
barrass the administration but because 
we understand the urgency of solving 
this crisis before any more lives are 
lost, before any more ethnic cleansing 
is done, before any more Americans are 
placed in harm’s way. Now is the time 
for this administration to stand up and 
do what is right, and that is to bring 
Milosevic to the table and to do it di-
rectly, and to use the Russian leverage, 
which is considerable, in having 
Milosevic agree to the terms that we 
laid out with our NATO friends. This 
disaster is having a terrible effect on 
our long-term relationship with Rus-
sia. 

Mr. Speaker, we were supposed to 
have on Thursday of this week the Rus-
sian parliamentarians come back to 
Washington for a public press an-
nouncement in support of the work 
that we are doing. Because of the press 
of business and the fact that we will 
break for the Memorial Day recess this 
week, they will be coming back the 
first full week in June. 

Something else will happen tomor-
row, Mr. Speaker. Two things of sig-
nificant importance to all of our col-
leagues, which I hope our colleagues 
will convey to every constituent all 
across America. The first is, between 
4:00 and 6:30 we will host probably one 
of the most investigative reporters on 
security issues in this city at a book 
signing ceremony in EF–100 of the U.S. 
Capitol building. Bill Gertz, who writes 
for the Washington Times, will be here 
to unveil to Members of Congress and 
our staffs his book entitled ‘‘Betrayal.’’ 

Every Member of Congress should 
read this book. In fact, it has hit the 
bestseller list in just the first week it 
was on the stands. Why is this book so 
important, Mr. Speaker? Because it de-
tails, in depth, an analysis of this spin 
on defense concerns in this country 
over the past 7 years. 

In one chapter in this book Mr. Gertz 
goes into great detail to talk about an 
incident involving a Canadian and a 
U.S. military officer that were flying 
in a helicopter out in the Seattle area, 
when a Russian ship that was sup-
posedly spying, pointed and fired a 
laser weapon at that helicopter. The 
laser beam hit our American officer in 
the eye and did permanent eye damage 
to him. 

That incident, Mr. Speaker, if one 
reads the Gertz book, was covered up 
for 30 days. To this day, our govern-
ment has never acknowledged that 
that Navy officer was hit deliberately 
by a Russian laser generator on a Rus-
sian vessel. We did not do the proper 
investigation. We did not hold the Rus-
sians accountable. 

Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues know, 
I am someone who spends a lot of time 
working on improving relations with 
Russia, but with Russia we have to un-
derstand one very basic tenet that 
Ronald Reagan knew very well. We 
must deal with the Russians from a po-
sition of strength, consistency and can-
dor. When we are not candid with the 
Russians, when we do not call them 
when they violate treaties, when we do 
not ask them about things like 
Yamantau Mountain in the Urals 
where they are spending billions of dol-
lars on a huge underground complex 
that we just do not know the purpose 
of, the Russians lose respect for us. 

b 2000 
That is the problem this administra-

tion has with Russia. We were so con-
cerned with not embarrassing Boris 
Yeltsin that we forgot over the past 
seven years that Russia had to be held 
accountable for those things it did that 
were in violation of arms control re-
gimes, that were things that desta-
bilized our relationship, and we are 
now paying the price for those policies. 

A second chapter in Mr. Gertz’s book 
deals with a letter that, up until this 
book, has been classified. The letter 
was sent and signed by President Bill 
Clinton to President Boris Yeltsin. Mr. 
Speaker, every one of our colleagues 
needs to read this letter because in the 
letter our President tells Yeltsin, 
‘‘Don’t worry. Our policies will help 
you in your reelection effort.’’ 

We were so concerned about not 
doing anything to expose Russian prob-
lems for what they were that we even 
went to the length of ignoring reality. 
When the Russians transferred tech-
nology to Iran for the SHAHAB–3 mis-
sile, we ignored it. When we caught the 
Russians transferring accelerometers 
and gyroscopes to Iraq, we ignored it. 
We were afraid to do anything to ex-
pose violations because we did not 
want to embarrass President Yeltsin. 

We are now paying the price for those 
policies, Mr. Speaker, and our national 
security has been harmed because of 
the absolutely overwhelming prolifera-
tion that has gone out from Russia to 
every destabilized country in the 
world, technology being used for mis-
sile proliferation, weapons of mass de-
struction, because we did not want to 
hold the Russians accountable for vio-
lations and for their lack of tight con-
trols in terms of technology that could 
be used abroad. We are now paying the 
price for those policies, and Russia is a 
much more destabilized nation. 

And now, because of the Kosovo con-
flict, we are backing Russia into a cor-
ner, and the pro-western leaders in 
Russia are saying we are going to hand 
Russia over to the Communists and the 
ultranationalists if we do not get our 
policy back together again. 

The Gertz book documents these sto-
ries, Mr. Speaker, and I would encour-
age our colleagues to stop by EF–100 
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tomorrow between 4 o’clock and 6:30 to 
meet Bill Gertz personally and get a 
copy of his book and to read for them-
selves the hard evidence. 

In fact, I saw an article last week 
that the FBI may be considering actu-
ally pressing charges against Gertz for 
some of the revelations that he has ex-
posed. It is an absolute shame and out-
rage when, in America, we have to have 
a reporter for a newspaper expose to us 
information that Members of Congress 
and the public should have a legitimate 
right to understand and know. 

It reminds me of that famous na-
tional intelligence estimate that this 
administration spun out four years ago 
when the President said we have no 
need to worry about any long-range 
missiles hitting America for at least 15 
years, when the CIA publicly put that 
document out and the President used 
that document to veto our defense bill. 
Three years later, after tremendous 
pressure from many of us in this room 
from both sides of the aisle, the CIA 
has now publicly reversed itself and 
has acknowledged that North Korea 
has a long-range ICBM today. That is 
the kind of spin that this administra-
tion has placed on national security 
issues for seven years, but now it is 
about to unfold. 

Also tomorrow, Mr. Speaker, at 10:30 
in the morning the gentleman from 
California (Mr. COX) and the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. DICKS) and nine 
members in total of the Cox com-
mittee, the Select Committee to look 
at technology transfer from the U.S. to 
China, which I was honored to be a 
member of, will issue our public state-
ment. 

For five months, Mr. Speaker, we 
have tried to get the administration to 
declassify the Select Committee’s re-
port, and for five months we have been 
stonewalled. Nine Members of Con-
gress, five Republicans and four Demo-
crats, very honorable people, met be-
hind closed doors all during the breaks, 
all during the holidays from July 
through January 1 and 2 of this year. 

Behind closed doors we interfaced 
with the FBI, the CIA, the Defense In-
telligence Agency. We held hearings, 
we called witnesses in, and we said 
nothing on the record. In a bipartisan 
way we developed a document that re-
sulted in 32 specific recommendations 
of how to deal with the tremendous 
amount of technology transfer that has 
occurred to the People’s Republic of 
China. We looked at cases where there 
was espionage involved. We looked at 
cases where companies went too far 
and perhaps violated U.S. laws, and we 
looked at cases where our government 
relaxed our technology controls to 
allow Chinese companies to buy tech-
nologies that should not have been on 
the marketplace. 

All of that information was summa-
rized and by the first week of January 
of this year, our report was complete. 

With its 32 recommendations, all of 
which were classified, and with the vol-
umes of data we had assembled, we 
sent the report to the administration 
and we asked the administration to 
look at our recommendations, to come 
back to us and begin a dialogue of how 
to protect our Nation’s security. 

What did the administration do? Mr. 
Speaker, as they have done for seven 
years, they spun America’s national se-
curity. Instead of dealing with it up 
front, putting the report on the table, 
they leaked stories out. 

One story that was leaked to the 
Wall Street Journal by the administra-
tion dealt with the Chinese acquiring 
our W–88 missile technology, or our nu-
clear warhead technology, not missile 
technology. And the reason why that 
was leaked is because that leakage oc-
curred during a Republican administra-
tion. 

Now, I can tell my colleagues that 
the members of the Select Committee, 
both Democrats and Republicans, were 
not looking at what administration 
was responsible for security breaches. 
We did not care whether it was Clinton, 
Bush, Reagan, Carter, whomever. Our 
job was to do the right thing for Amer-
ica. 

But what did the administration do? 
They tried to spin it: ‘‘We will leak the 
story about the W–88 because of the 
press feeds on that, and they will think 
that is what the China Select Com-
mittee looked at, and that was done 
during a Republican administration,’’ 
and as the administration tried to say, 
‘‘Well, we corrected those problems.’’ 
That was their initial spin. 

Then they went to the business com-
munity and they said, ‘‘You have to 
understand what the Select Committee 
is doing. They are about ready to come 
out with a report that is going to lay 
all the blame at the feet of American 
industry,’’ and that was not the case 
and is not the case, Mr. Speaker. In 
fact, I am going to publicly say tomor-
row, as I am saying tonight, that while 
there were some cases where American 
companies went too far, and there are 
criminal investigations of at least two 
of those companies under way right 
now, the bulk of the time American 
companies have done the right thing. 
They have wanted to abide by the law. 

Now, the law has been changing. The 
regulations have changed. But it was 
not for us to blame only industry. 

Mr. Speaker, the administration 
would also have some believe, through 
its spin efforts, that it is all the fault 
of China, and China is this bad country 
that has been able to use espionage to 
get access to technology that they 
should never have gotten access to. 
And in some cases, that is the story. 
We are currently seeing that with the 
story on our laboratories. 

But, Mr. Speaker, how can we blame 
a country like China for buying tech-
nology if we as a Nation voluntarily 

allow that technology to be sold 
abroad? That is what has occurred over 
the past seven years. We allowed tech-
nology to be sold abroad that up until 
this administration was very tightly 
controlled and regulated, and was 
checked by a series of efforts within 
the intelligence community and the de-
fense and State Department establish-
ments to make sure that that tech-
nology would not enhance the capa-
bility militarily of a potential or cur-
rent adversary. So blaming China alone 
is not going to be acceptable. 

No, Mr. Speaker, the reason why, as 
we will see tomorrow, we have had 
such problems with our technology 
has, in my opinion, largely been the di-
rect result of this government, our own 
government. We have sent the mixed 
signals. We have lowered the threshold. 
We have removed the whistleblowers. 
We have stopped people from doing 
their job. The question of why that oc-
curred is something that needs to be 
explored. Our Select Committee did 
not look at that, but the problem of 
the technology being transferred is 
real. 

For five months, Mr. Speaker, we 
have tried. Every one of the nine mem-
bers of the Select Committee has tried 
to get this document out for the public 
to see. My comment was repeatedly, 
look, let us not have any more spin, 
just release the document and let the 
American people and the Members 
draw their own conclusions. It has 
taken us five months to make that 
happen. Tomorrow, that report will be 
released. 

I can remember back to February 1, 
Mr. Speaker, and this is probably the 
best example I can give of the attempt 
to spin this that I can think of. Feb-
ruary 1, Sandy Berger, head of the Na-
tional Security Council, issues a public 
response to selected media personnel in 
this city of the response of the admin-
istration to the 32 classified rec-
ommendations that we made in the Cox 
committee. 

So in January we make our rec-
ommendations and we issue the report 
and it is all classified. Without dis-
cussing their actions at all with any 
member of the Cox committee, on Feb-
ruary 1 Sandy Berger releases in a pub-
lic format the White House’s response 
to those 32 recommendations. 

Now, if that was not bad enough, Mr. 
Speaker, two days later we have a 
Committee on National Security brief 
that is open to Members only. The brief 
is being given to us by the Director of 
Central Intelligence, George Tenet. 
When he is finished his brief about 
emerging threats and we get to the 
question and answer session, I ask the 
DCI, the Director of Central Intel-
ligence, a question. 

I said, ‘‘Mr. Tenet, you know that the 
China Select Committee one month 
ago issued its report, because we gave 
you a copy. You are the intelligence 
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leader for our country. In that report 
we made 32 recommendations for 
changes, but we also reached a very 
simple unanimous conclusion, and that 
conclusion, Mr. Tenet, you know is 
that America’s national security has 
been harmed in a significant way by 
technology transfers to China.’’ I asked 
Mr. Tenet, ‘‘Do you agree with that as-
sessment that the nine of us reached 
unanimously?″ 

This was his answer, Mr. Speaker, 
two days after Sandy Berger gave the 
media an unclassified response to our 
recommendations. George Tenet said, 
‘‘Mr. Congressman, can I get back to 
you? I have not finished reading the re-
port yet.’’ 

So here was the White House on Feb-
ruary 1 issuing to selected media out-
lets unclassified response to a report 
that the Director of Central Intel-
ligence two days later said he had not 
finished reading yet. 

Mr. Speaker, that is why we have 
problems with our national security. 
Tomorrow, the American people get to 
see for themselves. They get to hear 
about the warheads and the technology 
that we have lost. They get to hear 
about the neutron bomb. They get to 
hear about technology involving our 
space launch capability. They get to 
hear about the MIRVing nuclear war-
head. They get to hear about military- 
industrial technology, high-perform-
ance computers. 

They get to hear about all of these 
things, and in the end, the administra-
tion is going to try to blame someone. 
They are either going to try to find a 
scapegoat within the administration 
who they can say caused these prob-
lems, as they are currently trying to 
do in the Department of Energy, trying 
to blame the labs, when some of the 
labs were doing an adequate job but 
others were not; or they are going to 
try to blame someone up in the Cabinet 
who can be the fall guy or gal who 
takes the blame for what has occurred. 

In the end, Mr. Speaker, I am con-
vinced that the blame for our security 
lapses, as Harry Truman said, started 
at the top where the buck stops. The 
administration sets the policy. 

Now, some would say, well, the Presi-
dent cannot know everything, and this 
is true. Some of my CIA friends have 
told me that this is one of the first 
Presidents since Eisenhower who never 
sees the CIA’s morning briefers, never 
sees them. He chooses not to see the 
briefers who are coming in to advise 
him of security concerns. The CIA does 
not even know if the President reads 
the daily brief provided to him. What 
the CIA analysts that I have talked to 
say is that they think that what Clin-
ton gets is filtered through Madeleine 
Albright and Sandy Berger. 

Mr. Speaker, this is going to be a bad 
week in the history of America. The 
Kosovo crisis continues; Russia is 
being backed into a corner, to the 

point where they are now very antago-
nistic toward America; Bill Gertz 
comes out with a book called ‘‘Be-
trayal’’ which documents specific 
events that have occurred that have 
undermined our national security; and 
tomorrow, a select group involving 
nine Members of Congress, five Repub-
licans and four Democrats, present a 
unanimous report and finding of what 
we found, that our national security 
has been harmed by our sale and trans-
fer of technology to China. 

Many Members are going to use this 
as a platform to jump all over China 
and blame the Chinese and say they are 
an evil nation. I am going to be one, 
Mr. Speaker, that stands up and says, 
let us pause a moment. 

b 2015 

We need to engage China. Has China 
done some things that are wrong? Yes. 
We must deal with them. Does this 
mean we should isolate ourselves from 
China and consider all Chinese to be 
bad people? Absolutely not, because, in 
the end, Mr. Speaker, I am convinced 
that the bulk of the problems that we 
uncovered were caused by our own gov-
ernment. If we are stupid enough to 
allow another nation to buy sensitive 
technologies, then we cannot blame 
that nation. We blame our own policies 
that caused those technologies to be al-
lowed to be sold for the first time. 

In our testimony and in public state-
ments that have been on the record, so 
I am not revealing any sensitive infor-
mation, the first director of our De-
fense Technology Agency called DTSA, 
whose responsibility it was to monitor 
applications for technology sales 
abroad, and which was decimated dur-
ing this administration, Steve Brian 
said that in 1996 China had zero high 
performance computers. None. These 
are the high end supercomputers, high 
performance computers in the 8 to 
10,000 MTOPS range, very capable com-
puters that are only used for very 
elaborate research or for weapons de-
sign. China had none. 

Only two countries were manufac-
turing those high performance com-
puters at that time, the U.S. and 
Japan, and both of our countries had 
an unwritten understanding that nei-
ther would sell these high performance 
computers to those nations which were 
or could become potential adversaries 
of the U.S. 

We relaxed our policy on exporting 
high performance computers, Mr. 
Speaker, and in two years, by 1998, 
China had acquired over 350 high per-
formance computers. 

Now, we were told the State Depart-
ment would monitor where they were 
being used, but they did not do that, 
because China would not let our State 
Department monitor where these com-
puters went. We know now that many 
of them are being used by organs of the 
People’s Liberation Army. They are 

being used for weapons design, they are 
being used for their nuclear programs, 
and those devices came from this coun-
try. 

Mr. Speaker, China did not steal 
those high performance computers; 
they bought them. They bought them 
because we changed our policies. We al-
lowed Chinese entities to acquire tech-
nologies that up until the mid-1990s 
had been tightly controlled and mon-
itored by those people who are watch-
ing out for our security concerns, now 
and in the 21st Century. 

Mr. Speaker, by Thursday of this 
week I expect to unveil two new docu-
ments, documents which I have been 
working on with a small group of peo-
ple for the past four months. These two 
documents will not just focus on the 
China Select Committee, but will go 
beyond that. 

By Thursday of this week, it is my 
hope, if the graphic artists have com-
pleted the work, which I expect they 
will, to present two large charts, if you 
will, the visual presentation of what 
has happened in terms of technology 
transfer to China. 

The first chart, Mr. Speaker, which I 
have a rough sketch of, will trace every 
front company and operative arm of 
the People’s Liberation Army that 
tried to acquire and did acquire tech-
nology in America, who the leaders 
were, what their ties are and were, and 
how they were able to get the approval 
to buy technology that is very sen-
sitive and is being used by the Chinese 
military today, most of it with the sup-
port of our government. 

The second chart, Mr. Speaker, will 
be a depiction of a time-line, starting 
in 1993 and running through 1999. It will 
take every major technology area of 
concern that we have, encryption, high 
performance computers, military-in-
dustrial technology, space launch capa-
bility, nuclear weapons, it will take all 
of those technology disciplines and will 
track them through that 6 year time 
period, and it will list specific dates 
when actions took place in this admin-
istration to allow those technologies to 
be transferred. Almost all of those ac-
tions were done voluntarily by our 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, in the end we have got 
to understand that we are now going to 
begin to pay the price for 7 years of 
gloating over our economy, 7 years of 
gloating over what was supposed to be 
world security, 7 years of pretending 
Russia and China were not potential 
problems, and rather than being up 
front and candid and transparent with 
Russia and China, we glossed over 
problems. We pretended things were 
not happening. We told Yeltsin we 
would help him get reelected. We did 
not want to offend Jiang Zemin. In 
doing that, we gave away technology 
that America is going to have to deal 
with for the next 50 years. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a partisan 
issue. Democrats and Republicans in 
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this body and the other body have been 
together on national security concerns. 
Democrats and Republicans have 
worked hand-in-hand over the years in 
protecting America’s security. 

This battle, Mr. Speaker, is between 
the White House and the Congress. 
This White House has done things that 
this Congress has tried to stop and 
overturn. 

Starting tomorrow and continuing 
through the next year and a half, until 
the presidential elections and both par-
ties attempt to win the White House, 
the American people will have to judge 
as to whether or not our security has 
been harmed, how extensively it has 
been harmed, what is going to be the 
remedy for us to deal with these con-
cerns that we have relative to tech-
nology flowing into hands that eventu-
ally could be used against America. 

I want to caution our colleagues, Mr. 
Speaker, not to rush to snap judg-
ments. We should not tomorrow when 
the China Select Committee reports 
come out and bash all Chinese citizens, 
or certainly not Chinese-Americans. 
Some of our most capable leaders in 
this country are Chinese-Americans. In 
fact, some of my best friends are Chi-
nese-Americans, leaders in the aca-
demic world, the scientific world, the 
technology world. We must make sure 
that we let them know that they are 
solid Americans that we respect. We 
must not let this report come out and 
be an effort where Members of Congress 
come out and trash China and trash 
our relationship with those Chinese 
American leaders in our communities 
across this country. 

The problem in the end, Mr. Speaker, 
is with us. It is within our own govern-
ment. We should not try to find any 
scapegoats. We should not try to blame 
industry. We should not try to just 
blame the Chinese. We should not just 
try to blame any one group. 

The bulk of the problems I think we 
will find were caused by our own ac-
tions, by our own decisions, to ease up 
on the control mechanisms, to make 
technology available for sale. This is 
not to say there are not cases of espio-
nage, because there are, and they need 
to be dealt with, as in our laboratories 
and the network that the Chinese es-
tablished. But if we are foolish enough 
to allow China to set up front compa-
nies and buy technology from us, who 
is wrong? The Chinese, who are abiding 
by our laws and buying technology in 
many cases that we sell them, or are 
we at fault for loosening our controls 
and allowing them to buy these tech-
nologies? 

The same thing is true with compa-
nies. American industry by and large 
wants to do the right thing, but if we 
send confusing signals, if we change 
the regulations, if we loosen up the 
standards, then most American indus-
try should not be blamed when these 
very technologies are then sold abroad 

because we have allowed those prac-
tices to go on. 

As I said earlier, there are companies 
that deserve to be investigated, and 
two are under criminal investigation 
right now. But I would hope tomorrow 
and for the rest of this week as we get 
ready to celebrate the Memorial Day 
holiday that we as a Nation step back 
and begin to seriously consider our na-
tional security. 

It has not been a high focus for the 
past 7 years. We have been lulled into 
a false sense of complacency. The econ-
omy is going strong, people are work-
ing, inflation is low, unemployment is 
low, and we have been convinced that 
the world is safe. Now, all of a sudden, 
we wake up and see Russia backed into 
a corner, China involved in tech-
nologies that we never thought they 
should have, North Korea deploying 
long and short range missiles that now 
threaten not just our territories, but 
the mainland of the U.S., Iran-Iraq de-
veloping medium range systems with 
the help of Russia, India and Pakistan 
saber rattling with nuclear warheads 
and medium-range missiles. 

Where did they get the weapons from, 
Mr. Speaker? Where? We saw China 
supplying Pakistan with the M–11 mis-
siles. We saw China supplying Pakistan 
with ring magnets. We saw China sup-
plying Pakistan with the technology 
for the nuclear furnaces. We saw Rus-
sia supplying India with technology. 

Why are we surprised? All of a sudden 
we come with the realization, we have 
problems in the world, and we have not 
dealt with those problems in a fair, 
open and honest way, in spite of tre-
mendous efforts by Republicans and 
Democrats in this body and the other 
body. 

It is time to end the spin, Mr. Speak-
er. It is time for this administration to 
end the nauseating spin, the spin doc-
tors at the White House, who want to 
spin everything, to make it look as if 
they have no role to play, just as they 
did when they lost the Congressional 
elections and did not want to accept 
any responsibility in the White House. 
It was all the fault of those Members of 
Congress who were out of touch. 

It is about time this administration 
and this President understand that 
once in awhile he needs to accept the 
responsibility for his actions and the 
collective actions of this administra-
tion. 

f 

ASIAN PACIFIC AMERICAN 
HERITAGE MONTH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the 
gentleman from Guam (Mr. UNDER-
WOOD) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to share with 
the American people and the Members 
of the House a special order on Asian 
Pacific American Heritage Month. 

As many people know, and it is being 
widely celebrated in various commu-
nities throughout the Nation, May of 
every year is Asian Pacific American 
Heritage Month. I want to thank the 
previous speaker for making a clear 
distinction between some of the prob-
lems and some of the issues concerning 
espionage and some of the security 
issues that we are currently experi-
encing. Mr. Weldon certainly is one of 
the body’s leading experts on national 
security, and I serve with him on the 
Committee on Armed Services, and 
while we may not fully agree on some 
of the interpretations given to some of 
the challenges we face, we are cer-
tainly unanimous in the sense that all 
of this discussion should stay clear of 
any kind of aspersions cast upon the 
Asian-American community. 

As chairman of the Asian Pacific 
American Caucus for the 106th Con-
gress, it is my privilege and honor to 
try to bring to the attention of the 
body and the attention of the Amer-
ican people the multifaceted contribu-
tions of the Asian Pacific American 
community to American life and soci-
ety. 

As members of the Congressional 
Asian Pacific American Caucus to-
night, my colleagues that will partici-
pate and I will use this opportunity to 
honor, remember and celebrate the 
Asian and Pacific Islander Americans 
in our country. 

In fact, it is important to note that 
over 65 Congressional districts have a 
population of at least 5 percent Asian 
Pacific Americans, and some 28 Con-
gressional districts have over 10 per-
cent Asian Pacific Americans in their 
home areas. 

The history of APA month dates 
back to some legislation introduced by 
former representative Frank Horton 
from New York in 1978 establishing 
Asian Pacific American Heritage Week 
to draw attention to the contributions 
and to the conditions of this growing 
part of the American population. In 
1990 the week was extended to a month, 
and it was not until 1992 that legisla-
tion was actually passed to make APA 
month a permanent occasion during 
the month of May. 

This is supposed to be the time that 
America recognizes the heritage that 
the many communities which actually 
make up the rubric of Asian Pacific 
America bring to the cultural complex 
of America, and it is a very complex 
contribution, and a series of actually 
many heritages. 

I am a Pacific islander, and with us 
today are the gentleman from Amer-
ican Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) a Pa-
cific islander, and Mr. WU, a freshman 
member from Oregon, who is of Chinese 
ancestry. We represent a wide variety 
of cultures and civilizations. Actually 
the area that we draw off account for 
over half of the world’s population. 
These multiple heritages range from 
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