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Messrs. TAYLOR of Mississippi, 
LUCAS of Kentucky and HALL of 
Texas changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ 
to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. THOMAS, RADANOVICH, 
and GILMAN and Mrs. KELLY changed 
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

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

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

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

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
GILLMOR) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. SHIMKUS, Chairman pro tempore of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 3605) to estab-
lish the San Rafael Western Legacy 
District in the State of Utah, and for 
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4576, DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2001 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 514 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 514
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-

suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4576) making 
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2001, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All 
points of order against consideration of the 
bill are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Appropriations. After gen-
eral debate the bill shall be considered for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. 
Points of order against provisions in the bill 
for failure to comply with clause 2 of rule 
XXI are waived. During consideration of the 
bill for amendment, the Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole may accord priority 
in recognition on the basis of whether the 
Member offering an amendment has caused 
it to be printed in the portion of the Con-
gressional Record designated for that pur-
pose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amendments 
so printed shall be considered as read. The 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
may: (1) postpone until a time during further 
consideration in the Committee of the Whole 
a request for a recorded vote on any amend-
ment; and (2) reduce to five minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting on any post-
poned question that follows another elec-
tronic vote without intervening business, 
provided that the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on the first in any series of 
questions shall be 15 minutes. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina (Mrs. 
MYRICK) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FROST); pending which 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday, the Com-
mittee on Rules met and granted an 
open rule for H.R. 4576, the fiscal year 
2001 Department of Defense Appropria-
tions Act. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against consideration of the bill. It 
provides for 1 hour of general debate 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. 

The rule waives points of order 
against provisions in the bill for failure 
to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI 
prohibiting unauthorized or legislative 
provisions in a general appropriations 
bill. 

The rule allows the chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole to accord pri-
ority in recognition to Members who 
have preprinted their amendments in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
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The rule allows the Chairman of the 

Committee of the Whole to postpone 
votes during consideration of the bill 
and to reduce voting time to 5 minutes 
on a postponed question if the vote fol-
lows a 15-minute vote. 

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 514 is an open 
rule for a strong bipartisan bill. In 
fact, the Committee on Appropriations 
approved this bill 2 weeks ago by voice 
vote and without an amendment. 

I have always admired the patriotism 
and dedication of our military per-
sonnel, especially given the poor qual-
ity of military life for our enlisted men 
and women; but today we are doing 
something to improve military pay, 
housing, and benefits. 

We are helping to take some of our 
enlisted men off of food stamps by giv-
ing them a 3.7 percent pay raise, and 
we are offering $163 million in enlist-
ment and reenlistment bonuses. They 
are called bonuses, but they earn them. 

To follow through on our health care 
promises to our service men and 
women, we are providing a 1-year 9 per-
cent increase in health care resources. 
A good portion of these funds will go to 
improve care for our military retirees 
who have never been given the treat-
ment that they deserve. 

At the same time, we are boosting 
the basic allowance for housing so that 
our military families do not have to 
pay as much out of their own pockets. 

Along with personnel, we have to 
take care of our military readiness. We 
live in a dangerous world, and Congress 
is working to protect our friends and 
families back home from our enemies 
abroad. We are providing for a national 
missile defense system so that we can 
stop a warhead from places like China 
or North Korea or Iraq if that day ever 
comes. 

We are boosting the military’s budg-
et for weapons and ammunition. We are 
providing $40 billion for research and 
development so our forces will have 
top-of-the-line equipment for their job. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
rule and to support the underlying bill, 
because now more than ever we must 
improve our national security. 

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
rule and in strong support of the De-
partment of Defense appropriations for 
fiscal year 2001. This bill provides $288.5 
billion in budget authority for the pro-
grams of the Department of Defense, 
the very programs that ensure the se-
curity of this Nation and which, in 
large part, enable our country to keep 
the peace and remain the leader of the 
free world. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill reflects the un-
derstanding of both Democrats and Re-

publicans for the need to ensure that 
our national defense is second to none.

b 1445 

This bill also reflects the under-
standing that in order for our military 
to maintain its global superiority, it is 
necessary to make substantial finan-
cial commitments in order to restruc-
ture our Cold War forces to meet the 
challenges of the 21st century. This bill 
addresses serious readiness deficiencies 
and equipment modernization short-
falls that have seriously strained the 
ability of our military forces to meet 
the demands of the many missions they 
undertake. 

I am pleased to support this revital-
ization of our armed forces. Among the 
important provisions of this bill, Mr. 
Speaker, is a 3.7 percent military pay 
raise and $12.1 billion for the Defense 
Health Program, which provides mon-
ies not only for active duty personnel 
and their families, but also to an unfor-
tunately limited extent military retir-
ees and their dependents. This bill does 
make positive strides in expanding pre-
scription drug coverage for Medicare 
eligible military retirees but falls 
short in providing for a permanent 
health care system for military retir-
ees. 

While I appreciate the fact that the 
bill contains a provision requiring the 
submission of a plan to Congress by an 
independent oversight panel no later 
than December 31, 2002, I would encour-
age the subcommittee to at least con-
sider including the language of the 
Taylor amendment in a conference 
agreement since this amendment was 
agreed to by an overwhelming vote of 
406 to 10 during the DOD authorization 
debate. We have made a promise to our 
military retirees, and it is time for us 
to keep it. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill also continues 
the commitment to a wide range of 
weapons programs that will ensure our 
continued military superiority in the 
skies, on land, as well as at sea. I am 
particularly pleased this bill includes 
$2.15 billion for the procurement of 10 
F–22 Raptors, the next generation Air 
Force fighter that will assure our con-
tinued dominance in any air campaign 
against any foe in the future with air-
to-air and air-to-ground capabilities. 
The bill also provides $396 million in 
advance procurement and sets aside an 
additional $1.411 billion for research, 
development, test and evaluation of 
the F–22. 

The bill also includes $1.1 billion for 
the procurement of 16 V–22 Osprey tilt-
rotor aircraft for the Marine Corps, 
$336 million for 4 Air Force V–22s, and 
an additional $148 million for research 
and development on this important ad-
dition to our military arsenal. In addi-
tion, the bill provides $249 million for 
various F–16 modifications. 

Mr. Speaker, during the recent recess 
in April, I had the opportunity to trav-

el to Bosnia and Kosovo to see first-
hand the dedication of the men and 
women of our military who are serving 
there. I had the privilege of visiting 
some of the National Guardsmen from 
the State of Texas who are serving in 
Bosnia to see how they are faring 
under very difficult circumstances. I 
can say, Mr. Speaker, that these troops 
are doing a remarkable job and are 
fully aware of the importance and ne-
cessity of their mission. 

However, as I mentioned in the Com-
mittee on Rules yesterday, this bill 
does nothing to fund the missions that 
we have undertaken in Bosnia and 
Kosovo. Mr. Speaker, it is vital that 
funds to reimburse the Department of 
Defense for expenditures already made 
to meet our obligations in that region 
be included. It is simply not respon-
sible to delay this funding, forcing the 
Defense Department to face shortfalls 
in critical operations and maintenance 
accounts during the last quarter of fis-
cal year 2000. 

I was certainly gratified when the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
committee assured me yesterday dur-
ing the hearing before the Committee 
on Rules that this funding would most 
likely be included in the conference 
agreement on the military construc-
tion appropriations measure no later 
than August 1, and I know of their 
commitment to making the Depart-
ment whole. However, Mr. Speaker, I 
think it is important that we all under-
stand that American men and women 
are serving an important mission in 
Bosnia and Kosovo and this Congress 
has the responsibility to provide the 
money to make this mission a success 
without shortchanging other programs 
within DOD. 

I spoke with a representative of the 
Army this morning who told me that 
the Army faces a very bleak picture in 
the fourth quarter of this fiscal year if 
this money is not provided forthwith. 
It is unfortunate that this legislation 
is on the floor without addressing the 
money for Kosovo and Bosnia. Because 
if this money is not provided as an add-
on to the military construction appro-
priation later this summer, the Defense 
Department and the Army, specifi-
cally, will be forced to curtail, dras-
tically curtail, training and other ac-
tivities that are critical to the success 
of their mission. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill; and 
I urge Members to support it.

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

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER). 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
share with my colleagues that I believe 
we have a very fair rule and also a very 
strong bipartisan bill that is coming to 
the House floor that will serve the na-
tional security needs of those men and 
women who serve in our armed forces. 
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I want to compliment the Committee 

on Appropriations. I think the chair-
man and the ranking member did a 
very good job in working with the au-
thorizing committee. I have not seen 
this type of cooperation in the 8 years 
I have served here in Congress. Some-
times we get conflict between the au-
thorizing and the appropriating com-
mittees, but in this case I extend great 
compliments on their work. 

Let me first speak about the quality 
of life. Despite 5 years of sustained ef-
forts to improve the quality of living 
for U.S. military personnel and their 
families, service members continue to 
voice their displeasure with the mili-
tary life by leaving the force, which is 
very bothersome to many of us. As a 
result, each of the services has experi-
enced significant recruiting and reten-
tion problems, threatening the 
strength and readiness of the all-volun-
teer force. 

The authorizing and the appropria-
tion committees recognize the great 
personal sacrifices made by U.S. serv-
ice members and have focused quality-
of-life improvements in two areas: one, 
reforming the Defense Health Program 
and, number two, sustaining the viabil-
ity of the all-volunteer force. 

While efforts in these areas in recent 
years have been substantial, there are 
no silver bullets to end the quality-of-
life challenges facing the U.S. military. 
It will require a commitment to a long-
term battle against these challenges if 
America is to sustain the world’s fore-
most military force. It is with this 
commitment that the committees rec-
ommended a quality-of-life package 
that will improve the military health 
care system, provide for fair compensa-
tion, support the morale, welfare and 
recreational programs, and improve 
the facilities for which the military 
personnel live and work. We also are 
working on sustaining the proper weap-
on systems that they need. 

Let me speak for a moment about the 
military health delivery system. 
Again, I extend compliments to the ap-
propriators, because what we are try-
ing to do here is put our arms around 
all of these different programs that are 
out there, and specifically with regard 
to the military retiree. Now, all of us 
here in this body have heard from our 
constituents about the TRICARE Sys-
tem. As we seek to implement 
TRICARE, we have had hiccups and lit-
tle burps here and there with that sys-
tem, and it has been difficult. We have 
sought to make improvements. And I 
appreciate the support of the appropri-
ators. We are going to work to create 
savings in the claims processing area, 
which will save $500 million and then 
will be poured back into the system. 

Now, what about the military re-
tiree? The military retiree is disgrun-
tled, and rightfully so. The question is 
whether or not we as the Federal Gov-
ernment are fulfilling our obligation to 

the military retiree, given the sac-
rifices that they have given on behalf 
of the Nation. With the expectation 
that they would receive health care 
benefits for life, have we been fulfilling 
that requirement? The answer is no. 

When the military retiree retired and 
lived next to that military base during 
the 1970s, 1980s and into the early 1990s, 
there was a comfort zone. Even though 
they were turning 65, they gained ac-
cess to the medical treatment facilities 
despite in law that they would be trig-
gered into the Medicare program. When 
we went through the base closure proc-
ess, they were triggered directly into 
Medicare, and they did not gain access 
to the medical treatment facilities. So 
they came to Congress. 

Congress is fishing for the right an-
swer. We create different types of pilot 
programs, and we struggle with them 
and try to figure out what is the best 
way to provide relief in the system. I 
believe we have come close to finding 
the right answer, and that is we have 
put our arms around these pilot pro-
grams and we extend them to 2003. We 
sunset the programs. We have created 
the commission to examine it; and in 
the meantime, what we can deliver is 
the pharmacy benefit. I appreciate the 
appropriators for funding the phar-
macy benefit to the military retiree. It 
is a generous benefit. 

What was bothersome to the military 
retiree was that they felt that because 
of their sacrifice and the protections of 
the freedoms and liberties that we 
enjoy in our Nation, that perhaps they 
should be treated a little differently. 
So it bothered them that they were 
then taken and thrown right into the 
Medicare system back in 1965, which 
many of them did not even realize until 
the early 1990s. So now, as Congress is 
presently about to deliver a pharmacy 
benefit that is different from the Medi-
care population, it is a richer benefit, 
the last thing we should do is now say, 
oh, every grandma and grandpa who 
never served in the military should 
now be treated just as if they had 
served in the military. 

What a curious thing. I think some 
people in this body look out the win-
dow and think, well, everybody should 
drive the same kind of car and should 
be treated the same way. False. I just 
wanted to bring this up because it was 
not long ago, about 10 days ago, that 
the President endorsed that. Well, of 
course he endorses it, because he 
thinks everybody should be treated 
alike in this country. That is false. 
There are different people who have 
done different things. 

So I want to compliment the appro-
priators who have said, yes, we are 
going to follow the lead from the au-
thorizing committee; and we are going 
to fund the pharmacy benefit for the 
military retirees, which they rightfully 
deserve. 

I also want to share that we are pro-
viding a 3.7 percent military pay raise 

that has been funded; also $163 million 
for the reenlistment bonuses. Those are 
extremely important. We provide $64 
million for the basic housing allow-
ance. I think many of us wish that the 
numbers could be higher in that re-
gard, but the more monies we can move 
directly into the pockets of our sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, and Marines is 
extremely important. The more money 
we get in the pocket, and especially tax 
free, the more we can actually help 
them. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK). 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, first, let me plead guilty to 
one of the accusations that was leveled 
by the previous speaker. I do believe 
that older people who are sick should 
have their prescription drugs covered. 
The fact that there are 70- and 80-year-
old women who did not serve in the 
armed forces and who cannot afford 
their prescription medicine does not 
seem to me a good reason to deny them 
a prescription drug benefit under Medi-
care. So I will plead guilty to that ac-
cusation. 

Indeed, that is one of the reasons why 
I am opposed to this bill. Much of what 
it does is very important, the pay in-
crease and the improvement in the liv-
ing conditions for the people; but it 
maintains an effort to fund inad-
equately an extremely flawed strategy. 
Obviously, we should provide the funds 
necessary to carry out what we say we 
are going to do militarily. The problem 
is we say we are going to do too much. 
We continue to err by keeping large 
numbers of troops in Western Europe 
when our Western European allies are 
well enough financed to be able to do 
this on their own. We continue to hold 
to an obsolete two-war theory. We con-
tinue to fund weapons whose idea 
began in the Cold War.

b 1500 
So, yes, I want an adequately funded 

military. I want one with a margin of 
safety. I want the United States to be 
as it has been and will continue to be 
by far the strongest Nation in the 
world. But we make a mistake when we 
overreach and then use the overreach 
as an excuse to overspend. And there 
we have also, of course, the tendency of 
people, particularly in the Senate, to 
add weapons whose primary justifica-
tion is not the enemy they will con-
front but the constituents they will 
comfort. 

We have nuclear attack submarines 
that we are going to fund, and I have 
not yet been able to have anyone ex-
plain to me who the enemy is. They are 
wonderful weapons. But the fact that 
they are so technologically skilled is 
not enough of a justification to have 
them. It is unlikely that they are going 
to encounter Iranian, Libyan, or North 
Korean submarines that they have to 
encounter. 
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This bill will spend more than half of 

the money available to the Federal 
Government in discretionary accounts. 
And prescription drugs are relevant. 
Because the people who support this 
bill are telling us, on the other hand, 
some of them, that we cannot afford 
prescription drugs, that we cannot af-
ford to send money to build schools, 
that we cannot afford more police on 
the streets, that we cannot afford more 
effective cleanup. 

This bill overspends to defend the 
people of Western Europe against non-
existent threats when they can afford 
to do it themselves. It overspends on 
weapons whose political justification 
far exceeds their military justification. 
It overspends to fund outdated theories 
that date from the Cold War. And, con-
sequently, it requires us to underspend 
on important domestic priorities. 

The bill ought to be defeated and 
sent back to the committee. It in-
creases by tens of billions of dollars 
over last year, and that comes directly 
out of every other appropriation bill. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BUYER). 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I would ad-
vise everyone that it is no secret that 
the Republicans are putting together 
the plan to derive a pharmacy benefit 
for the over-65 individuals of whom are 
most needy; and we are not ashamed of 
that at all. 

I will also say that what a curious 
thing it is that we will always have a 
critic that will always question a weap-
ons system that will say, well, what is 
the purpose of that? It has never shot a 
nuclear missile? 

My colleagues, we had a B–2 bomber, 
this is called the Spirit of Indiana, and 
I dedicated that B–2 bomber in Indiana; 
and when I dedicated it, I prayed that 
it would never drop a bomb. 

Now, why would we ever build a bil-
lion-dollar weapon system and pray 
that it would never drop a bomb? Be-
cause it is a deterrent. 

A police officer, when he carries a 
weapon, I say to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK), he says a 
prayer that he never has to use his 
weapon. When he pulls that weapon, he 
does not say, I want to brandish it, I 
want to threaten, actually, I want to 
pull the trigger and shoot and kill 
someone because it is going to make 
me feel good. No. It is used as a deter-
rent. We have different weapon systems 
out there that are used as a deterrent, 
and they are extremely important. 

For the gentleman to question to 
say, why are we building nuclear weap-
ons, in fact, that we are never going to 
use them, and then to say that we have 
other domestic priorities is ridiculous 
and rather silly.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, in the first place, I did not 
question nuclear weapons. I questioned 
nuclear submarines, attack sub-
marines. 

Obviously, we should have nuclear 
weapons. I want us to keep most of 
them. My point was nuclear attack 
submarines had a Cold War justifica-
tion; and given the state of the enemy 
that we are likely to confront today, 
the smaller, poorly armed, evil-minded 
states, nuclear attack submarines are a 
waste of money and do take away from 
other things. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, the Russian Bear has been re-
placed by a thousand Vipers; and we 
have to be leaning forward and be very 
prepared and be very ready because we 
do not know who is going to be the 
next threat. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS).

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the gentleman yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say first of all 
that I think this is a very fine rule that 
allows the House to work its will on 
this very important legislation. I think 
this is an exceptionally good bill. 

First of all, I want to compliment the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS), 
our chairman, and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA), our rank-
ing Democrat, for their excellent lead-
ership on this particular bill. 

One of the things that I think stands 
out in my mind about this bill is the 
fact that we are moving forward the 
Army’s program to transform Army 
brigades to a new medium configura-
tion that can be deployed within 96 
hours anywhere in the world on a C–130 
or, better, on a C–17. I am very pleased 
that the Army has selected Ft. Lewis, 
Washington, as the place to do this 
transformation of two of these bri-
gades. 

I think the Army is correct to try to 
have a more deployable force. We saw 
the problems in Kosovo with the 
Apaches, first of all the inability to de-
ploy them for some period of time, and 
then the fact that they were not pre-
pared when they got there to be uti-
lized. I think that is a serious problem 
for the Army that we must confront. 

I would only say to my friend, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK), that attack submarines, by the 
way, were just given a scrub by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. They think the 
fact that we only have 50 is a serious 
mistake. They think we should have 
about 68. We will be very fortunate if 
we can keep 57 attack submarines. 

Now, I would point out to the gen-
tleman that there is an ASW role for 
attack submarines. There is a special 
forces role for attack submarines. 
There is a very important intelligence 
role. And they are very crucial in any 
kind of a war-fighting scenario against 

any country. Anytime somebody has a 
ship at sea, an attack submarine is the 
last thing they want to confront. So I 
think they still have a very important 
utilization. 

One of the things that I worked on, 
and I see my good friend from Texas 
and my good friend from California 
here on the floor, has been the effort to 
modernize our bomber force. In this 
whole defense debate, I do believe the 
one serious mistake we are making is 
not adequately funding our bomber 
force. 

I was particularly proud of the fact 
that the B–2 bomber was utilized, along 
with the B–1s and the B–52s, in the war 
in Kosovo and Yugoslavia. Many of us 
read the report in Newsweek that 
talked about the difficulty against 
relocatable targets. Well, I will tell my 
colleagues this, that the B–2 with the 
2,000-pound JDAMs was used against 
fixed targets and it was extremely ac-
curate and extremely effective. 

In fact, we are now going to, with the 
money that is in this bill, put a new 
bomb rack on the B–2s and we are 
going to be able to put 80 500-pound 
JDAMs on each of these planes. And 
they will all be independently target-
able. We will be able to take out 80 sep-
arate targets in one sortie. I mean, this 
is revolutionary. 

We are also adding capability with 
Link 16 to give the B–2 not only the 
ability to go deep underground but also 
to go against relocatable targets and, 
with the use of submunitions, to go 
against advancing armor. This will 
turn out to be the most impressive, the 
most important conventional weapon 
ever developed by the United States or 
by any military force in the history of 
mankind. I am proud that the Con-
gress, this House, four times voted 
with the gentleman from Washington 
on this particular issue. 

I think we have been vindicated by 
those who said it could not fly in the 
rain. By the way, in Yugoslavia, it was 
the only plane that did fly in the rain 
that could drop bombs because we were 
using the GPS system, which does not 
rely on laser guidance. So I am very 
proud of the fact that we continue the 
modernization of the B–2 with some 
adds in this particular bill to give it 
even greater capability. Its mission 
planning has been improved. We were 
giving it a multitude of bombs that it 
can handle. It will be a conventional 
weapon that I think allows us to make 
some reductions under START I, under 
START II, and eventually under a 
START III agreement in the number of 
nuclear weapons that we need for de-
terrent purposes. 

I think it is much more important to 
have conventional weapons that we can 
utilize. It is true that deterrence is 
based on weapons like the Trident sub-
marine, which I have been a major sup-
porter of. But we are not going to use 
those weapons. In fact, I hope that we 
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can take the four Tridents that we are 
downsizing and use them for conven-
tional purposes, to add a conventional 
capability with Tomahawk to those 
four Tridents and maybe using two of 
them for special forces operations. 

So I think there are many good 
things.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCKEON). 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of this rule and H.R. 4576. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the first year 
that the President has brought us a 
reasonable defense budget for consider-
ation. Over the last 7 years, the Presi-
dent’s budget has failed the military 
service chiefs and our fighting men and 
women in uniform. While the Presi-
dent’s budget was reasonable this year, 
it still failed our arms services to the 
tune of $16 billion, according to what 
the service chiefs have told us. 

However, under the leadership of the 
gentleman from California (Chairman 
LEWIS), the House has once again added 
funding to support our defense require-
ments. While still living within a bal-
anced budget, we have added $4 billion 
to the President’s defense request. This 
was used to fund much-needed pro-
grams. 

For instance, the B–2 bomber that 
my friend the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS) just spoke about 
was the central part of the success 
story from the air war in Kosovo. The 
B–2’s success in this conflict under-
scored our need for an adequate and 
modern bomber fleet. 

We also learned some very important 
lessons about the effectiveness of our 
smart bombs during the war and we 
learned we had some shortcomings. We 
found that there are changes that 
could be made that would make our 
bomber fleet more effective. One of 
those was to add 500-pound bomb capa-
bilities instead of just the 2,000-pound 
bombs. We used to talk about how 
many planes it would take to take out 
a target. Now we are talking about how 
many targets one plane can take out. 

Unfortunately, the President failed 
to fund the research and development 
of the 500-pound JDAM and the 500-
pound JDAM bomb rack even though 
the service chiefs had told us that that 
was a high requirement. 

It was under the leadership of the 
gentleman from California (Chairman 
LEWIS) that funding was added for 
these upgrades and advancements. In 
total, the committee added funding of 
$96 million for upgrades on the B–2. 
These include the Link 16 upgrades 
that will modernize the cockpit and 
allow for in-flight replanning, research, 
and development of the 500-pound 
JDAM and the integration on the B–2. 

The flights that we had over Kosovo 
were actually 30-hour flights that went 

from the State of Missouri. And when 
we are on long missions like that, 
sometimes changes are made in the 
planning. These Link 16 upgrades will 
allow for that. With the success of the 
B–2, these upgrades will allow our mili-
tary to exert further strength and keep 
freedom and peace abroad, thus making 
B–2 truly the Spirit of America. 

This is just one program of many 
that the committee has seen fit to fund 
at the level it needs. Faced with a very 
difficult task, the committee found a 
way to ensure that our forces are taken 
care of and our national security re-
mains strong. I congratulate them for 
this bill, and urge a yes vote on this 
rule and on the legislation. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS). 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time that we in 
Congress get our priorities straight. 
Today, despite the so-called economic 
boom, tens of millions of Americans 
are working longer hours for lower 
wages than was the case 25 years ago. 
They are working two jobs or they are 
working three jobs and they are des-
perately trying to keep their heads 
above water. 

In the United States today, 44 mil-
lion Americans have no health insur-
ance, and millions more are under-
insured. The United States has the 
greatest gap in the industrialized world 
between the rich and the poor, and 20 
percent of our children live in poverty, 
the highest child poverty rate of any 
major country. 

Millions of senior citizens in this 
country and middle-income families 
cannot afford the prescription drugs 
they need, and the U.S. Congress has 
made the health care crisis even worse 
by cutting in 1997 several hundred bil-
lion dollars from Medicare. Throughout 
this country, veterans who put their 
lives on the line defending this Nation 
are unable to get the quality health 
care they need and deserve. 

In the United States today, we are 
experiencing an affordable housing cri-
sis, with millions of hard-working fam-
ilies paying more than 50 percent of 
their limited incomes just to pay the 
rent; and some of the more unfortunate 
low-income workers are people sleeping 
out on the streets or in their auto-
mobiles. 

In this country we talk a whole lot 
about education, but millions of Amer-
ican middle-class families cannot af-
ford to send their kids to college and 
many of our kids who graduate find 
themselves deeply in debt. 

In other words, Mr. Speaker, the mid-
dle class of this country, the working 
families, our senior citizens, our vet-
erans, our young people, low-income 
people, have some very serious prob-
lems.

b 1515 
Unfortunately, when these constitu-

ents cry out to Congress and ask for 
help, they are told over and over again 
that there is just no money available 
to help them, that we just do not have 
the resources. But when it comes to 
military spending, it appears that the 
defense contractors who want to design 
the most exotic and expensive weapons 
systems in the history of the world are 
able to obtain all of the funding they 
want. When it comes to defense spend-
ing, we apparently have billions to 
spend on the construction of a national 
missile defense system that many sci-
entists believe will not work and is not 
needed; billions to spend on aircraft 
carriers and fighter planes that just co-
incidentally are built in the States and 
districts of powerful Members of Con-
gress; billions to spend on military 
projects that coincidentally are built 
by contractors who contribute huge 
sums of money to both political par-
ties. When it comes to military spend-
ing, we apparently have the resources 
to increase the defense budget by 7 per-
cent, a $22 billion increase from last 
year. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the U.S. 
needs a strong and superior military 
system. We must be prepared for the 
new threats and challenges that lie 
ahead. We must provide decent pay, 
good housing, good quality health care 
and child care and other vital services 
to our men and women in uniform. 

We must do a much better job than 
at present in understanding the cause 
of Gulf War illness which is why I am 
offering an amendment later on in this 
bill so that we can better understand 
the cause of that illness which is af-
fecting 100,000 Americans. 

But the bottom line, Mr. Speaker, is 
enough is enough. Today when we look 
at our military budget, it is not just 
that we spend more than 18 times as 
much as the military spending of all of 
our potential adversaries combined; 
but when we combine our spending 
with NATO, who will be our allies in 
any major international conflict, the 
numbers are absolutely incredible. The 
bottom line is that we as a Nation have 
got to get our priorities right. There is 
a limited sum of money out there, and 
we must make sure that we spend it 
appropriately. We cannot turn our 
backs on our seniors, on working peo-
ple, on the children and simply look to-
ward the military budget. 

I would ask that this bill be defeated, 
sent back to the committee and 
brought forth again for a more appro-
priate response. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. QUINN). 

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman from North Carolina for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to take with my 
short time maybe a little bit different 
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tack here. I want to speak on the rule 
for just a minute or two. I think this is 
a good rule. I want to associate myself 
with the remarks of the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. DICKS) earlier 
from the other side who took some 
time to talk to the rule and to the bill. 
I think that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEWIS) and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) have 
taken great effort to fashion a bill that 
warrants debate. The rule this after-
noon allows for that kind of debate to 
take place here in the House and offers 
everybody an opportunity should they 
wish to be heard on that. I suggest to 
Members that they approve the rule. 

On the bill, itself, Mr. Speaker, we 
find increasingly here in the House 
that nothing is easy when we are talk-
ing about appropriations bills. We are 
asked increasingly to do more with 
less, whether we are talking about this 
bill or any of the others that will come 
these next few weeks and months. I 
happen to believe that our priorities in 
this case are appropriate. I think as I 
said on the rule issue a few moments 
ago that some time and energy has 
taken place here to make sure that we 
do have a bipartisan bill for us to look 
at. 

We have a bipartisan opportunity for 
us to talk about what should be done 
and what should not be done, but when 
we are talking about money and when 
we are talking about taxpayers’ money 
and priorities, I believe that this time 
around we are going to offer the House 
an opportunity to vote affirmatively 
on a bill that has those priorities in 
place. Whether we are talking about 
those of us who want to geographically 
cast ourselves from the Northeast and 
the Midwest and the West and the 
South, I think that the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LEWIS) and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA) have taken that time, have 
listened to their members, they have 
listened not only to the members on 
the subcommittee and the full com-
mittee, but they have listened to Mem-
bers at large who had things to say be-
fore the committee during some of 
those hearings. 

I would say to our colleagues who are 
out in their offices and will be back 
here later this afternoon and this 
evening to vote on this bill that they 
take a good look at it. I think that we 
have begun this early in our system of 
rules and bills because it is a bipar-
tisan effort. I suggest approval later 
this evening.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN).

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, we are 
about to consider the defense appro-
priations bill. Buried in this bill is a 
seemingly innocuous provision that 
would have a profound effect. The pro-
vision would require the Defense De-
partment to obtain prior approval from 

both defense authorizing and appro-
priating committees before transfer-
ring funds to the Justice Department 
for litigation. 

The motivation for this provision 
may be to allow the Congress to keep 
track of funds appropriated to the De-
fense Department, but the provision 
has a major unintended and adverse ef-
fect. It would effectively block the De-
fense Department’s contribution to the 
Justice Department’s suit against the 
tobacco industry. This suit is currently 
under active consideration in the 
courts. Cutting off funds would seri-
ously cripple DOJ’s efforts to hold the 
tobacco industry accountable and to 
recover the billions of dollars spent by 
the Government on smoking-related 
health care. 

The tobacco lawsuit is strongly sup-
ported by the Department of Defense. 
Smoking-related illnesses cost the De-
partment nearly a billion dollars each 
year. If the Justice Department case is 
successful, it could result in a substan-
tial financial benefit to DOD health 
care programs which stand to share in 
the recovery. 

I had considered offering a simple 
amendment. It would ensure that the 
restrictions on transfers would not 
apply to currently pending litigation. 
It would thus ensure that there is no 
unintended impact on the tobacco case. 
However, I do not intend to offer my 
amendment at this time. I understand 
that the underlying provision is part of 
the bill’s report language, not its stat-
utory language; and I believe that the 
provision can and, I am hopeful, will be 
fixed in conference so that it no longer 
has any impact on the tobacco litiga-
tion. 

However, other appropriations bills 
moving through the House, such as VA-
HUD and Commerce-State-Justice con-
tain statutory language that is explic-
itly designed to stop the tobacco law-
suit. This is simply wrong. Rather than 
supporting the administration’s effort 
to protect the Federal taxpayers and 
public health, these bills are trying to 
defund the litigation. This is nothing 
less than a secret gift to the tobacco 
industry. As the other appropriations 
bills move through the process, I urge 
my colleagues to strip out special pro-
tections for big tobacco; but if these 
provisions remain, I intend to shine the 
spotlight on them and fight to elimi-
nate them.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CALVERT). 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule and to express my 
full support for H.R. 4576, the Defense 
Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2001. 
This important legislation honors the 
men and women serving in our Nation’s 
armed services. I commend the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEWIS) and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA) for their leadership and com-

mitment in addressing the needs of our 
service men and women and their fami-
lies. 

This bill enhances recruiting, reten-
tion and quality-of-life programs. It 
also includes a 3.7 percent pay raise 
and an additional $64 million for basic 
housing allowances. It also addresses 
procurement shortfalls that our mili-
tary has suffered since the Kosovo 
campaign. 

In particular, I am thankful for the 
gentleman from California’s support 
for metrology and calibration accounts 
and the C–17 Globemaster funding lev-
els. I look forward to working with the 
gentleman to explore the active asso-
ciate wing concept for any additional 
C–17s procured. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe this bill is 
good for the U.S. service men and 
women, good for the national security 
needs of our country, and a sound in-
vestment for the people of the United 
States. Once again I would like to 
thank the gentleman from California 
(Mr. LEWIS) and the staff of the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for their long 
hours and dedication. I know my dis-
trict and the Nation’s service men and 
women are better off because of their 
commitment. I support the rule and 
the bill. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us today 
would in 1 year raise funding for the 
Pentagon by $24 billion. Given some of 
the stories I have heard from the 
troops in the field, some of that money 
might be well spent. Unfortunately, I 
do not believe it is in this bill, and I do 
not believe it is getting to the folks 
that need it. I met the dad of a Marine 
who had a fancy new digital radio, that 
is true, they had acquired that for him; 
but the Pentagon told him they could 
not afford a waterproof cover for the 
nonwaterproof digital radio, and his 
dad was in GI Joe’s in Oregon buying 
the kid a waterproof cover for his 
radio. There is something wrong with a 
Pentagon that can provide the fancy 
equipment, but it cannot provide the 
basics. We still have families in the 
military on food stamps. This bill does 
not take care of that problem. We have 
recruitment and retention problems. 
We have problems for hard duty, sea 
duty. There were requests by the Pen-
tagon to fund those programs. They are 
not funded in this budget. 

This budget does not take care of the 
young men and women serving us in 
the military, but it does take care of 
the defense contractors. Huge new 
weapons programs will be rushed for-
ward with this bill. More billions for 
Star Wars that is yet to have one suc-
cessful test. We are going to rush pro-
duction of the F–22 aircraft. Yet this is 
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an aircraft that is 2 years behind on its 
flight tests and has yet to complete 
even basic flight testing. 

But we are going to move ahead to 
procurement of a weapon that may not 
be needed that at this point does not 
work at a cost of $300 million per fight-
er plane. It is supposed to be stealthy. 
The only thing stealthy about it is if 
we spend all our money on F–22s, they 
will be stealthy, we will hardly see an 
American fighter plane in the next war 
because we will not have hardly any 
and the ones we have might not be able 
to fly. Let us slow that down. 

Contractors return voluntarily near-
ly $1 billion of overpayments sent to 
them by a Pentagon that cannot keep 
track of its funds, and the GAO says 
there were another $5 billion of over-
payments at least that were rendered. 
They cannot even do bookkeeping. The 
answer is to give them another $24 bil-
lion; $24 billion that does not go to the 
troops, $24 billion that does not go to 
basic readiness, $24 billion that does 
not go to recruitment and retention 
problems, $24 billion that flows to 
weapons systems that we do not need, 
that do not work, that are costing out-
rageous amounts of money. 

It is time to inject a little common 
sense into this debate. I am going to 
offer an amendment on the F–22 to 
slow that program down and save $1 
billion. I am also going to offer another 
simple common sense amendment, per-
haps too common sense for us inside 
the Beltway here, not for me but 
maybe for other Members, that would 
say that any contractor who three 
times is convicted of procurement 
fraud against the taxpayers of the 
United States would not be eligible to 
further contract with the Department 
of Defense. I will not even go back in 
time. If we did it retroactively, it 
would disqualify all our defense con-
tractors. But let us go from this date 
forward and say from this date forward 
defense contractors are not going to 
commit fraud against the taxpayers of 
the United States; and if they do, they 
will lose their contracts. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KUCINICH). 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, the Pre-
amble to the Constitution of the 
United States when it speaks of we the 
people of the United States, it goes on 
to speak of forming a more perfect 
union, establish justice, ensure domes-
tic tranquility, provide for the common 
defense, promote the general welfare, 
securing the blessings for ourselves and 
our posterity. 

Providing for the common defense is 
something that we as Members of Con-
gress need to do. But we also have to 
ask when $24 billion extra is put into a 
defense budget, when the defense budg-
et today is in excess of $300 billion, we 
have to ask whether or not some of the 
other promises to the people of this 

country are being ignored. Because cer-
tainly the national defense should in-
clude the ability to provide for decent 
health care for all, for a decent edu-
cation for all, for decent jobs for all. 
That too should be part of our national 
security. If that is not, then we should 
in the alternative make sure that in 
this huge Federal budget that we meet 
the economic and social needs of the 
people.
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Now, this bill, Mr. Speaker, includes 
a provision for $1.8 billion for a boon-
doggle called the National Missile De-
fense System. This system is a fraud on 
the taxpayer, and it is a danger to 
arms reduction. First, the technology 
is not feasible. It is not testable, and, 
therefore, not reliable. It does not pro-
tect against real threats, but it does 
richly line the pockets of military con-
tractors. 

It will destabilize our relations with 
our allies worldwide and will spark a 
new and expanded nuclear arms race. It 
violates years of work towards disar-
mament and nonproliferation. This na-
tional missile defense, so-called de-
fense, is a technological failure. A re-
cent New York Times article gives 
Congress an inkling to the truth about 
this missile defense. 

This Times analysis, which was based 
on a report from an MIT scientist, goes 
on to state that, well, the national 
missile defense system depends on the 
system’s ability to discriminate be-
tween the target warhead of an incom-
ing missile and decoys, something has 
gone wrong with this system. 

According to the New York Times, 
the system has failed those tests, that 
it cannot discriminate between the tar-
get warhead of an incoming missile and 
decoys. This is a quote from the news-
paper, ‘‘The Pentagon hailed the first 
intercept try as a success, but later 
conceded that the interceptor initially 
drifted off course and picked out the 
decoy balloon rather than the war-
head,’’ end of quote, that is because, 
according to the Times, the system 
cannot tell the difference between war-
heads and decoys. Experiments with 
the National Missile Defense System 
have revealed that the system is, 
quote, ‘‘inherently unable to make the 
distinction,’’ and that is between the 
target warhead, and decoys. The New 
York Times characterized the MIT sci-
entist as saying the signals, quote, 
‘‘from the mock warhead and decoys 
fluctuated in a varied and totally un-
predictable way,’’ that is inner quotes, 
revealing no feature, inner quotes, 
‘‘that can be used to distinguish one 
object from another,’’ end quote. 

Indeed, the Times reported the test 
showed that warheads and decoys are 
so similar that sensors might never be 
able to tell them apart. In other words, 
Mr. Speaker, the national missile de-
fense which we are about to appro-

priate close to $2 billion for does not 
work and cannot work because it is in-
herently unable to tell the difference 
between warheads and decoys, Mr. and 
Mrs. Taxpaying America. 

Now, listen to this, Mr. Speaker. 
After this report appeared in the New 
York Times, Defense saw to it that this 
letter that was sent was classified. 
Now, it was classified before we had a 
chance to have a debate over this on 
this floor; that classification tactic 
was simply, I believe, to chill the de-
bate. 

I am going to be called on the appro-
priate legal enforcement agencies to 
investigate this whole effort to cover 
up a system that does not work, to 
trick up test results, because there is 
fraud and deceit here. The taxpayers 
are being cheated. I am going to offer 
an amendment that seeks to, as other 
Members will, deal with this subject, 
because the national missile defense 
does not address the real threats that 
exist, and the system will simply line 
the pockets of major defense contrac-
tors. 

It is wrong to cheat the taxpayers of 
the United States. And that is what 
this so-called phony missile defense 
program does. We have already spent 
$60 billion in the last 15 years on anti-
missile defense research, and it has not 
produced a weapons defense system 
that can work. It is wholly ineffective. 
It is a lie, and it needs to be exposed 
and it will be.

[From the Cleveland Plain Dealer, June 6, 
2000] 

MISSILE DEFENSE IS POLITICAL FICTION 
(By Frances FitzGerald) 

The debate over national missile defenses 
has been nothing short of surreal. 

On the one hand. President Bill Clinton 
and Vice President Al Gore have been pro-
moting a limited defense system to protect 
the nation against attacks by rogue states, 
though the system has not been proven and 
may never work reliably. They have also 
been asking Russia to agree to amend the 
anti-ballistic missile treaty to permit such a 
system, though the Russians have always 
adamantly opposed such an amendment and 
continued to do so at the summit meeting 
last weekend in Moscow. 

On the other hand, Gov. George W. Bush 
has promised a much more robust national 
missile defense, though based on tech-
nologies he has not yet named. 

In addition, he has promised deep reduc-
tions in the American and Russian strategic 
arsenals. The Russians, however, have al-
ready told us that they see a larger defense 
effort as a threat to their nuclear deterrent. 
The idea that they would make deep reduc-
tions in the face of such an effort defies 
logic. 

Everyone in Washington knows all of this, 
so what is going on? 

The answer, of course, is politics. But it is 
a politics that cannot be understood apart 
from the history of the debate, a debate that 
has never been about reality. 

On March 23, 1983, President Ronald 
Reagan, whose hard-line anti-Soviet policies 
had by then given rise to the largest anti-nu-
clear movement in Cold War history, person-
ally—and almost in secret—wrote an insert 

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:41 Sep 16, 2004 Jkt 079102 PO 00000 Frm 00038 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\H07JN0.001 H07JN0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 9803June 7, 2000
to a routine defense speech, calling on the 
scientific community to turn its great tal-
ents to the cause of world peace and to give 
us a means of rendering nuclear weapons 
‘‘impotent and obsolete.’’

In background briefings after the speech, 
there was talk of such Buck Rogers weap-
onry as space-based lasers that could destroy 
the entire Soviet missile arsenal. 

Reagan’s own officials, among them Sec-
retary of State George Shultz, were appalled, 
and some speculated that the president had 
gotten the idea from a science-fiction film. 
It took them almost a year to discover what 
a stroke of political genius the speech insert 
was. 

Since 1946, opinion polls had shown that 
the vast majority of Americans believed that 
scientists could develop a defense against 
nuclear missiles if they put their minds to it. 
Indeed, except when the issue of vulner-
ability was front and center in the news, 
most Americans expressed confidence that 
the United States had a defense against nu-
clear weapons already. 

Just two weeks after Reagan’s speech, a 
White House poll asked respondents whether 
they believed scientists could come up with 
‘‘a really effective way to destroy Soviet nu-
clear missiles from space.’’ The answer was, 
as always, a resounding yes. 

Reagan certainly expected this answer. In 
addition, he and his close aides recognized 
that, because of its inherent ambiguity, a de-
fense initiative would appeal to conserv-
atives as a way to develop a weapons system 
even while it appealed to the public at large 
as a means to eliminating the nuclear 
threat. 

By the time of Reagan’s re-election in No-
vember 1984, all of his top officials had lined 
up behind the Star Wars concept. A number 
of existing research programs were cobbled 
together, and the Strategic Defense Initia-
tive was launched with great fanfare and 
much rhetoric about the potential of lasers 
and other exotic technologies. 

Shultz, Robert McFarlane and other mod-
erates in the administration wanted to use 
SDI as a bargaining chip for Soviet strategic 
weapons. 

‘‘It would be like giving them the sleeves 
off our vest,’’ Shultz told the president. 

However, Defense Secretary Caspar Wein-
berger, his aide Richard Perle and their fel-
low hard-liners had other ideas. They saw 
SDI as a way to block offensive-arms reduc-
tions, to tear up the 1972 ABM treaty and to 
begin an arms race in defensive as well as of-
fensive weapons. 

The two sides brawled for the rest of the 
Reagan administration, and neither suc-
ceeded in gaining its ends. 

In the meantime, however, SDI became ex-
tremely popular in the polls. While the hard-
liners pleased knowledgeable conservatives 
by blocking strategic talks, Reagan pleased 
the public by offering to share SDI tech-
nology with the Soviets and promising the 
elimination of nuclear weapons. The anti-nu-
clear movement, its rhetoric stolen, gradu-
ally faded away. 

In the past 15 years, the United States has 
spent $60 billion on anti-missile-defense re-
search and has yet to produce a workable 
weapons system. An effective defense of the 
country remains wholly elusive. 

Yet Republican conservatives have contin-
ued to speak as if exotic technologies were 
ready to jump off the assembly lines, and 
have continued to press for a deployment of 
something—anything—that would irrev-
ocably commit this country to an open-
ended process of developing national missile 
defenses. 

Congressional Democrats tried to resist 
the pressure, but their ability to do so waxed 
and waned with their own political fortunes 
and those of the Republican right. In early 
1998, or around the time the Republicans 
took their impeachment case against Presi-
dent Clinton to the Senate, the Democrats 
gave way. 

The previous fall a commission headed by 
Donald Rumsfeld, a former defense sec-
retary, had concluded that ‘‘rogue states’’ 
could acquire ballistic-missile technologies, 
and North Korea had test-fired a long-range 
missile out over the Pacific. 

In January the Clinton administration 
pledged financing for the deployment of a 
national missile-defense system to cope with 
this threat. In March the Senate, with ad-
ministration support, overwhelmingly ap-
proved a resolution calling for a deployment. 

At the time, White House officials com-
mented that the administration’s support for 
the bill would help to defuse a potent polit-
ical issue for the Republicans in the cam-
paign of 2000. 

Last fall Clinton announced that he would 
make a final deployment decision this sum-
mer, in the very midst of the presidential 
campaign. 

This determination clearly had little to do 
with technology, for the schedule did not 
permit time for adequate testing—and since 
then one of the two tests has failed. Rather, 
it had to do with the fear that the Repub-
licans would call Democrats weak on de-
fense. 

In their unsuccessful attempt to persuade 
the Russians to agree to the deployment, ad-
ministration officials assured them that 
they could defeat the system if they kept 
1,000 or more strategic nuclear weapons on 
full alert. This was hardly a bargain for ei-
ther country, given the decay of the Russian 
early-warning system and the increasingly 
real threat of an accidental launch. 

In the midst of these technological and 
diplomatic embarrassments for the adminis-
tration, Bush revived the political issue by 
calling for the entire Reagan program: Star 
Wars, radical nuclear-arms reductions, the 
de-alerting of nuclear forces and the sharing 
of anti-missile technology with our allies 
and possibly the Russians as well. 

The proposal is, of course, self-contradic-
tory. It is also wildly implausible, in that 
the Pentagon is no more likely to agree to 
give away advanced American technology 
than it ever was, and no country except the 
United States can afford an open-ended mis-
sile-defense program. 

But then, the majority of Americans did 
not notice any of these problems when 
Reagan made the proposal 15 years ago. 

[From the Washington Post, June 4, 2000] 
A STRATEGY OF SILENCE ON MISSILE DEFENSE 

(By Greg Schneider) 
If President Clinton wants to show Russian 

President Vladimir Putin the potent mix of 
interests making ballistic-missile defense a 
priority in this country, he could invite 
Putin to continue their summit at the 
Wyndham Franklin Plaza Hotel in Philadel-
phia. 

There they would find an archetypal blend 
of politics, military and industry in the form 
of a week-long conference hosted by Rep. 
Curt Weldon (R–Pa.) and co-chaired by the 
Pentagon’s Ballistic Missile Defense Organi-
zation and Lockheed Martin Corp. 

Inside those closed-door sessions are the 
stakeholders in a campaign to create a land-
based anti-missile system designed to shoot 
down warheads launched at the United 

States by terrorists or ‘‘rogue’’ states. The 
National Missile Defense program is to re-
ceive $12 billion over the next six years and 
could grow much larger. 

While President Clinton weighs a decision 
on whether to order construction of the sys-
tem, and while Republican presidential can-
didate George W. Bush calls for an expanded 
defense shield, the nation’s defense contrac-
tors are uncharacteristically silent about 
this potential windfall of them and their 
shareholders. 

The Philadelphia conference is closed to 
the public and press, though representatives 
of several foreign militaries will take part. 
The companies in attendance and others in 
the defense sector do virtually no marketing 
of missile defense in the media. They don’t 
even do much direct lobbying on Capital 
Hill, according to executives, lobbyists, 
staffers and experts. 

The technology is too risky, sources said, 
and the issue has too many international 
complications. But mostly there is little 
need to lobby, because Congress is already 
dead set on finding a way to stop hostile for-
eigners from hitting American troops or cit-
ies with long-range missiles. 

‘‘It’s religion on Capital Hill,’’ said an in-
dustry executive who asked not to be named. 

‘‘I think [the companies] sense there’s an 
irresistible drive that something is going to 
be fielded, and perhaps in this instance they 
can sit out the overt plug for the system 
itself and let the events just carry the cur-
rent like a wave ahead of them,’’ said retired 
Army Col. Daniel Smith, chief of research at 
the nonpartisan Center for Defense Informa-
tion. ‘‘That way they can be good guys in a 
sense and still get the contracts and save 
their powder for the real battles.’’

Critics charges that the companies take a 
subterranean approach to the issue, fun-
neling money to think tanks that use 
speeches studies and seminars to spread the 
gospel of missile defense. ‘‘It’s been a very 
sophisticated disciplined lobbying effort,’’ 
said William D. Hartung of the World Policy 
Institute in New York. 

The stakes are high and growing. The na-
tional has spent more than $60 billion on 
missile-defense research since Ronald 
Reagan announced his plan for a space shield 
against Russian warheads in the early 1980s. 
It could spend anywhere from $30 billion to 
$50 billion more on the National Missile De-
fense program by 2015, depending on how ex-
tensive a system is built, according to the 
Congressional Budget Office. 

Thousands of companies across the coun-
try benefit from ballistic-missile defense 
programs, though nearly half of the spending 
goes to four major players: Lockheed Martin, 
Boeing Co., Raytheon Co. and TRW Inc. 

Although much of the work is done in Ala-
bama and California, a breakdown of $2.55 
billion in current contracts shows 46 North-
ern Virginia-based companies receiving a 
total of $166 million, according to Eagle Eye 
Publishers, Inc. in Fairfax. Seventeen con-
tractors in Maryland and the District di-
vided another $28 million. 

Others would like to get into the field. 
Northrop Grumman Corp., for example, has 
spent years prepping for a chance to build 
radar for an expanded version of the Na-
tional Missile Defense program. 

But John Johnson, director of advanced 
technology businesses at Northrop Grum-
man’s electronics sector near Baltimore, 
said he recently learned that National Mis-
sile Defense prime contractor Boeing is plan-
ning to stick with the radar it currently 
buys from Raytheon. 
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‘‘It’s difficult to understand why in the 

world they would not want to have competi-
tion,’’ Johnson said. ‘‘Especially when you 
consider the fact that whoever does this is 
going to have a monopoly for the next 20 to 
30 years in that particular line of business. 
We’re talking a tremendous amount of 
money, billions of dollars, for tens of years.’’ 

Such scale is especially irresistible to the 
big companies that hunger for huge, long-
term contracts after a decade of industry 
consolidation and several years of rejection 
by Wall Street. The primary question is how 
far Congress will ultimately be willing to go. 

Reagan’s original vision of a vast space 
shield, dubbed ‘‘star wars,’’ evaporated in the 
hot glare of physics and negative publicity. 
But the Persian Gulf War rekindled the issue 
as Saddam Hussein menaced Israel and at-
tacked U.S. troops with crude Scud missiles. 
The military had no reliable answers to that 
threat so Congress ordered it to come up 
with something. 

Since then, North Korea and other poten-
tial enemies have worked to develop rocket 
technology that could let them deliver war-
heads of every description to faraway 
places—theorectially including the United 
States. 

So the Pentagon is stoking antiballistic 
missile technology on two fronts: The Na-
tional Missile Defense program would estab-
lish a limited network to protect the nation 
from the odd missile or two launched by ter-
rorists. And several ‘‘theater missile de-
fense’’ programs are aimed at protecting 
troops or ships in battle from Scud-like 
threats. 

Boeing is the lead company on National 
Missile Defense, having won a three-year, 
$1.6 billion contract in 1998 to assemble a 
basic system. 

Lockheed Martin lost out on that contract 
but is the major player in theater missile de-
fense, with its upgraded version of the Pa-
triot missile and the Army’s $14 billion The-
ater High-Altitude Area Defense, or Thaad, 
system. The company could gain an impor-
tant role in national missile defense as well, 
if the program is expanded to include Navy 
ships using Lockheed Martin’s Aegis combat 
system. 

Raytheon and TRW are present as sub-
contractors on virtually every type of mis-
sile-defense program. Raytheon makes the 
crucial X-band radar for both National Mis-
sile Defense and for Thaad, as well as the 
‘‘kill vehicle’’ on the tip of the NMD missile. 
TRW is creating the battle management, 
command and control system for NMD; is 
working with Boeing and Lockheed Martin 
on the Air Force’s Airborne Laser program; 
and is competing to build a low-orbiting net-
work of early-warning satellites. 

The Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, 
which coordinates most of the systems, also 
has a small-business innovation program 
that has awarded about $450 million in re-
search contracts to thousands of companies 
in all but about three states since 1985. The 
agency sends out a monthly newsletter high-
lighting technology contracts in particular 
states, which experts say is BMDO’s most 
overt effort to emphasize the far-flung polit-
ical constituencies of its programs. 

National Missile Defense is by far the most 
politically sensitive project. It is a topic not 
only at this weekend’s summit in Russia but 
also in this year’s presidential campaign. 
The central issue is when to begin deploying 
a land-based missile-defense system, and how 
big to make it. Many defense officials expect 
President Clinton to postpone the deploy-
ment decision until the next administration. 

One executive in the defense industry said 
that while contractors believe George W. 
Bush would act faster and on a bigger scale, 
they also have faith that pressure from Con-
gress would make Democrat Al Gore follow 
suit eventually. 

Either way, the executive said, the re-
search dollars will keep flowing. 

Such research could lead to valuable spin-
off technology in other business areas such 
as communications, remote sensing and opti-
cal technologies, said Malcolm O’Neill, who 
heads Lockheed’s air and missile defense ef-
forts. O’Neill, a retired Army general who 
was the first commander of the Ballistic 
Missile Defense Organization, continues to 
serve on a BMDO advisory panel. 

The industry’s expectation that research 
dollars will flow regardless of when the sys-
tem is deployed is one reason, insiders say, 
that defense lobbyists are not trying to push 
missile defense. 

A bigger factor is that the topic ‘‘is so po-
litical that the defense contractors really 
don’t want to be prominently involved in 
something that is that visceral in terms of 
opposition or support,’’ said Richard Cook, a 
veteran lobbyist and former head of govern-
ment operations for Lockheed. 

Cook recalled catching a company official 
briefing a group of senators on the promise 
of missile defense in the early 1980s. ‘‘I 
chewed [him] out,’’ Cook said. ‘‘I said, ‘Hey, 
what are you doing talking about missile de-
fense? You have no idea what it’s going to 
cost, and the politics are such that you’re 
going to have little or no influence and in 
fact you’ll probably end up embarrassing 
Lockheed.’ ’’

At that time, too, he said, the company’s 
own scientists were divided over whether the 
technology would even work. 

Critics argue today that the whole effort—
but especially National Missile Defense—is 
technologically impossible. ‘‘This isn’t going 
to defend anyone except defending the inter-
ests of some defense contractors and lining 
their pockets,’’ Rep. Dennis J. Kucinich (D–
Ohio) said last week at a rally against mis-
sile defense. 

He pointed out that the four biggest con-
tractors are heavy campaign donors. The de-
fense industry as a whole supplied more than 
$2.3 million in soft money to the major par-
ties last year, according to Common Cause. 

Hartung, the arms-control expert at the 
World Policy Institute, charges that defense 
companies have shaped the debate over mis-
sile defense by working indirectly through 
think tanks and study groups that influence 
key participants. 

‘‘These companies are desperate for cash, 
and they view this system as their meal 
ticket—not for this year but for the next 
generation,’’ Hartung said. 

He emphasized links between defense con-
tractors and the Center for Security Policy, 
an arms advocacy group run by former 
Reagan defense official Frank J. Gaffney Jr. 
The center has written speeches for politi-
cians who support missile defense, hosted 
conferences and honored public figures for 
championing the cause. 

Gaffney said in an interview that he hopes 
his group has helped accelerate interest in 
missile defense, but he rejected the sugges-
tion that his effort is tainted because the 
center’s board of advisers includes execu-
tives from Lockheed Martin, Northrop 
Grumman and other companies. 

‘‘I think people who don’t like our message 
would find any pretext to dismiss the mes-
sage,’’ he said. The center reported that cor-
porations contributed 17 percent of its $1.2 

million in revenue for 1998, the most recent 
year available. 

Gafney also is intimately involved with a 
new group called the Coalition to Protect 
Americans Now, which has funded a pair of 
television ads warning that ‘‘America is un-
protected against missile attacks and calling 
on the president to deploy ‘‘a strong missile 
defense—now.’’

The ads, which were being run on CNN this 
weekend so that the president could see 
them in Europe, are being funded by Colo-
rado heiress Helen Krieble, Gaffney said. 

He expressed frustration that the compa-
nies involved in ballistic-missile defense 
have not so far chosen to participate. That 
was a sentiment shared by Curt Weldon, the 
Pennsylvania congressman who persuaded 
the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization to 
hold the conference in Philadelphia tomor-
row through Thursday. 

‘‘I think they’ve not done enough’’, and 
they’ve benefited from these programs,’’ 
Weldon said of the companies. ‘‘They have a 
responsibility I think, to use their resources 
to at least make the case why it’s important 
business-wise. We’re not doing this because 
it means jobs, but the fact that it does 
means jobs make it somewhat critical for 
them to tell that story.’’

Five or 10 years ago, Weldon said, the com-
panies were reluctant to take a high profile 
because the programs were so controversial. 
‘‘But we’ve changed that. We’ve changed the 
whole debate in this country,’’ he said. ‘‘Now 
I think it’s appropriate for them to weight in 
. . . and I will continue to press them until 
that happens.’’

SCIENTIFIC PANEL SAYS NATIONAL MISSILE 
DEFENSE WON’T WORK 

The Union of Concerned Scientists and the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology Secu-
rity Studies Program today released the first 
major study presenting technical evidence 
that the planned US National Missile De-
fense (NMD) system would be defeated by 
simple responses from new missile states. 

The report, by a panel of eleven inde-
pendent senior physicists and engineers, also 
finds that the current NMP testing program 
is not capable of assessing the system’s effec-
tiveness against a realistic attack. 

‘‘This so-called national missile defense 
system won’t do the job,’’ said report chair 
Dr. Andrew Sessler, former director of the 
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory and past 
president of the American Physical Society. 
‘‘The United States should shelve its NMD 
plans and rethink its options for countering 
missile threats.’’

The NMD system is intended to defend US 
territory from attacks by tens of interconti-
nental-range ballistic missiles armed with 
nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons. 
President Clinton is scheduled to decide on 
deployment this fall, after a third intercept 
test in June and a Pentagon recommenda-
tion in July. The first intercept test in Octo-
ber scored an ambiguous hit; the second test 
in January was a miss. 

The report was researched by top scientists 
from Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, MIT, 
Cornell University, the University of Cali-
fornia at Los Angeles, the University of 
Maryland, and the University of Pennsyl-
vania. Study members include senior defense 
consultants to the US government and nu-
clear weapons laboratories, and former mem-
bers of the Defense Science Board, the Rums-
feld Commission, and the Lockheed Corpora-
tion. The scientists used physics and engi-
neering calculations to analyze both the 
planned NMD system and the simple steps—
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known as ‘‘countermeasures’’—that nations 
developing long-range missiles could take to 
foil the defense. 

For biological or chemical weapons, the 
missile warhead can be divided into many 
small bomblets that would be released from 
the missile early in flight and overwhelm the 
defense with too many targets. The analysis 
in the report shows that the technology for 
bomblets would be readily available to an 
emerging missile state. 

‘‘Any long-range missile attack with bio-
logical weapons would surely be delivered by 
bomblets,’’ said Dr. Kurt Gottfried, a physi-
cist at Cornell University and chair of the 
Union of Concerned Scientists. ‘‘The planned 
NMD system could not defend against such 
an attack.’’

The report also finds that attackers using 
nuclear weapons could defeat the system by 
deploying their warheads inside mylar bal-
loons and releasing many empty balloons 
along with them, presenting the defense with 
an unwinnable shell-game. Or a nuclear war-
head could be covered by a shroud cooled to 
very low temperatures, preventing the heat-
seeking interceptor from detecting and hom-
ing on the target. 

The US intelligence community, in a Sep-
tember 1999 report, also found that devel-
oping nations could deploy countermeasures 
with their long-range missiles and would be 
motivated to do so by US NMD deployment. 

‘‘Any country that can deploy a long-range 
missile with a nuclear or biological weapon 
can deploy these countermeasures,’’ said Dr. 
Lisbeth Gronlund, a physicist at UCS and 
MIT. ‘‘Pentagon claims that the system can 
deal with countermeasures simply do not 
stand up to technical scrutiny.’’

The study shows that the NMD testing pro-
gram will not be able to determine if the sys-
tem would be effective against these coun-
termeasures. Tests against realistic targets 
will not be conducted before the first phase 
of deployment in 2005, if at all. 

‘‘Since we find that even the full NMD sys-
tem would be defeated by realistic counter-
measures, it makes no sense to begin deploy-
ment,’’ said Dr. Sessler. ‘‘A defense that 
doesn’t work is no defense at all.’’

As a companion to the new report, USC 
produced an animation that shows how 
straightforward devices like balloons and 
bomblets would confuse the NMD system. 
The animation and report can be viewed on 
the UCS website at www.ucsusa.org/arms/. 

MISSILE SHIELD ANALYSIS WARNS OF ARMS 
BUILDUP 

(By Bob Drogin and Tyler Marshall) 
WASHINGTON—The U.S. intelligence com-

munity is writing a secret report warning 
the Clinton administration that construc-
tion of a national missile defense could trig-
ger a wave of destabilizing events around the 
world and possibly endanger relations with 
European allies, a U.S. intelligence official 
said Thursday. 

The new National Intelligence Estimate 
will sketch an unsettling series of political 
and military ripple effects from the proposed 
U.S. deployment that would include a sharp 
buildup of strategic and medium-range nu-
clear missiles by China, India and Pakistan 
and the further spread of missile technology 
in the Middle East. 

A supplement to the highly classified re-
port will also note that the threat of attack 
from North Korea has eased since last fall, 
when Pyongyang effectively froze its bal-
listic-missile testing program in response to 
U.S. overtures. 

Outside critics have long argued that the 
proposed national missile defense could 

backfire and actually diminish national se-
curity and global stability. But the CIA-led 
analysis and updated threat assessment are 
the first official evaluation of how the sys-
tem could generate new threats. 

The administration has pledged to decide 
this fall whether to proceed with an initial 
base of 100 ‘‘interceptor’’ missiles in Alaska, 
backed by ground-based phased radar sta-
tions and satellite-based infrared sensors, in 
a system designed to shield the continental 
United States from a limited missile attack. 

Proponents of the system argue that North 
Korea, Iran or Iraq may threaten U.S. terri-
tory with intercontinental ballistic missiles 
someday. Critics argue that the threat is ex-
aggerated, that the antimissile technology is 
unproved and that deployment would under-
mine crucial arms control and nonprolifera-
tion regimes. 

CIA analysts believe that Russia would ac-
cept U.S. arguments that no system could 
protect against the number of missiles Mos-
cow could launch and that its deterrent thus 
would be preserved. But China has only 20 
CSS–4 intercontinental ballistic missiles in 
vulnerable silos, and the analysts say that, 
after a U.S. deployment, Beijing would con-
clude that it had lost its deterrent force—
and act accordingly. 

‘‘We can tell the Russians that [the missile 
defense] won’t affect the viability of their 
deterrent force,’’ the intelligence official 
said. ‘‘I don’t know how we can say that to 
the Chinese with a straight face.’’

If the U.S. system is built, the CIA be-
lieves, China would install multiple inde-
pendent nuclear warheads on its missiles for 
the first time in an effort to overwhelm any 
missile shield. Beijing has possessed the 
technology for more than a decade but has 
not used it so far. 

In addition, Beijing is deemed likely to 
build several dozen mobile truck-based DF–
31 missiles, which it first tested last year, to 
create a more survivable force. It also is 
likely to add such countermeasures as boost-
er fragmentation, low-power jammers, chaff 
and simple decoys to confuse or evade U.S. 
interceptors. 

The intelligence official said that Russia 
and China both would increase proliferation, 
including ‘‘selling countermeasures for sure’’ 
to such nations as North Korea, Iran, Iraq 
and Syria. 

Moreover, the official said, India is deemed 
likely to increase its nuclear missile force if 
it detects a sharp buildup by China, its 
neighbor and longtime rival. That, in turn, 
likely would spur Pakistan, India’s arch-
enemy, to increase its own nuclear strike 
force, the official said. 

Former National Security Advisor Brent 
Scowcroft called such a scenario ‘‘plausible’’ 
and expressed concern about its possible im-
plications. 

‘‘We ought to think whether we want the 
Chinese to change their very minimalist 
strategy,’’ he said in a telephone interview. 
‘‘I’m not sure what the answer is, but this is 
certainly one of the possible consequences 
that, in a sense, is more serious than the 
Russian reaction might be.’’

THE LIKELIHOOD OF A DOMINO EFFECT 
Other specialists said that, while it is like-

ly China would move to increase its inter-
continental ballistic missile arsenal—now 
thought to be about 20 strong—it is question-
able whether India and Pakistan would fol-
low suit. 

‘‘China has had a strategic capability for a 
long time relative to India, and India has 
hardly gone on a missile arms race to 
counter it,’’ noted John E. Peters, an arms 

control specialist at Rand Corp., a Santa 
Monica-based think tank. 

Michael O’Hanlin, who tracks the missile 
defense issue at the Brookings Institution, a 
nonpartisan think tank in Washington, ar-
gued that, however dramatic it may sound, a 
domino-style nuclear arms buildup would be 
a lesser threat to the United States than 
China’s potential willingness to develop and 
sell missile defense countermeasures to 
countries like North Korea. Arms control 
specialists have expressed strong concern 
that the missile defense system as designed 
would be incapable of overcoming relatively 
cheap and easy-to-deploy countermeasures, 
such as clusters of decoys. 

‘‘If they do that, it could defeat the entire 
purpose of the national missile defense,’’ 
O’Hanlin said, ‘‘That is the scenario that’s 
very important.’’

Further afield, the intelligence official 
who outlined the report said, America’s al-
lies in Europe and the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization could be angered if the United 
States is seen to be walling itself off from its 
allies with an antimissile shield. 

N. KOREA’S TEST PROGRAM FROZEN 

The updated threat assessment notes that 
North Korea has frozen its program to test 
an intercontinental ballistic missile—the 
Taepo-Dong 2—since the administration pro-
posed relaxing economic and diplomatic 
sanctions last year. 

The missile still could be tested on short 
notice, the official said, and related tests of 
the system’s electronics, pumps, tanks and 
other equipment are still going on. 

CIA analysts, who warned last year that 
Iran may try to test an intercontinental bal-
listic missile by 2010, have detected little 
progress in Tehran’s program. ‘‘We’re not 
seeing some of the things we expected,’’ the 
official said. ‘‘We’re not seeing the threat ad-
vance.’’

The White House requested the intel-
ligence estimate as part of its decision-mak-
ing review. 

The analysis, to be delivered next month, 
presents two different scenarios of how other 
nations are likely to react to a U.S. deploy-
ment. 

The first is based on the premise that Rus-
sia agrees to U.S. demands to amend the 
Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty of 1972 to allow 
a missile shield. The second assesses the ef-
fect if Russia refuses and Washington simply 
abandons the arms control process, as many 
Republicans have demanded. 

At the moment, Russia and China are the 
only potential adversaries capable of hitting 
the United States with nuclear missiles. 
Russia has about 1,000 strategic missiles and 
4,500 warheads. 

The report pointedly declines to describe 
North Korea and other hostile states as 
‘‘rogue’’ nations, since the argot suggests 
that their leaders are irrational. 

‘‘The term rogue state almost predisposes 
you in favor of’’ the missile defense system, 
the intelligence official said. 

Moreover, the report warns that the mis-
sile defense shield would not protect Ameri-
cans against what the official called ‘‘more 
accurate, more reliable and much cheaper’’ 
ways of delivering chemical, biological or 
nuclear weapons. These include ship-
launched missiles, suitcase bombs and other 
covert means. 

‘‘The joke here is, if you want to bring a 
nuclear weapon into the United States, just 
hide it in some drugs,’’ the official said. 
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BIPARTISAN THINKERS LOOK PAST 

TRADITIONAL ARMS CONTROL 
(By Carla Anne Robbins) 

WASHINGTON—When President Clinton goes 
to Moscow next month, he will try to sell 
Russian President Vladimir Putin a new 
arms-control ‘‘grand bargain.’’

For years, the prospect of any agreement 
would have been greeted with cheers and 
sighs of relief. This deal, in which Wash-
ington trades somewhat deeper cuts in both 
sides’ arsenals for Moscow’s grudging acqui-
escence to a limited U.S. missile-defense pro-
gram, is supposed to break a seven-year 
stalemate in nuclear-arms reductions. 

But a decade after the Cold War’s end, a 
group of American thinkers from both par-
ties is raising a more radical idea: Tradi-
tional arms control simply might not work 
anymore. 

With the world vastly changed, they are 
calling for the old rulebook to be jettisoned. 
In this bold new order, there would be deep, 
even unilateral cuts in U.S. nuclear forces. 
Russia, and perhaps China, would join the 
U.S. and Europe in building missile-defense 
systems. Finally, there would be a global 
campaign, championed by Washington and 
its allies, along with Moscow and Beijing, to 
control the spread of terror weapons. 

Stephen Hadley, a top aide in the Bush 
Pentagon, says he can imagine a day when 
the U.S. and Russia simply ‘‘advise’’ each 
other of their nuclear plans. ‘‘It’s a perverse 
outcome of Cold War arms control [that] 
both sides have kept an inventory of stra-
tegic weapons far above what they need or 
want,’’ he says. Jan M. Lodal, a former top 
official in the Clinton Pentagon, warns that 
the U.S. is ‘‘making a huge diplomatic effort 
to preserve treaties that don’t have any ef-
fect on the real problems’’ of fighting pro-
liferation. 

It is hard to overstate what a sweeping 
change this would mean. For 30 years, man-
kind’s survival was thought to rest on the 
successful negotiation and implementation 
of arms-control treaties. Only arms control 
could walk the world back from the nuclear 
brink. 

So why would anyone dare to try a dif-
ferent way?

Consider some current problems: 
The U.S. and Russia agreed in 1993 to slash 

their arsenals to 3,000 to 3,500 long-range 
weapons, but domestic and international 
wrangling has blocked the cuts. Even if Mr. 
Clinton and Mr. Putin make a deal, the GOP-
led Senate is threatening to reject it, while 
the Pentagon is already planning a larger 
antimissile program. The next president will 
have to start renegotiating the grand bar-
gain a few months after taking office. 

The nuclear-driven India-Pakistan conflict 
is today’s most dangerous clash. But since 
neither country is recognized as a ‘‘nuclear 
state’’ under the nonproliferation treaty, the 
U.S. can’t give them technology or know-
how to help prevent accidental launches or 
wars of miscues. 

Chemical weapons have been outlawed by 
an international treaty championed by the 
U.S. But the organization negotiated to 
monitor the ban has been hobbled by its 
members states’ lowest-common-denomi-
nator restrictions. The country setting the 
lowest denominator? The U.S. 

With such a grim record, there may be lit-
tle choice but to start over. Nobody can be 
sure how well a new arms-control order 
would work. But here’s how it might look: 

Step one: The U.S. must begin, the new 
thinkers say, by shrinking its own arsenal to 
reflect a world where nuclear war with Rus-

sia is far less of a risk than the risk of Rus-
sia losing or selling off its weapons to rogue 
states or terrorists. 

Moscow—which spent only about $5 billion 
on all its defenses last year, or less than 2% 
of the Pentagon’s budget—already is calling 
for both sides to go down to 1,500 long-range 
weapons. U.S. military planners are insisting 
on keeping 2,000 to 2,500 weapons. 

Mr. Lodal says the U.S. can cut back to 
1,000 ‘‘survivable’’ weapons, mainly on hard-
to-find submarines, and still deter all poten-
tials enemies. For the sake of speed, he says 
the U.S. should make those cuts unilaterally 
and expect the Russians to follow suit. Fu-
ture agreements with Russia would focus on 
‘‘transparency’’ to calm suspicions of a se-
cret buildup by either side. 

There is a precedent of this ‘‘arms control 
by example,’’ In 1991, President Bush broke 
all of the rules, unilaterally taking all U.S. 
strategic bombers off alert and pulling all 
American short-range nuclear weapons out 
of Europe and Asia. A week later, Soviet 
leader Mikhail Gorbachev pulled all of his 
short-range nuclear weapons back to Russia 
and pledged to slash another 1,000 long-range 
weapons from the Soviet arsenal. The shock-
ing moves and countermoves had analysts 
heralding a new ‘‘arms race in reverse.’’

Step two: The U.S. has to figure out how to 
build missile defenses without creating a 
permanent international crisis. 

There are serious doubts about whether 
the technology is ready or the rogue-state 
threat imminent. Nevertheless, national 
missile defense may be a political inevi-
tability. 

The prohibition against building defenses, 
enshrined in the 1972 ABM treaty, is the 
most passionately held arms-control taboo. 
During the Cold War, stability was supposed 
to be based on mutual vulnerability to dev-
astating nuclear retaliation. 

That high-risk equation may no longer be 
necessary, says Barry Blechman, a longtime 
critic of President Reagan’s Star Wars con-
cept who now embraces the need for limited 
defenses. The threat today, he argues, comes 
from a few rogue states or terrorists, making 
defenses an easier technological problem to 
solve. But the challenge is still so daunting 
that it will be years before the U.S. can build 
anything that can defeat Russia’s force. 

‘‘I’ve always been of the mind that deter-
rence is what you do if you can’t defend.’’ 
Mr. Blechman, chairman of the Stimson Cen-
ter, a Washington international security 
think tank. 

The biggest challenge may be to calm Rus-
sia’s fears of a multbillion-dollar missile-de-
fense race. Russia is unlikely to launch a 
major nuclear buildup. But a spurned Mos-
cow could still make real trouble: slowing 
arms reductions, cutting off cooperative nu-
clear-security programs or even selling tech-
nology to foil missile defenses to North Ko-
reas or Iraq. By pulling out of the ABM, and 
provoking a crisis with Russia, the U.S. 
would also seriously damage its already 
strained credibility as a crusader against 
global proliferation. 

Mr. Hadley, who now advises the presi-
dential campaign of Texas Gov. George W. 
Bush, but says his ideas are his alone, be-
lieves the best hope is to revive a Bush ad-
ministration proposal to bring the Russians 
and perhaps the Chinese into a ‘‘Global Pro-
tection System.’’

The U.S., he says, could start by sharing 
early-warning data with Moscow. Russian 
and U.S. defense companies could collabo-
rate on building and selling smaller theater 
missile-defense systems to countries that 

otherwise might be tempted to acquire their 
own missiles. Most ambitiously, the U.S., 
Russia and Europe could work together to 
develop a national missile-defense system 
that all could deploy. 

The West would likely have to foot a good 
part of Russia’s cost, while Moscow would 
have to implement far tougher technology-
transfer controls. If China also wanted in, it 
‘‘would have to show a real commitment to 
the effort against proliferation that so far it 
hasn’t shown,’’ says Mr. Hadlen. Even then, 
China, which has about 20 long-range mis-
siles capable of hitting the U.S., is almost 
certain to increase its nuclear forces to be 
sure of being able to overwhelm the U.S. sys-
tem. 

Some of the fiercest opponents to Mr. Had-
ley’s plan could be members of his own 
party, who increasingly argue that the U.S. 
can ignore a weakened Russia’s objections. 
And while Mr. Gorbachev once expressed in-
terest, it isn’t certain whether Russia’s new 
leaders would want to join. 

Step three: Really fight weapons prolifera-
tion. 

Nuclear tests by India and Pakistan 
showed how few tools there are to punish 
countries determined to flout international 
treaties. The U.S. is still hoping to dissuade 
the two rivals from mating nuclear warheads 
to missiles. If that fails, it may have little 
choice but to rewrite or defy the non-
proliferation treaty, providing both coun-
tries with the technology and know-how to 
prevent accidental wars. 

‘‘Arms-control treaties are only good when 
they reflect the underlying realities,’’ Mr. 
Blechman says. 

Ferreting out secret cheaters is even hard-
er. Politics is part of the problem. To win 
Senate ratification of the Chemical Weapons 
Convention, the Clinton administration re-
served the right to block challenge inspec-
tions on national security grounds and 
barred monitors from taking chemical sam-
ples abroad for analysis. Now ‘‘other coun-
tries will have the ability to block the in-
spectors the same way,’’ warns Amy 
Smithson of the Stimson Center. The Indian 
parliament is considering the Technology 
may be a bigger obstacle, especially when 
chemical and biological weapons can be 
cooked up in a garage or a bathroom. 

So what to do? The new thinkers suggest 
the U.S. will have to move beyond treaties. 
It will need to enlist Russia and China, the 
biggest potential sources of illicit weapons, 
as well as its European allies, in a global 
antiproliferation campaign: Sharing intel-
ligence, policing their defense industries and 
scientists, and joining in diplomatic initia-
tives to isolate offenders. 

Sen. Richard Lugar, a longtime arms-con-
trol proponent, says that even with their 
weaknesses, these multilateral treaties can 
still provide useful ‘‘norms’’ for rallying 
international pressure or justifying unilat-
eral punishments, as in the U.S. bombing of 
Iraq. ‘‘It may be the only real sanction in 
the world is the U.S. armed forces,’’ the Indi-
ana Republican says.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to inquire of the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. FROST) if he has any more 
speakers. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I respond 
that I reserve the final 2 minutes to 
close. There are no other speakers on 
the floor. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may assume to the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER).
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Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentlewoman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to respond 
to some of the comments from the crit-
ics of the bill and from those of whom 
consistently vote against the defense 
bills that are brought to this House 
floor in a bipartisan basis. It always is 
difficult for me to try to understand 
the dimension of others of whom per-
haps do not share my opinions, because 
I, for one, believe that part of the pur-
pose of forming a government is to 
make sure that we protect the Nation’s 
borders; that we protect our interests; 
that we protect those of whom sleep in 
peace and tranquility and domestically 
within the borders of our own country, 
so we take great pride in our police 
force, our firefighters, those who serve 
in the military, those of whom who put 
on the uniform and say they give an 
oath to lay down their life. 

It was a Vietnam veteran that turned 
to me when I was a young cadet and 
said I want you to memorize this state-
ment: those who serve their country on 
a distant battlefield see life in a dimen-
sion for which the protected may never 
know. 

Those of whom may be the protected 
yet have never seen the horrors of a 
battlefield are very quick to become 
the critics of the defense industry, be-
come critics of those of whom serve in 
the military, those of whom question a 
system of honor and of integrity, of 
character, of the essence of the nobil-
ity of life. 

They say, well, we will be there when 
you need it; that is false. It takes the 
commitment of a Nation, weapons sys-
tems that we will use in the next war 
are not crafted and built based on the 
successes of the last. If we do that, it is 
a prescription for failure. 

You design your weapons systems 
thinking far ahead; it is why when you 
go into battle that we want to place 
our men and women who serve in 
harm’s way with the ability to over-
match, so we do not see the coffins 
coming back to Dover, Delaware. 

That is why I enjoy it when the de-
fense bill comes to the House floor, be-
cause it is one of the few bills that this 
body comes together as Democrats and 
Republicans. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. Since I am a little hard 
on you, I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
take from anything that the gentleman 
said that the gentleman would endorse 
fraud. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I will re-
claim my time, that is a silly state-
ment. No one in this body endorses 
fraud, for crying out loud. I do not even 
know where that came from. What 
bothers me is it is easy to say, oh, well, 
the Pentagon, they spend this much on 

a weapons system, they spend that 
much on a part, these weapons systems 
are highly sophisticated and it takes 
awhile. They only make one or two 
parts. It is not making 10,000 parts. 

Let me go back to my compliment, 
though, to the body. My compliment to 
the body is that we have many Mem-
bers in here that have put on the uni-
form, and no one ever asked when we 
took that oath whether we were Repub-
lican or Democrat. So those of us who 
served in the authorizing committee 
and the appropriating committees who 
have the interest on national security 
keep that dimension. 

Now, there will always be a critic of 
a bill for one particular reason or an-
other. We have those of whom who are 
passivists. They should take pride in 
themselves, if they are a passivist, say 
they are a passivist. Do not just pick 
apart the bill for one reason or an-
other. Expose your character. If they 
do not, I will be more than happy to.

Let me tell you something else that 
has bothered me when we take an indi-
vidual who may be a critic of the de-
fense industry or, in particular, of our 
defense. They are the same individuals 
of whom are seeking to socialize our 
military. So when they stand up here 
on the House floor and they talk about, 
well, we are having recruiting and re-
tention problems in the military, and 
they give this long laundry list of what 
is wrong with the military, see they 
are the same ones who endorsed social-
ization policies of our military. 

Socialization policies that, in fact, 
then begin to hurt the military. A ser-
geant at Fort Campbell, Kentucky, 
came up to me and says, Congressman, 
if the Army gets any more sensitive, it 
is going to cry. We have to stop and 
think what are we doing to the mili-
tary. 

Mr. Speaker, I have traveled around; 
and I have conducted a lot of hearings, 
being chairman of personnel. Well, 
many are quick to blame recruiting 
and retention problems on a good econ-
omy, easy access to other sources of 
college funding, reduced propensity to 
enlist, a shortage of quality recruits. 
My findings point to other issues that 
stress the military force. It is called 
lack of spare parts, lack of adequate 
training time, aging equipment and 
high depreciation rates on our equip-
ment, socialization policies, longer 
working hours and prolonged family 
separation due to an increased oper-
ational tempo. 

We also have a mismatch in the Clin-
ton/Gore national security strategy be-
tween a foreign policy of engagement 
and enlargement at our national mili-
tary strategy. When we take 265,000-
plus troops and put them in 135 nations 
all around the world and then we begin 
to have them serve as quasidiplomats, 
we then have a workforce out there 
that begins to then have questioned 
the mission; it is called mission credi-

bility. They say I do not mind being 
separated from my family, but to do 
this? And they say then, wait a second, 
what happened to the warrior. The 
warriors now have become the humani-
tarian. 

They are outstretched all over the 
world as quasidiplomats on all of these 
humanitarian missions. Now, are some 
of them noble? Are some of them wor-
thy? Yes. But we always have to be 
very careful about what happens when 
you take a warrior and we then turn 
him into a humanitarian. You dull the 
war-fighting skill. When you do that to 
a division, it takes us a year to retrain 
the division back to the war-fighting 
skill. 

So as I listened to some of the com-
ments of some of the Members, it is 
easy to pick apart the bill. I believe 
that this bill is going to receive a large 
bipartisan support. 

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

Mr. BUYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I would say 
to the gentleman, I understand his 
criticisms and critique. We could give a 
critique on both sides of the aisle, but 
what the gentleman just said, I think, 
is the most important thing, and that 
is, we need to continue to maintain a 
bipartisan consensus in the House for 
national defense, for our troops, for 
taking care of the spare parts prob-
lems. I think it is good if we can try to 
work and build consensus behind na-
tional defense. 

I hear some of the criticism on my 
side of the aisle, because they are wor-
ried about wastefulness. They are wor-
ried are we doing enough in terms of 
testing, national missile defense, have 
we done enough testing on the F–22. 
Frankly, as a member of the com-
mittee I am concerned about those 
issues myself. 

I think we need to be careful as stew-
ards of national security not to always 
believe everything we are told, I know 
the gentleman does not fall under this 
category, by the Pentagon is nec-
essarily totally accurate. I mean, we 
have to go in and do a good job of over-
sight and looking at what has actually 
happened. And that is why I was im-
pressed when the gentleman said he 
was going out and taking a look to see 
about spare parts. 

By the way, our committee has added 
hundreds of millions of dollars over a 
sustained period of years on these 
issues during the Reagan buildup, dur-
ing this buildup; but I hope we can try 
to have the rhetoric in a constructive 
tone, rather than in a tone that kind of 
gets us into a fight over this issue. 

There still is a huge consensus in this 
Congress, at least 325 Members, who 
are strongly committed and it is very 
bipartisan. So I just wanted to make 
those points. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I reclaim 
my time. My compliments to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS). 
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He has have devoted a great deal of his 
time in Congress to the issues of na-
tional security. The issues on spare 
parts, I think American people would 
be shocked to go out on the flight line 
and see that we are swapping out en-
gines to put F–14s in the air. 

If we told our parents that, you 
know, I am going to be a little bit late 
for Christmas dinner because I have to 
pull the Chevy engine out of the car 
and put it in any other car, they say 
what are you doing; that sounds ridicu-
lous. With the spare part problem out 
there that we are actually swapping 
out engines to put planes in the air is 
a little stunning. 

I want to compliment the gentleman, 
because he has worked very hard on 
our spare part problem and concern. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, this is a 
good bill. I see the gentleman from 
California here. I want to say to the 
gentleman, too, our subcommittee, it 
is a great subcommittee to be a Mem-
ber of, there is never any partisan rhet-
oric to speak of; and we try to focus in 
on trying to do the best possible job 
with the resources we have to do the 
best for defense. 

I think this year, for example, taking 
the money and accelerating the two 
brigades that will be part of the 
Army’s effort to lighten up and be 
more mobile. That is a great decision 
on the part of the committee. I hope 
the Congress will endorse that, and I 
hope we can get the Senate to go along 
with it. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, I think we are going to see 
the real compliment of the work prod-
uct that came, not only out of the au-
thorizing committee, but also the gen-
tleman’s work, this bill is going to pass 
in a huge bipartisan bill. I compliment 
the gentleman.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of the time. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. It 
will pass with a very significant bipar-
tisan vote of both Democrats and Re-
publicans.

b 1545 

I would only like to underscore one 
point that I made earlier in the debate, 
and I would hope that the leadership on 
the other side of the aisle in this body 
will impress upon the leadership on 
their side of the aisle in the other body 
how important it is to move the de-
fense supplemental for Kosovo and Bos-
nia right now. Because while there is 
significant money in this bill for 2001, 
our troops face a crisis in the fourth 
quarter for fiscal year 2000, beginning 
in about a month, because of the in-
ability of this Congress to fund what 
has already happened in Bosnia and 
Kosovo, and because of the fact that 
this requires our military to take 

money away from training and to take 
money away from the vital things that 
need to be done right now in the re-
mainder of this fiscal year. 

So while it is laudable that we are 
going to pass by a significant bipar-
tisan vote a good piece of legislation 
for the fiscal year that starts October 
1, we need to move the money in the 
supplemental for the remainder of this 
fiscal year, or we are going to face a 
real crisis situation starting about Au-
gust 1. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM) to close.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to reiterate what the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FROST) spoke 
about and the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS). The supplemental 
is important. We have over 21 ships 
that are tied up to the pier that cannot 
go anywhere, and we are going below 
that 300-ship Navy. Yet, there are some 
people on that side of the aisle that 
would even cut defense in an emer-
gency situation like this. I think that 
is wrong. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) and 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
DICKS) and the Subcommittee on De-
fense of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. When I served on the authorizing 
body, it was the absolute best com-
mittee to serve on. There are no Re-
publicans and no Democrats on that 
committee; they are all looking for-
ward to helping the men and women in 
the services. Unfortunately, when we 
get to this floor, there are critics of 
those policies that want to cut for so-
cial spending. That is wrong. We put at 
risk our men and women in the serv-
ices. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FROST) and the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS) 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MURTHA), the authorizers. This is 
a good rule. I thank especially the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEWIS), 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Defense of the Committee on Appro-
priations, who has been tied up in an-
other committee today. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good rule and 
a good bill. I thank my colleagues for 
supporting it. We need to get the other 
body in line with the supplemental.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that all 

Members may have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks on H.R. 4576, and that I may 
include tabular and extraneous mate-
rial in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2001 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 514 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4576. 

The Chair designates the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CAMP) as chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole, and re-
quests the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
GILLMOR) to assume the chair tempo-
rarily. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4576) 
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2001, and for other 
purposes, with Mr. GILLMOR (Chairman 
pro tempore) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the bill is considered as 
having been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LEWIS) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) each will control 30 minutes. 

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) and I are 
pleased to bring before the Membership 
today the fiscal year 2001 appropria-
tions bill for the Department of De-
fense. This bill, which received strong 
bipartisan support in our sub-
committee and the Committee on Ap-
propriations, passing through the com-
mittee with no amendments, continues 
the efforts of the Congress to ensure 
that our Nation’s military is ready for 
the challenge of the 21st century. 
Those challenges are daunting as any 
we have faced during the Cold War, and 
I am gratified that my colleagues un-
derstand that our security and the de-
fense of freedom must remain above 
partisanship. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say at the be-
ginning of this that the foundation laid 
by our subcommittee is designed to 
make certain that America remains as 
the single superpower well into the 
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