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HELMS. I thank my colleagues Senator 
HELMS, Senator KYL, and Senator 
BIDEN for their hard work over the last 
several days and their leadership in 
bringing the Chemical Weapons Treaty 
debate to the floor. 

I also wish to thank Senator DICK 
LUGAR for his support as we prepared 
for this debate. Senator LUGAR’s de-
tailed analysis of the many com-
plicated issues of the treaty have been 
invaluable. Without doubt this treaty 
is better than when we started. 

Mr. President, though new to this 
body, I am fully aware of the serious-
ness of the task before us and I appre-
ciate the thorough quality of the de-
bate. 

I have studied this treaty and its 
components. I have reviewed a tremen-
dous amount of associated materials 
provided me from all quarters. 

I, like so many of my colleagues, 
even at this late moment in the debate, 
still have outstanding concerns with 
certain provisions of the Chemical 
Weapons Convention, most notably the 
effects articles X and XI will have on 
our country. Yesterday, the President, 
in a letter to the majority leader, basi-
cally stated that, 

In the event that a state party or states 
parties to the convention act contrary to the 
obligations under Article I . . . I would, con-
sistent with Article XVI of the CWC, and in 
consultation with the Congress, be prepared 
to withdraw from the treaty. 

Mr. President, I am still not sure 
that the President will act, or at least 
act decisively, when the situation war-
rants because our current track record 
of taking strong action when other na-
tions violate treaties and agreements 
with us is not good. Let me cite a few 
examples of what I mean. 

The 1972 AMB Treaty. Recently, the 
President reaffirmed his commitment 
to the outmoded ABM treaty in Hel-
sinki. This agreement will limit the 
ability of this Nation to deploy even a 
limited national missile defense. Is this 
wise, given the way the Soviets re-
sponded to the initial treaty by con-
tinuing to work on a new generation of 
ICBM’s and associated warheads? Was 
not this treaty ironclad? Apparently 
not. What did we really do in the face 
of the violations? Nothing. 

The Iran-Iraq war. Iraq, according to 
a conversation I had with former Sec-
retary of Defense under President Car-
ter Jim Schlesinger, Iraq has been and 
is a signatory to the Geneva Conven-
tion which since after World War I has 
prohibited the use of chemical weap-
ons, yet in the Iran-Iraq war of the 
eighties, Iraq used poison gas as a way 
of stemming the human wave attacks 
of the Iranians. What was the reaction 
of the United States and of other West-
ern Powers to this blatant violation of 
the Geneva Convention? ‘‘To avert our 
gaze’’ might be a way to put it. Stated 
another way, we stood by and did noth-
ing even though the war was not one of 
international proportions. 

There are other examples as well: 
Saddam Hussein chose not to employ 

his chemical weapons against Amer-
ican troops for one reason only. It was 
because of the reminder that President 
Bush provided him, rather than our re-
liance on a treaty. 

Oh yes, that reminder was, according 
to Secretary Baker, that the United 
States made it very clear that if Iraq 
used chemical weapons against United 
States forces, that the American peo-
ple will demand vengeance, and that we 
had the means to achieve it. This is an 
example of where we were finally will-
ing to do what was necessary. 

Mr. President that is my point this 
evening. We are a superpower. We have 
the means to achieve the ends required 
by our national interests should it be 
required. The question then is whether 
this treaty achieves those ends, or 
whether this treaty will create a false 
sense of security; a phantom security 
that is provided by others whose inter-
ests more often than not conflict with 
our own. I find it difficult to believe 
that a rogue state with little means at 
its disposal would be willing to divest 
itself of such weapons. 

Mr. President, in 1987, former Sen-
ator Malcolm Wallop explained in his 
book how arms control can be a delu-
sion. We might stop and consider this 
point before we vote because former 
Senator Wallop also reminds us that 
Arms control presents four dangers: 
the falsehood that security is to be 
found in the promises of adversaries 
rather than in one’s own prudence and 
preparedness; the falsehood that one 
should fear inanimate things—weap-
ons—rather than the evil men and re-
gimes who would use them for bad pur-
poses; the falsehood that armaments 
are militarily valuable only as bar-
gaining chips in the arms control proc-
ess; and finally, the falsehood that U.S. 
strategic superiority is both useless 
and destabilizing to the world. Mr. 
President, I believe strongly in this Na-
tion. I believe strongly that our 
strength lies where it has always been, 
both in the hearts of Americans, and in 
our own industry. I am not ashamed to 
admit I would rather be self-reliant be-
cause that means our confidence will 
be placed in Americans, not in some in-
spector from an international bureauc-
racy. 

I, Mr. President, am not ashamed to 
admit that I am proud of the military 
superiority our Nation enjoys, paid for 
by American taxpayers, and manifested 
in the men and women of our Armed 
Forces. They deserve the best equip-
ment, training, and protection this Na-
tion can provide. It troubles me that 
while we sit here ready to hand over 
the security for chemical defense that 
rightfully belongs here, we are allow-
ing the Department of Defense to re-
duce its chemical defense program. Fi-
nally, Mr. President, I am not ashamed 
to admit that when our adversaries 
consider chemical weapons we need to 
send a message just as strong as the 
message that America sent to Saddam 
Hussein—we will respond, and we will 
do so in an overwhelming and dev-

astating manner. That is a message all 
state parties can understand. We 
shouldn’t wobble, nor shy away from 
the responsibility to our citizens. Peo-
ple are responsible for the proliferation 
of chemical weapons, not pieces of 
paper, and to this end we are woefully 
overconfident if we think a simple 
piece of paper will stop the prolifera-
tion of chemical weapons. 

Mr. President, the question is truly 
one of vigilance. Are we better off tak-
ing care of ourselves, using our own re-
sources, empowering our own intel-
ligence services to keep abreast of the 
threats abroad? I think so. 

I cannot agree with the proposition, 
that I read in the Washington Post re-
cently, ‘‘That standards and values vio-
lated are better than no standards or 
values at all.’’ America has standards 
and it certainly has values. We are 
eliminating our chemical weapons and 
we must not rely unverifiable and un-
enforced international norms, which 
according to former Secretary of De-
fense Jim Schlesinger ‘‘will induce a 
false sense of security in law-abiding 
societies.’’ 

Mr. President, in closing I want to 
leave my colleagues with the words of 
Senator Wallop: ‘‘Unverifiable, unen-
forceable accords do not promote valu-
able international norms. The dif-
ference is that the former threaten to 
make arms control a sham—an out-
come that can translate into incalcu-
lable harm to our Nation and its peo-
ple.’’ We should not enter into a treaty 
which we know at the start will not be 
honored. This demeans the treaty proc-
ess and only increases the likelihood 
that we will fail in our duty to protect 
the security of this Nation. I thank the 
chair.∑ 

f 

VOLUNTEER PROTECTION ACT OF 
1997—MOTION TO PROCEED 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate now turn to the consid-
eration of S. 543 regarding protections 
to volunteers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I object on behalf of my col-
leagues on the Democratic side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

f 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I now move to proceed to S. 
543 and send a cloture motion to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:23 Oct 24, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 E:\1997SENATE\S25AP7.REC S25AP7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
5T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
O

C
IA

LS
E

C
U

R
IT

Y


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-06-12T09:51:20-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




