
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH9856 October 31, 1997
in 2 years. The growth rate of Washing-
ton spending now is down to 3.2 per-
cent. Would I like it to be lower? Yes.
But the reality is, we have slowed the
growth of Washington spending by 40
percent in 2 years in the face of a very
strong economy.

I challenge anyone, any of my col-
leagues anywhere in America to find a
Congress before us that had an extra
$100 billion above expected revenue
coming in and have that, find a Con-
gress that spent less money than they
said they were going to spend and
slowed the growth rate of Washington
spending in the face of that strong
economy. It has not happened in our
history. This is new. It is different. It
is the reason that we are able to both
balance the budget and lower taxes at
the same time.

In fact, in real dollars, Washington
was growing at 1.8 percent annually be-
fore we got here. It is now growing at
.6 percent. The real growth has been
slowed by two-thirds. Do we still have
a ways to go? Should we slow that to
zero? We do not need a bigger Washing-
ton. Washington could do less. Sure, we
would like to go further, but I do not
think we should look past the fact that
in 2 short years we have slowed the
real growth of Washington spending by
two-thirds in 2 short years.

This is what has led to this point
where we have our first balanced budg-
et since 1969 and we have a tax cut
package at the same time. Are we fin-
ished? Absolutely not. When we started
this discussion today about Social Se-
curity and how when we talk about a
balanced budget that Social Security
money is still being spent, we have a
long ways to go.

We need to pass the Social Security
Preservation Act, which is the act that
stops Washington from spending that
money. We are not going to quit here.
We are not going to quit with this. The
other thing that we hear out at our
town hall meetings is, this would have
happened even if you guys were not
there. No matter what you did, this
would have happened.

I brought a chart with me to show ex-
actly what would have happened if we
had played golf and basketball and ten-
nis instead of doing our job. Almost no
one in America can forget the first
year that we were in office, 1995. There
were all sorts of things going on. It was
just short of bullets out here. There
was misinformation on Medicare at-
tacks. There were school lunch attacks
that were full of misinformation. There
was just short of a war in this country.
Government shutdowns, you name it.

The reason those things were going
on is because if we had done nothing,
this red line shows where the deficit
was going. It was headed to $350 billion
if nothing was done. Remember, that is
instead of balancing the budget, even
with the Social Security money on top
of this, it was going to be a $350 billion
deficit. The yellow line shows how far
we got in our first year. The green line
shows our hopes and dreams, that we

were actually going to be able to bal-
ance the budget by 2002. And the blue
line shows what is actually happening,
how far ahead of schedule we are. We
are winning a monumental battle for
the future of this great Nation. We are
winning a battle that is going to allow
our children to have hope in this great
Nation that we live in.

This is not the end. Again, I think it
is very important that we understand
that when we reach a balanced budget,
we still have problems in this great Na-
tion. We still have a $5.3 trillion debt
staring us in the face. We still have the
Social Security trust fund money being
spent on other Washington programs.
The battle is not over when we reach a
balanced budget.

I have with me a chart showing what
we suggest that we do next. This is
really the future. We bring us to a bal-
anced budget. We start the process of
lowering taxes. We restore Medicare
for our senior citizens.

This is next. It is called the National
Debt Repayment Act. What it says is
this. Once we reach a balanced budget,
we slow the growth rate of Washington
spending. We cap it at a rate at least 1
percent slower than the rate of revenue
growth. This picture shows what will
happen if we do that.

This is the point we reach balance.
The red line shows spending growth in
Washington and I would like to see it
slower. That is just for the record. But
it shows that if spending is going up at
a rate 1 percent slower than the blue
line, the rate of revenue growth, if
spending is just controlled, that it goes
up 1 little percent slower than the rate
of revenue growth, it creates this area
in between here called the surplus.

With the surplus under this bill we do
two things. We take one-third of that
surplus and dedicate it to additional
tax cuts, and we take two-thirds and
put our great Nation on a home mort-
gage type repayment plan. The two-
thirds of this surplus literally starts
making payments on the Federal debt,
much like you would make payments
on a home loan.

As a matter of fact, if this plan is fol-
lowed, by the year 2026, the entire Fed-
eral debt would be repaid and the leg-
acy we would leave our children would
be a debt-free Nation instead of a Na-
tion so overburdened with debt that
they have to look forward to sending
$580 a month to Washington when they
have their families.

The opportunity here to pay off the
Federal debt is so great and so monu-
mental that we need to move rapidly in
this direction. As we reach the bal-
anced budget, this needs to be the next
step that we put the Nation on, a debt
repayment plan.

One other thing, as we repay the Fed-
eral debt, the money that has been
taken out of the Social Security trust
fund that I spent time talking about,
that money that has been taken out of
the Social Security trust fund, those
IOU’s, as we are paying off the Federal
debt, that money is returned to the So-

cial Security trust fund and Social Se-
curity once again becomes solvent for
our senior citizens. The tax cuts, I
think it is important we realize an-
other piece of legislation that is being
introduced, part of my dream for the
future of this country, that we abolish
the IRS Tax Code as we know it today.

The legislation has been introduced
to abolish the IRS Tax Code as we
know it today in the year 2001 so that
we can replace it with a simpler, fairer,
easier-to-understand Tax Code.

How does that relate to the National
Debt Repayment Act? As we are pro-
viding tax cuts each year, it gives us
the opportunity to facilitate that move
to a simpler, fairer tax system. So
think about this for our dream and our
vision for the future of America. First,
we do not do what they did in the past
anymore. No more broken promises of
a balanced budget. No more tax in-
creases. We continue on the path that
we are currently on.

We reach our balanced budget, first
time since 1969. We lower taxes for the
first time in 16 years, and we restore
Medicare for our senior citizens. That
is the present.

Here is our dream for the future. Our
dream for the future is that we put our
Nation on a debt repayment plan much
like a home mortgage repayment plan.
As we are on that plan to pay off the
Federal debt, as we are on that plan,
we put the money back into the Social
Security trust fund that has been
taken out so our seniors can rest as-
sured that Social Security is safe and
secure. We lower taxes each and every
year by utilizing one-third of that sur-
plus for additional tax cuts. We replace
the IRS Tax Code with a system that is
easier, simpler, much fairer, something
the American people can understand.
And the most important part of this
dream, the most important part of this
vision for the future of our country is
that we, in our generation, can leave
our children a legacy of a debt-free Na-
tion, a legacy where they can once
again look forward to having the op-
portunity to live a life that is as good
or better than ours, the opportunity to
have a job right here at home in Amer-
ica.

That is what this dream is about. It
is about balancing the budget, paying
off the Federal debt, restoring the So-
cial Security trust fund for our senior
citizens, lowering taxes and, most im-
portant of all, providing the children of
this Nation and our grandchildren with
a debt-free country so they can have,
once again, the hope and the dream of
living here in this great Nation and
having the opportunity of a better life,
much as we have had during our gen-
eration.

f

INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 2786

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
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WELDON] is recognized for 30 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I take out this final special
order today before we adjourn for the
weekend to call attention to a piece of
legislation that I introduced today
along with 104 of our colleagues. H.R.
2786, known as Impact ’97, is the Ira-
nian Missile Protection Act of 1997, a
very important piece of legislation not
just for the security of Americans, but
for the security of our American allies,
for the security of Israel, for the secu-
rity of 25,000, at least 25,000 of our
troops who are currently serving
around Iran in various theaters includ-
ing the Balkans.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is strongly bi-
partisan. In fact, it has 85 Republicans
and 20 Democrats. Out of the Commit-
tee on National Security’s member-
ship, the bill has 29 Republicans who
have cosponsored it and 15 Democrats.
The cosponsors include the chairman of
the Committee on National Security,
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, chairman of the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence. It in-
cludes members of the leadership. It in-
cludes key Democrats who are critical
on defense issues, like the ranking
Democrat of the Committee on Appro-
priations, Subcommittee on National
Security, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MURTHA] and the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS].
These Members share the same con-
cerns as I and that is that we have a
threat that is emerging that could
cause serious problems not just for our
troops, but for our allies and friends
approximately 12 months from now.

What is that threat, Mr. Speaker?
Why do we need this legislation? Why
must it be put on a fast track? Mr.
Speaker, we have been told by this ad-
ministration repeatedly that in the in-
telligence briefings that have been pro-
vided to us in the Congress we have no
reason to worry about the proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction, espe-
cially those involving medium and
long-range missiles.

The intelligence community, just a
year ago, issued an upgraded intel-
ligence estimate that basically told
Members of Congress and the public
that we have no reason to fear a threat
for our safety for at least 15 years.
That intelligence estimate which we
soundly criticized a year ago has now
been recognized to have had political
overtones placed upon it. We were also
told, Mr. Speaker, that we would have
no regional threats to the security of
our troops in the foreseeable future and
that we would, in fact, be able to put
into place systems that would be able
to respond to those threats that we saw
emerging in the near term.
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All of that changed, Mr. Speaker,
this past summer. It changed because
the Israeli intelligence community was
able to gain information that docu-
mented that factions in Russia, the

Russian space agency and several Rus-
sian constitutes and scientists had, in
fact, been working cooperatively with
Iranian scientists and technologies to
give Iran a missile technology that
they can now deploy anywhere beyond
12 months from this date. Which means
that even though the intelligence com-
munity was telling Members of Con-
gress that we did not expect to see a
threat emerge for 4 or 5 or perhaps 10
or 15 years, Israel was able to examine
through their intelligence community
actually they have copies of contracts
that were signed between key Iranian
agencies and key Russian agencies that
now have indicated to us that Iran can
deploy a system within 1 year.

Now let us look at what that means
in terms of the region, Mr. Speaker.
Iran is the red area in the center of
this map, which covers all of Europe
and most of Asia and part of Africa.
Iran currently does not now have a
missile system except for the type that
was used in Desert Storm, the SCUD
missile system. This technology is con-
sidered primitive at best, even though
it was the cause of the largest loss of
life in Desert Storm when that Iraqi
SCUD went into that barracks where
young Americans were sleeping, killing
a number of our young military person-
nel. That is the sophistication that
Iraq and Iran have had up until now in
terms of missile technology. And even
though it is rather crude and does not
have sophisticated guidance systems
built into it, it still kills people.

The largest loss of life involving
American troops was caused by a SCUD
missile coming into those barracks be-
cause we did not have technology to
shoot that missile down during Desert
Storm when our backs were against the
wall. And when the Israeli people were
very fearful of the threats and the mis-
siles that were being lobbed into their
country, we deployed a variation of the
Patriot system. The Patriot system
was not designed to take out the mis-
siles. In fact, it was designed to shoot
down aircraft. But because we had no
system to put into place, we had to use
a varying of the Patriot, put systems
in Israel and into countries like Ku-
wait and Saudi Arabia to try to give us
some limited protection against the
SCUD missiles that Iraq would launch.

We put those systems in place, Mr.
Speaker. But as the record shows, the
Patriot systems were only partially ef-
fective. In fact, some estimations show
that the Patriot was only 40 or 50 per-
cent effective in taking out SCUD mis-
siles. So many of those SCUD’s got
through.

But we are not talking about the
SCUD missile now, Mr. Speaker. We
are talking about a system that Iran
has developed or is developing with the
cooperation from Russia. Russia has
very sophisticated missile systems:
long-range, medium-range systems
with very capable guidance mecha-
nisms built in. The intelligence data
that we now have, which has been de-
classified because it is being reported

in the media in a widespread way and
which I am going to refer to. I am not
referring to any classified briefings. I
am only referring to what is being re-
ported in the media.

The intelligence community, as re-
ported by the media now, shows that
within 12 months Iran will have a sys-
tem that will initially have a capabil-
ity of approximately 800 miles and
eventually will have a capacity to go
as far as 1,200 miles around Iran in
terms of hitting its target. When we
look at these areas that are colored in
blue and green, we get a sense of the
potential impact of these medium-
range missiles, which we expect Iran
will have as early as 1 year from this
date.

That means, Mr. Speaker, that parts
of Europe now become threatened by
Iran. That means now that at least
25,000 of our troops who are stationed
in this area now become potential tar-
gets of Iranian missiles. That now
means that all of our allies in this re-
gion in the Middle East and beyond
now can become threatened by Iranian
medium-range missiles.

Why is this so significant, Mr. Speak-
er? Because having Iran have this kind
of capability could potentially upset
the balance of power in the Middle
East. If Kuwait and Saudi Arabia and
the other Arab nations who are not our
friends think that Iran has a capability
that we cannot shoot down, that could
upset the balance.

Now, how sophisticated are these
missiles that Iran is going to be devel-
oping? Well, the Russian SS–4 system,
which is the technology being trans-
ferred to Iran and has been under
transfer for the past several years, is a
very capable medium-range missile.

Now the question becomes, is it accu-
rate? Can it hit the spot where it is in-
tended to go? The point is, it really
does not matter. If you are shooting off
missiles, it does not matter if you hit
this part of the city or that part of the
city, you are still going to kill people.
But let us look at whether or not the
Iranians also have sophistication in
terms of guidance.

Mr. Speaker, in front of the Amer-
ican people today I hold up two de-
vices. These were manufactured in Rus-
sia. These were not manufactured in
the United States. This is a gyroscope,
Mr. Speaker. And this is an acceler-
ometer. These two devices, which look
to be brand new, were taken off of an
SS-N–18, which is a very capable mis-
sile, medium- to long-range missile,
that Russia has thousands of that had
been aimed for years at American
cities and carried on board their sub-
marines.

Where did I get these two devices
with the Russian markings on them in-
dicating where they were built and
what missile they were taken from?
Mr. Speaker, these devices were inter-
cepted by intelligence officials from Is-
rael and Jordan as they were being
transferred from Russia to Iraq. These
devices were intercepted 2 years ago.
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I was there January the month after

the Washington Post ran the story
about the transfer of these guidance
systems. Because together they are the
guidance system for missiles. They
make missiles extremely accurate so
they can pinpoint the most populated
areas of cities and can do the most de-
struction when they are launched.
When I was in Moscow, I met with our
Ambassador, Ambassador Pickering. I
said to him a month after the Washing-
ton Post story ran, ‘‘Mr. Ambassador,
what was the response of Russia when
you asked them about the
accelerometers and the gyroscopes?’’
He said, ‘‘Congressman WELDON, I have
not asked them yet.’’ I said, ‘‘Why?
This happened 6 months ago.’’ He said,
‘‘That has to come from Washington.’’

I came back to Washington, Mr.
Speaker. And at the end of January, I
wrote President Clinton and I said,
‘‘Mr. President, why have you not per-
sonally asked the Russians about the
transfer of these devices? Because that
is illegal. It is a violation of an arms
control agreement, an agreement
called the Missile Technology Control
Regime.’’ The President wrote back to
me in April, Mr. Speaker. And guess
what he said. He said, ‘‘Congressman
WELDON, we don’t have enough evi-
dence that this transfer of technology
took place.’’

Mr. Speaker, these are the devices.
We knew about their existence. We saw
their existence. In fact, Mr. Speaker,
there were 120 sets of these devices,
each of them manufactured in Russia,
and all of them transferred into this
particular place, to Iraq.

Now, the question is not whether
they were transferred legally or wheth-
er they were transferred illegally.
Arms control agreements do not make
a difference. A country that is a signa-
tory to an arms control agreement cer-
tifies to the other nations in that
agreement that they will prevent the
transfer of technology.

So, in this case, the transfer of these
devices was clearly and blatantly a vio-
lation of an international arms control
agreement. In fact, Mr. Speaker, this
was the seventh time Russia violated
the missile technology control regime.
In each of the seven instances, similar
to the transfer of these devices to Iraq,
this administration imposed no sanc-
tions on Russia. They either said, we
did not have enough information, we
could not fully verify it, or we chose
not to impose sanctions.

Now, we wonder why Iran and Iraq
are getting the capability to kill our
troops and to kill and injure our
friends. It is because of the policy di-
rection of this administration and not
being tough enough in enforcing arms
control agreements.

Mr. Speaker, besides these devices,
there were two other transfers of
accelerometers and gyroscopes from
Russia to Iraq. Iraq tried to hide them
in the Tigris River Basin. They were
found. And they are a part of the 120
sets that we know now were attempted

to be transferred that we, in fact, have
physically in the hands of people who
are our allies and friends.

The point is, Mr. Speaker, if Iraq was
able to get these kinds of very sophisti-
cated guidance devices, we can bet our
bottom dollar Iran has the same capa-
bility. Because, unlike Iraq, we have
evidence that Russia and Iran have
been cooperating on this new medium-
range missile that they are going to de-
ploy 12 to 18 months from now.

So that means, Mr. Speaker, that
these missiles which will now be able
to hit any city in any part of Israel,
which now will be able to take out any
of the installations where our 25,000
troops are stationed that any of our al-
lies in this region are currently lo-
cated, that this missile will be able to
cause severe destruction.

The problem, Mr. Speaker, is a sim-
ple one. We will not have a system in
place to take out this missile. I repeat,
Mr. Speaker. As the chairman of the
House National Security Research
Committee, which oversees all the
funding for defensive systems to pro-
tect against this threat, we will have
no system to take out these missiles,
not 12 months from now and probably
not 18 or even 24 months from now.

The American people are justified in
asking the question: Why, if we are
spending hundreds of millions of dol-
lars a year on offensive and defensive
military programs, why then 12 months
from now will we not have a system
that can shoot down these Iranian mis-
siles that were built with Russian and
Chinese technology?

The answer is, Mr. Speaker, that this
administration, while basically putting
forth a good public story about its
commitment to theater missile de-
fense, has not in fact been aggressive in
pushing for deployment of these sys-
tems.

We have a number of options. We
have a Navy option called the Navy
upper and lower tier systems, which
are under development with Navy and
Army, called THAAD, theater high al-
titude area defense system, under de-
velopment. We have another system, a
variation of the Patriot, called PAC–3,
which has more capability than the
earlier version of the Patriot that was
used in Desert Storm.

Israel, likewise, is working on a sys-
tem entitled the Arrow. The Arrow sys-
tem is similar to the Patriot and will
have a capability but not quite the ca-
pability to take out the speed and the
length in terms of distance of the Ira-
nian missile that we expect to be de-
ployed as early as 12 months from now.

So unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, as we
look to meet this threat, the fact is
that we will not have a system ready
to be deployed 12 months from now. So
if Iran does what the media reports
that in fact they will be able to do, and
that is deploy this system, we will have
a window of vulnerability. That win-
dow of vulnerability could last 6
months. It could last 12 months. It
could last 2 years. We will have a pe-

riod of time, beginning sometime in
late 1998, where Iran will be capable of
deploying a system that we will not be
able to take out if in fact they should
use that system.

Now, let us remember back to the
largest loss of life in Desert Storm. It
was that SCUD missile that Saddam
used against our troops in Saudi Ara-
bia, the largest loss of life in Desert
Storm. Iran has threatened to use both
offensive chemical and biological weap-
ons, as well as nuclear weapons on both
Israel and on America. One year from
now, under a current estimate that has
been established in terms of Iran’s pro-
gram, they could have a medium-range
missile that could hit Israel, any of our
troops in that theater, or our allies.
The problem, Mr. Speaker, is that it
could well contain either a biological
or a chemical weapon and quite pos-
sibly, and we have not yet determined
this, quite possibly a nuclear weapon.

Mr. Speaker, this administration has
not done enough. What our bill does is
it says that this is a priority that this
country has to address today, not 12
months from now, not 16 months from
now, but today. If we are going to be
prepared to deal with the threat that
we see emerging 1 year from now, then
the development and deployment has
to begin in 1997.

What does our bill do? Our bill, Mr.
Speaker, takes assets that we now have
and increases funding in ways that can
give us enhancements and improve-
ments. Let me give my colleagues an
example. Our bill takes the Patriot
system, which has very serious limita-
tions on what it can defend against.

b 1515
The Patriot system initially in

Desert Storm could only impact an
area the size of this small green circle,
very limited. I cannot give the distance
in terms of miles because that is classi-
fied, but I can give the approximate de-
tail percentagewise of the impact area.
The Patriot itself was very limited in
what it could defend against, which is
why it was not really successful in
Desert Storm. By putting into place
immediately additional radar systems,
additional early warning systems, and
by putting additional batteries and
early sensors for the PAC–3 system, we
can expand the coverage area by the
area in the blue.

So that Members can see, Mr. Speak-
er, that we can take a system that we
have available today and we can en-
hance it and improve its capability sig-
nificantly, both in terms of distance
and in terms of circumference, by put-
ting in additional enhancements now.
Our bill provides the dollars to do just
that, to allow us to put into place addi-
tional radar, additional coordination of
interoperability, additional C3I in
terms of interactive communications
in command and control of these sys-
tems, and in doing so we get an en-
hanced capability that 12 months from
now we can deploy.

In addition to the Patriot system, we
provide additional funding for the
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THAAD program. Mr. Speaker, THAAD
is a system that has still not been
proven. It is being developed by the
Army. The premise of THAAD is that it
is a land-based unit that the Army can
take wherever it goes and it can pro-
tect those troops in that theater. So if
our troops are assigned in the Middle
East, we can put a THAAD battery
there and it will provide areawide pro-
tection for all of our troops so that we
never have another barracks loss of life
like we had in Saudi Arabia.

The problem with THAAD is it is
good technology, but we have not yet
had an intercept in our test program.
We are hoping that this first intercept
will take place in the first quarter of
1998. In the bill that I have introduced
today, Mr. Speaker, we set aside addi-
tional funding so that if and when we
have that successful intercept for the
THAAD program that we immediately
make money available to not just buy
one test unit but to buy two dem-
onstration test units. One of the units
would be tested here in the United
States, as is currently planned. The
second battery would be deployed to
the Middle East to be a direct support
system for our troops that are sta-
tioned in that area. So we would have
two test batteries of the THAAD sys-
tem deployed where it in fact in several
years could take out an Iranian missile
or any other missile fired at our
troops.

The third option, Mr. Speaker, is
called Navy Upper Tier. The Navy
Upper Tier system uses our existing
Aegis technology, our most sophisti-
cated systems, on our submarines. This
technology is several years away from
being fully deployed. But by putting
additional dollars into radar systems
and enhancements, we think we can
speed up the deployment of the Navy
Upper Tier system by perhaps as much
as 1 year, so that by the turn of the
century or slightly thereafter, we will
be able to use Navy Upper Tier as a
major defensive program.

The fourth major system that bene-
fits from our bill to provide us addi-
tional protection against the Iranian
capability is what the Israelis are
working on. Israel has been working
with our missile defense organization
on a program called Arrow. Arrow is a
system developed in Israel with Amer-
ican technology help. This system will
ultimately give Israel very capable
protection against lower level missiles
that are not fired from long distances.
The problem is that if Iran develops a
capability for this medium-range sys-
tem, as we currently think it is doing,
then this Arrow system will not be able
to cover all of Israel to take out those
missiles if, in fact, they are used. What
we want to do, Mr. Speaker, in this leg-
islation is provide additional funds so
that Israel can both look at enhancing
the Arrow Program as well as provid-
ing additional Arrow missiles for test
purposes.

In this legislation, Mr. Speaker, Im-
pact 97, we have four very specific ac-

tions that we take to give us a capabil-
ity within 12 to 18 months to deal with
the threat that we think is going to be
in place, a threat that jeopardizes not
just our friends but also American
troops and American citizens. Now, the
President has said repeatedly and the
administration has said repeatedly
that theater missile defense is its top
priority. If that be the case, Mr. Speak-
er, then we should have no problem in
getting the administration to work
with us in these systems. Unfortu-
nately, that has not been the case.

Three weeks ago, I met with Gen. Les
Lyles, who heads up the ballistic mis-
sile defense organization and who is
the point person for the President. He
said, ‘‘Congressman Weldon, I want to
work with you and I want to provide
good solid information on which you
can base your bill.’’ Three weeks later,
Mr. Speaker, I am sorry to say I have
had no concrete data provided from
General Lyles’ office. Why? Because
the Secretary of Defense and the Budg-
et Office of the Department of Defense
does not want to cooperate in giving us
in the Congress realistic numbers upon
which we can make our suggestions for
additional dollar allocations to meet
this threat. We have had to go to peo-
ple in a private way, who are in the ad-
ministration, who do not want to be
named, and we have had to go to
former directors in the agency to have
them give us the dollar amounts and
the direction as to where we should put
additional resources to meet this
threat.

Mr. Speaker, that is just unaccept-
able. This administration, which has
said repeatedly that theater missile de-
fense is our top priority, has again not
been supportive of this Congress’ at-
tempt in a bipartisan way to deal with
the threats that we see emerging. In
spite of their lack of cooperation, we
have put together a bill that we think
is fairly realistic.

On Wednesday of next week, Mr.
Speaker, I will chair a congressional
hearing that will focus on the Iranian
threat, that will focus on what Iran is
now doing, that will focus on Iran’s ca-
pabilities but will also look at what
our response will be; namely, Impact
97, our bill to protect our people, our
troops, and Israel and our friends from
the threat of medium-range missiles
and the potential devastation that
they can cause on America and our
friends and our allies.

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that in
this process, we will convince the ad-
ministration to join with us, since this
President has said repeatedly that this
is, in fact, his highest priority. But un-
fortunately, Mr. Speaker, time and
time again this administration has said
one thing while doing the opposite.

It was this administration and this
President who pounded his fist on the
table in front of APAC’s national con-
vention and told the Israeli supporters
that he was for a program called
THEL. What he failed to tell those peo-
ple was he tried to zero out funding for

the testing for THEL for 3 consecutive
years. It was the Congress, Democrats
and Republicans in the Congress, who
kept that program alive.

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

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for
yielding. I would simply like to rise as,
I think, the most recent cosponsor of
the gentleman’s legislation to con-
gratulate him. I believe this will go a
long way toward addressing a number
of our concerns. Technology transfer,
as he and I were discussing earlier, is a
very important way of stepping up our
national ballistic missile defense sys-
tem. I would simply like to congratu-
late my friend and encourage him
wholeheartedly to proceed.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I
thank my good friend and colleague
from California [Mr. DREIER] for stop-
ping by and sharing his thoughts and
thank him for his support. He was the
104th cosponsor, we now have 105. One
hundred and five Democrats and Re-
publicans, Mr. Speaker, have chal-
lenged this administration on their top
priority, theater missile defense, in 1
week. I started this bill on Monday.
Today I introduced the bill with 105 co-
sponsors, 20 Democrats, 85 Republicans,
who are as concerned as the Israeli
Minister of Defense, who this week is
in Washington, Minister Mordecai, who
has said publicly that if the United
States does not respond Israel will
have to take preemptive action to pro-
tect its people.

Is that what we are getting to now,
Mr. Speaker? We have to rely on our
allies coming to our defense because we
do not want to put the systems in place
to protect the loss of life of our troops?
Is that what we have degenerated into?
A second-rate nation that is going to
allow our kids to be killed first and
then say we should do something? That
is what happened, Mr. Speaker. When
we lost those kids in Desert Storm, it
was because we did not apply the re-
sources where the need was greatest.
This bill will prevent that from hap-
pening again. It will allow us to put
the resources, very small resources, on
the threat that is here and very nearly
will be deployed by a nation that ev-
eryone in the world considers to be a
rogue operative and that has threat-
ened to annihilate the American people
and our troops on a consistent and reg-
ular basis.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say in clos-
ing that the reason why I think we are
where we are today is a threefold rea-
son. First of all, this administration
has not enforced arms control agree-
ments. I have given instances, seven
times now with the MTCR, no sanc-
tions imposed. With the case of China,
accelerometers and gyroscopes going
to Pakistan, no sanctions imposed. In
the case of China, chemical and bio-
logical materials going to Iran, no
sanctions imposed. What good are arms
control agreements if we are not going
to enforce them?
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The second problem, Mr. Speaker, is

the President has used the bully pulpit
to lull the American people into a false
sense of complacency. As I said on this
floor many times before, this President
140 times has given speeches all over
America, 3 times from this pulpit in
the State of the Union Address where
he has looked at the camera and said,
‘‘You can sleep well tonight because for
the first time in 50 years, Russian mis-
siles are no longer pointed at Ameri-
ca’s children.’’ As the Commander in
Chief, he knows he cannot prove that,
because Russia will not give us access
to their targeting practices. He further
knows that if he could prove that, you
can retarget an ICBM in 30 seconds.
But by saying that over and over again,
140 times on college campuses, in the
well of the Congress, around the world,
you create the feeling in America that
we have nothing to worry about, there
are no longer any threats, use of the
bully pulpit in an extreme way just as
wrong as some of my colleagues want-
ing to recreate Russia as an evil em-
pire, which I do not believe.

The third reason why we are where
we are today with Iran, Mr. Speaker, is
because this administration has delib-
erately politicized and sanitized intel-
ligence data. That is a pretty harsh
statement. Can I back that up? Mr.
Speaker, I will cite, not today with the
lack of time, but I will cite for anyone
who wants the information five specific
instances where I can prove that this
administration has deliberately taken
intelligence data that is intent on giv-
ing the Congress an understanding of
an emerging threat and this adminis-
tration has either cut off the head of
the messenger or has sanitized that in-
formation. Most recently last week we
saw the announced early resignation
and retirement of the director of our
CIA Non-Proliferation Center, an out-
standing professional who has given his
life to allowing this country to under-
stand emerging threats from prolifera-
tion activities of countries like North
Korea, China, and Russia. Because of
pressure that was felt on this individ-
ual and his job because of briefings he
has given to Members of Congress and
where he has given us information
about technology transfer about China
and Russia giving technology to rogue
nations, he was basically put in such a
terrible position that he took early re-
tirement rather than face the prospect
of having to fight his superiors in the
White House and the State Depart-
ment.

The second example. I heard about a
briefing from a Russian expert at Law-
rence Livermore Laboratory 2 years
ago called Silver Bullets about emerg-
ing Russian technology. As the chair-
man of the House research committee
on defense, I asked for that briefing.
For 6 months, I was denied the brief-
ing. During the 6 months, I got an
anonymous letter in my office which I
have kept. The anonymous letter was
addressed to me, no return address, no
signature. It said, ‘‘Congressman

Weldon, please continue to ask for this
brief.’’

Mr. Speaker, we should never have to
have the intelligence community anon-
ymously ask us to be briefed on an
issue as important as emerging tech-
nologies. Another example of this ad-
ministration choking the information
that we need to make intelligence deci-
sions about the threats that are emerg-
ing around the world. Mr. Speaker, we
need to understand that intelligence is
designed to keep us informed on emerg-
ing threats.

A third example was the direct re-
moval of Jay Stewart from his position
as the person in charge of security for
the Department of Energy intelligence
operation monitoring Russian nuclear
material. That case has been docu-
mented. Jay Stewart has been before
my committee. Jay Stewart was re-
moved from his position because he
was saying things that people in the
White House did not want to listen to.
This is not America, Mr. Speaker. That
is why we are where we are today. That
is why Iran has a capability that is
going to threaten America, threaten
our troops and threaten our allies. I
would encourage our colleagues to co-
sponsor Impact 97 so that we have the
protection we need 12 months from now
to defeat Iran in its effort to desta-
bilize the entire world community.

Mr. Speaker, I thank you, and I
thank the staff for bearing with me
during this special order.

f
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FAST TRACK NEGOTIATING
AUTHORITY GOOD FOR AMERICA
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

COOKSEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the
gentleman from California [Mr.
DREIER] is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, we are
not only at the end of the legislative
day, but the end of the legislative
week, and the three most heard words
over the next several hours all across
the country will be ‘‘trick or treat.’’

This is Halloween, and, as we think
about those words, I would like to talk
about an issue which some, unfortu-
nately, believe may be a trick on the
people of the United States of America,
but in fact it is more than a very, very
well-deserved and well-earned treat. I
am talking about the issue that we will
be voting on most likely 1 week from
today, and that is whether or not we
should be granting authority to the ex-
ecutive branch to proceed with nego-
tiations in an attempt to open new
markets, so that U.S. workers will be
able to produce goods and services that
can be exported into those new mar-
kets.

Yes, it is called fast track, and I hap-
pen to believe that it is the right thing
for the workers and the consumers of
the United States of America and for
workers and consumers throughout the
world.

My friend from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON] was just talking about na-
tional security issues and the need for
a missile defense system. I am a very
strong supporter. As I said a few mo-
ments ago, I am proud to be I guess the
104th cosponsor of his legislation.

Mr. Speaker, the issue that we are
going to be voting on next week is a
very important national security issue
as well. In fact, in many ways, it may
be the most important national secu-
rity vote that we face.

The reason I say that is that the
United States of America, as we all
know, is the world’s only complete su-
perpower: Military, economically, and
geopolitically. As such, we have tre-
mendous responsibility as a nation.

We are clearly the world’s greatest
exporter. Our Nation is involved in the
issue of international trade in a way
that is greater than any other nation
on the face of the Earth. And what has
happened over the past several years?
Well, the technological changes that
we have seen, many of those items
which have been developed right here
in the United States of America, have
led the world to shrink.

We are dealing with what is known as
a global economy. In fact, in an era
decades ago when it would take a
steamship to get a message across the
ocean, we obviously see instantaneous
communication. I talk to constituents
who now, based on developments just
within the last week, are up at 2
o’clock in the morning monitoring the
stock exchanges in Singapore, Tokyo,
Hong Kong, and other parts of the Pa-
cific rim. Why? Because whether we
like it or not, we are living in a global
economy today.

I happen to like it, because I believe
that this global economy has played a
key role in allowing the United States
of America to have clearly the highest
standard of living on the face of the
Earth.

Now, what do we need to do as we
look at the need to continue to remain
competitive in this global economy? It
is very important that we remain in
the most potent position. The only way
to do that, the only way for us to do
that, is if we allow authority to begin
negotiations to deal with a lot of these
issues to proceed. That is why the Con-
gress must grant this so-called fast
track negotiating authority.

It expired a few years ago. We have
been trying to come to an agreement,
and I am happy to say several weeks
ago we did come to an agreement
which allowed us to successfully ad-
dress many of the concerns that have
been raised over the past several years.

Why is it that we need this? Well, if
you look at the fact that in this global
economy the world has access to our
consumers, that, frankly, is a very
good thing. It is a good thing because
it has allowed consumers in the United
States of America to purchase high
quality products at the lowest possible
price.

But now what is it we need to do as
we look at other parts of the world and
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