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Clinton Duplicity Strikes Again: Take Defending America To The People!

Congress: Defend America Now! Clinton: No Way!

Recently, an important battle was won in the war to end America’s total vulnerability to missile attack, when both houses of Congress passed bills making deployment of a national missile defense U.S. policy.

The Senate version, S.257, sponsored by Senators Thad Cochran (R-MS) and Daniel Inouye (D-HI), was targeted by the Clinton Administration for amendment because it called for building an "effective" defense "as soon as technologically possible." The resulting two amendments—one stating the U.S. will continue to pursue arms control agreements alongside establishing a policy to deploy a missile defense, the other placing funding in the hands of Congress on a yearly basis—have become the focus of controversy.

The House version, H.4, sponsored by Representatives Curt Weldon (R-PA) and John Spratt (D-SC), called simply for deployment of a national missile defense—without a qualification regarding its "effectiveness" or when it should be built. And the Clinton Administration has suggested it might veto even this minimal, but unambiguous, "commitment to deploy."

The Clinton Administration denies the significance of both bills, passed by "veto-proof" majorities in the Senate (97 to 3) and House (317 to 105). As Bill Gertz reported in the March 26 Washington Times, a March 19 State Department cable instructed U.S. embassies around the world how to interpret the Congressional actions to other countries: No change from the previous U.S. stance—the ABM Treaty is sacrosanct and missile defense deployment is linked to negotiations with Russia, granting Moscow a potential veto over our missile defense programs. Robert Bell of the National Security Council Staff also observed, "By making it clear that deployment policy is subject to authorization and appropriation and making the president co-equal in the process, we believe the bill amendments made clear that there is no deployment decision."

A Russian Veto Over Defending America?

For the Clinton Administration to agree to build a national missile defense, Russia apparently must first agree to renegotiate the ABM Treaty to allow for such a program. (As it stands, the Treaty only allows a single interceptor site in North Dakota.) Moscow’s line? Absolutely no re-negotiation of the Treaty. This makes sense from their perspective. Economic and political issues in Russia make them completely incapable of building a comparable system, so they wish to keep America as vulnerable as they are.

But should this or a future Administration actually make a serious commitment to deploy effective missile defenses, the Russian strategy could swiftly change to consider favorably cooperative defense—as President Yeltsin proposed to the United Nations in 1992, when it appeared a second Bush Administration was imminent with a continued commitment to missile defense.

The Debate Has Shifted, But In Which Direction?

By purposefully muddying the waters, the White House is attempting to defer what is inevitable: Someday we will be forced to build a missile defense. The only question is on whose terms and on whose schedule—will it be ready before America needs it to thwart the threat?

If the programs initiated by the Reagan and Bush Administrations had been allowed to continue as intended, America would now be well on its way to being defended.

In contrast, the Clinton White House proposes to deploy defenses "when the threat develops." But it ignores the clear warning from the bipartisan Rumsfeld Commission that North Korea or Iran or Iraq or others may build missiles that can attack America before we can build defenses against them, even if we go as fast as possible. Indeed, the White House seems oblivious even to obvious warning signs, such as North Korea’s launch of its Taepo Dong II ICBM last August 31.

The message to the American people: No missile defense—not during this Presidency, if there’s any way possible to avoid it. So, the advocates for defending America must sustain the momentum for another round in the fight.

Let’s Find Out Who Is Against Defending America!

Needless to say, supporters of missile defense are outraged by the Clinton Administration’s duplicity. With the crisis in Kosovo currently at the forefront of American news, the ballistic missile threat posed by rogue nations such as North Korea, Iran and Iraq has (among other things) temporarily left the spotlight, which is exactly what the White House wanted. The interpretation of the two amendments to S.257 presented by the Clinton Administration is clearly a distortion of the true intention of the bill, and is even more clearly a reiteration of the President’s true philosophy: Vulnerability means safety in the most deadly of all military scenarios, threatened attack by ballistic missiles carrying weapons of mass destruction.

Hopefully, the House-Senate Conference will send a bill to President Clinton for him to sign into law making it unambiguous U.S. policy to deploy effective defenses as soon as possible. Let him veto it, if he wishes—and let’s then see if Congress overrides his veto. At least the American people will then know how their leaders stand on defending them against this growing threat.

America Needs A Wake-Up Call!

Despite efforts to get the truth out about missile defense, certain misperceptions still exist. The April 12, 1999 issue of U.S. News and World Report cites a recent poll conducted by the bipartisan Space Awareness Alliance, which found that 81 percent of Democratic men believe in defense against ballistic missiles. Unfortunately, the article continues, focus groups found that "virtually everyone thought the system was in use. A representative comment: ‘They used it in the gulf war.’"

So, Americans need to understand that they are absolutely vulnerable today—as a matter of policy. This has been policy since President Richard Nixon signed the ABM Treaty in 1972, accepting the idea that Americans are most safe when they are most vulnerable to missile attack. This doctrine of Mutual Assured Destruction no longer makes any sense, if ever it did. Nixon’s National Security Advisor, Henry Kissinger, was the principal architect of the ABM Treaty, and he now argues it should no longer constrain U.S. policy in the new world disorder. If we could put this Cold War relic behind us and assign the needed priority to ending the White House addiction to vulnerability, American engineers could build affordable and effective defenses beginning within four years.

Where Do We Go From Here?

First, we must move beyond the Cold War’s ABM Treaty—hopefully Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC) will be able to deliver on his promise to bring the issue to a vote this year.

Second, the Pentagon needs to accept the urgency of the threat and give building effective defenses the priority it deserves—such as the priority given to building the Navy’s undersea nuclear deterrent system to respond to Russia’s threat in the late 1950s. Then, a competent Polaris management and engineering team deployed our first submarine launched ballistic missiles in about four years—meeting a more daunting challenge than building ballistic missile defenses poses today.

Recently, High Frontier Chairman Ambassador Hank Cooper chaired the Heritage Foundation’s Commission on Missile Defense, which included a dozen Reagan and Bush Administration national security experts. Page 1 on the Commission’s March 23 report Defending America: A Plan to Meet the Urgent Missile Threat noted, "An affordable and effective missile defense system could become operational within four years and cost less than $8 billion (or only about 1.5 percent of the annual defense budget)"—if top priority is assigned, of course.

This proposed defense would consist of upgraded interceptor missiles on the Navy’s Aegis cruisers already deployed around the world and a space-based sensor system to provide immediate worldwide data to enable fully the sea-based defensive interceptors. It would provide a global defense that could protect Americans at home and American overseas troops, friends and allies.

America’s engineers can do this job—if America’s policy makers empower them to do it!

