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Senate

Statement of Senator Dianne Feinstein

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
thank the chairman of the committee.
There should be no doubt in
anyone's mind that this
administration is reopening the
nuclear door. They are doing this to
develop essentially a new generation
of nuclear weapons. They call them
low yield. It is contained in words
such as “‘advanced concepts."
Essentially, they are battlefield
tactical nuclear weapons.

This latest Defense authorization bill
reversed the Spratt-Furse
amendment which had existed for 10
years and had prohibited the
development of low-yield nuclear
weapons. So for 10 years there was a
prohibition on this reopening of the
nuclear door.

With this year's Defense
authorization bill, that went down
the tubes. Now we see in this Energy
appropriations bill money to move
along in the development and the
research of these weapons.

What is interesting to me is when
you ask these questions in
committee, as I did of Secretary
Rumsfeld--and I will get to that--
what we hear is: Oh, it is just a
study.

In fact, last year, $14 million was
appropriated for the study. It is more
than just the study. It is the study and
development.

On New Nuclear Weapons

I rise today to send an amendment
to the desk on behalf of myself, the
Senator from Massachusetts, Mr.
Kennedy; the Senator from Rhode
Island, Mr. Reed; the Senator from
New Jersey, Mr. Lautenberg; the
Senator from Oregon, Mr. Wyden;
and the Senator from Wisconsin,
Mr. Feingold.

Mr. President, I am very concerned
that through a policy of
unilateralism and preemption,
combined with the creation of new
nuclear weapons, we may very well
be encouraging the very nuclear
proliferation we seek to prevent. It
seems to me that pursuing the
development of new tactical
battlefield nuclear weapons not
only lowers the threshold for
possible use but also blurs the
distinction between nuclear and
nonnuclear weapons.

The amendment I have just sent to
the desk essentially in many ways
mirrors what the House of
Representatives has done. Much to
the credit of Chairman Hobson, the
House of Representatives has
deleted this funding. I believe very
strongly the Senate should follow.

The amendment I proposed would
strike $15 million for the study of
the development of the robust
nuclear earth penetrator and $6
million in funding for advanced
nuclear weapons concepts,
including the study for development

of low-yield weapons--these are
battlefield tactical nuclear
weapons--and it would prohibit
spending--this is where it is a little
different in the Senate version than
in the House version--in the 2004
year to increase the Nevada Test
Site's time to test readiness posture
from the current 24 to 36 months to
18 months. The House actually cut
the 24 $8 million. We fence it for
this year.

Secondly, it would implement site
selection for the modern pit facility.
The House cut $12 million. We
would delay it for 1 year.

The House also redirected the
savings from this bill for water
projects. We essentially use the
money for deficit reduction. By
seeking to develop a new
generation of 5-kiloton, or below,
tactical nuclear weapons, which
produce smaller explosions, the
administration is suggesting we can
make nuclear weapons less deadly.
It is suggesting we can make them
more acceptable to use. Neither is
true.

By seeking to develop a robust
nuclear earth penetrator, the
administration seems to be moving
toward a military posture in which
nuclear weapons are considered
just like other weapons--like a tank,
a fighter aircraft, or a cruise
missile. By seeking to speed up the
time to test requirement for the



Nevada Test Site, the administration
is taking us down a road that may
well lead to the resumption of
underground nuclear testing,
overturning a 10-year moratorium.
By seeking to move forward with the
modern pit facility, the
administration appears to be seeking
to develop a facility that will, in 1
year, allow the United States to
produce a number of plutonium pits
that exceeds the entire current
arsenal of China.

Given that the United States has a
robust pit stockpile and plans for a
facility that will be able to produce
an adequate number of replacement
pits in the coming years, questions
must be asked as to why a facility
like the modern pit facility is
necessary, and why now? What sort
of message is the United States
sending to the rest of the world, at a
time when we are trying to
discourage others from developing
their own nuclear arsenal, by our
taking this action? We say to North
Korea, you cannot do this. We say to
Iran, you cannot do this. Yet we set a
precedent whereby countries such as
Pakistan and India--each with their
own indigenous nuclear capability,
each diehard enemies--may well take
the example and say: If they can do
it, we can do it. We should start our
own advanced concepts program.

I deeply believe the combined
impact of studies or development of
new nuclear weapons enhancing the
posture of our test sites and
developing a new plutonium pit
facility could well have the result of
leading these other nuclear powers
and nuclear aspirants to resume or
start testing and to seek to enlarge
their own nuclear forces--action that
would fundamentally alter future
nonproliferation efforts and
undermine our own security. Instead
of increasing it, it will undermine it.

The House of Representatives had
the foresight to realize that going
down this path was not in the best
interest of the United States national
security. I truly hope this Senate will
respond and do the same. I cannot
say enough good things about

Chairman Hobson. I have had the
privilege of working with him on
MilCon, and I think he has shown
dramatic courage, spunk,
individualism, good thinking, and
solid common sense.

Nearly 60 years ago, our world was
introduced to nuclear weapons. |
was 12 years old when the Enola
Gay left our shores. [ saw a 15-
kiloton bomb destroy Hiroshima. It
killed up to 140,000 people--just
that bomb killed 140,000 people. A
21-kiloton bomb then destroyed
Nagasaki, killing 80,000 people.
Two bombs, 220,000 people dead,
and the largest pattern of
destruction the world has ever seen-
-just look at it on this photo.

For the decades that followed, we
saw a standoff between the United
States and the Soviet Union with
armadas of nuclear weapons, many
of which remain today. They are
targeted at each other's cities even
right this very minute. We have
seen other nations become nuclear
powers--the United Kingdom,
France, China, India, Pakistan. And
others--like I said, Iran and North
Korea clearly have nuclear
aspirations. But after decades of
steady progress, our efforts against
nuclear proliferation have also
produced a number of dividends.
Nuclear-capable states, like South
Africa, Brazil, Argentina, South
Korea, Taiwan, Japan, the Ukraine,
Belarus, and Kazakhstan have
either forgone developing nuclear
weapons or, like the States of the
former Soviet Union, given up the
weapons they possessed. China has
recently signaled it might be
willing, finally, to sign onto the
comprehensive test ban treaty.
When U.S. policy can urge others
to act responsibly, the world is a far
safer place and the United States is
safer as well.

As we continue to prosecute the
war on terror, it should be a central
tenet of the U.S. policy to do
everything at our disposal to make
nuclear weapons less desirable, less
available, and less likely to be used.
This does just the opposite.
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This administration appears to be
looking for new ways to use our
nuclear advantage, to restructure
our force so nuclear weapons are
more "usable." That sends a very
troubling message to others who
might also aspire to obtain or use
nuclear weapons.

Let me just quote a Pentagon
spokesperson in saying this: "This
administration is fashioning a more
diverse set of options for deterring
the threat of weapons of mass
destruction. That is why the
administration is pursuing
advanced conventional forces and
improved intelligence capabilities.
A combination of offensive and
defensive and nuclear and
nonnuclear capabilities is essential
to meet the deterrence requirements
of the 21st century."

I profoundly disagree. If the most
potent conventional military on
Earth cannot meet the challenges
without new nuclear weapons, it is
a tragedy indeed. The
administration's own nuclear
posture review, released in January
of 2002, did not focus solely on the
role of nuclear weapons for
deterrence. It stressed the
importance of actually being
prepared to use nuclear weapons. In
fact, the review noted we must now
plan to possibly use them against a
wider range of countries.

To that end, I would like to put into
the record a New York Times
article by Michael R. Gordon,
dated March 9. I ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the
Record following my comments.

Mr. President, in addition, the
nuclear posture review said we
need to develop new types of
weapons so we can use them in a
wider variety of circumstances and
against a wider range of targets,
such as hard and deeply buried
targets, or to defeat chemical and
biological weapons. Even the New
York Times suggests we would
even consider a first strike against a
nonnuclear country if that country
possessed biological or chemical



weapons.

It seems clear that this
administration is no longer focused
solely on the role of nuclear
weapons for deterrence. Rather, the
new triad proposed by the
administration has grouped nuclear
and conventional weapons together
on a continuum, believing each has
an equal role on the battlefield.

During the cold war, the nuclear
triad consisted of air, land, and sea
nuclear forces--bombers, ALBMs,
ICBMs and SLBMs. The new triad
consists of offensive strike forces,
missile defense--which has yet,
incidentally, been shown to work--
and a responsive infrastructure to
support the forces. Strategic nuclear
forces are combined dangerously, in
my view, with conventional strike
capabilities in the offensive leg of
the new triad.

This new triad represents a radical
departure from the idea that our
strategic nuclear forces are primarily
intended for deterrence, not for
offense as the new triad proposes.

In a few months, after issuing the
Nuclear Posture Review, President
Bush signed National Security
Presidential Directive 17 indicating
the United States might use nuclear
weapons to respond to a chemical or
biological attack. I find the Nuclear
Posture Review and NSPD-17
deeply disturbing.

Some have maintained we don't need
to concern ourselves too much with
these documents because they are
merely intellectual exercises. In fact,
at a hearing of the Defense
Appropriations Subcommittee in
May, I asked Secretary Rumsfeld
about where the administration was
going on these issues. He responded,
in essence, that there was nothing to
be concerned about because current
research to develop nuclear weapons
is just a study. But the fact is, the
administration has begun to take
concrete steps toward developing
new classes of nuclear weapons. In
fact, the administration's statement
of policy for the fiscal year 2004

Defense authorization bill may well
have been more honest than
intended. This is the statement of
administration policy:

"The administration appreciates the
Senate Armed Services
Committee's continued support of
our national defense and support
for critical research and
development for low-yield nuclear
weapons."

As Fred Celec, the Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Defense for
Nuclear Matters, stated:

"If a hydrogen bomb can be
successfully designed to survive a
crash through hard rock or concrete
and still explode, it will ultimately
get fielded."

That is his statement: "If a
hydrogen bomb can be successfully
designed to survive a crash through
hard rock or concrete and still
explode, it will ultimately get
fielded."

That is where we are going, Mr.
President. I believe it is in this
context that we must view the
funding requests in this bill.

This is not an esoteric funding
request. I don't believe it is just a
study. I believe it is the second step
in the study and in the development
of these so-called advanced nuclear
concepts of moving up test
readiness, of building a huge
modern pit facility. The legislation
before us today contains funding to
start that process of developing this
next generation of nuclear weapons,
clear and simple.

I strongly support a robust military,
and our safety interests and our
security interests should be
protected, but I believe we are
going to make our Nation and our
allies less secure, not more, if the
United States opens the door to the
development, testing, and
deployment of new tactical and
low-yield nuclear weapons.

I think there are several things

wrong with the logic which
suggests that using these weapons
is acceptable. First, using nuclear
weapons, even small ones, will
cross a line that has been in place
for 60 years. I don't want to be a
Member of the Senate who crosses
that line and has to explain to my
five grandchildren why I voted to
sanction a new generation of
nuclear weapons, whether it is a
robust earth penetrator or whether it
is a tactical battlefield weapon,
because you cannot protect from
the radiation. What grandmother or
mother wants to send their son or
daughter on to a battlefield with
tactical nuclear weapons? Sixty
years of history is in the process of
being reversed.

It was the Secretary of State,
General Colin Powell, who wrote in
his autobiography about possibly
using tactical nuclear weapons in
Europe to thwart a Soviet invasion.
Let me read what he said. He
wrote:

"No matter how small these nuclear
payloads were, we would be
crossing a threshold. Using nukes
would mark one of the most
significant political and military
decisions since Hiroshima."

That is what we are doing, I say to
my colleagues--one of the most
significant decisions since
Hiroshima--and his statement in his
book is just as true today.

Second, I wish to speak for a
moment about the fact that there is
no such thing as a clean or usable
nuclear bomb. According to
Stanford University physicist, Dr.
Sidney Drell, the effects of a small
bomb would be dramatic. A 1-
kiloton weapon detonated 20 to 50
feet underground--1 kiloton
detonated 20 to 50 feet
underground--would dig a crater
the size of Ground Zero and eject a
million cubic feet of radioactive
debris into the air. This chart shows
1 kiloton at 30 feet and it will eject
a million cubic feet of radioactive
debris into the air.



A low-yield weapon would have
very little utility in trying to destroy
a deeply buried underground bunker.
Given the insurmountable physics
problems associated with burrowing
a warhead deep into the earth,
destroying a target hidden beneath a
thousand feet of rock will require a
nuclear weapon of almost 100
kilotons. That is 10 times the size of
the bomb dropped on Hiroshima.

As this chart shows, if a bunker
buster were able to burrow into the
earth to reach its maximum feasible
depth--that is about 35 feet--it still
would not be deep enough to contain
a bomb with an explosive yield of
only .2 kilotons, 75 times smaller
than the bomb that exploded over
Hiroshima, let alone a 100-kiloton
bomb.

Let me make the point. To destroy a
typical bunker or another
underground target, such as a
chemical or biological weapons
facility, you would need to burrow
down at least 800 feet, which is not
physically possible, or detonate a
100-kiloton weapon whose fallout
and destruction belie the idea that an
antiseptic nuclear weapon can be
developed. Anything short of that
would not contain the fallout.

A fireball would break through the
surface, scattering enormous
amounts of radioactive debris--1.5
million tons for a 100-kiloton bomb-
-into the atmosphere. As this map of
the Korean peninsula shows, just the
path fallout, with travel in typical
weather, would place both South
Korea and Japan in severe danger
while placing millions of innocent
people at risk if a nuclear bunker
buster were to be used in North
Korea. We can see it used at this
point. We can see the path of fallout.
It is devastating.

Ultimately, the depth of penetration
of the robust nuclear earth penetrator
is limited by the strength of the
missile casing. The deepest our
current earth penetrators can burrow
is 20 feet of dry earth. Casing made
of even the stronger material cannot
withstand the physical forces of

burrowing through 100 feet of
granite, much less 800 feet.

I believe it is deeply flawed to
argue, as some robust nuclear earth
penetrator proponents do, that
because it would penetrate the earth
before detonating, it would be a
clean weapon. It will not be.

In fact, far more than the added
explosive power a nuclear weapon
provides, the most important factor
in destroying a deeply buried target
is knowing exactly where it is.
Someone is not going to drop a
bomb such as a robust nuclear earth
penetrator unless they know exactly
where the target is. If they know
exactly where the target is, there are
other things that can be done. It can
be destroyed with conventional
weapons. Access to it can be
prevented by destroying entrances,
cutting off electricity, cutting off air
ducts. Cutting off a bunker in this
way renders it useless just as
effectively as destroying it with a
nuclear blast.

The fact is that our intelligence is
weak. So I very much doubt we are
going to be throwing around bunker
busters of 100 kilotons that are
nuclear with this fallout spread
when we really do not know,
among the tens of thousands of
holes the North Koreans have in the
ground, exactly what is what.

Thirdly, the development of new
low-yield nuclear weapons could
lead--and this is where we are
going--to the resumption of
underground nuclear testing in
order to test the new weapons. This
would overturn the 10-year
moratorium on nuclear testing. So
we are changing 60 years of
history. We are overturning a 10-
year moratorium. This could lead
other countries to resume or start
testing, actions that would
fundamentally alter future
nonproliferation and
counterproliferation efforts.

The March 2003 Arms Control
Today points out an interesting
thing:

"In 1995, many of the world's
nonnuclear states made it clear their
continued adherence to the NPT
was contingent on the cessation of
all nuclear-yield testing. ..... A
decision to resume testing to build
low-yield nuclear weapons could
deal the regime a fatal blow while
providing the United States a
capability of questionable military
value."

This is where we are going with
this bill. We are moving up test
readiness from 24 to 30 months to
18 months. So inherent in this bill
is the beginning of expedited
testing, overturning 60 years, going
against the nonproliferation treaty,
which will then encourage other
nations to do the same, and
beginning testing once again.

According to the 2003 Report to
Congress on Nuclear Test
Readiness, 18 months is the
minimum time necessary to prepare
a test once a problem is identified.
Yet even during the cold war when
tests were ongoing on a regular
basis, the Nuclear National Security
Agency found that it required 18 to
24 months to design and field a test
with full diagnostics.

As purely a technical matter, 18
months is also an extremely short
time frame for test readiness. So
why are we doing it? Why are we
doing it now with no pressing
need? Why is the administration
pushing so hard for the absolute
minimum time necessary to conduct
a test?

This tells me exactly where this
administration is going. Even
putting aside the concern I have
about the message that the United
States moving ahead with test
readiness sends to the rest of the
world, this short time period may
well not be technologically
feasible.

In an op-ed in the Washington Post
on July 21, Secretary of Energy
Spencer Abraham said this:

"We are not planning to resume



testing; nor are we improving test
readiness in order to develop new
nuclear weapons. In fact, we are not
planning to develop any new nuclear
weapons at all."

Then what are we doing this for?
Fourteen million dollars last year,
$50 million this year, a $4 billion
modern pit facility program over 10
years. What are we doing it for? I
think what the Secretary did by these
comments is really an injustice in
terms of casting a web over these
moves that is not credible.

I can only deduce that despite all the
"this is just a study" rhetoric, there is
an intention to test, and this
administration is reopening the
nuclear door to develop a new
generation of tactical battlefield
nuclear weapons, and I do not want
to be a part of it.

In fact, in a September 3 interview,
Fred Celec stated:

"If you say, I've got to go to design a
new nuclear weapon ..... you
probably will have to have a nuclear
test."

Likewise, I have serious concerns
about the intentions behind the funds
included in this bill for work on the
modern pit facility. As I have said,
the modern pit facility is the
administration's proposed $4 billion
plan where new plutonium pits for
nuclear weapons will be fabricated.
This facility, when completed, would
be able to produce 250 to 900
plutonium pits per year.

To put this in perspective, if the
proposed modern pit facility
operated at half of its capacity, it
could equal or exceed China's entire
new nuclear arsenal in 1 year. This
production would be in excess of our
current inventory of 15,000
plutonium pits.

What does this say to other nations?
What does this say to China? What
does it say to Iraq? What does it say
to Iran, Pakistan, India, or any other
nation? What does it say to North
Korea?

At a time when we should be
lessening our reliance on nuclear
weapons and lessening the amount
of fissile material available which
might fall into the hands of
terrorists, encouraging other
countries in the world to do
likewise by following our example,
why do we need this new
production capability?

The Department of Energy has
already begun a separate $2.3
billion pit fabrication and
plutonium chemistry complex at
Los Alamos, which will begin
producing 20 pits per year in 2007
and can be equipped and enlarged
to produce as many as 150 pits per
year. So what do we need this for?
No one has answered that question.

With the current age of our
stockpile pits averaging 19 years,
and the Department of Energy
estimating a pit minimum lifetime
to be 45 to 60 years, with no "life-
limiting factors" being identified,
why put our Nation $4 billion
further into debt by creating
additional capacity for plutonium
pits we don't need? We can't find
anything that indicates why we
need these additional plutonium
pits. As I said, we already have a
$2.3 billion program to produce 20
pits that can go up to 150 pits. Are
we going into some kind of
enormous program that we don't
know about?

The House report language in their
version of the energy and water bill
put it this way:

"It appears to the Committee that
the Department is proposing to
rebuild, restart, and redo and
otherwise exercise every capability
that was used over the past 40 years
of the cold war, and at the same
time prepare for a future with an
expanded mission for nuclear
weapons. Nothing in the past
performance of NNSA convinces
this Committee that the successful
implementation of the Stockpile
Stewardship Program is a foregone
conclusion, which makes the
pursuit of a broad range of new

initiatives premature."

This was just written. This was
considered by the House of
Representatives, and the House of
Representatives had the guts to take
it out of the bill. So this amendment
would put in place a 1-year stay. It
is a little different from the House
bill. It would put in place a 1-year
stay on site selection for the
modern pit facility. If the
administration can come forward
with a convincing rationale and
plans in a year, we can revisit this
issue. But until then, we should not
be supporting this new initiative.

Today, America's current
conventional and nuclear forces
vastly overpower those of any other
nation. So for me, it is difficult if
not impossible to reconcile building
a multibillion-dollar nuclear bomb
factory, which is what this is, as we
preach the importance of limiting
proliferation and preventing other
nations from developing weapons
of mass destruction. And, if I may
say so, it is hypocritical. It is
hypocritical; we say one thing to
others and we do an entirely
different thing ourselves. If that is
not hypocrisy, I don't know what is.

Under the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty, nuclear
weapon states are committed to
halting so-called vertical
proliferation. That means they are
prohibited from increasing their
nuclear stockpiles. They are
prohibited. The purpose is to
encourage other nations to halt
horizontal proliferation, whereby
more and more nations become
nuclear capable. That is what the
NPT is trying to do. They are trying
to stop it, and we are doing exactly
the opposite. If our country goes
down the road of developing and
bringing the modern pit facility on
line, we will effectively undermine
the nonproliferation treaty.

I know the Bush administration
doesn't like it. I know they don't
attend meetings. [ know we are now
on a big unilateral binge, where we
know better than anybody else. But



this is for our children and our
grandchildren. Perhaps more than
any other this represents the country
we try to be and the country we are
going to be.

I think with this legislation, and by
going down this path, we undermine
the nonproliferation treaty. Maybe
that is what they want to happen.
And by our example we create an
incentive and we present a challenge
to others with nuclear aspirations to
develop them.

I don't know whether that is the
intention. We know ballistic missile
defense does the same thing. I think
we are seeing, in Iraq, where
unilateralism is not working. We
have before us an $87 billion
supplemental which will bring the
cost of the war to about $166 billion
so far. Yet we are starting a whole
new nuclear program.

I guess why I don't like it, most of
all, is it is all done under the guise of
study, of development. The facts are
never really put on the table. It just
kind of happens. Then some get kind
of "suckered" into it, if I can use that
word, because of the economics of
doing it in this State or that State or
competing for it.

We need to begin to think what we
are competing for. I don't want us to
compete for something that is going
to encourage China to begin nuclear
weapons production or begin testing.
I don't want to encourage something
that is going to say to Pakistan and
India: We developed tactical
battlefield nuclear weapons. Look at
our example. That is what we are
doing and we don't see it.

Finally, to those who argue that the
United States needs new weapons
for new missions, [ should point out
that the United States already has a
usable nuclear bunker buster, the
B61-11, which has a dial-to-yield
feature, allowing its yield to range
from less than a kiloton to several
hundred kilotons. When configured
to have a 10-kiloton yield and
detonated 4 feet underground, the
B61-11 can produce a shock wave

sufficient to crush a bunker buried
beneath 350 feet of layered rock.

If, indeed--I don't think there is--but
if there is a legitimate military
mission for these kinds of weapons,
the experts tell us we already have
one. We don't need new nuclear
weapons. On the other hand, the
U.S. military, the strongest and
most capable military force the
world has ever seen, has plenty of
effective conventional options
designed to penetrate deeply into
the earth and destroy underground
bunkers and storage facilities.
These range in size from 500
pounds to 5,000 pounds, and most
are equipped with either a laser or a
GPS guidance system. The 5,000-
pound bunker buster, like the
guided bomb unit 28/B, is capable
of penetrating up to 20 feet of
reinforced concrete, or 100 feet of
earth.

The GBU-28 was used with much
success in Operation Enduring
Freedom in Afghanistan.

Other conventional bunker busters
were used to take out Saddam
Hussein's underground lairs in
Operation Iraqi Freedom. In fact,
the U.S. military possesses a
conventional bunker buster--the
GBU-37--which is thought to be
capable of taking out a silo-based
ICBM.

I only wish that instead of
beginning the research and
development of a new generation of
weapons, this administration would
lead efforts to prevent nuclear
development and prevent the spread
and delegitimize the use and utility
of nuclear weapons. Oh, how I wish
they would. Instead, with these
appropriations a new nuclear arms
race will begin. Let there be no
doubt. I know it as sure as [ am
standing here now. I know it from
the judgment of past history. |

know how difficult it has been. I
know just how difficult it was to
reach agreements with the Soviet
Union to begin to ratchet down the
nuclear arsenal of both of our
countries. We will be dealing with

governments far more difficult to
deal with than the Soviet Union,
like those typified by North Korea.

If we appropriate these dollars, we
can expect that other nations will
follow, that a new nuclear race will
begin to develop, and the chance
that one day, somehow, some way
they will be used against us. Those
chances are clear. Let there be no
doubt.

As the Economist concluded in its
May 17 issue:

"In their determination to leave no
weapons avenue unexplored [the
administration] is proposing to lead
America along a dangerous path."

This is why our amendment seeks
to strike the funding in this bill for
the development of the robust
nuclear earth penetrator and the
other so-called advanced concepts--
I hate calling nuclear weapons
"advanced concepts'--including
low-yield weapons, and to limit the
funding for enhanced test readiness
and the modern pit facility.

Right now our country is spending
well over $400 billion on defense.
Next year we will spend more on
our military than all of the other
191 nations on the planet
combined. If we can't protect
ourselves without thinking about
nuclear weapons, who can? Who
can? We spend more than 191
nations combined--all of the other
nations on Earth. Yet the proposal
is that we reopen the nuclear door
and begin a new generation of
nuclear weapons.

I think once again we will see rogue
states basically conclude that they
will be safe from the United States
only if they develop their own
nuclear weapons quickly. I think
that is exactly what is happening in
North Korea, which has responded
to the Bush administration's
aggressive posture by claiming that
only a "tremendous military
deterrent" will protect it from the
United States. Now Iran is
following suit. Will we encourage



India and Pakistan to develop
tactical nuclear weapons as well?

Indeed, by seeking to develop new
nuclear weapons ourselves, we send
a message that nuclear weapons have
a future battlefield role and utility.
This is the wrong message. It takes
us in the wrong direction. In my
view, it will cause Americans to be
placed in greater jeopardy in the
future.

We are telling others not to develop
nuclear weapons and not to sell
fissile materials, but we continue to
study and design new nuclear
weapons ourselves. Again,
"hypocrisy."

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. The House has totally
eliminated the money. We don't do
exactly that. We eliminate some and
we fence others. We delay the pit
facility for 1 year. We don't use the
money for water projects, and we do
use it for deficit reduction.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. [ urge them to realize
that we are at a historic turning
point. It may well be that people do
not remember the Enola Gay, they
don't remember Hiroshima, they
don't remember Nagasaki, and they
don't remember that 220,000 people
were killed instantly in both of those
strikes. They don't remember
Chernobyl and what radioactive
fallout does to people.

I see this as a very historic vote. The
way is carved for us by the House of
Representatives. They have
eliminated funding. They have done
what is right. I hope we follow suit.

I yield the floor.



