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I came over here to say that people
ought to be very careful about how
they implicate other people and what
happened to show up on a bill—as the
Senator from Nevada knows, our side
of the aisle is not in control of these
things. | am not speaking for the Sen-
ator from Mississippi because he is ca-
pable of speaking for himself. When I
get an opportunity, | will join the Sen-
ator from Nevada in trying to get rid of
that provision once and for all.

I want to make it clear to my col-
leagues when the Senator from Nevada
mentioned this to me the other day, |
was as shocked as he was. | can tell
you | certainly had nothing to do with
it and will do everything | can to take
it out. | yield the floor.

TREATY WITH THE RUSSIAN FED-
ERATION ON FURTHER REDUC-
TION AND LIMITATION OF STRA-
TEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS (THE
START Il TREATY)

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the treaty.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, | am very
pleased—as all of my fellow Members
should be—that the Senate will now be
considering whether to give its consent
to ratification of the START Il Treaty.

We can anticipate that the floor de-
bate will be relatively brief by contrast
with the time devoted to previous stra-
tegic offensive arms accords—the 1972
Interim Agreement and the 1991
START Treaty.

This treaty deserves the Senate’s
careful consideration, and approval. In
the nearly 3 years since it was nego-
tiated, the treaty has been carefully
weighed, and | believe it to be clear
now to almost all Members that
START Il is a logical and significant
successor to the first START Treaty,
which is also assuredly in the national
security interests of the United States.

The Russian legislature has started,
but not finished, its work on this trea-
ty. The Russian Federation has just
had elections, and the consideration
and approval process, if successful, will
involve many new members heretofore
unfamiliar with START. | deeply be-
lieve that Russian legislators will care-
fully consider the present political,
economic and military situation of
their nation, will weigh priorities, and
will see that START is a significant
achievement that is clearly in their na-
tional interests. | believe very strongly
that our activities and action in com-
mittee and the consideration being
taken in the Senate today will serve to
reassure their legislature that we are a
serious party to this endeavor and will
be of value as they consider their ap-
proach to the treaty.

Mr. President, the START Il Treaty,
which builds upon START, was signed
by the United States and the Russian
Federation on January 3, 1993, and was
transmitted by President Bush to the
Senate on January 15, 1993. The treaty
builds upon the reductions of offensive
strategic nuclear arms required by
START.
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The START Treaty, Members will re-
call, requires about a one-third reduc-
tion in the strategic offensive nuclear
arms of the United States and, collec-
tively, of Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and
Kazakhstan. The treaty specifically
cuts the former Soviet Union’s heavy
ICBM totals in half.

In addition the START Treaty and
the subsequent Lisbon protocol obli-
gates Ukraine, Belarus, and
Kazakhstan to give up all of their nu-
clear weapons and to join the START
Il Treaty, which is a bilateral treaty
between the United States and the
Russian Federation.

The START Il Treaty has several
critically important aspects:

First, it will reduce by 2003, Russian
and American deployed strategic war-
heads to a level at or below 3,500—a
more than two-thirds reduction over
pre-START levels.

Second, it bans deployment of mul-
tiple-warhead intercontinental ballis-
tic missiles [MIRVed ICBMs]. These
missiles are generally considered to be
the most threatening component of
each nation’s strategic arsenal.

Third, it legally obligates Russia to
destroy all 154 SS-18 heavy ICBMs and
to destroy or convert all silo launchers
for such missiles. The SS-18 missile is
the largest and most destabilizing
ICBM in the world. Half of them were
eliminated by START. This treaty will
finish the elimination process.

These are three very important ac-
complishments. All of them are impor-
tant to strategic stability. The details
make that evident.

The START Il Treaty calls for reduc-
tions, in two phases, in ICBMs, ICBM
launchers, ICBM warheads, SLBMs,
SLBM launchers, SLBM warheads,
heavy bombers and nuclear armaments
on heavy bombers.

The first phase of reductions is to be
completed no later than seven years
after entry into force of the START
Treaty.

The second reduction phase, to be
completed no later than January 1,
2003, requires each party to achieve the
following final reduction limits:

Between 3,000 and 3,500, for the aggre-
gate number of warheads on deployed
ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and deployed
heavy bombers;

Between 1,700 and 1,750, for warheads
on deployed SLBMs;

Zero, for warheads
MIRVed ICBMs; and

Zero, for warheads on deployed Rus-
sian heavy ICBMs (SS-18s).

Mr. President, the START Il Treaty
was considered thoroughly in hearings
that | chaired in May and June 1993,
and that Senator LUGAR, my colleague
from Indiana, chaired in January, Feb-
ruary, and March 1995. Witnesses in-
cluded Secretary of State Warren
Christopher; former Secretary of State
Lawrence Eagleburger; Secretary of
Defense William Perry; General John
Shalikashvili, Chairman, Joint Chiefs
of Staff; John Holum, Director of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
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cy; Ambassador Linton Brooks, chief
negotiator of the treaty; Thomas Gra-
ham, Jr., Acting Director of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency; Di-
rector of Central Intelligence, Mr.
James Woolsey and Douglas
MacEachin, Deputy Director for Intel-
ligence, Central Intelligence Agency.
Non-governmental witnesses included
Steven Hadley, an attorney with Shea
and Gardner; Sven Kraemer, president,
Global 2000; Michael Krepon, president,
Henry L. Stimson Center, and Jack
Mendelsohn, deputy director of the
Arms Control Association.

Earlier this month, the committee
considered and approved a resolution of
ratification in an 18 to 0 vote. The reso-
lution contains six conditions and
seven declarations, none of which will
require any renegotiation of the provi-
sions or the further agreement of the
Russian Federation. These are the key
points of the conditions and declara-
tions:

Condition 1, on noncompliance makes
it clear that the Senate would view as
a most serious matter actions by the
parties to START or by the Russian
Federation with regard to START 11
that are inconsistent with the object
and purpose of the treaties or in viola-
tion of the treaties. In such an event, it
specifies courses of action to be taken
by the President with regard to the
Senate and the noncompliant party.

Condition 2, makes it clear that the
Senate, in approving START Il, is not
obligating the United States to accept
any modification of the 1972 ABM Trea-
ty.
Condition 3, makes clear that Rus-
sian ratification and implementation
of START 1l is not contingent upon a
United States-Russian agreement for
financial aid.

Condition 4, makes clear that speci-
fied exchanges of letters are of the
same force and effect as treaty obliga-
tions.

Condition 5, recognizes that the ad-
ministration has reached an agreement
with the Russians under which there
will be strict accountability for all bal-
listic missiles associated with START.
The Senate reaffirms its view that
space-launch vehicles containing items
limited by START are subject to the
relevant treaty terms.

Condition 6, embraces the adminis-
tration’s view that the START and
START Il provisions on national tech-
nical means do not preclude the United
States from pursuing options to urge
the Russian Federation to dismantle
its electronic eavesdropping facility at
Lourdes, Cuba.

Declaration 1, deals with cooperative
threat reduction. Vigorous continu-
ation of the Safe and Secure Dis-
mantlement talks is urged. The resolu-
tion makes clear the importance of
confirming the irreversibility of the
process of nuclear weapons reduction.

Declaration 2, urges the President to
regulate reductions so as to avoid any
strategic imbalance endangering the
national security.

Declaration 3, expressed the sense of
the Senate that the President should
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consult with the Senate as to whether
START Il remains in the national in-
terest should any nation other that
Russia expand its strategic arsenal so
as to jeopardize the United States’—se-
curity—interests.

Declaration 4, recalls earlier commit-
ments to reduce armaments and calls
upon the United States and Russia to
seek further strategic offensive arms
reductions and calls upon the other
three nuclear-weapon states to give
careful and early consideration to cor-
responding reductions.

Declaration 5, urges the President to
insist that Belarus, Kazakhstan, and
the Ukraine abide by the guidelines of
the Missile Technology Control Re-
gime.

Declaration 6, states that the Senate
will consider agreements obligating
the United States to reduce or limit
the Armed Forces or armaments in a
militarily significant manner only pur-
suant to treaty power as set forth in
the Constitution.

Declaration 7, affirms the applicabil-
ity to all treaties of the constitu-
tionally based principles set forth in
condition 1 of the resolution of ratifi-
cation of the INF-Treaty.

The START and START Il Treaties
and the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty limiting strategic defensive
arms, truly represent a continuum of
arms control that has already had con-
siderable benefits to the nations in-
volved and promise still more over the
next 7 years.

There is no question that all of this
effort, more than two decades-long,
characterized by new initiatives that
build upon earlier achievements step-
by-step, has been critically important
in the effort to curb the costly and es-
sentially pointless arms competition
that characterized much of the postwar
period prior to the collapse of the So-
viet Union. While 1, together with
many others, am pleased that we fi-
nally have reached a point at which we
can anticipate the elimination of the
most  destabilizing weapons—Iland-
based missiles with multiple warheads,
it also is saddening to realize that this
Nation’s leaders might have been wiser
earlier. The pointless and wasteful
MIRV competition that has been
central to the arms race well might
have been averted.

It is useful to recall that the Com-
mittee and the Senate endeavored in
1970 to forestall the development of
MIRVed systems.

Senate Resolution 211 stated in part:

Whereas development of multiple inde-
pendently targetable reentry vehicles by
both the United States and the Soviet Union
represents a fundamental and radical chal-
lenge to such stability;

Whereas the possibility of agreed controls
over strategic forces appears likely to dimin-
ish greatly if testing and deployment of mul-
tiple independently targetable reentry vehi-
cles proceed;

Resolved further, That the President
should propose to the Government of Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics an immediate
suspension . . . of the further development of
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all offensive and defensive nuclear strategic
weapons systems, subject to national ver-
ification or such measures of observation
and inspection as may be appropriate.

Senate Resolution 211 was introduced
by Senator Edward Brooke and 39 co-
sponsors with three later additions on
June 17, 1969. The Foreign Relations
Committee reported favorably Senate
Resolution 211 on March 24, 1970, and it
passed the Senate on April 9, 1970, on a
vote of 72 to 6.

I remember well making the case to
several senior administration officials
that we would do well to do our best to
avoid a race in multiple-warhead mis-
siles. Nonetheless, the administration
did not agree with the Senate on the
matter, believing instead that the
United States enjoyed a technological
lead over the Soviet Union, and would
do better if MIRVs were allowed. Ac-
cordingly, the United States never pro-
posed, in any serious way, that MIRV’s
be banned in SALT |I. Two decades
later, Soviet MIRVs have become a
matter of considerable concern, and
much effort in START and further ef-
fort in connection with the de-
MIRVing Treaty have been required to
deal with the problem. Now, 25 years
later, it is clear how prescient the Sen-
ate was. Now that we are coming full
circle, only five of Senate Resolution
211’s cosponsors—Senators DOLE, HAT-
FIELD, INOUYE, KENNEDY, and I—remain
in the Senate.

The achievements of SALT, START,
and the ABM Treaty demonstrate that
the United States and the successors to
the Soviet Union are fulfilling pledges
made repeatedly since the 1963 Limited
Test Ban Treaty to reduce their nu-
clear arsenals. These pledges were seen
as justification by other nations for de-
cisions to refrain from nuclear weapons
testing, join the non-proliferation trea-
ty as non-nuclear weapon states and,
earlier this year, to agree upon the per-
manent extension of the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty.

I hope very much that we will have
the wisdom to understand what has
been achieved, the resolve to preserve
our achievements, and the foresight to
build upon them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, yes-
terday | wrote to the majority leader
to indicate that | intended to object to
any time agreement or other agree-
ment to conclude debate on the START
Il Treaty until the administration is
willing to support the defense author-
ization conference report. In my letter
to the leader | made it clear that I do
not oppose the START Il Treaty and
will eventually support an agreement
for expedited consideration of the trea-
ty.

I also indicated, however, that the
administration and Senate Democrats
have linked START Il to the fiscal
year 1996 Defense Authorization Con-
ference Report. While | strongly reject
such linkage, given the administra-
tion’s insistence that linkage exists, |
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now have no choice but to clarify what
I believe is a misleading assertion.

In order to clarify what the defense
authorization conference report actu-
ally requires, and the fact that it con-
tains nothing that could cause Russia
to reject START II, I will require a sig-
nificant amount of time. | had not in-
tended to offer any amendments or dec-
larations to the START Il resolution of
ratification, but it now appears as if |
will be forced to. | simply cannot stand
by while the administration spreads
misleading information regarding the
defense authorization conference re-
port.

Let us be clear about what does and
does not threaten START Il. START 11
will be ratified by the United States.
The treaty enjoys overwhelming sup-
port in the Senate; there is no threat
to it here. In Russia, however, there
are many groups opposed to START 11,
including factions in the military and
many hard-line nationalists. These
Russians who oppose START Il do so
for reasons having nothing to do with
anything in our conference report.

But these same Russian opponents of
START Il have found all kinds of con-
venient excuses to justify their real ob-
jections, including opposition to the
expansion of NATO and United States
policy in Bosnia. What the administra-
tion has done by arguing that the bal-
listic missile defense provisions in this
conference report threaten START Il is
to create yet another excuse for Rus-
sian opponents of START Il. Those who
have already decided to oppose START
Il will simply repeat the administra-
tion’s rhetoric.

If anything in the United States
threatens START Il in Russia it is the
administration’s own rhetoric. False
assertions about how the defense au-
thorization conference report violates
the ABM Treaty are prepackaged
Christmas presents for the Russian op-
ponents of START I1I.

The day after the Senate passed the
defense authorization conference re-
port, the chairman of the House Na-
tional Security Committee and | wrote
to the President to clarify that nothing
in the conference report required or ad-
vocated a violation of the ABM Treaty.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent a copy of that letter written to
the President, dated December 20, 1995,
be printed at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC, December 20, 1995.
The PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As you know, the
House and Senate have now passed the fiscal
year 1996 Defense Authorization Conference
Report. Given the importance of this legisla-
tion for our military men and women and
their families, and for the national security
of the United States, we are disturbed by the
fact that your Statement of Administration
Policy (SAP) indicates that you intend to
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veto this conference report, primarily be-
cause of provisions regarding ballistic mis-
sile defense.

We are writing to clarify misconceptions
contained in your SAP that the ballistic
missile defense provisions in this conference
report either constitute a breach of, or es-
tablish an intent to breach, the Anti-Ballis-
tic Missile (ABM) Treaty. In fact, there is
nothing in the conference report that advo-
cates or requires any action by the United
States to breach its obligations under the
ABM Treaty. Our conferees went to great
length to ensure that Administration con-
cerns in this regard were fully addressed.

Our conference report does require deploy-
ment of a national missile defense (NMD)
system by 2003, and it urges you to enter into
negotiations with the Russian Federation to
amend the ABM Treaty to allow for a mul-
tiple-site NMD deployment. There is no re-
quirement, explicit or implied, for the Unit-
ed States to deploy a multiple-site NMD sys-
tem by 2003. In fact, the language in the con-
ference report regarding ABM sites is taken
verbatim from the Senate-passed bill, which
the Administration has endorsed.

We urge you to join us in working with
Russia to allow both sides to eventually de-
ploy a multiple-site NMD system. We believe
that it is in the interests of both countries to
do so. However, nowhere does this legislation
mandate such a deployment. Therefore, the
concerns raised in your SAP concerning Rus-
sian responses are not supported by the leg-
islation itself.

With the only operational ABM system in
the world deployed around Moscow, and
since it is fully within our treaty rights to
deploy a single-site NMD system, we find it
difficult to understand your Administra-
tion’s linking this conference report to Rus-
sia’s consideration of the START Il Treaty.
Such linkage is highly questionable and ex-
tremely risky, both for START Il and for
United States national security.

It is unclear to us whether or not your Ad-
ministration supports deployment of even
the most limited NMD system. However, to
maintain that your objections concerning
ballistic missile defense provisions in this
conference report are based on a putative re-
quirement to breach the ABM Treaty is sim-
ply not consistent with the actual legisla-
tion.

We respectfully urge you to more carefully
examine the ballistic missile defense provi-
sions in this conference report. We believe
that you will conclude that there is nothing
even approaching a commitment to violate
the ABM Treaty contained therein.

This conference report adequately address-
es the ballistic missile defense concerns
raised by your Administration over the last
several months. Therefore, we urge you to
sign the conference report and thereby en-
sure that the men and women of our armed
forces receive the benefits and material sup-
port that they so badly need and deserve.

Respectfully,
FLOYD SPENCE,
Chairman, Commit-
tee on National Se-
curity, House of
Representatives.
STROM THURMOND,
Chairman, Commit-
tee on Armed Serv-
ices, U.S. Senate.

Mr. THURMOND. Let me clarify
some of the false assertions about the
defense authorization conference re-
port. It has been asserted that the con-
ference report requires the United
States to deploy a multiple-site na-
tional missile defense system and even
a space-based system. Both of these as-
sertions are flat wrong.
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The conference report does require
the Secretary of Defense to deploy a
ground-based national missile defense
system by the end of 2003. But nothing
in the conference report requires the
system to include multiple-sites.

I continue to believe that the United
States should ultimately deploy a mul-
tiple-site system, but nothing in this
conference report requires such a sys-
tem. Nor does the conference report ad-
vocate, let alone require, a violation of
the ABM Treaty.

The language in the conference re-
port urges the President to undertake
negotiations with Russia to amend the
ABM Treaty to allow for deployment of
a multiple-site national missile defense
system. This and other provisions in
this conference report envision a coop-
erative process, not unilateral abroga-
tion.

It has been asserted that there is no
way to defend the territory of the Unit-
ed States from a single site, and there-
fore this conference report indirectly
requires a multiple-site system. While
I believe that a multiple-site system
should be our goal, | must point out
that the Army has concluded that it
can defend all 50 States, including
Alaska and Hawaii, from a single, ABM
treaty-compliant, site. | would also
point out that the Army’s report on
this subject was prepared at the re-
quest of the ranking minority member
of the Armed Services Committee.

Unfortunately, despite all our efforts
in conference to resolve concerns relat-
ed to the ABM Treaty, we continue to
hear the artificial argument that this
conference report constitutes an ‘‘an-
ticipatory breach’ of the ABM Treaty.
Since there is no requirement to deploy
a multiple-site national missile defense
system in this conference report, there
can be no “‘anticipatory-breach” con-
tained in it.

But even if there were a multiple-site
requirement, this would still not con-
stitute an ‘“‘anticipatory breach’. Since
there are treaty-compliant ways to get
to a multiple-site system, just having a
policy that points us in that direction
cannot constitute an ‘‘anticipatory
breach.” To quote the senior Senator
from Alabama, who was a distinguished
judge prior to coming to the Senate,
“While there are legal methods to de-
ploy multiple sites within the frame-
work of the ABM Treaty, there can be
no anticipatory breach.”

It has also been argued that this con-
ference report requires a space-based
defense. The conference report does
call on the Department of Defense to
preserve the option of deploying a lay-
ered defense in the future. But there is
no requirement to deploy any specific
space-based system or to structure an
acquisition program that includes
space-based weapons. The conference
report does increase funding for the
space-based laser program. But this in-
crease is merely to keep a technology
program alive. We have asked for a re-
port to illustrate what a deployment
program would look like, but this is
hardly a mandate to deploy.
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We can certainly debate the merits of
what this conference report requires.
But let’s be clear about what it actu-
ally contains. If Senators want to de-
bate the need for deployment of a na-
tional missile defense system by 2003,
that is a legitimate debate. But to
argue, as several Senators have, that
this conference report requires deploy-
ment of space-based weapons and man-
dates a violation of the ABM Treaty is
simply an act of disinformation. Sen-
ators are entitled to their views, but
they owe the American people an hon-
est statement of fact.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | think
we have come to a very auspicious time
in our United States history, the his-
tory of the Russian Federation, and
probably the history of the world be-
cause we have the opportunity now to
move forward and ratify START Il and
hopefully implement it.

As the Senate knows, this is the sec-
ond such treaty, following on the
precedent set by the first START Trea-
ty. We are doing our best to further re-
duce the United States and Russian
strategic offensive nuclear weapons.

I believe it is the result of President
Reagan’s vision. He certainly led the
United States and the former Soviet
Union to begin negotiations on the
first START Treaty back in 1982. Presi-
dent Reagan’s initiatives were carried
on by President Bush, who, through his
leadership concluded this effort that
resulted in the signing of the first
START Treaty on July 31, 1991.

START mandates reductions in stra-
tegic offensive nuclear weapons, in-
cluding intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles, or ICBM’s, and submarine-
launched ballistic missiles, or SLBM’s,
and heavy bombers.

START also limits each country to
6,000 accountable warheads on 1,600
strategic offensive nuclear weapons.
These limits reduce the number of war-
heads carried on ballistic missiles and
nuclear weapons carried on heavy
bombers by about 30 percent from the
1990 levels.

Just before the end of President
Bush’s term in office on January 3,
1993, the United States and Russia
signed the second effort to further re-
duce these nuclear weapons, and this is
treaty before us now—START II.

For the record the START Il Treaty
is formally titled ““The Treaty Between
the United States of America and the
Russian Federation on Further Reduc-
tions and Limitation of Strategic Of-
fensive Arms.”’

This second treaty limits each coun-
try to 3,500 accountable warheads on
strategic offensive nuclear weapons
and reduces the number of warheads on
ballistic missiles and nuclear weapons
on bombers in each country to about
one-third of the 1990 levels.

I think that we have to really con-
sider seriously where we are going with



December 22, 1995

START II. It is | think the right direc-
tion for this country. It has come
about not only because of the adminis-
tration’s commitment—both the prior
administrations and this administra-
tion—to the reduction of these sys-
tems. But, also, | think because of the
members of the committees on both
sides of the aisle here in the Senate
and the staffs of those committees in-
volved, the Senate Committees on For-
eign Relations, Armed Services, Intel-
ligence, and Appropriations, as well as
the staff of the Senate Arms Control
Observer Group.

I want to have the RECORD show my
deep appreciation for those who have
been so much involved in this process.

On this side of the aisle, certainly
the floor manager of this bill, Senator
RICHARD LUGAR, deserves a great deal
of credit; our distinguished President
pro tempore, Senator THURMOND; and |
want to note that Senator COCHRAN
and our relatively new Senator, Sen-
ator KvyL, brought a great deal of lead-
ership and direction into this world-
shaping issue. And | commend the
counsel that has been given to us from
the other side of the aisle, particularly
from my good friend, whom | see re-
turning to his seat right now, former
chairman and now distinguished rank-
ing member of the Foreign Relations
Committee, Senator PELL. Senator
NUNN, and Senator LEVIN have also
been very much involved, and their
counsel is likewise appreciated.

Let me also mention, Mr. President,
the support and thoughtful insights
provided by the administration’s rep-
resentative in these negotiations—he is
well known to us—he served on the
Senate committee and is now the Spe-
cial Assistant to the President, Bob
Bell.

One particular reason for my state-
ment now is to make a record of what
has happened with regard to the Arms
Control Observer Group participation
in these efforts. In 1985, this group was
created by our leader, Senator DOLE, in
an effort to have greater Senate par-
ticipation in the negotiations and the
processes that would lead to arms con-
trol agreements. Along with other
Arms Control Observer Group Sen-
ators, | made trips in 1985, 1986, 1987,
1989, and on through the 1990’s to Gene-
va, to Vienna, to Brussels, to the
former Soviet Union, then to Russia,
and to many of the countries of the
former Soviet Union.

We did so in order to see to it that
the Senate was involved in the discus-
sions and the negotiations so that
there would be no surprises in the
START process.

We are now seeing the fruits of the
Senate’s wisdom in creating the Arms
Control Observer Group, and | con-
gratulate my good friend, Senator
DoLE. He did this in 1985 in his first
year as being the Senate leader.

It has given the Senate the ability to
move through a very deliberative proc-
ess, and it does so through this group
of Arms Control Observer Group Sen-
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ators who come from the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, the Armed Services
Committee, and the Intelligence Com-
mittee, as well as the Appropriations
Committee.

We have had a very dedicated staff
who have assisted us. And it is through
staff behind the scenes efforts as well
as the members consensus, which is the
result of the continued participation of
the members of this group, which I
think brings us to START Il today. It
is a relatively noncontroversial sub-
ject, Mr. President, because we have
been able to give the Senate knowledge
of what is going on. We have been able
to hold hearings and deliberate on var-
ious issues. We have had a series of
hearings where representatives of the
administration and the military and
the intelligence community have come
and answered our questions. Only re-
cently now we have come through an
additional new process, and that is the
process of working up a series of
amendments which will soon be pre-
sented here as part of the managers’
package.

I congratulate all concerned in re-
gard to this. Many of those initiatives
came from the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. KyL]. Others have added to them.
And we now have a package which |
think represents the viewpoints of all
who have participated in the ongoing
efforts of the Arms Control Observer
Group.

I can think of no finer gift to give the
American people or the people of the
Russian Federation and literally all
mankind this holiday season than to
deliver them a package which says that
the Senate is prepared to take a major
step for the world’s really great major
nuclear power. We will make the his-
toric move that | think could signifi-
cantly reduce the threat of nuclear
conflagration, and that is the step to
ratify this START Il treaty.

I wish to congratulate again the two
managers of the bill. 1 think through
their wisdom and knowledge and expe-
rience in handling this subject, that it
is a subject which any Member of the
Senate should be proud to participate
in the deliberation of and hopefully the
vote for the ratification of the START
Il Treaty. | hope that it will take place
before end of the year, Mr. President. |
look forward to the discussion with my
friend from Arizona on some of the
points that we have intensely reviewed
now for the past week or so, and | wish
to congratulate him and his staff for
working with me and particularly John
Roots who is on my staff now working
on this matter. | am grateful to them
for their assistance.

I yield the floor.

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, | wish to
again thank Senator STEVENS for his
leadership role in bringing together a
group of Senators who wanted to put
the finishing touches on the declara-
tions here and to do that in a very
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short period of time. | appreciate his
leadership in bringing the group to-
gether and getting this job done so
that we could begin the discussion of
the treaty now prior to the end of the
year.

Mr. President, let me begin by asking
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD several items which per-
tain to the matters which | will be dis-
cussing relative to the START Il Trea-
ty.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD as follows:

Baseline START | Force
[For purpose of amendment No. 2]

ICBM:

Minuteman HI ... 500
Peacekeeper ........cocoiviiiiiiiiiiinien. 50
Total .o 550

Submarines:
Trident | ..o 8
Trident I ..o 10
Total .o 18
66
96
20
Total o 182

From AMEMBASSY MOSCOW.

To SECSTATE WASHDC PRIORITY 1623,
INFO MOSCOW POLITICAL COLLEC-
TIVE, Sept. 1995.

Subject: Internal Duma report recommends
major amendments to START-2 treaty

1. Decontrol upon receipt—sensitive but
unclassified—protect accordingly.

2. Summary: The Embassy recently ac-
quired an internal state Duma study of the
START-2 treaty that recommends ratifica-
tion certain important amendments (copy
being faxed to EUR/RUS). The amendments
are designed to correct what the authors see
as imbalances in the treaty in favor of the
United States. The report recommends that
the Duma ratify the treaty while stressing
the link between strategic weapons reduc-
tion and observance of the ABM treaty. It
also recommends amending the treaty to:

Permit each side to keep Mirved ICBM’s
with four warheads or less, rather than ban-
ning Mirved ICBM'’s altogether;

Provide for the controlled liquidation of
warheads removed from Mirved ICBM’s and
SLBM’s as part of the process of meeting
treaty-mandates levels of weaponry;

Require liquidation of old launch plat-
forms and their replacement with platforms
designed specifically to bear fewer warheads;

In order to reduce the cost o