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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:01 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 

Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 
Dear Father, today we focus our at-

tention on a question we need to ask 
every day: Who gets the glory? Our 
purpose is to glorify You in all we say 
and do. And yet so often we grasp the 
glory for ourselves. Help us to turn at-
tention from ourselves to You and 
openly acknowledge You as the source 
of our strength. You have taught us 
that there is no limit to what we can 
accomplish when we do give You the 
glory. May our realization that we 
could not breathe a breath, think a 
thought, or give leadership without 
Your blessing, free us from so often 
seeking recognition. Make us so secure 
in Your up-building esteem that we are 
able to build up others with whom we 
work. 

We glorify You, gracious God. We 
consecrate the decisions of this day, 
and when the Senators come to the end 
of the day, may they experience that 
sublime joy of knowing it was You who 
received the glory. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable CONRAD BURNS, a 
Senator from the State of Montana, led 
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BURNS). The Senator from Arizona. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, today the 
Senate will resume consideration of 

the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban 
Treaty, with approximately 6 hours of 
debate time remaining. As a reminder, 
the two amendments in order to the 
treaty must be filed at the desk by 9:45 
a.m. today. 

By previous consent, at 4:30 p.m. the 
Senate will resume debate on the con-
ference report to accompany the Agri-
culture appropriations bill. Following 1 
hour of debate, the Senate will proceed 
to a cloture vote on the conference re-
port. Therefore, the first rollcall vote 
of the day will occur at approximately 
5:30 p.m. 

For the information of all Senators, 
this week will be extremely busy so 
that action on the CTBT and the Agri-
culture appropriations conference re-
port can be completed. The Senate will 
also begin consideration of the cam-
paign finance reform legislation and 
take up any conference reports avail-
able for action. Senators may expect 
votes throughout the day and into the 
evening. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

COMPREHENSIVE NUCLEAR TEST- 
BAN TREATY 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
go into executive session and resume 
consideration of Executive Calendar 
No. 3, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Resolution to Advise and Consent to the 

Ratification of treaty document No. 105–28, 
Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Will the Chair inform the 
two managers what time is remaining 
for both sides on the debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator from Nevada 
that the majority has 2 hours 53 min-
utes; the minority, 3 hours 23 minutes. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friends from 
Arizona and Virginia that we will try 
to speak now and even out the time. 

Mr. President, I give myself such 
time as I may consume. 

We have heard a lot about nuclear 
testing recently, but no one has experi-
enced nuclear testing as has the State 
of Nevada. Just a few miles from Las 
Vegas is the Nevada Test Site. There 
we have had almost 1,000 tests, some 
above ground and some below ground. 
You can travel to the Nevada Test Site 
now and go and look at these test sites. 
You can see where the above-ground 
tests have taken place. You can drive 
by one place where bleachers are still 
standing where people—press and oth-
ers—would come and sit to watch the 
nuclear tests in the valley below. You 
can see some of the buildings that still 
are standing following a nuclear test. 
You can see large tunnels that are still 
in existence where scores and scores of 
tests were set off in the same tunnels. 
You can go and look at very deep 
shafts where underground tests were 
set off. 

The State of Nevada understands nu-
clear testing. At one time, more than 
11,000 people were employed in the Ne-
vada desert dealing with nuclear test-
ing. Now, as a result of several admin-
istrations making a decision to no 
longer test nuclear weapons, there are 
only a little over 2,000 people there. 
Those 2,000 people are there by virtue 
of an Executive order saying we have 
to be ready if tests are deemed nec-
essary in the national interest. So the 
Nevada Test Site is still there. The 
people are standing by in case there is 
a need for the test site to again be 
used. 

The cessation of testing caused the 
largest percentage reduction of de-
fense-related jobs in any Department of 
Energy facility. Today, as I indicated, 
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there are a little over 2,000 of those 
jobs. 

The State of Nevada is very proud of 
what we have done for the security of 
this Nation. Not only have we had the 
above-ground nuclear tests and the 
below-ground nuclear tests, but we 
have Nellis Air Force Base which is the 
premier fighter training center for the 
U.S. Air Force—in fact, it is the pre-
mier fighter training center for all al-
lied forces around the world. I had a 
meeting recently with the general who 
runs Nellis Air Force Base. He was pre-
paring for the German Air Force to 
come to Las Vegas to be involved in 
the training systems available for 
fighting the enemy in fighter planes. 

Also, 400 miles from Las Vegas and 
Nellis Air Force Gunnery Range, you 
have Fallon Naval Air Station. It is the 
same type of training facility, not for 
the Air Force but the Navy. Virtually 
every pilot who lands on a carrier has 
been trained at Fallon. It is the pre-
mier fighter training center for naval 
aircraft—Fallon Naval Air Station. 

There are many other facilities that 
have been used over the years. Today, 
we have Indian Springs Air Force Base 
which is 50 miles out of Las Vegas—ac-
tually less than that—where they are 
testing drones, the unmanned aircraft. 
So we have given a lot to the security 
of this Nation; we continue to do so. 

When we talk about nuclear testing, 
I can remember as a young boy, I was 
raised 60 miles from Las Vegas. 

We were probably 125 miles from 
where the actual detonations took 
place. We would get up early in the 
morning at my home in Searchlight 
and watch these tests. They would an-
nounce when the tests were coming. 

We always saw the flash of light with 
the above-ground tests. Sometimes we 
did not hear the sound because it would 
sometimes bounce over us. 

We were the lucky ones, though, be-
cause the winds never blew toward 
Searchlight or Las Vegas. The winds 
blew toward southern Utah and Lin-
coln County in Nevada. 

As a result of these above-ground 
tests, many people developed radiation 
sickness. They did not know it at the 
time. People did not understand what 
fallout was all about. 

Yes, in Nevada, we understand nu-
clear testing as well as anyone in the 
world. 

Nevada is going to continue its na-
tional service whether this treaty is 
ratified or not. We have already 
stopped testing in the traditional 
sense. 

I want everyone to understand that 
even though I am a supporter of this 
treaty, I believe it would be much bet-
ter, rather than having everyone 
march in here tonight and vote up or 
down on this treaty, that we spend 
some more time talking about it. I am 
convinced it is a good thing for this 
country, a good thing for this Nation, 
but I have some questions. We should 
answer some questions. 

I have the good fortune of serving on 
the Energy and Water Subcommittee of 

the Appropriations Committee. I am 
the ranking Democrat on that sub-
committee, with the head Republican 
on the subcommittee, Senator DOMEN-
ICI of New Mexico. It is our responsi-
bility to appropriate the money for the 
nuclear defense capabilities of this 
country. We do that. We spend billions 
of dollars every year. 

One of the things we have tried to do, 
recognizing we do not have traditional 
testing—that is underground testing or 
above-ground testing; of course, we do 
not do above-ground testing—is to pro-
vide other ways to make sure our nu-
clear stockpile is safe and reliable. No 
matter what we have done in the past, 
we have to make sure our weapons are 
safe and reliable. 

How can we do that? We are attempt-
ing in this country to do the right 
thing. We have the Stockpile Steward-
ship Program under which we are con-
ducting tests now. They are not explo-
sions. We are doing it through com-
puters. We have some names for some 
of our tests. 

One of them is subcritical testing. 
What does that mean? It means we set 
off an explosion involving nuclear ma-
terials, but before the material be-
comes critical, we stop it. There is no 
nuclear yield. Then through comput-
erization, in effect, we try to determine 
what would have happened had this 
test gone critical. That is an expensive 
program, but it is a program that is ab-
solutely necessary, again, for the safe-
ty and reliability of our nuclear stock-
pile. 

About 2 years ago, I gave a statement 
before our subcommittee. This was a 
statement on the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty on which we had a hearing. 
In that statement, I wrote about the 
loss of confidence in new weapons that 
could not be tested under the treaty 
and how this loss of confidence would 
prevent recurrence of the costly and 
dangerous nuclear arms race of the 
past 50 years. 

I wrote about the confidence between 
former adversaries that would come 
from the treaty because no longer 
would we or they have to worry about 
significant new imbalances in deter-
rent forces, because no new weapons 
could be built. 

I wrote about how that confidence 
would lead to more and more reduc-
tions in nuclear stockpiles and move 
the world even further away from nu-
clear annihilation. 

I wrote about how the international 
example of refraining from nuclear 
testing, along with stockpile reduc-
tions, would reduce the incentives for 
non-nuclear states to develop nuclear 
weapons. 

I did not write 2 years ago about the 
upcoming Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty review conference in which only 
states that have ratified the treaty will 
have effective membership. 

That review conference will be able 
to change the conditions under which 
the treaty goes into force, and the 
United States, I am sorry to report, 

will have no place at that table unless 
the treaty is ratified by this Senate be-
fore that conference. 

I wrote about more than the benefits 
of this treaty. I also wrote about some 
of its uncertainties and some of the 
concerns, I believe, we need to study 
and review, and about the debate that 
is needed for their resolution. 

I pointed out that a prohibition 
against any and all nuclear explosions 
would reduce confidence in stockpile 
reliability and safety unless some 
other means was developed to maintain 
that confidence. 

I noted that the Stockpile Steward-
ship Program was conceived to provide 
that other means. We have had 2 years 
of experience with this program, but I 
wrote about the uncertainties faced by 
science-based stockpile stewardship. I 
noted the plan depends critically on 
dramatic increases in computational 
capability. That is why in our sub-
committee we have worked very hard 
to spend hard-earned tax dollars to de-
velop better computers. The develop-
ment of computers is going on around 
the world, but no place is it going on at 
a more rapid pace than with the money 
we have provided through this sub-
committee. We are doing it because we 
believe through computerization, we 
can have a more safe and more reliable 
stockpile. 

It is only through, as I wrote, these 
dramatic increases in computational 
capability and equally dramatic in-
creases in resolution with which non- 
nuclear experiments can be measured 
that we can go forward with certainty 
of having a safe and reliable nuclear 
stockpile. 

I noted persistent support by Con-
gress and the administration was abso-
lutely necessary, not on a short-term 
basis but on a long-term basis. I noted 
Congress and the administration had to 
support the science-based Stockpile 
Stewardship Program; that we must 
set the pattern for the world; it can be 
done, and we can do it. 

I did say that the support of Congress 
and the administration was absolutely 
necessary but not necessarily sufficient 
because the stewardship program is 
being developed at the same time that 
its architects are learning more about 
it. It is a study in progress. I wrote 
then, and I believe now, the learning 
process will continue. 

I pointed out that the test ban treaty 
would not prevent nuclear weapons de-
velopment. It would only inhibit the 
military significance of such develop-
ment. We are not going to develop new 
weapons. We have not developed new 
weapons. 

Let’s talk, for example, about what 
can be done. You can have the develop-
ment of crude nuclear explosives that 
are difficult to deliver, but these could 
be developed with confidence without 
testing. We know, going back to the 
early days of things nuclear, that ‘‘Fat 
Man’’ had not been tested. That was 
the bomb that was dropped on Hiro-
shima. There was no test. It was a huge 
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weapon, as large as the side of a house. 
They had to build a pit in the runway 
to load it. They had to reconfigure the 
B–29 so it could drop this huge weapon, 
but it was not tested. 

Stopping testing is not going to stop 
the development of nuclear weapons. 
Rogue nations and other nations can 
develop these weapons if they see fit. 
But these crude weapons will not upset 
the deterrent balance. 

Also, some say the treaty would pre-
vent the introduction of new modern 
weapons that could weaken strategic 
deterrence. For example, nations could 
not build sophisticated new weapons; 
they would be stuck with what they 
have. What they have may be good, 
may be bad. 

I pointed out the treaty could not 
guarantee total cessation of nuclear 
testing because very low-yield tests 
and higher yield ‘‘decoupled’’ tests 
might not be detected with confidence. 
You could have small, very small tests. 
It would be very hard to detect. 

You could also have the situation 
where a signatory nation could execute 
a high-yield ‘‘unattended’’ explosion. 
What does that mean? What it means is 
that for a high-yield ‘‘unattended’’ ex-
plosion in a clandestine operation—no-
body could identify the signatory na-
tion that was being noncompliant. 

For example, let’s say someone de-
veloped a nuclear device and secretly 
dropped it in the ocean and then left. 
When the device went off someplace 
deep in the ocean, the country that 
dropped it in the ocean could certainly 
know that it exploded. But others 
could not identify who did it. It would 
be very hard to develop or make a new 
stockpile doing it this way, but it is 
possible. There are ways around every-
thing. 

But in spite of all these things that 
you could throw up as ways to get 
around the treaty—the ‘‘decoupled’’ 
tests and dropping them in the ocean, 
of course, you can do those kinds of 
things—but in spite of that, the posi-
tive nature of this treaty far outweighs 
any of these things that I have men-
tioned. 

I did say in that statement I made 
before our subcommittee that the 
United States takes its treaty obliga-
tions seriously. We would not in any 
manner do what I have just outlined. 
But other nations might conduct them-
selves in that fashion. You cannot con-
duct your foreign policy believing that 
everybody is going to do everything 
the right way. 

I do say that in all of these areas of 
uncertainty, I wrote about the need of 
the United States for a prolonged, com-
prehensive investigation and debate. 
That is where we have failed. We 
should have had hearings that went 
over a period of years, not a few days. 

It is through consultation and the 
testimony of experts, and debate 
among Members of this body and the 
other body, that the issues and ques-
tions can be properly framed, exam-
ined, and resolved. 

I was overly optimistic when I wrote 
in the conclusion of my statement to 
the hearing as follows: 

These uncertainties and their associated 
issues will be the subject of intense debate 
by the Senate as we move toward a policy 
decision that will define an appropriate bal-
ance between the treaty’s costs, its risks, 
and its promised benefits. 

There has been no intense debate. I 
was too optimistic because we did not 
‘‘move’’ toward a policy decision; we 
did not do anything. We stumbled, 
lurched perhaps. I was too optimistic 
because intense debate has not been 
conducted by the Senate. There have 
been a few little things that have gone 
on. For example, in my subcommittee 
we have done a few things. But we have 
needed extensive debate. 

What have we had in the last few 
days, literally? We have had some ex-
perts come in. We have had some hur-
riedly conducted hearings. That isn’t 
the way you approach, perhaps, one of 
the most important treaties this coun-
try has ever decided. 

I think the chairmen and the ranking 
members of both the Armed Services 
Committee and the Foreign Relations 
Committee, during the last few days, 
have done the best they could under 
the circumstances. I commend them 
for trying. But I do not think we 
should base this treaty on what has 
gone on in the last few days. 

I was too optimistic because I did not 
realize we would enter a time agree-
ment to debate this most important 
issue for 14 hours. I do not think it is 
appropriate. I think it prevents amend-
ments that may be necessary. 

I indicate that I rise in support of 
this treaty. I do it without any reluc-
tance. I do say, however, that we 
should have more debate. We should 
have more consultation. We should 
have more hearings. That would allow 
us to arrive at a better, more informed 
decision. 

I have heard some people speak on 
this floor saying they want more infor-
mation. They are entitled to that. I 
think we are rushing forward on a vote 
on this. We should step back. I think if 
there is an opportunity today to avoid 
the vote this afternoon or tomorrow, 
we should do that. I do not think we 
need to rush into this. 

The President has written a letter in-
dicating, for the good of the country, 
this vote should be put off. I agree with 
that. I am not afraid to cast my vote. 
I have indicated several times this 
morning that I will vote in favor of the 
treaty. I do not, for a moment, believe 
that there are others who feel any dif-
ferently than I in our responsibility. 
Our job is to cast votes. I only wish 
Members were given the time and op-
portunity to become as informed as 
possible so that all Members are given 
an opportunity to improve this trea-
ty—through debate, through dialogue, 
and perhaps even through amendment. 

Again, I rise in support of this treaty, 
not because I had an opportunity to 
consider all the issues and the expert 

opinion on these issues. I rise in sup-
port of the treaty because on the whole 
we are much, much, much better off 
with it than without it. 

I have only a partial list of promi-
nent individuals and national groups in 
support of this test ban treaty: Current 
and former Chairmen and Vice Chair-
men of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; former 
Secretaries of Defense; former Secre-
taries of State; former Secretaries of 
Energy; former Members of Congress; 
Directors of the three National Labora-
tories; we have other prominent na-
tional security officials; arms control 
negotiators; we have many prominent 
military officers who have been mem-
bers of the Chiefs of Staff; scientific ex-
perts from all over the United States 
with the greatest academic institu-
tions; we have Nobel laureates—more 
than a score of Nobel laureates who 
support this treaty—former senior 
Government officials and advisors; am-
bassadors; national groups; medical 
and scientific groups; public interest 
groups; religious groups. 

I have eight or nine pages of promi-
nent individuals and national groups in 
support of the Comprehensive Nuclear 
Test-Ban Treaty that I ask unanimous 
consent be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
PARTIAL LIST OF PROMINENT INDIVIDUALS AND 

NATIONAL GROUPS IN SUPPORT OF THE 
CTBT—OCTOBER 9, 1999 

CURRENT AND FORMER CHAIRMEN/VICE- 
CHAIRMEN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

General Hugh Shelton, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

General John Shalikashvili, former Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

General Colin Powell, former Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

General David Jones, former Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Admiral William Crowe, former Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

General Joseph Ralston, Vice Chairman. 
Admiral William Owens, former Vice 

Chairman. 
FORMER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 

Robert McNamara. 
Harold Brown. 
William Perry. 

FORMER SECRETARIES OF STATE 
Warren Christopher. 
Cyrus Vance. 

FORMER SECRETARIES OF ENERGY 
Hazel O’Leary. 
Federico Peña. 

FORMER ACDA DIRECTORS 
Ambassador Ralph Earle II. 
Major General William F. Burns. 
Lt. General George M. Seignious II. 
Ambassador Paul Warnke. 
Kenneth Adelman. 

FORMER MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 
Senator Dale Bumpers. 
Senator Alan Cranston. 
Senator John C. Danforth. 
Senator J. James Exon. 
Senator John Glenn. 
Senator Mark O. Hatfield. 
Senator Nancy Landon Kassebaum. 
Senator George Mitchell. 
Representative Bill Green. 
Representative Thomas J. Downey. 
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Representative Michael J. Kopetski. 
Representative Anthony C. Bellenson. 
Representative Lee. H. Hamilton. 

DIRECTORS OF THE THREE NATIONAL 
LABORATORIES 

Dr. John Browne, Director of Los Alamos 
National Laboratory. 

Dr. Paul Robinson, Director of Sandia Na-
tional Laboratory. 

Dr. Bruce Tarter, Director of Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory. 

OTHER PROMINENT NATIONAL SECURITY 
OFFICIALS 

Ambassador Paul H. Nitze, arms control 
negotiator, Reagan Administration. 

Admiral Stansfield Turner, former Direc-
tor of the Central Intelligence Agency. 

Charles Curtis, former Deputy Secretary of 
Energy. 

Anthony Lake, former National Security 
Advisor. 

PROMINENT MILITARY OFFICERS—SERVICE 
CHIEFS 

General Eric L. Shinseki, Army Chief of 
Staff. 

General Dennis J. Reimer, former Army 
Chief of Staff. 

General Gordon Russell Sullivan, former 
Army Chief of Staff. 

General Bernard W. Rogers, former Chief of 
Staff, U.S. Army; former NATO Supreme Al-
lied Commander. 

General Michael E. Ryan, Air Force Chief 
of Staff. 

General Merrill A. McPeak, former Air 
Force Chief of Staff. 

General Ronald R. Fogleman, former Air 
Force Chief of Staff. 

General James L. Jones, Marine Corps 
Commandant. 

General Charles C. Krulak, former Marine 
Corps Commandant. 

General Carl E. Mundy, former Marine 
Corps Commandant. 

Admiral Jay L. Johnson, Chief of Naval 
Operations. 

Admiral Frank B. Kelso II, former Chief of 
Naval Operations. 

Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr., former 
Chief of Naval Operations. 

General Eugene Habiger, former Com-
mander-in-Chief of Strategic Command. 

General John R. Galvin, Supreme Allied 
Commander, Europe. 

Admiral Noel Gayler, former Commander, 
Pacific. 

General Charles A. Horner, Commander, 
Coalition Air Forces, Desert Storm, former 
Commander, U.S. Space Command. 

General Andrew O’Meara, former Com-
mander U.S. Army Europe. 

General Bernard W. Rogers, former Chief of 
Staff, U.S. Army; former NATO Supreme Al-
lied Commander. 

General William Y. Smith, former Deputy 
Commander, U.S. Command, Europe. 

Lt. General Julius Becton. 
Lt. General John H. Cushman, former 

Commander, I Corps (ROK/US) Group 
(Korea). 

Lt. General Robert E. Pursley. 
Vice Admiral William L. Read, former 

Commander, U.S. Navy Surface Force, At-
lantic Command. 

Vice Admiral John J. Shanahan, former 
Director, Center for Defense Information 
[19]. 

Lt. General George M. Seignious II, former 
Director Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency. 

Vice Admiral James B. Wilson, former Po-
laris Submarine Captain. 

Maj. General William F. Burns, JCS Rep-
resentative, INF Negotiations, Special 
Envoy to Russia for Nuclear Dismantlement. 

Rear Admiral Eugene J. Carroll, Jr., Dep-
uty Director, Center for Defense Informa-
tion. 

Rear Admiral Robert G. James. 
OTHER SCIENTIFIC EXPERTS 

Dr. Hans Bethe, Nobel Laureate; Emeritus 
Professor of Physics, Cornell University; 
Head of the Manhattan Project’s theoretical 
division. 

Dr. Freeman Dyson, Emeritus Professor of 
Physics, Institute for Advanced Study, 
Princeton. 

Dr. Richard Garwin, Senior Fellow for 
Science and Technology, Council on Foreign 
Relations; consultant to Sandia National 
Laboratory, former consultant to Los Ala-
mos National Laboratory. 

Dr. Wolfgang K.H. Panofsky, Director 
Emeritus, Stanford Linear Accelerator Cen-
ter, Stanford University. 

Dr. Jeremiah D. Sullivan, Professor of 
Physics, University of Illinois at Urbana- 
Champaign. 

Dr. Herbert York, Emeritus Professor of 
Physics, University of California, San Diego; 
founding director of Lawrence Livermore, 
National Laboratory; former Director of De-
fense Research and Engineering, Department 
of Defense. 

Dr. Sidney D. Drell, Stanford Linear Accel-
erator Center, Stanford University. 

NOBEL LAUREATES 
Philip W. Anderson. 
Hans Bethe. 
Nicolaas Bloembergen. 
Owen Chamberlain. 
Steven Chu. 
Leon Cooper. 
Hans Dehmelt. 
Val F. Fitch. 
Jerome Friedman. 
Donald A. Glaser. 
Sheldon Glashow. 
Henry W. Kendall. 
Leon M. Lederman. 
David E. Lee. 
T.D. Lee. 
Douglas D. Osheroff. 
Arno Penzias. 
Martin Perl. 
William Phillips. 
Norman F. Ramsey. 
Robert C. Richardson. 
Burton Richter. 
Arthur L. Schawlow. 
J. Robert Schrieffer. 
Mel Schwartz. 
Clifford G. Shull. 
Joseph H. Taylor, Jr. 
Daniel C. Tsui. 
Charles Townes. 
Steven Weinberg. 
Robert W. Wilson. 
Kenneth G. Wilson. 

FORMER SENIOR GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS AND 
ADVISORS 

Ambassador George Bunn, NPT Negotia-
tions and former General Counsel of ACDA. 

Ambassador Jonathan Dean, MBFR nego-
tiations. 

Ambassador James E. Goodby, Ambassador 
to Finland and to U.S.-Russian Nuclear ne-
gotiations. 

Ambassador Thomas Graham, Jr., Special 
Representative of the President for Arms 
Control, Non-Proliferation and Disar-
mament. 

The Honorable Paul Ignatius, Secretary of 
the Navy. 

The Honorable Spurgeon Keeny, Deputy 
Director of ACDA. 

The Honorable Lawrence Korb, Assistant 
Secretary of Defense. 

Ambassador Steven Ledogar, CTBT nego-
tiations. 

Ambassador James Leonard, Deputy U.N. 
Representative. 

Jack Mendelsohn, senior arms control ne-
gotiator. 

Lori Murray, Assistant Director of ACDA. 
Ambassador Michael Newlin, Deputy As-

sistant Secretary of State for Export Con-
trols and Policy. 

Ambassador Robert B. Oakley, U.S. Am-
bassador to Pakistan. 

Daniel B. Poneman, Senior Director, Na-
tional Security Council. 

The Honorable Stanley Resor, Secretary of 
the Army and Undersecretary of Defense for 
Policy. 

The Honorable John Rhinelander, Legal 
Adviser to SALT I Delegation. 

Elizabeth Rindskopf, General Counsel of 
CIA and National Security Agency. 

Ambassador Robert Gallucci, DPRK 
Agreed Framework negotiations. 

The Honorable Lawrence Scheinman, As-
sistant Director of ACDA. 

Ambassador James Sweeney, Special Rep-
resentative of the President for Non-Pro-
liferation. 

Ambassador Frank Wisner, U.S. Ambas-
sador to India. 

FORMER GOVERNMENT ADVISERS 
Paul Doty. 
Richard Garwin. 
John Holdren. 
Wolfgang Panokfsky. 
Frank Press. 
John D. Steinbruner. 
Frank N. von Hippel. 

NATIONAL GROUPS 
MEDICAL AND SCIENTIFIC ORGANIZATIONS 

American Association for the Advance-
ment of Science. 

American Geophysical Union. 
American Medical Students Association/ 

Foundation. 
American Physical Society. 
American Public Health Association. 
American Medical Association. 

PUBLIC INTEREST GROUPS 
20/20 Vision National Project. 
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability. 
Alliance for Survival. 
Americans for Democratic Action. 
Arms Control Association. 
British American Security Information 

Council. 
Business Executives for National Security. 
Campaign for America’s Future. 
Campaign for U.N. Reform. 
Center for Defense Information. 
Center for War/Peace Studies (New York, 

NY). 
Council for a Livable World. 
Council for a Livable World Education 

Fund. 
Council on Economic Priorities. 
Defenders of Wildlife. 
Demilitarization for Democracy. 
Economists Allied for Arms Reduction 

(ECAAR). 
Environmental Defense Fund. 
Environmental Working Group. 
Federation of American Scientists. 
Fourth Freedom Forum. 
Friends of the Earth. 
Fund for New Priorities in America. 
Fund for Peace. 
Global Greens, USA. 
Global Resource Action Center for the En-

vironment. 
Greenpeace, USA. 
The Henry L. Stimson Center. 
Institute for Defense and Disarmament 

Studies (Saugus, MA). 
Institute for Science and International Se-

curity. 
International Association of Educators for 

World Peace (Huntsville, AL). 
International Physicians for the Preven-

tion of Nuclear War. 
International Center. 
Izaak Walton League of America. 
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Lawyers Alliance for World Security. 
League of Women Voters of the United 

States. 
Manhattan Project II. 
Maryknoll Justice and Peace Office. 
National Environmental Coalition of Na-

tive Americans (NECONA). 
National Environmental Trust. 
National Commission for Economic Con-

version and Disarmament. 
Natural Resources Defense Council. 
Nuclear Age Peace Foundation. 
Nuclear Control Institute. 
Nuclear Information & Resource Service. 
OMB Watch. 
Parliamentarians for Global Action 
Peace Action. 
Peace Action Education Fund. 
Peace Links. 
PeacePAC. 
Physicials for Social Responsibility. 
Plutonium Challenge. 
Population Action Institute. 
Population Action International. 
Psychologists for Social Responsibility. 
Public Citizen. 
Public Education Center. 
Saferworld. 
Sierra Club. 
Union of Concerned Scientists. 
United States Servas, Inc. 
Veterans for Peace. 
Vietnam Veterans of America Foundation. 
Volunteers for Peace, Inc. 
War and Peace Foundation. 
War Resistors League. 
Women Strike for Peace. 
Women’s Action for New Directions. 
Women’s Legislators’ Lobby of WAND. 
Women’s International League for Peace 

and Freedom. 
World Federalist Association. 
Zero Population Growth. 

RELIGIOUS GROUPS 

African Methodist Episcopal Church. 
American Baptist Churches, USA. 
American Baptist Churches, USA, National 

Ministries. 
American Friends Service Committee. 
American Jewish Congress. 
American Muslim Council. 
Association General Secretary for Public 

Policy, National Council of Churches. 
Catholic Conference of Major Superiors of 

Men’s Institutes. 
Church Women United. 
Coalition for Peace and Justice. 
Columbian Fathers’ Justice and Peace Of-

fice. 
Commission for Women, Evangelical Lu-

theran Church in America. 
Covenant of Unitarian Universalist Pa-

gans. 
Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) in 

the United States and Canada. 
Christian Methodist Episcopal Church. 
Church of the Brethren, General Board. 
Division for Church in Society, Evan-

gelical Lutheran Church in America. 
Division for Congregational Ministries, 

Evangelical Lutheran Church in America. 
Eastern Archdiocese, Syrian Orthodox 

Church of Antioch. 
The Episcopal Church. 
Episcopal Peace Fellowship, National Ex-

ecutive Council. 
Evangelicals for Social Action. 
Evangelical Lutheran Church in America. 
Fellowship of Reconciliation. 
Friends Committee on National Legisla-

tion. 
Friends United Meeting. 
General Board Members, Church of the 

Brethren. 
General Board of Church and Society, 

United Methodist Church. 
General Conference, Mennonite Church. 

General Conference of the Seventh Day Ad-
ventist Church. 

Jewish Peace Fellowship. 
Lutheran Office for Governmental Affairs, 

Evangelical Lutheran Church in America. 
Mennonite Central Committee. 
Mennonite Central Committee, U.S. 
Mennonite Church. 
Methodists United for Peace with Justice. 
Missionaries of Africa. 
Mission Investment Fund of the ELCA, 

Evangelical Lutheran Church in America. 
Moravian Church, Northern Province. 
National Council of Churches. 
National Council of Churches of Christ in 

the USA. 
National Council of Catholic Women. 
National Missionary Baptist Convention of 

America. 
NETWORK: A National Catholic Social 

Justice Lobby. 
New Call to Peacemaking. 
Office for Church in Society, United 

Church of Christ. 
Orthodox Church in America. 
Pax Christi. 
Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.). 
Presbyterian Peace Fellowship. 
Progressive National Baptist Convention, 

Inc. 
Religious Action Center of Reform Juda-

ism. 
The Shalom Center. 
Sojourners. 
Union of American Hebrew Congregations. 
United Church of Christ. 
United Methodist Church. 
United Methodist Council of Bishops. 
Unitarian Universalist Association. 
Washington Office, Mennonite Central 

Committee. 
Women of the ELCA, Evangelical Lutheran 

Church in America. 

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 

thought it was understood that we 
would alternate sides as we proceeded 
this morning. 

Mr. REID. I would only say to my 
friend from Virginia, I am happy to al-
ternate. The only thing is, you will 
have to speak less than we do. Your 
speeches will have to be shorter be-
cause you have less time. I spoke with 
the Senator from Arizona. What is the 
time now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 2 hours 53 minutes; the mi-
nority, 3 hours 2 minutes. 

Mr. REID. So it has narrowed down 
to about the same time. Fine, we will 
alternate back and forth. 

Mr. WARNER. The time— 
Mr. REID. Is very close to being 

equal. 
Mr. WARNER. As an opponent to the 

treaty, I would like to proceed, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is that 
all right with the Senator from Wis-
consin? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. My understanding 
is, I would be next in line after the 
Senator from Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator 

from Wisconsin. 

During the period of last week, a 
number of Senators sought to obtain 
from the President a letter addressing 
his views on the timing of a vote on 
this treaty. Over the weekend, in con-
sultation with the White House staff, I 
learned that this letter would be deliv-
ered. It was delivered to the Senate 
leadership yesterday afternoon. 

I shall now read it and place it in the 
RECORD: 
DEAR MR. LEADER: 

Tomorrow, the Senate is scheduled to vote 
on the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. I 
firmly believe the Treaty is in the national 
interest. However, I recognize that there are 
a significant number of Senators who have 
honest disagreements. I believe that pro-
ceeding to a vote under these circumstances 
would severely harm the national security of 
the United States, damage our relationship 
with our allies, and undermine our historic 
leadership over 40 years, through administra-
tions Republican and Democratic, in reduc-
ing the nuclear threat. 

Accordingly, I request that you postpone 
consideration of the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty on the Senate floor. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 

Throughout this debate, the hall-
mark has been differing views, dif-
fering views by honestly motivated col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle. I am 
not suggesting everyone on this side, in 
other words, is opposed to the treaty, 
but the practical matter is, there 
seems to be a division along this aisle. 

In addition, as recited by my good 
friend, the deputy leader of the Demo-
crat side, the Senate has received com-
munications from a wide range of indi-
viduals, again, on both sides of this 
issue. The Armed Services Committee 
held three consecutive hearings. Sec-
retary Schlesinger came forward with a 
very clear statement in opposition to 
the treaty and expressed, on behalf of 
five other former Secretaries of De-
fense, the same viewpoint. That oc-
curred immediately following the cur-
rent Secretary of Defense, Secretary 
Cohen, appearing before the Armed 
Services Committee, together with 
General Shelton, and taking the view 
in support of the treaty. All through 
last week intermittently these commu-
nications came to the Senate in writ-
ing, orally or otherwise—former Sec-
retary of State Kissinger, former Na-
tional Security Adviser Brent Scow-
croft, again, communicating their de-
sire to see that the treaty not be voted 
upon at this time. 

I mention that because of the seri-
ousness of the treaty, one that lasts in 
perpetuity—theoretically, in per-
petuity—asking this Nation to take 
certain steps with regard to our ability 
to monitor the effectiveness and the 
safety of our nuclear arsenal. To me, it 
is clear such a treaty should only be 
voted on when those types of con-
flicting opinions have been, as nearly 
as possible, resolved. The laboratory 
Directors, likewise, came before our 
committee; they are not involved in 
the political arena. But one after the 
other in testimony tried to indicate 
where they are in the test program. We 
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are not there yet. It could be anywhere 
from 5 and, one even said, 20 years be-
fore the milestones now scheduled are 
put in place for this substitute sci-
entific, largely computerized test pro-
gram will take the place of the actual 
tests. 

Against that background—and I 
speak only for myself—I have joined 
with Senator MOYNIHAN and, hopefully, 
others in preparing a Dear Colleague 
letter, which will be circulated this 
morning, with the Senator from Vir-
ginia opposed to the treaty, prepared 
tonight to vote against it or tomorrow, 
whenever the case may be, and my dis-
tinguished colleague, the senior Sen-
ator from New York, who spent much 
of his lifetime in foreign affairs, a rec-
ognized expert, steadfastly in favor of 
the treaty and prepared to vote in sup-
port of it. I find on both sides of the 
aisle there are Senators of a like mind 
who believe that in the interest of na-
tional security, today is not the time 
to vote for that treaty. 

The letter from the President, it was 
hoped by some, would refer to his belief 
as to the scheduling of when this trea-
ty should next be addressed in terms of 
a vote by the Senate. It is clear; his 
last paragraph does not address that 
issue. He simply says: Accordingly, I 
request that you postpone consider-
ation on the Senate floor. 

Given that situation, it seems to me 
it is incumbent upon, hopefully, a ma-
jority of Senators, hopefully 25 or more 
from each side, to come forward and 
state that they firmly believe the final 
consideration of this treaty should be 
laid at a time beyond the current Con-
gress and that final vote should not 
take place until the convening of the 
107th Congress. The Senate at that 
time would review the entirety of the 
record. A new President will be in of-
fice, and the combination of a new 
President and his perspective, the Sen-
ate constituted, as it will be in the 
107th, and that point in time is the 
critical moment for this Senate to de-
termine the merits and demerits of this 
treaty to the extent that, through res-
ervations and other means, changes 
could be brought about and then, if it 
is the desire of the majority of the Sen-
ate, to move towards a vote. 

That, to me, is a reasonable course of 
action. Next year constitutional elec-
tions of the United States take place. 
We all are very familiar with the dy-
namics of that critical period in Amer-
ican history, particularly in the 
months preceding the election. Should 
this treaty be subjected to the rifts of 
the dynamics of an election year, given 
its importance to our national secu-
rity? Clearly in this Senator’s mind, I 
say no. My distinguished colleague 
from New York has joined me in the 
same conclusion. This country has ex-
ercised a leadership role in arms con-
trol for 40 years. Indeed, this treaty 
has—not in my judgment in its present 
form—in the minds of others a poten-
tial to be another milestone in our 
progress towards arms control and the 

reduction of the threat of nuclear 
weapons. 

In fairness to all sides, would it not 
be wiser to delay the vote and make 
certain it is the consensus of a major-
ity of this Chamber, before that deci-
sion is finalized today or tomorrow, the 
majority of this Chamber saying we 
concur in the observation for a number 
of reasons, one of which clearly came 
before the Armed Services Committee, 
and that is, that the Intelligence Com-
mittee, on its own initiative, has initi-
ated a new study of the capabilities of 
the United States to monitor low-level 
tests of actual weapons, should some 
nation, a signatory to this treaty or 
otherwise, decide to test live weapons. 

We are at a crossroads in history 
which will affect this Nation for dec-
ades to come. What possible rush to 
judgment compels a vote tonight or to-
morrow? Would it not be more prudent 
that such a vote now be by a majority 
of the Senate in support of the two 
leaders, Senator LOTT and Senator 
DASCHLE, both of whom have handled 
this matter, in my judgment, conscien-
tiously, always foremost in mind the 
security interests of this country 
today, tomorrow, and the indefinite fu-
ture? I salute both leaders. 

That is my brief opening. I wish to 
continue and summarize what our com-
mittee did last week. We received over 
15 hours of testimony from a wide 
range of witnesses, from the Secretary 
of Defense and the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs to current and former Na-
tional Laboratory Directors and career 
professionals in the field of nuclear 
weapons. We also received letters from 
many public officeholders, former Sec-
retaries of Defense, State, Secretaries 
of Energy, Chairmen of the Joints 
Chiefs, Directors of Central Intel-
ligence, and former lab Directors on 
the merits and the pitfalls of the CTB 
Treaty. Other public officeholders 
came forward in favor, but there is a 
strong division. 

I don’t think anyone, the President 
or, indeed, the Senate, could have fore-
seen the outpouring of conscientious 
opinion, opinions directed solely in the 
best interests of this country, not poli-
tics, by these former officials. They are 
in the RECORD for all to see. These are 
people with decades of experience in 
national security. Their statements re-
flect honest disagreements, disagree-
ments primarily with the stance taken 
by the President and senior members of 
his administration. 

In my view, the body of facts that 
the Armed Services Committee has ac-
cumulated over the past several days 
clearly puts the arguments of many of 
the administration officials in serious 
question. We have learned we do not 
have the full confidence in the United 
States’ technical capability to verify 
this treaty to the zero-yield threshold 
that President Clinton unilaterally im-
posed, more or less, on this country. 
And other countries can conduct mili-
tary-significant live bomb tests at lev-
els below our detection capability. 

That is the essence of it. We do not 
have all of the seismic equipment, in 
the judgment of the Intelligence Com-
mittee, in place and ready to meet the 
deadlines of this treaty so we could de-
tect another nation that desired to use 
live tests in violation of their commit-
ments under this treaty. 

We have learned that our nuclear 
weapons will, to some degree, deterio-
rate over time. That is pure science. 
The physical properties of the mate-
rials deteriorate over a period of time. 
We cannot guarantee the safety and re-
liability of our highly sophisticated nu-
clear weapons in perpetuity—always 
remember, in perpetuity. Testing is 
needed. 

The Stockpile Stewardship Program 
is the concept of a substitute for the 
live testing that we have had these 50 
years. That 50-year record of testing 
gives us the confidence today, and for a 
number of years forward, in the reli-
ability and safety of our stockpile. But 
there is some point in time, due to the 
deterioration of weapons, and other 
factors, that we will have to shift to a 
new means of testing. The administra-
tion’s proposal under this treaty is the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program. It is a 
computer simulation substitute for ac-
tual testing. The scientists tell us this 
will not be proven—this substitute—for 
perhaps 5, 10, maybe up to 20 years. I 
repeat, milestones are being put in 
place, but there is no certainty as to 
when, collectively, those milestones 
will constitute a system to replace ac-
tual testing. The estimates vary from 
5, 6, 7 years, perhaps out to 20. 

Yet we are being asked to ratify a 
treaty affirming that we shall never 
again, in perpetuity, actually test any 
of our nuclear weapons. We have 
learned the CTBT will do nothing—not 
a single thing—to stop proliferation by 
rogue nations and terrorists. Iraq and 
Iran will sit back and laugh. Right 
now, Iraq is defying the world over 
similar arms control agreements, simi-
lar U.N. sanctions, and the United Na-
tions is entangled in what appears to 
be a hopeless debate over how to re-
solve the need to continue to monitor 
Saddam Hussein’s program of weapons 
of mass destruction. A clear example of 
how the most well-intentioned inter-
national agreements have failed is 
right there, today. 

Rogue nations can easily develop and 
field, with a high degree of confidence, 
a single stage device—a ‘‘dirty old 
bomb,’’ as they refer to it—without any 
testing. Ironically, the first weapon 
dropped by the United States was never 
tested with an actual test. 

Many of my colleagues, again, hon-
estly disagree on the conclusions, 
pointing out that reasonable people 
can examine the same body of facts and 
reach different conclusions. That is my 
grave concern. We should not be ratify-
ing a treaty as long as reasonable 
doubt to that degree exists as to 
whether the treaty is in the national 
security interest of the United States. 
The stakes are far too high. 
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The Armed Services Committee 

began its hearings with a closed hear-
ing, where we heard from career profes-
sionals and experts with decades of ex-
perience, from the Department of En-
ergy, the National Laboratories, and 
the Intelligence Committee. Their tes-
timony focused on recent facts—facts 
that were not fully known at the time 
this treaty was signed by the President 
some 2 years ago. Their assessment is 
they would have to go back and reex-
amine a lot of facts to determine the 
viability, or lack of viability, of the ca-
pability of this Nation to monitor low- 
level tests. 

Much of that information we learned 
was developed over the last 18 months. 
Therefore, those facts were not avail-
able to the Congress or the President 
when the CTBT was signed in 1996. The 
information presented to the Armed 
Services Committee on Tuesday is 
highly classified and, of course, cannot 
be discussed in open session. But one 
fact is very relevant. Because of dis-
turbing new information, the Intel-
ligence Committee—on its own initia-
tive—decided to revisit and update the 
1997 NIE, national intelligence esti-
mate, on the U.S. ability to monitor 
the CTBT. I have been informed, as 
have other members of the committee, 
that it will take until next year to 
complete that work. That is a clear, 
credible basis for not moving forward 
today or tomorrow on a vote. 

I advised Secretary Cohen and Gen-
eral Shelton on the following day, 
Wednesday morning, when they testi-
fied before the Armed Services Com-
mittee that they had the opportunity 
to make their case for this treaty be-
fore the elected representatives of the 
American people, and that they did. I 
believe the burden is on the adminis-
tration to prove—maybe beyond a rea-
sonable doubt—that ratification of this 
treaty is in the national security inter-
est of our Nation. They simply did not 
make that case. And I say that with all 
due respect to my good friend and 
former colleague, Secretary Cohen. 

We are being asked to give up—per-
manently—our tried and true, proven 
ability to maintain the safety and reli-
ability of our nuclear stockpile and to 
rely instead on a computer simulation 
and modeling capability that will not 
be fully developed or proven for many 
years—if at all. We are being asked 
today to put at some degree of risk our 
nuclear deterrent capability, in ex-
change for the promise that we may 
have a way to adequately certify that 
capability at some uncertain future 
date. The question before the Senate is, 
Can we afford to take such a gamble? 
This Senator believes the answer is no. 

For more than 50 years, one of the 
top national security priorities of 
every American President has been to 
maintain a credible nuclear arsenal 
and deterrent to aggression against 
ourselves and our allies, and it has 
worked. The credibility of the United 
States in the world is a direct reflec-
tion of our military capability. If that 

credibility is ever called into question 
by our inability to ensure the safety 
and reliability of nuclear weapons—a 
vital segment of our military capa-
bility—then we have done our Nation a 
great disservice. The stakes for this de-
bate are very high. 

For 50 years, our nuclear umbrella— 
the deterrent provided by the U.S. nu-
clear arsenal—has kept peace in Eu-
rope. Unquestionably, the threats in 
Europe following World War II were de-
terred by this capability. Yet it is that 
very deterrent that could be jeopard-
ized by this treaty. Dr. Schlesinger 
stated it clearly when he asked, ‘‘Do 
we want a world that lacks confidence 
in the U.S. deterrent or not?’’ 

I hope all Members will take the 
time to examine carefully the body of 
facts that the Armed Services Com-
mittee and, indeed, the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee have accumulated 
and recorded for Senators. 

Simply put, the CTBT, at this time, 
jeopardizes our ability to maintain the 
safety and reliability of our nuclear ar-
senal—perhaps not right away but al-
most certainly over the long run. Ac-
cording to Dr. James Robinson, Direc-
tor of Sandia National Laboratory: ‘‘To 
forego testing is to live with uncer-
tainty.’’ 

Much has been said about what other 
Presidents have done. They have all ex-
amined the possibility of entering into 
some type of international treaty. But 
no previous President has ever opposed 
a test ban of zero yield and unlimited 
duration. President Eisenhower in-
sisted that nuclear tests of less than 
4.75 kilotons be permitted and, in fact, 
continued low-yield testing through his 
administration’s test ban moratorium. 
President Kennedy terminated a 3-year 
moratorium on testing when the ad-
verse consequences of the moratorium 
were realized, and he declared that 
‘‘never again’’ would the United States 
make such a mistake. President Ken-
nedy then embarked on the most ag-
gressive series of nuclear tests in the 
history of the U.S. nuclear weapons 
program. President Carter also opposed 
a zero-yield test ban while in office. 

To have an effective nuclear deter-
rent, we must have confidence in the 
safety and reliability of our nuclear 
weapons. These weapons are the most 
sophisticated designs in the world. It is 
a certainty that, over time, these arse-
nals, high explosives, and electronic 
components contained in these weap-
ons will experience some level of dete-
rioration. That is simple science. The 
nature of our nuclear weapons program 
over the past five decades provides lit-
tle practical experience in predicting 
the effects of these changes. 

What do we say to our sailors, sol-
diers, airmen, and marines who live 
and work in close proximity with these 
nuclear weapons? What do we say to 
the people of our Nation, and indeed 
nations around the world, who live in 
the vicinity of our nuclear weapons? 
These are weapons that are stored in 
various locations around the world, 

that rest in missile tubes literally sev-
eral feet away from the bunks of our 
submarine crews, that are regularly 
moved across roads and airfields 
around the world. How can we take any 
action which in any way jeopardizes or 
calls into question the safety of these 
weapons? As Dr. Bob Barker, former 
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense 
for Atomic Energy, told the Armed 
Services Committee on Thursday, ‘‘to 
leave in place weapons that are not as 
safe as they could be is unconscion-
able.’’ 

History tells us that weapons be-
lieved to be reliable and thoroughly 
tested, nevertheless, develop problems 
which, in the past were only discov-
ered, and could only be fixed, through 
nuclear testing. As President Bush 
noted in a report to Congress in Janu-
ary 1993: ‘‘Of all U.S. nuclear weapons 
designs fielded since 1958, approxi-
mately one-third have required nuclear 
testing to resolve problems arising 
after deployment.’’ In three-quarters of 
these cases, the problems were identi-
fied and assessed only as a result of nu-
clear testing, and could be fixed only 
through testing. Let me emphasize, 
most of these problems were related to 
safety. 

The Clinton administration has pro-
posed remanufacturing aging weapons 
rather than designing and building new 
ones. The problem is that we simply 
don’t know if this new approach is pos-
sible. Almost every weapons designer 
we have heard from over the past 3 
years has raised concerns with any at-
tempts to change components, such as 
plutonium and high explosives, in the 
heart of the weapon. Many of the mate-
rials and methods used in producing 
the original weapons are no longer 
available. To assure that the remanu-
factured weapons work as intended 
most agree the new weapons would 
have to be validated through under-
ground nuclear testing. 

Every system will become obsolete at 
some point in time—if for no other rea-
son, for deterioration due to aging. 
CTBT will not allow us to replace 
aging or unsafe systems in the future. 

Supporters of the treaty, argue that 
if a problem with the stockpile is iden-
tified, the President can always exer-
cise ‘‘Safeguard F’’ and withdraw from 
the treaty and test. The military lead-
ers and the three lab directors have all 
conditioned their support for CTBT on 
the guarantee that the President would 
exercise ‘‘Safeguard F’’ and withdraw 
from the treaty if a problem develops 
with our nuclear stockpile. But how re-
alistic is that? It is highly unlikely 
that this safeguard would ever be used 
by the United States to withdraw from 
the treaty even if serious problems 
should occur in the stockpile. Has the 
United States ever withdrawn from a 
treaty? We are struggling today under 
the weight of the ABM Treaty which 
was signed in 1972 with a nation that 
no longer exists: withdrawing from the 
treaty is simply without precedent. 

And what would the international 
ramifications be of such a withdrawal 
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from the treaty? Wouldn’t it be worse 
to withdraw years down the road, after 
other nations have presumably fol-
lowed our lead, than to simply not rat-
ify in the first place? 

In addition, the notion of being able 
to test quickly in an emergency is un-
realistic. Even if the United States 
should decide to withdraw from CTBT, 
the lab directors report that it would 
take at least 2 to 3 years of preparation 
before a test could be conducted, and 
our testing infrastructure continues to 
deteriorate. By withdrawing, the 
United States would be announcing to 
the world that we have such a serious 
problem with our nuclear deterrent 
that we have lost confidence in the re-
liability of our nuclear stockpile, and 
that we must initiate a program to re-
pair or replace the weapon or weapons 
and conduct tests to confirm the re-
sults. Such an action would be highly 
destabilizing. 

Proponents of the CTBT have as-
serted that the treaty will have no ad-
verse impacts on U.S. national secu-
rity, that we will be able to confidently 
maintain and modernize U.S. strategic 
and theater nuclear forces to the ex-
tent necessary without ever conducting 
another nuclear explosive test. In fact, 
the CTBT will force the United States 
to forgo any number of important ini-
tiatives that may be required to ensure 
the long-term viability and safety of 
our strategic and theater nuclear de-
terrent forces. 

The CTBT will lock the United 
States into retention of a nuclear arse-
nal that was designed at the height of 
the cold war. Many of the nuclear sys-
tems that we developed to deter the 
Soviet Union are simply not suited to 
the subtle, and perhaps more difficult, 
task of deterring rogue states from 
using nuclear, chemical, or biological 
weapons. Such deterrence will require 
the United States to possess nuclear 
weapons that pose a credible threat to 
targets such as rogue state biological 
weapon production facilities that may 
be located deep underground in hard-
ened shelters. At the same time, for 
such weapons to be credible deterrents, 
they must not threaten to create sig-
nificant collateral damage or radio-
active fallout. Such weapons do not 
exist today in the U.S. arsenal. 

I am also concerned that this trea-
ty’s zero yield test ban is not 
verifiable. It is difficult, if not impos-
sible, to detect tests below a certain 
level. And testing at yields below de-
tection may allow countries, such as 
Russia, to develop new classes of low- 
yield, tactical nuclear weapons. This 
possibility makes recent statements by 
senior Russian officials claiming that 
they are now developing tactical nu-
clear weapons especially troubling. For 
example, this August, the Russian Dep-
uty Minister for Atomic Energy, Lev 
Ryabev, stated that a key Russian ob-
jective was the development of a tac-
tical nuclear system. This April, Presi-
dent Yeltsin reportedly approved a 
blueprint for the development and use 

of non-strategic nuclear weapons. 
Would we be able to detect tests of 
such tactical weapons? The develop-
ment of any nuclear weapon, regardless 
of its yield, is militarily significant to 
this Senator. 

Further, countries that want to 
evade detection can do so by masking 
or muffling tests in mines, under-
ground cavities, salt domes, or other 
geological formations. I am convinced 
that the United States and the inter-
national community cannot now, and 
will not in the foreseeable future, be 
able to detect such cheating or testing 
below a certain level. 

Proponents of the CTBT argue that 
the International Monitoring System 
established under the treaty will put in 
place capabilities exceeding those that 
the United States and its allies can 
field today. These monitoring sites will 
be owned and operated by the host 
countries, which I believe calls into se-
rious question the reliability of the in-
formation collected and, thus, its value 
to our ability to detect a nuclear test. 

Proponents of CTBT also argue that 
although the treaty may not be 
verifiable through detection methods, 
the on-site inspections make the CTBT 
verifiable. I disagree. The treaty re-
quires an affirmative vote of 30 of 51 
members of the Executive Council to 
initiate an inspection. The likelihood 
of obtaining that number, which could 
include such countries as Iran and 
North Korea, is remote, if not impos-
sible. Further, the United States would 
have to present a case to the Executive 
Council which would most likely com-
promise sensitive U.S. intelligence 
sources and methods. The timelines 
imposed by the treaty for on-site in-
spections permit considerable coverup 
and deterioration of evidence. In addi-
tion, there is no guarantee that Ameri-
cans will be on the inspection teams. In 
fact, any state is explicitly permitted 
to block inspectors from countries it 
does not like. The treaty gives the in-
spected state the final say in any dis-
pute with inspectors. 

Finally, ambiguities in the CTBT 
may allow other nations to legally cir-
cumvent the clear intent of the treaty. 
The treaty does not define what con-
stitutes a nuclear test. However, Presi-
dent Clinton has said that the United 
States will interpret nuclear test to 
mean any nuclear explosion, thus all 
tests are banned unless they are zero- 
yield. However, if other signatory na-
tions interpret a less restrictive defini-
tion, they could conduct very low-yield 
tests and argue that they are not vio-
lating the language of the treaty. 

I am concerned that while the United 
States would adhere to the CTBT, 
thereby losing confidence over time in 
our nuclear deterrent, other countries 
would capitalize upon U.S. deficiencies 
and vulnerabilities created by the 
CTBT and violate the treaty, by escap-
ing detection and building new weap-
ons. 

I believe the risk the CTBT poses to 
U.S. national security by far outweighs 

any of the benefits that have been iden-
tified. 

Mr. President, I shall reengage in 
this debate as the day progresses. I will 
pursue with Senator MOYNIHAN the 
final presentation of our Dear Col-
league letter in the hopes that a num-
ber of Senators will see the wisdom in 
giving the leadership of the Senate the 
support they deserve should a decision 
be made not to go forward today. That 
decision should embrace very clearly 
that it would be in the Senate’s inter-
est, in the Nation’s interest, and our 
security interest to revisit this treaty 
in terms of a final vote in the balance 
of this Congress. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I rise today in strong 

support of Senate advice and consent 
to the ratification of the Comprehen-
sive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. 

As a member of the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, I have ad-
vocated for consideration of this treaty 
since President Clinton submitted it to 
this body for advice and consent on 
September 22, 1997. Now, more than 2 
years later, this important treaty is 
being considered on the Senate floor. 
While I am pleased that we are having 
this debate, I am concerned about the 
manner in which we reached this point. 
I regret that the Foreign Relations 
Committee, of which I am a member, 
had only one day of hearings on this 
important arms control agreement and 
that the committee did not consider 
and mark up a resolution of ratifica-
tion. 

I am concerned that this debate is 
too limited in duration and scope. This 
is obviously serious business. And I 
hope that the manner in which this 
treaty was brought to the floor does 
not doom it to failure. This treaty 
should be fully debated on its merits. 
And this body should have the oppor-
tunity to offer any statements, dec-
larations, understandings, or condi-
tions that we deem necessary. But this 
treaty should not be defeated simply 
because the Senate has backed itself 
into a corner in which the choice is to 
vote up or down now without the op-
tion to postpone this important vote in 
favor of further consideration. Some of 
our colleagues have expressed their de-
sire for further consideration. But they 
have said that if they are forced to 
vote today, they will oppose this trea-
ty—not necessarily because they do 
not support the treaty, but rather be-
cause they feel they cannot yet fully 
support it without further study. 

I think putting Senators in this posi-
tion is an irresponsible course of ac-
tion. 

As my colleagues know, I support 
this treaty. And I will vote in favor of 
it today should it come to that. But I 
hope we will consider the consequences 
of defeating this treaty, not on its mer-
its, but because of the political box in 
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which we find ourselves. This treaty 
must not fall victim to politics. The 
consequences of its defeat will be felt 
from Moscow to New Delhi to Beijing 
to Baghdad. And this body, the great-
est deliberative body in the world, 
would be sending the message that we 
did not want to spend more time on 
one of the most important issues facing 
the world today. 

We do live in dangerous times, Mr. 
President. Weapons capable of mass de-
struction have replaced more conven-
tional weapons in our world. New 
threats continue to emerge. But we 
have the power to stem the tide of nu-
clear proliferation. Perhaps we cannot 
stop it completely. But we can make 
sure that the nuclear arms race is 
stopped in its tracks and we can make 
it extremely difficult for those with 
nuclear aspirations to develop a weap-
on in which they can have high con-
fidence. 

And we should do everything in our 
power to make the world safer for fu-
ture generations. And if that includes 
delaying the vote on this treaty, then 
we should swallow our political pride 
and do that. 

As a number of my colleagues have 
already said, both in committee and on 
this floor, the idea of a nuclear test 
ban dates back to the Eisenhower ad-
ministration. For more than 40 years, 
Presidents of both parties have advo-
cated for such a treaty. 

In a speech delivered on June 10, 1963, 
President John F. Kennedy discussed 
his support for the negotiation of a 
comprehensive test ban treaty. He 
said—and I quote: 

The conclusion of such a treaty, so near 
and yet so far, would check the spiraling 
arms race in one of its most dangerous areas. 
It would place the nuclear powers in a posi-
tion to deal more effectively with one of the 
greatest hazards which man faces in 1963, the 
further spread of nuclear arms. It would in-
crease our security—it would decrease the 
prospects of war. Surely this goal is suffi-
ciently important to require our steady pur-
suit, yielding neither to the temptation to 
give up the whole effort nor the temptation 
to give up our insistence on vital and respon-
sible safeguards. 

Mr. President, those words are as rel-
evant today as they were when Presi-
dent Kennedy spoke them 36 years ago. 
Nuclear weapons are still one of the 
greatest hazards on the planet. And 
they have been joined by chemical, bio-
logical, and other weapons of mass de-
struction. President Kennedy spoke 
from the perspective of the cold war 
and the still escalating arms race with 
the Soviet Union. Now, in 1999, the cold 
war is over and the Soviet Union is no 
more. But we are on the brink of an-
other nuclear arms race, this time in 
south Asia. India and Pakistan are 
watching, Mr. President. And we have 
the opportunity to end their nuclear 
aspirations once and for all. Or to give 
them the cover they need to continue 
testing. 

We have the opportunity today at 
long last to become a party to a com-
prehensive nuclear test ban treaty that 

will both stop the nuclear arms race in 
its tracks and maintain our option to 
withdraw from its provisions if our na-
tional security is threatened. 

I hope that will be our paramount 
consideration in the coming hours as 
we decide whether to put this treaty up 
for a vote today or tomorrow. 

Mr. President, as many of my col-
leagues have noted throughout this de-
bate, there are many reasons why the 
United States should become a party to 
this important treaty. I will address 
three of them here. 

First, this treaty will allow the 
United States to maintain our strong 
nuclear deterrent. This treaty does not 
require the parties to dismantle their 
existing nuclear stockpiles. It does not 
prevent them from maintaining those 
stockpiles through scientific means. 
Rather, this treaty prohibits further 
nuclear testing. The United States has 
not conducted any nuclear tests for 7 
years, and the administration has tes-
tified that we have no intention of per-
forming any further tests. The Depart-
ments of Defense and Energy already 
have a substantial database of informa-
tion on the more than 1,000 nuclear 
tests that we have already performed. 
And this information has been the 
basis for the development of the Stock-
pile Stewardship Program, which the 
high-ranking administration officials 
have testified is an effective mecha-
nism for maintaining the safety and re-
liability of our nuclear arsenal. 

Second, this treaty will help to cre-
ate a worldwide nuclear status quo. 
Parties to the CTBT will be unable to 
conduct nuclear explosive tests to im-
prove their existing weapons or develop 
stronger ones. This means that the nu-
clear arms race will be literally frozen 
where it is. This is beneficial to the 
United States for several reasons. It 
will allow us to maintain our nuclear 
superiority. It will protect us from the 
threat of stronger weapons in the fu-
ture. And, in fact, it ensures that we 
will have the dubious distinction of 
having won the nuclear arms race. 

The third point in favor of this trea-
ty I will make is this: the CTBT is ef-
fectively verifiable. Some have argued 
that this treaty is not verifiable. It 
seems that argument echoes in these 
halls every time we debate an arms 
control treaty. But, again, that argu-
ment rings hollow. Verification is a 
tricky thing. All treaties, including 
arms control treaties, are largely based 
on good faith among the parties to 
them. Good faith in the sense that the 
parties who have ratified the treaty 
have promised to comply with the trea-
ty’s provisions. Collectively, the par-
ties have agreed to a set of provisions, 
in the case of the CTBT to not perform 
nuclear tests. Alone, a country can de-
cide to no longer perform nuclear 
tests—as the United States has already 
done—but no other nation knows for 
sure if that country is living up to its 
promise. 

Under a multilateral treaty such as 
the CTBT, all parties have agreed to 

the provisions and are subject to a 
verification regime that otherwise 
would not exist. The CTBT says that if 
one party to the treaty has evidence 
that a test has occurred, that party can 
request an onsite inspection. This in-
spection will occur if 30 of the 51 mem-
bers of the CTBT’s Executive Council 
agree that the evidence warrants such 
an inspection. This type of onsite in-
spection cannot occur outside the 
CTBT regime, Mr. President. And this 
inspection will allow the parties to the 
treaty to obtain information that can-
not be obtained outside the treaty re-
gime. 

No one here will claim that any trea-
ty is 100 percent verifiable or that some 
countries may try to cheat. But the 
Pentagon has said that this treaty is 
effectively verifiable. And that is the 
key. The International Monitoring 
System created by this treaty includes 
230 data gathering stations around the 
world in addition to those already op-
erating in the United States. Last 
week, Secretary of Defense William 
Cohen told the Senate Armed Services 
Committee that ‘‘the information col-
lected by these sensor stations would 
not normally be available to the U.S. 
intelligence community.’’ In addition 
to this enhanced capability, the United 
States is also permitted, under the pro-
visions of the treaty and in accordance 
with international law, to use our own 
national technical means to detect nu-
clear tests. 

Mr. President, some people say that, 
because the United States has already 
made the decision not to do any fur-
ther nuclear testing—and indeed that 
we have not tested in seven years—that 
this treaty is unnecessary. They claim 
that the CTBT merely reinforces what 
we have already done and that there is 
no real benefit to our ratification. In 
fact, as many of my colleagues have al-
ready addressed during this debate, and 
as I have already noted, there are 
many benefits to this treaty. We retain 
our leadership in the arms control 
arena. We maintain our nuclear superi-
ority. And, importantly, we gain the 
ability to request and participate in 
onsite inspections of suspected nuclear 
testing abroad. And, if the President is 
unable to certify that our nuclear arse-
nal is sound, we have the option to 
withdraw from the treaty. 

Mr. President, in urging my col-
leagues to support this important trea-
ty, I will again quote President Ken-
nedy: 

The United States, as the world knows, 
will never start a war. We do not want a war. 
We do not now expect a war. This generation 
of Americans has already had enough—more 
than enough—of war and hate and oppres-
sion. We shall be prepared if others wish it. 
We shall be alert to try to stop it. But we 
shall also do our part to build a world of 
peace where the weak are safe and the strong 
are just. We are not helpless before that task 
or hopeless of its success. Confident and 
unafraid, we labor on—not toward a strategy 
of nuclear annihilation but toward a strat-
egy of peace. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield 

to the Senator from Arizona such time 
as he may consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. President, a number of us have 

concluded that we cannot support rati-
fication of the CTBT, that it will be de-
feated. But some have urged that we 
put the vote off out of concern that re-
jection would send an undesirable mes-
sage to the world. 

I believe, however, that we should 
vote precisely because the world would 
get a desirable message that the Sen-
ate took a stand that treaties such as 
this must meet at least minimum 
standards for sensible arms control. 
The CTBT fails that test. It is a sloppy, 
altogether substandard piece of work, 
and it deserves rejection. 

Our colleague, DICK LUGAR, opposes 
the CTBT ratification, as he has ex-
plained, because he does not believe 
the treaty is of the same caliber as 
arms control agreements that have 
come before the Senate in recent dec-
ades. He cites two of the CTBT’s many 
deficiencies: ‘‘an ineffective verifi-
cation regime and a practically non-
existent enforcement process.’’ 

Contrary to what treaty supporters 
have argued, the CTBT’s rejection 
would strengthen the hands of U.S. dip-
lomats on such matters in future nego-
tiations. When they insist on more ef-
fective provisions, citing the need to 
satisfy a rigorous U.S. Senate, their 
warnings would become credible and 
influential. Such warnings would help 
free the United States from having to 
go along with wrong-headed treaty 
terms dictated by countries that lack 
U.S. responsibilities around the world. 

I note that as a good example of our 
negotiators changing their position 
from that originally supported by the 
administration to go directly to the 
heart of key objections to this par-
ticular treaty. As you know, no Presi-
dent had ever sought a zero-yield test 
ban treaty in perpetuity. In this case, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff argued that 
we should not have such a treaty. 

The original position of the adminis-
tration in the negotiations was to 
grant the United States an option 
without having to invoke the supreme 
national interest clause to retire from 
the treaty after 10 years and not to in-
sist upon a zero-yield but, rather, to 
permit low-yield, what are called 
hydronuclear tests. Over time, our ne-
gotiators’ position was undercut, and 
in the end, according to the very people 
who negotiated the treaty, in order to 
reach an agreement with other coun-
tries, the United States conceded on 
those and other important points. 
Those are two of the critical defi-
ciencies in this treaty. 

By rejecting the treaty now, the Sen-
ate would strengthen the hands of our 
future diplomats who negotiate these 

arms control agreements to enable 
them to make the point to their coun-
terparts that the United States is seri-
ous about treaties at least achieving 
minimal standards; we consider these 
to be the kinds of minimal standards 
that are necessary to bind the Amer-
ican people; and those negotiators 
would know that Senate ratification 
would not occur unless the terms were 
as proposed by the United States. 

As I said, no other President ever 
supported a zero-yield treaty, let alone 
one that would bind the United States 
forever, and neither should the Senate. 

If we proceed today to reject the 
CTBT, future U.S. negotiators will be 
more inclined to seek the Senate’s ad-
vice before the deal is finalized and the 
administration demands our consent. 
This will serve the U.S. national inter-
ests in various ways. 

First, the Senate was never intended 
to be a rubber stamp, approving any 
ill-advised treaty negotiated by an ad-
ministration. Our constitutional duty 
in treaty-making is to perform the 
equivalent of quality control. Under 
the Constitution, the Senate’s role is of 
equal stature with the President’s. We 
in the Senate are entitled—indeed, we 
are obliged—to second guess the Presi-
dent’s national interest calculations 
regarding treaties. 

There would inevitably be complaints 
from abroad, including from friends, if 
we upset the CTBT apple cart. But that 
unpleasantness would be minor and 
transitory, especially in light of the 
permanent harm the CTBT would do to 
our national security. The embarrass-
ment of the President for buying into 
such a flawed treaty in the first place 
is not desirable, but the Senate cannot 
avert it at any price. 

Consider again Senator LUGAR’s 
words: 

[The CTBT] is problematic because it 
would exacerbate risks and uncertainties re-
lated to the safety of our nuclear stockpile. 

Those are the stakes, and they are 
serious. That crucial observation 
should put into perspective the issue of 
likely complaints from foreign foes and 
friends. 

The Senate must fulfill its constitu-
tional duty to ensure that treaties 
meet at least minimum standards. We 
do the Presidency no favors by shirk-
ing, and we do the Senate and the Na-
tion harm if we accede to the Presi-
dent’s diplomatic recklessness simply 
to spare him the chore of mollifying 
the other states that forged the flawed 
treaty. 

A query to my colleagues who are in-
terested in delaying this vote to avoid 
the embarrassment of rejecting a trea-
ty negotiated by the administration: 
Will the Senate defer to the President 
on the Kyoto Global Warming Treaty 
or the ABM multilateralization or de-
marcation treaties? 

Some administration spokesmen 
have used the offensive argument that 
Senate rejection of the CTBT would be 
a message to the world that we are not 
serious about arms control. To the con-

trary, rejecting this treaty will help 
establish that we demand real arms 
control—not the show, not the empty 
symbols, not the flimflam treaties that 
cannot accomplish their purposes. In 
rejecting the CTBT, we will be asking 
the world to join in real 
antiproliferation measures, such as en-
forcement of the nonproliferation trea-
ty which Russia, China, and North 
Korea violate every time they spread 
nuclear weapons technology. 

I quote again from Senator LUGAR: 
If a country breaks the international norm 

embodied in the CTBT, the country has al-
ready broken the norm associated with the 
nonproliferation treaty. 

Mr. President, that is because 185- 
some nations have agreed not to pos-
sess these nuclear weapons, except for 
the nuclear powers. The testing is sim-
ply a redundant violation of the posses-
sion in the first place, which is already 
a violation of the NPT. So this treaty 
won’t accomplish its minimal objec-
tive. 

Second, enforcement of the United 
States resolutions requiring inspection 
of Iraq: It would be very helpful if our 
allies would help in this very meaning-
ful and important activity rather than 
undercutting the United States at 
every turn. 

Again, Senator LUGAR hit the point 
squarely: 

The CTBT verification regime seems to be 
the embodiment of everything the United 
States is fighting against in the UNSCOM in-
spection process in Iraq . . . [which is] best 
not repeated under the CTBT. 

Third, perhaps we could get their 
support in our efforts to free U.S. pol-
icy from the dead hand of the ABM 
Treaty and to deploy missile defenses. 

These are real, meaningful actions 
against the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction rather than empty 
symbolic gestures. 

In asking the Senate to postpone the 
vote on this treaty until he has the 
votes, the President is asking, first, to 
spare him personal embarrassment; 
and, second, to give him a chance to 
bind the United States to a treaty that 
most do not think should ever go into 
force. The CTBT will not improve with 
age. 

Most Senators would have been con-
tent never to have voted on the treaty. 
But the President has now denied the 
Senate that option. He will not agree 
to forbear demanding consideration of 
the treaty next year when he hopes to 
have the votes to pass it. Republicans 
have not politicized this debate, but it 
is clear that unless we defeat this trea-
ty now, it will be a political issue next 
year when allegedly changed cir-
cumstances—created, for example, by a 
new test by India or Pakistan—will 
give the President the pretext to revive 
the debate. 

It has become clear that the assur-
ances we may now get from the Presi-
dent and our Democratic colleagues 
will not be the ironclad commitments 
we recently agreed were necessary to 
induce the Senate to defer this vote. 
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Therefore, to avoid the President po-
liticizing the issue next year, we 
should vote now. 

Sometimes it is necessary to say or 
do the right thing and just let the 
chips fall where they may. Ronald 
Reagan knew he would ruffle lots of 
foreign feathers—including some of our 
respected allies—when he called the 
Soviet Union an evil empire and when 
he stood his ground against Gorbachev 
in Reykjavik in favor of strategic de-
fense. These messages he sent were 
criticized by many as disruptive. They 
were sound. They served our national 
interests and the interests of decent 
people around the world, and history 
has judged them favorably. 

The Senate now has a chance to dem-
onstrate strength and the good sense 
worthy of Ronald Reagan. If we do it, 
we will be flouting much conventional 
thinking, but we will, in fact, enhance 
our Nation’s diplomatic strength, pro-
tecting our national security and vin-
dicating the wisdom of America’s 
founding fathers who assigned to the 
Senate the duty to protect the country 
from ill-conceived international obliga-
tions. 

Let the Senate vote to reject the 
CTBT. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAPO). The Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, in the 
waning days of his administration, 
President Eisenhower proposed a test 
ban treaty to end all nuclear tests in 
the atmosphere, in the oceans, and 
under the ground. Nearly four decades 
later, the Senate stands on the verge of 
a vote on ratification of the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty. I will vote 
in favor of ratification. I regret the 
move to postpone a vote because I am 
of the firm conviction this treaty will 
help end the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and increase the safety of the 
American people. 

President Eisenhower proposed the 
test ban having recognized the increas-
ing danger posed by nuclear weapons. 
At that time, the threat was very real. 
The American people had a vivid un-
derstanding of the devastating con-
sequences of nuclear weapons. 

Those of us in our fifties remember 
the threat and the fear that we had as 
children—the duck and cover drills, the 
constant reminders of the devastation 
that a single nuclear weapon could 
produce to our cities and to our com-
munities. In many ways, the problem 
we have today comes from our success 
because the fear we once had has been 
displaced by a false sense of compla-
cency, a sense of security that, in my 
view, is not justified, given the facts. 

I would like to illustrate this danger 
by a realistic scenario, in my view, 
with a single Russian nuclear weapon. 
It is possible for a small band of dis-
contented or terroristic members of ei-
ther the Russian society or some other 
nation to raid a silo of Russian missiles 
in the Russian wilderness. Soldiers who 
are poorly trained, sparsely equipped, 
and irate at not having been paid in a 

year are easily overtaken or are willing 
to cooperate. 

Let’s pick one city to illustrate the 
damage. I, again, call to my colleagues’ 
attention that this kind of game play-
ing, this kind of example was quite 
common as recently as 10 years ago. 
But today, when you ask what kind of 
damage could occur as a result of a sin-
gle nuclear blast, you are apt to have 
people scratching their heads, won-
dering what could happen. So let me 
take Chicago as an example. 

First of all, unlike many of the other 
threats in the world, if a rocket left 
Russia, it would arrive in Chicago 
within an hour, probably taking a tra-
jectory over the top of the world across 
the Arctic pole. It would detonate in 
Chicago within an hour, and on a bad 
day it would hit a target within a few 
hundred yards off Lake Michigan. 

We spent a great deal of time assess-
ing the danger of the nation of China. 
Their missiles are not connected to 
their warheads. Their warheads are dis-
connected; they are not together. It 
would take them several days and they 
are not targeted with the accuracy and 
would not arrive with the same swift-
ness as an unauthorized or accidental 
launch coming from Russia. 

The first effect of the blast would be 
the nuclear flash. The air would be 
heated to 10 million degrees Celsius. 
The blast would move out at a few hun-
dred kilometers a second and its heat 
would be sufficient to set fire to any-
thing combustible at a distance of 14 
kilometers. People within 80 kilo-
meters would be blinded. The blast ef-
fect would follow. It would travel out 
from ground zero. Within 3 kilometers, 
those who had not already been killed 
would die from this percussive force. 

The details of this kind of a blast 
needs to be understood by the Amer-
ican people as this debate goes forward, 
because the good news of the end of the 
cold war has been replaced with the 
bad news that we are increasingly at 
risk of individuals or nonnation state 
people who choose to do damage to the 
United States of America and do not 
care if they die in the execution of 
their mission. They are willing to at-
tack the United States of America and 
they are willing to take American lives 
without regard to the fact that they 
may die in the execution of their mis-
sion. 

A single Russian nuclear weapon 
launched accidentally, or a single nu-
clear weapon assembled by some rogue 
nation and delivered by whatever the 
means to the United States of America, 
would do more damage than any other 
threat we currently have on the hori-
zon. A single Russian submarine that 
was taken over by a similar sort of dis-
sident faction could launch 64 one-hun-
dred-kiloton weapons at the United 
States. I do not come here to alarm 
anybody about this. I come simply to 
remind people that nuclear weapons 
are still the only threat that could kill 
every single American. It would not 
take thousands to bring the United 

States of America to its knees. It 
would not take the kind of total attack 
we once feared from the Soviet Union 
to bring America from being the most 
powerful economic and military force 
on the Earth to being somewhat short 
of No. 1, not only putting us at increas-
ing risk but putting the rest of the 
world at risk as well. 

CTBT is by no means the only thing 
we must do in order to reduce the risk 
of proliferation. I would like to go 
through a few ideas prior to talking 
about both our capacity to verify and 
the confidence I have that we can 
maintain our stockpile without the 
need to test. 

First, we have to maintain our intel-
ligence capabilities: our ability to col-
lect intelligence, to process, to dis-
seminate, to deliver that intelligence 
to warfighters is far and away the best 
in the world. Talk to our allies in 
Kosovo, in Bosnia, in Desert Storm; 
talk to any of those whose lives were 
at risk and were allied with the United 
States of America in a military effort 
and they will tell you our intelligence 
collection and dissemination capability 
gave us the capacity to do the impos-
sible. 

Our intelligence agencies, from time 
to time, make very highly publicized 
mistakes. Unfortunately, the publicity 
given to those mistakes gives some a 
lack of confidence in our capability of 
doing our mission. That lack of con-
fidence is misplaced. We are an open 
society. As a consequence, we tend— 
correctly so—to examine the things we 
do when we make mistakes. Unfortu-
nately, at times it produces a situation 
where we are afraid of doing things be-
cause we are worried we are going to 
make a highly publicized mistake and 
therefore that mistake is going to ruin 
our career or make it difficult for us to 
advance. As a consequence, we some-
times are a little too cautious. 

Americans should not suffer the illu-
sion we currently have the intelligence 
capacity to know everything that is 
going on in the world; we simply do 
not. Indeed, we should not. We are not, 
as well, allocating enough resources, in 
my view, to make certain policy-
makers of the future are informed so 
conflicts that might occur can be 
avoided and so nuclear threats can be 
confronted before they emerge to be 
challenges. 

The second tool that must be main-
tained to confront the emerging nu-
clear threat is not only a strong mili-
tary but an intent to use that military 
to meet any individual or nation state 
that threatens the United States of 
America. Our military is the envy of 
the world. While we must avoid the 
temptation of using our military forces 
in situations not vital to U.S. inter-
ests, we must also continue to main-
tain the will to use military force in 
instances in which our national secu-
rity is at risk. 

The third tool is national missile de-
fense. I support the creation of a lim-
ited national missile defense designed 
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to protect the United States of Amer-
ica from rogue state ballistic missile 
launches and accidental launches. 
While the success of the recent test of 
a prototype missile defense system 
demonstrates that limited national 
missile defense is possible, we must 
also realize it is not a panacea for the 
dangers we will confront. 

The fourth tool in our effort to se-
cure the post-cold-war peace is further 
reductions in the American and Rus-
sian nuclear arsenals. I have argued on 
the Senate floor previously the Presi-
dent should immediately take bold ac-
tion to restart the arms control proc-
ess. If we do not drastically reduce U.S. 
and Russian nuclear arsenals, the dan-
ger of their accidental use or prolifera-
tion will increase exponentially. I rec-
ognize that deep reductions—while de-
creasing the chance of unauthorized or 
accidental launch—could actually in-
crease the danger of material prolifera-
tion. Therefore, any such parallel re-
ductions in our nuclear forces must in-
clude arrangements and a U.S. commit-
ment to provide funding to secure and 
manage the resultant nuclear material. 
This is the fifth tool. We are fortunate 
we will not begin from scratch on this 
problem. We can build on one of the 
greatest acts of the post-cold-war 
statesmanship, the Nunn-Lugar Coop-
erative Threat Reduction Program. 

The final piece of the nuclear safety 
puzzle is the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty. I support the CTBT because I 
believe it will enhance U.S. national 
security, reduce nuclear dangers, and 
keep the American people safe. Let me 
explain how. 

First, a fully implemented CTBT will 
all but halt the ability of threshold 
states from establishing an effective 
and reliable strategic nuclear force. 
The inability of nations such as Iran 
and North Korea to conduct nuclear 
tests will make it much less likely for 
them to become nuclear powers. Along 
the same line, the inability of existing 
nuclear states to conduct further nu-
clear tests will impede, if not stop, 
their efforts to make technological ad-
vances in yields and miniaturization, 
advances already achieved by the 
United States. 

Bluntly speaking, we have the most 
effective and deadly nuclear force in 
the world. Therefore, to maintain our 
existing nuclear edge, it is in our inter-
est to ratify the CTBT and to halt the 
nuclear development advancement of 
other nations. 

In addition, we all have experienced 
coming to this Chamber to vote on a 
sanction imposed upon an individual 
nation as a consequence of us judging 
correctly that that nation poses a 
threat and, in many cases, a potential 
nuclear threat to the United States of 
America. 

We struggle with that vote because 
we know a unilateral sanction by the 
United States of America will often-
times be used by our allies as a means 
for them to capture the market share 
of some product we were selling to that 

nation. With this treaty, it is far more 
likely the Security Council will sup-
port multilateral sanctions that will 
enable us to get the desired effect with-
out us having to suffer adverse con-
sequences as a consequence of unilat-
eral sanctions. 

In the post-cold-war era, nuclear 
weapons have become the Rolex wrist-
watch of international security, a cost-
ly purchase whose real purpose is not 
the service it provides but the prestige 
it confers. Ratification and implemen-
tation of the CTBT is in our national 
security interest precisely because it 
will help slow the expansion of the nu-
clear club and make it more difficult 
for nations to acquire these deadly 
weapons. 

Opponents of the CTBT focus their 
criticisms on two main points: 
verifiability of the treaty and the safe-
ty of our nuclear stockpile. Let me ad-
dress each of these issues separately. 

First, we can effectively monitor and 
verify CTBT. I purposely say ‘‘effec-
tively monitor and verify’’ because ab-
solute verification is neither attain-
able nor a necessary standard. But it is 
the standard that some have attempted 
to establish as a benchmark for ratifi-
cation. No treaty is absolutely 
verifiable. 

My support for this treaty comes 
from my firm conviction that by using 
existing assets, the United States can 
effectively monitor and verify this 
treaty. I base my convictions on the 
testimony of Gen. John Gordon, Dep-
uty Director of Central Intelligence, 
and on the briefings on this topic re-
ceived by the Intelligence Committee 
over the years and, most important, 
the performance of those men and 
women who work in a variety of agen-
cies whose task it is to collect, to proc-
ess, to evaluate, to analyze, and to dis-
seminate intelligence to national cus-
tomers, as well as war fighters who are 
defending the people of the United 
States of America. 

The United States has the capability 
to detect any test that can threaten 
our nuclear deterrence. The type of 
test that could be conducted without 
our knowledge could only be margin-
ally useful and would not cause a shift 
in the existing strategic nuclear bal-
ance. In addition, the United States 
has the capability to detect the level of 
testing that would be required for an-
other country to develop and to 
weaponize an advanced thermonuclear 
warhead. 

Our intelligence community is the 
best in the world. This gives us an 
enormous lead over every other signa-
tory. Public disclosures of intelligence 
community problems may have shaken 
confidence in our intelligence capabili-
ties, but let me assure my colleagues 
that their confidence should not be 
shaken. U.S. intelligence has the abil-
ity to know what is occurring around 
the world regarding the development of 
nuclear weapons. It is our intelligence 
community that largely gives Sec-
retary Cohen and General Shelton 

their confidence to say the treaty 
should be ratified because it is in our 
national interest to do so. 

I will briefly describe how we will 
know what is happening when someone 
tries to cheat. I will use all caution to 
make certain I give away nothing that 
will provide our enemies with indica-
tions of what our sources or our meth-
ods are, but I urge colleagues who 
doubt this to get full briefings on what 
our collection capability is and what 
we are able to do to determine whether 
or not somebody is in violation of this 
treaty. 

I will briefly describe, as I said, and 
because the existence of this highly se-
cretive organization, the National Re-
connaissance Office, has finally been 
declassified—we are able now to admit 
that from space, the United States can 
see you and can gather signals intel-
ligence. I urge colleagues to get a full 
briefing on what the NRO can do in a 
classified fashion. I believe my col-
leagues fully understand the signifi-
cance of what I just said. 

Every part of the globe is accessible 
from space. There you will find sat-
ellite reconnaissance either watching 
or collecting electrical signals from 
those who would do damage to the 
United States of America. That is a 
tremendous capability that no one else 
can equal. This global accessibility 
from space is just one feature of a very 
complicated and complex system of 
collecting and analyzing information. 

The National Security Agency is a 
second feature. They exploit foreign 
communications. That is the official 
unclassified description of its mission: 
NSA exploits foreign communications. 
Recently, Hollywood has enjoyed mak-
ing a couple of movies showing how 
NSA is a threat to our Nation. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. It is a 
Hollywood make-believe story that is 
completely inaccurate and false. NSA 
is not a threat to us. If you are an un-
friendly foreign government wanting to 
cheat on CTBT, NSA is certainly a 
threat to you. 

To quote from their official unclassi-
fied agency description: ‘‘They are on 
the cutting edge of information tech-
nology.’’ They know what is going on 
in the explosion of information tech-
nology. 

There is a third area beyond NSA, 
and that is called MASINT. It is a pret-
ty strange term for most people. It 
means measurement and signatures in-
telligence, the recognition that in ad-
dition to being seen and being heard, 
objects, especially electronic objects, 
have other signatures. Like your per-
sonal signature—if we collect enough 
information about someone’s signa-
ture, it is not like anything else, it is 
unique, and we know exactly what it 
is, and we are collecting MASINT. 

The Central Intelligence Agency 
gives us a fourth important feature. 
The CIA employs a network of agents 
around the world who constantly pro-
vide what is called HUMINT, human in-
telligence. HUMINT is a term of art 
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which simply recognizes people tend to 
talk, and when they do talk, we try to 
have an agent listening. If an agent 
hears something, it is fed into a fifth 
and important feature of the agency, 
and that is the CIA Directorate of In-
telligence. 

The men and women of the CIA DI 
sift through enormous amounts of data 
every day and separate fact from fic-
tion, truth from lies. Through their 
analysis of all intelligence sources, 
they provide policymakers with crisp 
statements of what our potential ad-
versaries are doing and not doing. If in-
formation is out there to get, we will 
get it. If it is important, we will ana-
lyze it and understand it. Once we un-
derstand it, policymakers will make 
sound decisions if someone decides to 
cheat on the CTBT. 

I am trying to paint a picture of just 
how sophisticated our intelligence 
community is. It is a community that 
on occasion has been fooled, but it has 
not been fooled often, and it has rarely 
been fooled for very long. We have a 
world-class intelligence capability. We 
can count on the intelligence commu-
nity to monitor the CTBT and effec-
tively verify it. 

A second argument that has been 
used against the treaty by some is 
based upon the suspension of nuclear 
testing required by the CTBT and the 
argument that this will jeopardize the 
safety and reliability of the U.S. nu-
clear weapons stockpile. I have an ex-
tremely high level of confidence in the 
nuclear stockpile even without contin-
ued testing. 

The science-based Stockpile Steward-
ship Program, on which the United 
States is spending $4.5 billion a year, is 
maintaining our technological edge 
without the need for further testing for 
the foreseeable future. This program is 
based on the most advanced science in 
the world. It is based on over 50 years 
of nuclear experience. It is based on the 
results of over 1,000 American nuclear 
tests. It is a program that relies on the 
ability and ingenuity of U.S. scientists 
to maintain our nuclear edge. But it is 
also a program that recognizes the 
need to build in adequate safeguards to 
ensure safety and reliability. 

The Stockpile Stewardship Program 
requires a rigorous annual review of 
the entire nuclear stockpile. As a part 
of this regime, both the Secretary of 
Defense and the Secretary of Energy 
must certify to the President on an an-
nual basis the stockpile is safe and is 
reliable. Should either Secretary be 
unable to offer this certification, the 
President, in consultation with Con-
gress, is prepared to exercise the right 
of the United States to withdraw from 
the treaty and to resume testing. 

The United States has not conducted 
a nuclear test for over 7 years, but the 
American people should understand our 
nuclear stockpile is safe. Both the safe-
guards and the science exists to con-
tinue to assure its safety well into the 
future. And since we have made the de-
cision we do not need to test, it only 

makes sense that we use the CTBT to 
end testing throughout the world. 

Reflecting on his time in office, and 
his failure to achieve the goal of a nu-
clear test ban, President Eisenhower 
stated: ‘‘Disarmament . . . is a contin-
uous imperative. . . . Because this need 
is so sharp and apparent, I confess I lay 
down my official responsibilities in 
this field with a definite sense of dis-
appointment.’’ 

The Senate now has the opportunity 
to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty. We should ratify this treaty 
because, just as when it was first pro-
posed nearly 4 decades ago, it is a posi-
tive step toward reducing nuclear dan-
gers and improving the safety of the 
American people. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I see my 

friend from the great State of Montana 
is up to speak. I ask the chairman of 
the—— 

Mr. SPECTER. Will the Senator from 
Delaware yield for a question? 

Mr. BIDEN. Yes, I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 
question that I have for the Senator re-
lates to the letter from President Clin-
ton to our distinguished majority lead-
er, Senator LOTT, where President 
Clinton has asked that the Senate not 
consider consideration of the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty. 

I believe it is very much in the na-
tional interest that we not vote on the 
treaty today because it would under-
mine national security by sending a 
message to the world that we are not 
for this treaty. I think it would encour-
age nations such as India and Paki-
stan, and perhaps rogue nations such as 
Libya, Iraq, and Iran, to test. 

But the first of two questions which 
I have for the Senator from Delaware is 
whether the President might go fur-
ther. The Senator and I attended a din-
ner last Tuesday night with the Presi-
dent. We both had occasion to talk to 
the majority leader and have heard the 
public pronouncements. The majority 
leader has set a threshold, asking that 
the President commit in writing that 
he would not ask to have the treaty 
brought up next year. I believe we have 
to find a way to work this out so the 
treaty is not voted on. 

The first question I have of the Sen-
ator from Delaware is, What are the re-
alities of getting the President to 
make that request? He has come pretty 
close in this letter. Why not make that 
additional request? 

Mr. BIDEN. In response to my friend 
from Pennsylvania, I will say that I, 
obviously, cannot speak for the Presi-
dent. But he has gone awfully far. He 
says: ‘‘I believe that proceeding to a 
vote under these circumstances would 
severely harm the national security of 
the United States, damage our rela-
tionship with our allies, and undermine 
our historic leadership,’’ et cetera. 

‘‘Accordingly, I request that you post-
pone consideration of [this] Test Ban 
Treaty on the Senate floor.’’ 

Unless there is something incredible 
that is likely to happen in the next 8 
months, the President is not going to 
be—and I realize this is a legitimate 
worry on the part of some; that the 
President will wait until the middle of 
an election year and raise a political 
issue by forcing people to vote for or 
against this treaty—but the likelihood 
of changing the votes of 22 Republican 
Senators between now and the election 
is zero, I would respectfully suggest. 

So what the President has done here 
is done the only thing I think a chief 
executive—Democrat or Republican— 
should do; that is, he did just as Jimmy 
Carter did when he asked for SALT II 
to be taken down. He did not make a 
commitment he would not try to have 
it brought up. That is not what his let-
ter said. What he said is: Bring it down. 
Don’t vote on it now. It is not in the 
national interest. 

To have a President of the United 
States say, the treaty I, in fact, nego-
tiated—I want to go on record as say-
ing you should not consider it at all 
during the remainder of my term in of-
fice, surely damages his ability to deal 
internationally. 

So I think he is observing the reality 
of the circumstance, which means that 
there will be no vote next year on the 
floor of the Senate—for if that were the 
case, you might as well go ahead and 
have the vote now. 

The letter Jimmy Carter sent—and I 
shall read it—said: 

In light of the Soviet invasion of Afghani-
stan, I request that you delay consideration 
of the SALT II Treaty on the Senate floor. 

The purpose of this request is not to with-
draw the Treaty from consideration, but to 
defer the debate so that the Congress and I 
as President can assess Soviet actions and 
intentions, and devote our primary attention 
to the legislative and other measures re-
quired to respond to the crisis. 

As you know, I continue to share your view 
that the SALT II Treaty is in the national 
security interest of the United States and 
the entire world, and that it should be taken 
up by the Senate as soon as these more ur-
gent issues have been addressed. 

Sincerely, 
JIMMY CARTER. 

This letter of the President of the 
United States—this President—goes a 
lot further than President Carter went 
in pulling down SALT II. But for the 
President to go beyond that, it seems 
to me, is to be beyond what we should 
be asking any executive. 

The Senator from Virginia has 
worked mightily to try to resolve this. 
He has gone so far as to draft a letter 
which a number of Senators are likely 
to sign, if they have not already 
signed, saying: In addition to the Presi-
dent asking this be brought down, we 
the undersigned Senators ask that it be 
brought down. And we have no inten-
tion of bringing that treaty up next 
year. We do not think the treaty 
should be brought up in the election 
year. 

To make the President, from an in-
stitutional standpoint, guarantee that 
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he is now against the treaty that he 
ratified, it seems to me, is to be going 
beyond institutional good taste. 

Mr. HELMS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BIDEN. For a question, I would 

be happy to yield. 
Mr. HELMS. I want to ponder a ques-

tion to the Chair. 
Mr. BIDEN. Surely. 
Mr. HELMS. It was my under-

standing—perhaps mistakenly—that 
we were to go from side to side in our 
discussions. If that is not the case, I 
ask unanimous consent that it be the 
case, when both sides are on the floor 
seeking the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will respond. There has been a 
unanimous consent request that has 
been agreed to that to the extent pos-
sible that will be done. In this case, the 
ranking member sought recognition, 
and no other person sought recogni-
tion. 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator has been on 
his feet 20 minutes here. And two Sen-
ators have taken the floor from him. I 
want it to be understood I do not want 
that to happen again. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, it was not 
my intention—I thought the Senator 
from North Carolina, in effect, ac-
knowledged that I should take the 
question from the Senator from the 
State of Pennsylvania. I apologize. 

Mr. HELMS. I did not think it would 
be four questions. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am not 
propounding the questions. I am just 
trying to answer the question. I hope I 
answered the Senator’s question. 

Mr. SPECTER. I believe I asked one 
question. 

Mr. BIDEN. Yes. 
Mr. SPECTER. I had one more. 
I believe I asked one question. I had 

one more. I would like leave to ask one 
more question. 

The question I have for Senator 
BIDEN is, Is there any other way proce-
durally that this vote can be put off? 
We are considering the treaty. There is 
a unanimous consent request, and 
while I do not agree with what the Sen-
ator said in his first response—I believe 
the President can say more without 
being against the treaty. And I believe 
there are political considerations 
which are behind not having the mat-
ter brought up in fair consideration to 
Senator LOTT’s request there be a com-
mitment not to take it up all year. I 
think it highly unlikely that there 
would be a shift among Republicans on 
a procedural matter to find 51 votes—50 
votes plus the Vice President. But we 
are dealing here with matters of ex-
traordinary gravity. I hope this matter 
can be worked out short of a proce-
dural vote. 

But I direct this question to the Sen-
ator from Delaware, whether there is 
any other procedural alternative to 
getting this vote off the Senate agenda. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will re-
spond very briefly and then yield to my 
friend from North Carolina. 

My knowledge of Senate procedure 
pales in comparison to the Senator 

from North Carolina. I am not being 
solicitous. That is a statement of fact. 
But it is my understanding that the 
only procedural means by which we 
could move from this treaty to other 
business without a vote would be if 
there were a motion to move from the 
Executive Calendar to the legislative 
calendar. That would, as I understand 
it, require 51 votes. That is the only 
thing of which I know. I do not know if 
anyone is going to do that. 

Mr. HELMS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BIDEN. I yield the floor to my 

friend. 
Mr. HELMS. I ask the Parliamen-

tarian for his views on it now, to get 
that settled. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Par-
liamentarian advises that the Sen-
ator’s statement is correct. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, that may 
be the first time my procedural judg-
ment has ever been ruled to be correct 
on the floor of the Senate. I am very 
happy the Senator suggested I ask 
that. 

Mr. HELMS. I think the Senator has 
forgotten many times when he was cor-
rect. 

Mr. BIDEN. The Senator is very nice 
to say that. Seldom procedurally. I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. HELMS. I ask the distinguished 
Senator from Montana, who has been 
awaiting a chance to speak, be recog-
nized for such time as he may require. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BURNS. I thank the chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee and 
the Chair. 

I listened to the exchange. It is very 
interesting. Why we are in this debate 
was not initiated by this side of the 
aisle. This whole process was not initi-
ated by this side of the aisle. It was a 
reaction that was initiated by our 
friends on the other side. That is irrele-
vant right now. What is relevant is our 
Nation’s security and the merits of this 
treaty and how it affects us and our na-
tional security. We have but one deter-
rent for the safety of the people who 
live in this country, and that is our re-
liable nuclear capability. Once it is 
questioned, then our ability to deter in 
this world of uncertainty would be 
damaged. 

I rise to record my opposition to Sen-
ate passage of the Comprehensive Test 
Ban treaty. This treaty bans all nu-
clear testing forever. Thus, it is a ban 
on ‘‘bang’’ for all time; it is not a ban 
on bombs. No one ought to be under the 
illusion that this treaty ends nuclear 
weapons development by America’s 
foes. At home, an essential part of the 
administration’s plan to implement 
the treaty is a ‘‘safeguards package’’. 
The mere existence of the safeguards 
package speaks for itself: without 
them, the treaty poses too many risks. 
Unfortunately, the treaty we are asked 
to vote upon contains none of the safe-
guards because the terms of the treaty 
expressly preclude making the safe-
guards package part of the treaty. In 

other words, the treaty prohibits 
meaningful reservations. Consequently, 
we are asked to bet on the come that 
the administration can deliver all that 
is promises in the safeguards package, 
not only in the next few years but far 
into the future. We are told that the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff support the treaty 
with the safeguards and is unable to 
comment on the merits of the treaty 
without the safeguards. I fully under-
stand the Chain of Command. Our lead-
ers also understand the Chain of Com-
mand. We do not have to read too much 
between the lines to conclude that 
without the safeguards package, this 
treaty poses unacceptable risks to our 
national security. 

A total ban on all nuclear testing for 
all time has never been supported by 
prior Presidents-and for sound reasons. 
This administration’s best sales pitch 
for a total ban on bangs for all time is 
that it is an important step in the di-
rection of doing away with the threat 
of nuclear war. This is a nice dream 
and a great idea for another planet. 
But on earth it is a downright dan-
gerous false hope. The complete ban 
treaty has a fatal flaw in the real 
world: the treaty is unenforceable. In 
one sentence, the fatal flaw is that vio-
lations cannot be verified. 

The best intentions humans can con-
ceive are of no use if the treaty is not 
implemented not only by us but also by 
the other nuclear players. And what is 
the score? Well Russia and China have 
not ratified this treaty and they are 
unlikely to do so. Even if they did, ei-
ther one could veto any attempts at 
enforcement by the U.N. Security 
Council. North Korea did not even par-
ticipate in the negotiations about the 
treaty. India and Pakistan have not 
signed on to the treaty. The score on 
rogue nations such as Iraq and Libya 
varies but we have to ask whether they 
could be trusted to keep their commit-
ments anyway. The administration 
has, once again, gone off and nego-
tiated a deal that is not acceptable to 
the Senate. I suppose the White House 
media spin will again be that the 
United States will suffer a loss of world 
leadership if the Senate does not buy 
this pig in a pike treaty. Well maybe 
the negotiators should have thought of 
that before they put American’s credi-
bility on the line. The spinmeisters 
should re-read our Constitution. Trea-
ties must be acceptable to two thirds of 
the Senators. That requirement has 
been there since the founding of the 
Republic. The White House should not 
pretend to be shocked when the Senate 
turns down a treaty that it does not 
like because the treaty has no teeth. 
there are too many undefined char-
acters in the world who are unaffected 
by this treaty. 

This treaty is not a good idea for a 
number of other reasons. The agree-
ment puts international handcuffs on 
nuclear technology testing by the 
United States. Our country needs to 
have access to the testing of current 
and possible future nuclear weapons, 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:55 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S12OC9.REC S12OC9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S12343 October 12, 1999 
defensive as well as offensive. We know 
that some nations play fast and loose 
with nuclear weapons technology. This 
is not the case generally in the United 
States and is not the case specifically 
in Montana where we maintain many 
Minutemen III missiles. Part of the 
Safeguard Stewardship and Manage-
ment Program proposed by the Admin-
istration to sell this treaty is to assure 
us that the nuclear stockpile remains 
safe and reliable. But tests needed to 
create the data base and methodologies 
for stockpile stewardship have not been 
done during the seven year moratoria 
our nation has voluntarily followed on 
testing and would not be done under 
the mandatory terms of the treaty be-
fore us. Simply stated, the technology 
for stockpile stewardship is unproven. 
Key safety and reliability data can 
only be obtained from the actual test-
ing of weapons. We cannot take a 
chance on when or whether our nuclear 
weapons will go off. Can you imagine 
putting all your faith in an airplane 
flying right without making actual 
flight tests.? The pilots I know still 
think an aircraft has to be flown before 
they are convinced of its safety and re-
liability. Likewise, data from past 
tests cannot adequately predict the im-
pacts of ongoing problems such as 
aging taking into account the highly 
corrosive nature of materials with a 
shelf life of 20 years. What do we do in 
25 years? The administration’s answer 
is to rely upon computer simulations 
or, as a last resort, to withdraw from 
the treaty. The stakes are too high to 
depend upon theoretical models and 
any treaty can be killed by a later law. 
But I submit these actions are closing 
the barn door after the horses are gone. 
Montanans as well as all Americans 
must have confidence in the safety and 
reliability of the refurbished nuclear 
warheads remaining in our country. 
Our troops in the field must also have 
confidence in the nuclear weapons they 
carry. This test ban treaty precludes us 
from undertaking the technology test-
ing that is essential for keeping con-
fidence in our nuclear deterrent capa-
bility. 

The cold war may be over but the 
threat posed to the United States from 
nuclear weapons in hostile hands is far 
from over. Russia refuses to ratify 
Start II and continues to insist (along 
with the administration) on strict com-
pliance with the 1972 ABM Treaty. If 
ever there was a lesson about not freez-
ing nuclear technology in time, the 
ABM Treaty is the model. Most Ameri-
cans still do not know that our country 
is absolutely defenseless against bal-
listic missile attack not only from 
Russia but also from any where else. 
There is mounting evidence that China 
has stolen priceless nuclear secrets 
from our national laboratories. Only a 
complete fool would think that the ac-
tions of the Chinese indicate that they 
would curtail their rapid advancement 
towards being a nuclear power, with or 
without this test ban treaty. Neither 
India nor Pakistan have signed on to 

this treaty and I suppose the adminis-
tration will try to blame that on the 
Senate somehow. I submit, however, 
that the positions of Pakistan and 
India on their nuclear status have 
nothing whatsoever to do with this de-
bate in the Senate. We are aware that 
there are half dozen rogue nations out 
there. They must really lick their lips 
when they think about America not 
testing nuclear weapons anymore. Who 
seriously thinks this treaty will slow 
down despots who pose current and fu-
ture irresponsible and, perhaps, irra-
tional nuclear threats to the United 
States? The administration is making 
a serious error in judgment in mixing 
up what States say at diplomatic con-
ferences with what they go back home. 
This is not the time to handicap our-
selves by assuming test ban obligations 
that we would keep but others would 
either violate or ignore. 

I have been called by many rep-
resentatives of other states and heads 
of states. I asked one question: Will the 
signing of this test ban treaty change 
the attitude of the Russians? Answer: 
No. By the PRC, the Chinese? No. Will 
it change the attitude in India or Paki-
stan or North Korea or other suspected 
rogue entities? No. Then why do we put 
ourselves in jeopardy by not testing? 

In conclusion, I believe this treaty is 
fatally flawed because it is not enforce-
able and will be ignored by the very na-
tions we distrust. Moreover, to retain a 
credible nuclear deterrent capability, 
we must retain our ability to test our 
weapon systems for safety and reli-
ability. Therefore, this treaty hurts us 
while helping our potential enemies. 
My vote is to oppose advice and con-
sent. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise to 

express my support for the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty. I believe the real 
question before us is whether or not 
the world will be safer with or without 
the nuclear test ban treaty. I believe 
we are safer. 

From a very self-interested stand-
point, if this treaty is adopted, it gives 
us the very real potential of locking all 
of our potential adversaries into per-
manent nuclear inferiority because 
they will not be able to conduct the so-
phisticated tests necessary to improve 
their technology, particularly when it 
comes to the miniaturization of nu-
clear warheads. It will, also, I think, 
contribute to an overall spirit which is 
advancing the cause of nuclear disar-
mament and also ending the prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons. 

On the other side of the coin, if we 
step back from this treaty today and 
vote it down, I think we will set back 
this progress in trying to reduce nu-
clear arms throughout the world. All of 
us have come to this floor with dif-
ferent viewpoints, but I suspect we 
would all say the process we have un-
dertaken is somewhat suspect. I spent 
12 years in the Army, and I learned to 
grow up under the rule of ‘‘hurry up 
and wait.’’ Well, this process resembles 

‘‘wait and hurry up.’’ The President 
submitted this treaty to the Senate 
over 2 years ago. Yet for months, no 
action was taken. Then last week, sud-
denly it was announced that we would 
conduct a very limited debate, that we 
would have hastily constructed hear-
ings, and that we would move to a 
vote. 

I think that process alone suggests 
that we wait, at least—as we consider 
more carefully this treaty to discharge 
our obligations under the Constitu-
tion—for a thorough and detailed anal-
ysis of all the consequences. Indeed, 
this is a very complex subject matter, 
as the debate on the floor today and 
preceding days has indicated. 

I believe we need to take additional 
time. I hope we can take additional 
time. But if the measure were to come 
before this body for a vote, I would 
vote to support the treaty because, as I 
have said, I think passing this treaty 
would provide a safer world. Rejecting 
this treaty would, I think, disrupt dra-
matically any further attempts at a 
significant comprehensive reduction of 
nuclear weapons throughout the world. 

I think it is somewhat naive to sug-
gest that if this Senate rejected the 
treaty, we could simply go back next 
week and begin to negotiate again on 
different terms. I think we would be 
sending a very strong and dangerous 
signal to the world that we, rather 
than carefully considering this treaty, 
have rejected it almost outright. I 
think, also, together with other devel-
opments, such as our genuine attempts 
to look for a relaxation of the ABM 
Treaty, rejection could be construed as 
not suggesting we are serious about nu-
clear disarmament but, quite the con-
trary, that we ourselves are beginning 
to look at nuclear weapons and nuclear 
technology in a different light, a light 
less favorable. 

Let me suggest something else. This 
treaty will not prevent us from testing 
our nuclear technology. It will prevent 
us, though, from conducting tests in-
volving nuclear detonation. We can in 
fact go on and test our technology. We 
have been testing our technology con-
stantly over the last 7 years without a 
nuclear detonation. 

This treaty would not ban nuclear 
weapons. This treaty also would pro-
vide for an extensive regime of moni-
toring sites—over 300 in 90 countries. It 
would allow for onsite inspection if, in 
fact, a significant number of signato-
ries to the treaty were convinced that 
a violation took place. These addi-
tional monitoring sites, together with 
the onsite inspections, are tools that 
do not exist today to curb the pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons and the 
development of new nuclear weapons. 

There has been some discussion 
about our ability to monitor the devel-
opment of nuclear weapons and, indeed, 
to monitor clandestine tests of nuclear 
devices. I think the suggestion has 
been made—and I think it is inac-
curate—that a nuclear detonation 
could take place without anybody 
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knowing anything at all about it. That 
is not the case at all. Just last week, 
there was an article in the Washington 
Post entitled ‘‘CIA Unable To Precisely 
Track Testing.’’ If you read the article, 
it is clear that the CIA was able to de-
tect two suspicious detonations at a 
Russian test site in the Arctic from 
seismic data and other monitoring de-
vices. What they could not determine 
is whether this detonation was high ex-
plosives of a nonnuclear category or a 
nuclear detonation. But certainly we 
will have indications, if there is a clan-
destine test, that the possibility of a 
nuclear detonation has taken place. 
That alone will give us, I believe, the 
basis to go forward and ask for onsite 
inspections and for an explanation, to 
use the levers of this treaty which we 
do not have at this moment. 

So the issue of verification, I think, 
is something that is quite obvious and 
prominent within this treaty, and the 
means of verification were discussed at 
length by my colleague from Nebraska 
who pointed out all the different tech-
niques our intelligence service has to 
identify possible violations of this 
treaty and, with this treaty, to be able 
to press those violations in a world 
forum so we can ascertain whether the 
treaty has been adhered to or violated. 

The whole notion of controlling nu-
clear testing is not new. Throughout 
this debate, my colleagues have dis-
cussed the initiatives that began as 
early as the 1950s with President Eisen-
hower. Then, in 1963, President Ken-
nedy was able to sign, and the Senate 
ratified, the Limited Test Ban Treaty 
which outlawed nuclear explosions in 
the sea, atmosphere, and in outer 
space. In 1974, we entered into a treaty 
with the Soviet Union—the Threshold 
Test Ban Treaty—which prohibited un-
derground testing with yields greater 
than 150 kilotons. In 1992, Congress 
passed the Hatfield-Exon-Mitchell 
amendment which called for a morato-
rium on testing. We are still observing 
today. 

Also, I think it would be appropriate 
to point out that in fact for the last 7 
years, we have not detonated nuclear 
devices. Yet each and every year, our 
scientists, the experts in the Depart-
ment of Defense and Department of En-
ergy, have certified that our nuclear 
stockpile is both safe and reliable. So 
the assertion that we can never assure 
the reliability and safety of our nu-
clear stockpile without testing has 
been disproven over the last 7 years. 
We have done that. 

Now, I believe we can in fact main-
tain a nuclear stockpile that is both 
safe and reliable. We can do it using 
the new technology we are developing, 
including but not exclusively related 
to, computer simulations. We can do it 
by investing, as we are each year, bil-
lions of dollars—over $4 billion—so we 
can ensure that we have a safe nuclear 
stockpile and that these weapons 
would be reliable if we were forced to 
use them. 

There is something else I think 
should be pointed out. This treaty has 

been endorsed and recommended to us 
by the Secretary of Defense, the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and 
the Secretary of Energy. These are in-
dividuals who take very seriously their 
responsibility for the national security 
of the United States. But some might 
suggest, well, they are part of this ad-
ministration and we really know that, 
reading between the lines, their rec-
ommendation might not be as compel-
ling as others. 

But such logic would not suggest or 
explain why individuals such Gen. John 
Shalikashvili, a former Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff; Gen. Colin 
Powell; Gen. David Jones; or Adm. Wil-
liam Crowe would in fact be supportive 
of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 
Nobody would suggest why other 
prominent military officers, such as 
John Galvin, former Supreme Allied 
Commander in Europe; Gen. Charles 
Horner, who commanded the air forces 
in Desert Storm; Bernard Rogers, an-
other former Commander of NATO and 
Supreme Commander in Europe, would 
also recommend and support this trea-
ty. These individuals are concerned 
about security and have spent their 
lives in uniform dedicated to the secu-
rity of this Nation and the protection 
of our people. They believe, as I do, 
that this will be a safer world with this 
treaty rather than if we reject this 
treaty. With this treaty, I think we can 
curtail dramatically the development 
of nuclear weapons by opposing powers 
to the United States. 

It is true that you can develop a nu-
clear weapon without a test. You can 
develop the unsophisticated rudi-
mentary weapons that were used in 
World War II. But you cannot develop 
the sophisticated technology which is 
the key to strategic nuclear power 
without nuclear testing. 

If we accept this treaty, if we join 
with other nations, then we will be in 
a much stronger position, and the 
world will be in a much stronger posi-
tion, to ensure that countries such as 
India, Pakistan, and North Korea will 
be very challenged to develop the kind 
of sophisticated nuclear weapons that 
will alter the strategic balance 
throughout the world. That in and of 
itself, I believe, will make it a safer 
world. 

Of course, the elimination of testing 
will have a positive environmental ef-
fect. Even though our tests now 
throughout the world are restricted un-
derground, there is always the possi-
bility of leakage of radioactive mate-
rial. And we know how devastating 
that can be. 

There are those who have been here 
today who argued that we should reject 
this treaty because it is not 100 percent 
verifiable. I would suggest that we can, 
in fact, verify this treaty—that 100 per-
cent is not the standard we would rea-
sonably use. As I have indicated pre-
viously, we have already detected what 
we suspect are suspicious detonations 
in Russia. We would be even better pre-
pared to do that with 300 more moni-

toring stations in 90 countries around 
the world. In fact, we would then have 
an international forum to take our 
complaints and to force an expla-
nation, and, if necessary, an onsite in-
spection of a test. 

I think we have an obligation to 
carefully review and consider this trea-
ty. I believe that we do. And that con-
sideration would be enhanced by addi-
tional time. I think it would be appro-
priate to take additional time. But it 
would be a terrible, I think, disservice 
to the process of nuclear disarmament, 
of nuclear nonproliferation, and of a 
saner world if we were to reject this 
treaty out of hand. And the world is 
watching. 

President Clinton was the first head 
of state to sign this treaty. One-hun-
dred and fifty nations followed. Forty- 
one nations have ratified the treaty, 
and several more, including Russia, are 
waiting again for our lead in ratifying. 
Unless we are part of this treaty, this 
treaty will never go into effect because 
it requires all of the nuclear powers— 
those with nuclear weapons or with nu-
clear capabilities—to be a party to the 
treaty before it can go into effect. I 
hope we either in our wisdom consider 
this more, or in our wisdom accept 
ratifying this treaty. 

Thirty-six years ago when the Lim-
ited Test Ban Treaty came to this 
floor, a great leader of this Senate, 
Senator Everett Dirksen, was one of 
the forces who decided to take a very 
bold step that was as equally daunting 
and challenging as the step we face 
today. His words were: 

A young President calls this treaty the 
first step. I want to take a first step, Mr. 
President. One my age should think about 
his destiny a little. I should not like to have 
written on my tombstone, ‘‘He knew what 
happened at Hiroshima, but he did not take 
a first step.’’ 

The treaty is not the first step. But 
it is, I believe, the next logical step 
that we must take. I believe none of us 
want to look back and say that we 
were hesitant to take this step, that we 
were hesitant to continue the march 
away from the nuclear apocalypse to a 
much saner and a much safer world. 

I yield my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I yield 

time to the Senator from Kentucky. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky. 
Mr. BUNNING. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent. I thank Senator HELMS. 
Mr. President, this whole debate re-

minds me of what the great philoso-
pher Yogi Berra once said: It is like 
‘‘deja vu all over again.’’ 

I thought we pretty well settled this 
argument years ago—back in the 1970s 
and the 1980s—when the idea of unilat-
eral disarmament through a nuclear 
freeze was proposed as the only way to 
end the nuclear arms race between the 
United States and Russia. We rejected 
the nuclear freeze concept. We put na-
tional security first. We won the cold 
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war, not through unilateral disar-
mament and symbolic gestures but 
through strength, and we defeated the 
evil empire. The world is safer and we 
have been able to substantially reduce 
the number of nuclear warheads and 
the threat of nuclear conflict. 

So it is difficult to understand why 
this argument is back before the Sen-
ate today. It is difficult to understand 
why a U.S. President is back before us 
asking us to ratify an agreement which 
would tie this Nation’s hands behind 
its back and jeopardize our national se-
curity. 

None of us support nuclear war. We 
are all against nuclear proliferation. 
But agreeing to forego all future test-
ing of nuclear weapons is not the way 
to get there. It is a matter of national 
security, of safety, and of common 
sense. 

Because we refused to accept the 
siren call of the nuclear freeze move-
ment in the 1970s, we won the cold war, 
and we have subsequently been able to 
reduce our arsenal of nuclear warheads 
from 12,000 to 6,000 under the START II 
treaty. The number is expected to be 
reduced further to 3,000 warheads by 
the year 2003. But despite these reduc-
tions and this progress, the United 
States must maintain a reliable nu-
clear deterrent for the foreseeable fu-
ture. 

Although the cold war is over, sig-
nificant threats to our country still 
exist. At present, our nuclear capa-
bility provides us a deterrent that is 
critical to our Nation and is relied on 
as a safety umbrella by most countries 
around the world. 

As long as our national security and 
our own nuclear deterrent rely on the 
nuclear capability, we must be able to 
periodically test our existing weapons 
as necessary to ensure their reliability 
and their safety. 

Reliability is essential. If our nuclear 
weapons are not reliable, they are not 
much of a credible deterrent, and the 
nuclear umbrella that we and our allies 
count on for our mutual defense will 
have gaping holes in it. 

We have to face reality. Our nuclear 
stockpile is aging. Our nuclear inven-
tory is older than it has ever been, and 
nuclear materials and components de-
grade in unpredictable ways—in some 
cases causing the weapons to fail. 
Without testing, those potential prob-
lems will go undetected. Upgrades will 
not be possible. Reliability will suffer. 

Safety is also essential. A permanent 
ban on testing would jeopardize the 
safety of our nuclear arsenal by pre-
venting us from integrating the most 
modern advanced safety measures into 
our weapons. Even now our nuclear ar-
senal is not as safe as we can make it. 
Of the nine weapons systems currently 
on hand, only one employs all of the 
most modern and secure measures 
available. Safety modifications of this 
kind would require testing to make 
sure they worked as intended. 

Sure, advocates of this treaty argue 
there are some other measures of test-

ing a weapon—safety and reliability. 
The Clinton administration has pro-
posed an ambitious program known as 
the Stockpile Stewardship Program 
which would use computer modeling 
and simulations to detect reliability 
and safety. However, many of the com-
ponents of this system are unbuilt and 
untested. The National Ignition Facil-
ity, which is the centerpiece of this 
program, is not scheduled to be com-
pleted until the year 2003. There are al-
ready reports that it is years behind 
schedule. It would be foolhardy to en-
trust our nuclear security to an 
unproven program which probably 
won’t even be fully operational by the 
year 2010. Reliability and safety: There 
must be certainty; at this point only 
live testing provides that kind of cer-
tainty. 

This treaty is based on a very noble, 
well-intentioned goal. There is no ques-
tion that if the Senate were to ratify 
this treaty, it would be a grand sym-
bolic gesture, but noble goals and sym-
bolic gestures are no substitute for 
good policy and hard reality. 

I have already talked about a couple 
of reasons why this treaty is not good 
policy—safety and reliability. But 
there are a couple of other reasons this 
treaty fails the hard-reality test, as 
well: Verification and enforcement. 
The hard reality is that the United 
States usually tries to live up to the 
agreements it signs. If we ratify this 
treaty, we will live by it; we have no 
guarantee other nations will be so in-
clined to follow the letter of the law. 

Under this treaty, verification would 
be very difficult and enforcement 
would be impossible. It has no teeth. It 
is difficult now to detect nuclear tests 
with any confidence, and the 
verification monitoring provisions in 
this treaty don’t add to that confidence 
level at all. Yes, we could request on-
site inspections if we thought someone 
had been cheating, but that request 
would have to be approved by a super-
majority in the 51-member executive 
council. In addition, each country 
under the treaty has the right to de-
clare 50-square-kilometer areas off lim-
its to any inspection. 

Even if we did catch a cheater, the 
treaty has almost no teeth—possible 
trade sanctions. That’s it, possible 
trade sanctions. And we know how dif-
ficult it is to maintain multilateral 
trade sanctions against Iraq, a country 
that blatantly invaded and looted a 
neighboring country and which consist-
ently defies international inspection 
teams. No one can believe we would be 
more effective at enforcing sanctions 
against more responsible nations of 
greater commercial importance such as 
India and Pakistan. There are no teeth. 

That brings us back to the hard re-
ality. Would we obey the treaty? Yes, 
we would obey the treaty because that 
is the way we are. And others would 
obey the treaty if it suited their whims 
of the moment. The hard reality is if 
we ratify this treaty, we sacrifice our 
national security, jeopardize the safety 

and reliability of our nuclear arsenal. 
And what do we get in return? A noble, 
symbolic gesture. Nothing more. It is 
not worth it. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no. Uni-
lateral disarmament was a bad idea in 
the 1970s and 1980s; it is a bad idea for 
the 21st century. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BIDEN. I yield to the Senator 

from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I 

strongly support the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty. Why? Various rea-
sons. 

First, we have an opportunity to vote 
this week. I will cast my vote in favor 
of ratification because I believe to do 
otherwise would be a tragic mistake 
with extremely dire consequences for 
our Nation and equally dire con-
sequences for the world. However, 
given the likelihood the Senate will 
fall short of the two-thirds majority re-
quired under the Constitution for rati-
fication, I will support efforts to post-
pone this vote. We cannot tell the 
world the United States of America, 
the leader of the free world, opposes 
this treaty. It would be a travesty. 

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
gives America a unique opportunity to 
leave a safer world for our children and 
for our grandchildren. We cannot pre-
vent earthquakes; we can’t prevent 
hurricanes or tornadoes, not yet. I 
hope over time our ability to predict 
them—minimizing the destruction of 
human life and property—will improve. 
But we can prevent nuclear war. We 
can halt the spread of nuclear weapons. 
We can prevent nuclear fallout and en-
vironmental destruction caused by nu-
clear testing. And we can reduce the 
fear of a nuclear holocaust that all 
Americans have lived with since the 
start of the cold war 50 years ago. We 
can do all this, and we should. 

Let me review some of the benefits 
we get from the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty, and let me explain why 
this treaty will make the world safer 
for our children and grandchildren. 
First, under the CTBT, there is an ab-
solute prohibition against conducting 
nuclear weapon test explosions by the 
signators. This would include all coun-
tries that possess nuclear weapons, as 
well as those countries that have nu-
clear power or research reactors. It 
would also include countries that do 
not yet have nuclear facilities. This ab-
solute prohibition of testing makes it 
much harder for countries that already 
have advanced nuclear weapons to 
produce new and more sophisticated 
nuclear weapons. Russia and China are 
prime examples. 

The CTBT prevents the kind of arms 
competition we had during the cold 
war. For example, without nuclear 
tests the Chinese will be unable to 
MIRV ICBMs with any degree of reli-
ability. The Chinese have no assurance 
of the effectiveness of putting multiple 
warheads on missiles because they 
would not be able to test. Many believe 
China has made enormous strides in 
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their nuclear weapons capability be-
cause of decades of espionage, but the 
CTBT provides one way to limit fur-
ther sophisticated development. 

The absolute prohibition on nuclear 
testing also helps prevent countries 
with smaller and less advanced nuclear 
weapons from developing more ad-
vanced nuclear warheads. This applies 
especially to India and to Pakistan. 
The strategy of using advanced nuclear 
weapons depends on confidence. It de-
pends on reliability. India and Paki-
stan would not be able to build reliable 
and sophisticated nuclear weapons 
under the treaty. 

The treaty’s terms also help prevent 
nations that are seeking nuclear arms 
from ever developing them into ad-
vanced sophisticated weapons. I refer 
to countries such as Iran and Iraq. 

The second major reason for adopting 
this treaty is that ratification is crit-
ical to our ability to enforce and main-
tain the Non-Proliferation Treaty, an-
other treaty. The NPT is the bedrock 
of our efforts to stop the spread of nu-
clear arms to non-nuclear weapon 
states. Many of the nations that signed 
the NPT, the Non-Proliferation Treaty, 
and agreed to its indefinite extension 
did so on the understanding that there 
would be a Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty. 

The third reason for support is the 
CTBT will improve the ability of the 
United States to detect nuclear explo-
sions. Let me repeat that. It will im-
prove our ability to detect current ex-
plosions, the status quo compared with 
today. The international monitoring 
system will have 321 monitoring sta-
tions, including 31 in Russia, 11 in 
China, and 17 in the Middle East. These 
stations will be able to detect explo-
sions down to about 1 kiloton, the 
equivalent of 1,000 tons of TNT—much 
lower than the kinds of explosions we 
are talking about in this Chamber. In 
the case of a suspicious event—that is, 
a report of an explosion that could be 
nuclear, a mine site, or even an earth-
quake—any party can request an onsite 
inspection. With or without a treaty, 
we must continue all efforts at moni-
toring nuclear developments world-
wide, but the treaty provides a system 
that far exceeds current capabilities of 
inspection. 

Now, turning to two of the major ob-
jections to those who oppose the trea-
ty: First, they claim actual nuclear 
tests—that is, explosions—are nec-
essary to ensure that our stockpile of 
weapons works. We have put in place a 
science-based Stockpile Stewardship 
Program. Its purpose is to provide a 
high level of confidence in the safety 
and reliability of America’s inventory 
of nuclear weapons. Under this pro-
gram, our National Weapons Labora-
tories spend $4.5 billion each year to 
check and to maintain these weapons. 
We can still test; we do test. We just 
cannot explode. The Secretaries of De-
fense and Energy, with the help of the 
Directors of the National Laboratories, 
the Commander of the U.S. Strategic 

Command, and the Nuclear Weapons 
Council, must certify every year to the 
President that the necessary high level 
of confidence exists. 

Do not forget, $4.5 billion a year is 
spent on this. If they cannot give that 
certification to the President, the 
President can then use the so-called 
Safeguard F. What is that? That is the 
United States will be able to withdraw 
from the treaty and test the weapon 
that is in doubt; that is, if the Presi-
dent is not confident, the President can 
withdraw. 

The Directors of our weapons labs, 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, along with four of his prede-
cessors, and an impressive array of 
Nobel Prize winners believe the Stew-
ardship Program will provide appro-
priate protection for our national secu-
rity. 

The second objection against the 
treaty is that it is impossible to verify 
that all nations are complying with the 
treaty. That is true. It is true we can-
not detect every conceivable explosion 
at low yields. But our defense agencies 
have concluded—the Department of De-
fense—that we will be able to detect 
tests that will have an impact on our 
national security, and that is the 
threshold of concern to us. 

Let me go through a few likely sce-
narios that would occur if we reject the 
treaty. First and most immediate 
would be on the Indian subcontinent. 
India and Pakistan matched each other 
with nuclear tests. Kashmir remains 
one of the world’s most dangerous trig-
ger points. U.S. rejection of the test 
ban treaty would destroy our ability to 
pressure those two countries to halt 
further nuclear tests. Those countries 
would likely begin to develop more so-
phisticated nuclear weapons, height-
ening the probability of their actual 
use in the region. 

The second adverse consequence of 
rejection is this: China would certainly 
prepare for more tests to increase the 
sophistication of its nuclear arsenal. 
At present, Chinese nuclear weapons do 
not pose a strategic threat to the 
United States. Our rejection of the 
CTBT would allow them to begin a 
long-term development program with 
testing that would make them such a 
threat. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 8 minutes have expired. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for 2 more minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. The third adverse con-
sequence is American efforts to pro-
mote nuclear nonproliferation would 
become much more difficult because 
other nations would believe America’s 
moral authority and its leadership 
were destroyed by our rejection of the 
CTBT. 

The United States has been the 
world’s leader in promoting arms con-
trol. If we do not lead, no one else will. 
It is that simple. Our ratification of 
the Chemical Weapons Convention led 

to its approval by Russia, by China, 
and others. Our ratification of the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty will 
lead other countries to agree to a com-
plete ban on nuclear explosions. 

As a footnote, let me add the Amer-
ican people, by an overwhelming mar-
gin, understand the need to control nu-
clear testing. In a recent poll, 82 per-
cent of Americans responded that they 
would like to see the treaty approved. 
That is not a sufficient reason to vote 
for ratification, but we should take 
note the public well understands the 
dangers of nuclear testing. 

President Eisenhower began the first 
comprehensive test ban negotiations in 
1958 with the goal of constraining the 
nuclear arms race and halting the 
spread of nuclear weapons. Mr. Presi-
dent, 31 years later we have an oppor-
tunity to make this goal a reality. 
That is the legacy I want to leave my 
son and all the children of Montana, of 
the United States, and of the world. 

In sum, I think each of us has a 
moral obligation to leave this world in 
as good shape or better shape than we 
found it, and certainly ratification of 
the test ban treaty fulfills that moral 
obligation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Maine is here. 
I yield 15 minutes to the gracious Sen-
ator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished chairman of the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee for 
his effort and cooperation. 

With this debate on the Comprehen-
sive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty, the Sen-
ate discharges one of its most funda-
mental and solemn duties, the steward-
ship of our national defense. I think 
there is little question among us that a 
world free of nuclear weapons would be 
a world more secure. Obviously, we all 
look forward to the day when we do not 
have to rely on our nuclear stockpile 
as a necessary deterrent. We know full 
well over 80 percent of the American 
people share that point of view. But 
the fact is, that day has not yet ar-
rived. Until it does, as the world’s last 
remaining superpower, we walk a line 
both fine and blurred. This debate must 
be about how we walk that line. It 
should be about how we balance our 
clear and shared interests in a nuclear- 
free planet within the reality of a post- 
cold-war world. 

The reality is this: At the same time 
the world looks to us to provide leader-
ship in stopping the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons, so, too, does it rely 
upon us for a credible nuclear deterrent 
that will keep in check international 
aggressors, nations that seek to under-
mine democracy and freedom. That is 
the challenge before us, to move to-
wards our shared goal in a responsible 
and measured manner, ever mindful 
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that a post-cold-war world does not 
mean a world devoid of duplicity or 
danger. That is the dynamic we can 
neither escape nor ignore. That is the 
dynamic that must inform each and 
every one of us as we consider the ram-
ification of a zero-yield treaty of un-
limited duration. 

The question is not whether we sup-
port nonproliferation measures. We ob-
viously make that as one of our key 
national security objectives. The ques-
tion is, Are we going to support a trea-
ty that is a significant departure from 
what every Chief Executive of the 
atomic age, except President Clinton, 
has laid down for criteria in any test 
ban treaty? Are we going to support a 
treaty predicated on a program that is 
yet to be tested and may remain 
unproven for decades? Are we going to 
support a treaty that assumes reliable 
verification when we know we cannot 
always detect low-level tests, when we 
know that rogue nations such as North 
Korea, Iraq, or Iran could develop 
crude first-generation nuclear devices 
with no testing at all? In fact, the CIA 
Director George Tenet stated, back in 
1997, in response to questions sub-
mitted to him by the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence: 

Nuclear testing is not required for an ac-
quisition of a basic nuclear weapons capa-
bility. Tests using high explosive detona-
tions only could provide reasonable con-
fidence in the performance of a first genera-
tion device. Nuclear testing becomes critical 
only when a program moves beyond basic de-
signs, incorporating more advanced con-
cepts. 

We cannot even verify what is going 
on in Iraq with Saddam Hussein. We all 
recall we set up an onsite inspection 
program as a condition for his sur-
render in the Persian Gulf war. Today 
he has systematically and unilaterally 
dismantled the U.N. weapons inspec-
tion system regime. 

So these are the pressing issues that 
confront us about the ratification of 
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 
That is why I am disappointed, regret-
ting that we have had politics per-
meate both sides of the political aisle, 
both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue with 
respect to this debate. Because the 
ratification of any treaty, and cer-
tainly this one, is a solemn and unique 
responsibility for the Senate, and we 
should accord this debate the level of 
gravity it deserves. It is not just about 
process and procedure. It is certainly 
not about politics. It is about policy; 
what is in the best interests of this 
country as well as the security inter-
ests of the world. What is at stake is no 
less than our ability to stop prolifera-
tion and to ensure at the same time 
the continued viability of our stock-
pile. 

When we get into debates about pro-
cedure and process, I think it ignores 
the overwhelming magnitude and grav-
ity of the centerpieces of this treaty. 
We should not be making this agree-
ment a political football. Duty, a con-
stitutional duty, compels us to look at 
the facts before us. 

I can tell you, after I sat through 
hours of deliberations and testimony 
on the Armed Services Committee last 
week, the facts are not reassuring. I 
know there is an honest difference of 
opinion among experts, among former 
Secretaries of Defense. But you have to 
look at the honest difference of opinion 
and take pause when you have six 
former Secretaries of Defense, two 
former Clinton administration CIA Di-
rectors, four former National Security 
Advisers, and three former National 
Weapons Lab Directors, all opposing 
the treaty before us. 

Why? Because they believe a no-test-
ing, unlimited duration policy at this 
time would fatally undermine con-
fidence in the reliability of the U.S. 
nuclear stockpile as a sturdy hedge 
against the aggressive intent of once 
and future tyrants. That is a risk we 
simply cannot afford to take. 

Consider the backdrop of the Rums-
feld Commission report in 1998. We are 
all too familiar with the stark fact 
that North Korea, Iran, and Iraq, to 
name a few, would be able to inflict 
major destruction on the United States 
within 5 to 10 years of making a deci-
sion to acquire ballistic missile capa-
bilities. 

Thanks to the testimony last week of 
three current National Weapons Lab-
oratory Directors, we also know full 
well that the very program the admin-
istration proposes to rely on to mon-
itor the safety, effectiveness, effi-
ciency, and accuracy of the arsenal is 
between 10 and 20 years away from 
being fully validated and operational, 
and that is assuming it will work. That 
is 10 to 20 years. We could have weap-
ons in our stockpile left untested and 
unproven for decades while rogue 
states acquire the means of mass de-
struction. 

That is what we are addressing today 
fundamentally: a treaty that has ulti-
mately been negotiated by this admin-
istration with a noble long-range goal 
that almost everyone accepts but one 
which requires this country to accept 
an unproven and incomplete computer- 
model-based system for the security of 
our nuclear deterrent in this age of 
weapons proliferation. In other words, 
we put the cart before the horse. We 
ought to know that our Stockpile 
Stewardship Program works first be-
fore we commit to any zero-yield, un-
limited-duration treaty. 

As the Director of the Lawrence 
Livermore Laboratory, Dr. Tarter, tes-
tified to the committee last week, the 
program is an approach that the coun-
try must pursue ‘‘short of a return to a 
robust schedule of nuclear testing.’’ By 
closing the door entirely, we would be 
making a question mark of our nuclear 
stockpile. 

As President Bush reminded us in 
1993, one-third of all U.S. nuclear weap-
ons designs fielded since 1958—one- 
third—have required nuclear testing to 
correct deficiencies after deployment. 

In his words: 
The requirement to maintain and improve 

the safety of our nuclear stockpile and to 

evaluate and maintain the reliability of U.S. 
forces necessitates continued nuclear testing 
for those purposes, albeit at a modest level, 
for the foreseeable future. 

Even within the Clinton administra-
tion, these conditions found a voice. 
According to Mr. Robert Bell, a mem-
ber of the National Security Council 
staff, soon before President Clinton re-
leased his August 1995 statement of 
support for the treaty, Defense Depart-
ment officials argued that the United 
States should continue to reserve the 
right to conduct underground nuclear 
tests at a threshold of 150 kilotons or 
below. 

That would seem to be the prudent 
course on what we know at this mo-
ment in time. It is yet another fact 
today that we face a real danger of 
fewer and fewer scientists with the 
first-hand knowledge that comes from 
a testing process. Indeed, of the 85 re-
maining nuclear weapons experts at 
the Los Alamos and Livermore Labora-
tories today, only 35 have coordinated 
live underground tests. 

Even as early as 1994, barely 18 
months after the United States stopped 
underground nuclear testing, a report 
from the Congressional Research Serv-
ice sounded an alarm, and my col-
leagues would be wise to read it. Back 
in 1994, it sounded the alarm that: 

These trends . . . threaten to undercut 
U.S. ability to maintain the safety, reli-
ability, and performance of its warheads; to 
correct defects that are discovered or that 
result from aging; and to remanufacture 
warheads. They also work at cross-purposes 
with President Clinton’s declaration that the 
United States will maintain the capability 
to resume testing if needed. 

Again, we must remember that these 
considerations must be made in the 
context of a treaty that raises the bar 
by allowing absolutely no testing at 
any level in perpetuity. 

As Dr. John Nuckolls, the former Di-
rector of the Lawrence Livermore Lab-
oratory, put it, even an ‘‘extended du-
ration test ban’’ would trigger the loss 
of all nuclear trained expert personnel 
as well as ‘‘major gaps in our under-
standing of scientific explosives.’’ 

Again, the CRS in 1994 in its report 
said: 

This skills loss is in its greatest jeopardy. 

Director Tarter, the current Director 
of Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, 
testified before our committee last 
week. What did he say in his testi-
mony? 

It is a race against time. Before long, our 
nuclear test veterans will be gone. 

We are counting on our current cadre 
of experienced scientists to help de-
velop and install the new tools that are 
only now starting to come online. 

We have now heard from our Direc-
tors: A minimum of 10 years and maybe 
as high as 20 years from now, the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program will be 
determined to be workable. 

We have the loss of our nuclear sci-
entists trained in the testing field. 
That is a safety net we cannot do with-
out as we walk the tightrope of sus-
taining a credible strategic nuclear de-
terrent and aggressively promoting 
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global arms control. Consider that our 
successive agreements with the Soviet 
Union, and now Russia, will eventually 
reduce the entire American nuclear 
warhead stock to about 25 percent of 
its peak size in the cold war. Consider 
also that we maintain only 9 categories 
of nuclear weapons today from a level 
of more than 30 in 1985. 

We are making remarkable strides, 
as we should, on our priorities in the 
arms control arena. But knowledge 
about the arms we must sustain as bul-
warks against future military conflicts 
cannot be lost, and this fact suggests 
that time has not ripened for the 
United States to sacrifice a 50-year, 
fool-proof position to keep the testing 
option open as unprecedented arms re-
ductions have occurred and must con-
tinue. Indeed, the administration itself 
agrees we need a viable strategic nu-
clear arsenal to deter conflicts that 
could arise in critical areas such as the 
Middle East, the western Pacific, or 
northern Asia. 

In the view of the vast majority of 
treaty opponents and supporters alike 
who submitted opinions and testimony 
to the Armed Services Committee last 
week, the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram will produce low levels of con-
fidence in many aspects of nuclear war-
head capability for at least a decade to 
come and perhaps more. 

Perhaps Dr. Robinson, the Director 
of the Sandia National Laboratory, put 
it best and simplest when he told the 
committee: 

Confidence on the reliability and safety of 
the nuclear weapons stockpile will eventu-
ally decline without nuclear testing. 

It was expert scientists, not politi-
cians, who told the committee that the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program brings 
the U.S. nuclear weapons complex into 
uncharted waters of reliability. 

So, too, is confidence key when it 
comes to another vital component of 
this treaty, and that is verification. At 
first glance, the technology behind the 
treaty’s verification regime seems air-
tight. Article IV of the accord estab-
lishes a joint international monitoring 
system and international data center 
with a total of 337 facilities around the 
world. If these installations detect a 
potentially illegal underground explo-
sion that subsequent diplomacy cannot 
resolve, the accusing state may request 
an onsite inspection. 

Fair enough, you might say, until 
you read the fine print. Then you dis-
cover that the onsite inspection provi-
sion requires an affirmative vote by 30 
of the 51 members of the Executive 
Council of the Comprehensive Nuclear 
Test-Ban Treaty Organization author-
ized under article II, an awfully high 
threshold. Article II does not give the 
United States or any of its allies per-
manent or rotating seats on the Coun-
cil. 

That is not all. Science itself throws 
a wrench into the treaty’s verification 
mechanism. 

According to a 1995 study by the 
Mitre Corporation, an established sci-

entific research center, neither the Na-
tional Technical Means of the United 
States nor the Monitoring System en-
visioned by the treaty can detect very 
low-yield or zero-yield tests. 

Finally, article V of the treaty estab-
lishes ‘‘measures to ensure compli-
ance.’’ The most important of these 
measures entrusts the Conference of 
States Parties, the treaty’s ratifying 
governments, to refer urgent cases to 
the United Nations Security Council, a 
forum in which Russia or China could 
exercise a unilateral veto. 

In other words, article V could mean 
if the United States diagnosed an im-
minent nuclear danger in a strategic 
region of the world, Moscow or Beijing 
might emerge as the final courts of ap-
peal for sanctions or other punitive 
acts. 

The day for a Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty may come where we could 
have a zero-nuclear testing regime for 
an unlimited period of time. It may ar-
rive. And we may be confident that we 
will be able to verify that level, as well 
as the low-level detections of other 
countries when it comes to explosions. 
But I think we have to consider the 
facts as we know them now. 

I think we have to look very care-
fully at the troubling aspects of the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program and 
whether it is a viable alternative to nu-
clear testing. In the strategic and sci-
entific communities many say it is not, 
and maybe we will not know for 10 to 20 
years. That is what we are predicating 
our nuclear deterrent strategy on. 

So we have to vote—if we do vote 
today or tomorrow—on what we know 
today. We may know something dif-
ferently in the future. But I submit 
that we cannot subject our security in-
terests to what we might know 20 years 
from now. 

I hope we will defer the vote on rati-
fication because of all the current con-
cerns that I and others have cited. We 
would do well to heed the advice of the 
letter that was submitted to the major-
ity leader asking for deferral, the let-
ter that was written by Henry Kis-
singer; John Deutch, a former CIA Di-
rector for the administration; and 
Brent Scowcroft, that we should defer 
until we can give more consideration 
to all of the issues that are before the 
Senate with respect to this treaty. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. 
Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 10 minutes. 
I respect the Senator from Maine 

very much, as I do the Senator from In-
diana, who put out the five-page state-
ment on why he opposes the treaty. I 
want to speak to some of the things 
that some Senators have spoken to. 

First of all, the Senator from Maine 
says we have to deal with the facts as 
we know them. I hope she will keep 
that in mind when she votes on missile 

defense. I hope the rest of my col-
leagues, who say we have to deal with 
the facts as we know them, keep that 
in mind when we vote on missile de-
fense. 

I find it fascinating some of the very 
people who push the missile defense 
and the abandonment of the ABM Trea-
ty—where we have only had basically 
one successful test, which is a far cry 
from what we are going to need to be 
able to develop a missile defense initia-
tive—are the same ones saying: But we 
can’t go ahead with this treaty because 
we don’t know everything. 

I respectfully suggest the ability of 
the scientific community to shoot mul-
tiple nuclear weapons out of the sky in 
the stratosphere and make sure not a 
single one gets through is an even more 
daunting and challenging program 
than the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram. But they seem to have no prob-
lem to be ready to abandon the ABM 
Treaty, which has been the corner-
stone, since Nixon was President, for 
our arms control regime. But they 
have no faith. I find that fascinating, 
No. 1. 

No. 2, I also find it very fascinating 
that everybody keeps talking about 
nonverifiability. I have heard more 
than once this morning—not from the 
Senator from Maine but from others 
—the dictum of President Ronald 
Reagan: Trust, but verify. That is con-
stantly brought up: There is a reason 
why we can’t be for this treaty. We 
can’t verify it. 

They say this treaty is not perfectly 
verifiable. That is true. But it is a red 
herring. This body has never demanded 
perfect verification. 

Consider Ronald Reagan’s treaty, the 
INF Treaty, that eliminated land-based 
intermediate-range missiles. That trea-
ty was signed by President Reagan, the 
same man who coined the phrase: 
Trust, but verify. 

Was the INF Treaty verifiable? Give 
me a break. No; it was not verifiable. It 
was not. 

Listen to what the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee said in response to 
Ronald Reagan’s assertion: Trust, but 
verify my INF Treaty. The Intelligence 
Committee said at the time: 

Soviet compliance with some of the Trea-
ty’s provisions will be difficult to monitor. 
This problem is exemplified by the unre-
solved controversy between DIA [the Defense 
Intelligence Agency] and other intelligence 
agencies over the number of SS–20’s in the 
Soviet inventory. 

Ground-launched cruise missiles pose a 
particularly difficult monitoring problem as 
they are interchangeable with long-range So-
viet sea-launched cruise missiles. 

This the INF Treaty did not ban. 
We are concerned that the Soviets could 

covertly extend the range capability of a 
cruise missile, or covertly develop a new 
ground-launched cruise missile which pro-
hibited long-range capability. . . 

In an INF/START environment. . .the So-
viet incentive to cheat could increase be-
cause of a greater difficulty in meeting tar-
geting requirements. 

Still, this Senate and my Republican 
colleagues—from DICK LUGAR, who 
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quotes that he fought for the INF Trea-
ty, and others, had no problem saying 
that was a verifiable treaty. The abil-
ity to hide these things in barns, to 
hide them in haystacks, was greater 
than the ability of someone to muffle a 
nuclear explosion. 

But no, I did not hear anything over 
on that side. I did not hear anybody 
saying: No, that’s not verifiable. I 
guess that was a Republican treaty. 
Maybe this is a Democrat’s treaty. 
Maybe that is how they think about it. 

But I find this absolutely fascinating. 
It really—if my staff gives me one 
more suggestion, I am going to kill 
them. It says: The INF was approved 
93–5. I thought I kind of made that 
point clear. 

But at any rate, let me point out 
what else the Intelligence Committee 
said about that INF Treaty. It said: 

Since no verification and monitoring re-
gime can be absolutely perfect— 

Let me read it again: 
Since no verification and monitoring re-

gime can be absolutely perfect, a central 
focus for the Committee— 

That is the Intelligence Committee— 
has been to determine whether any pos-

sible infractions would be of sufficient mili-
tary significance to constitute a threat to 
our national security interests. This calculus 
is one which the Senate should bear in mind 
in its consideration of the treaty. 

The Senate Intelligence Committee 
was right in 1988, and their standard is 
right today, even though this is pushed 
forward by a Democratic President in-
stead of a Republican President. 

To impose this utterly unrealistic 
standard of verifiability on Bill Clin-
ton’s test ban treaty, when no such 
standard was imposed on Ronald Rea-
gan’s INF Treaty, may be an effective 
‘‘gotcha’’ in politics, but it clearly does 
not look to the national interest of the 
United States. 

No inspection—no inspection—by the 
way, for onsite inspections in the INF 
Treaty, unless it was on prearranged 
sites. By the way, those of my col-
leagues who point out that we have to 
get 30 or 50 votes, our negotiators are 
pretty smart. We have 30 to 50 votes 
based on categories. 

Let me tell you how membership on 
that committee would be determined. 

The Executive Council is the deci-
sionmaking body of the Treaty Organi-
zation. Among other things, it author-
izes on-site inspections. 

There are 51 seats on the Council, di-
vided geographically. Ten seats are al-
located to parties from North America 
and Western Europe. 

Of these, the treaty provides that ‘‘at 
least one-third of the seats allocated to 
each geographical region shall be filled 
taking into account political and secu-
rity interests, by States Parties in that 
region designated on the basis of the 
nuclear capabilities relevant to the 
Treaty. . . . 

The chief negotiator, Stephen 
Ledogar, told the Foreign Relations 
Committee on Thursday that ‘‘this is 
diplomatic language’’ that assures that 

the United States gets a de facto per-
manent seat on the Council. 

Moreover, he said that there was an 
agreement among the Europeans and 
us that we would always have a seat. 

Makeup of the Council is: Africa, 10 
seats; Eastern Europe, 7 seats; Latin 
America, 9 seats; Middle East/South 
Asia, 7 seats; N. America/W. Europe, 10 
seats; East Asia/Pacific, 8 seats. 

There are 2-year terms. 
A quick review of the candidates for 

seats that we should expect, in almost 
all instances, to get all the votes of the 
West Europe/North America group. So 
we start with 10. 

Aside from Yugoslavia, Russia, and 
one of two others, the Eastern Europe 
group comprises strong United States 
allies. So that’s another 5–7 votes. 

Similarily, many of the Latin Amer-
ican states are either: (1) strong allies 
or (2) strongly favor the test ban. So 
we should usually get most of those 9 
votes. 

That gets us very quickly to the low- 
mid-20s, in most instances—even being 
conservative and assuming that we 
don’t get all the votes in the above 3 
groups. 

That leaves Africa, 10 seats; Middle 
East/South Asia group, 7 seats; and the 
East Asia, 8 seats. There is where our 
work, depending on the makeup of the 
Council at the particular time, could 
get a little harder. 

But even there the rosters have U.S. 
allies, or proponents of non-prolifera-
tion. 

It is hard to see how we will not get 
to 30 in most instances. 

In truth, it is more likely that most 
U.S. inspection requests, based on our 
intelligence and the data from the 
International Monitoring System, will 
be easily approved. 

It should also be noted that, unlike 
the U.N., Israel is a member of a re-
gional group, and will automatically 
get a seat on the Council under a spe-
cial rule that guarantees that one seat 
within each region be filled on a rota-
tional basis. 

We can get 30 votes. We can get 30 
votes any time we want. The reason 
why is we set up the committees the 
way we did. The flip side of that is, it 
will be hard for them to get 30 votes be-
cause the fact is that our intelligence 
community is saying we do not want 
onsite inspections in the United States. 
I don’t know what treaty these folks 
are reading. 

Let me make a second point. Here is 
the one lately that really gets me: The 
Soviet Union is going to be able to de-
velop very small tactical nuclear weap-
ons that, in fact, will lead to a dif-
ferent strategy in terms of their con-
ventional defense. Guess what. We 
should all be standing up on this floor 
going hooray, we did it, because I re-
member last time we debated this issue 
of strategic weapons. What were we 
saying? 

I watched, by the way, with great in-
terest Dr. Edward Teller last night. I 
watched a long documentary because I 

used to have to debate him around the 
country on SALT. He was wrong then; 
he is wrong now. 

We used to argue that the real con-
cern—I have been here for 27 years— 
was the Soviets seeking a first strike 
capability. Remember? The Soviets are 
seeking a first strike capability. And 
all of their actions were designed to do 
that. That is why they were building 
these new massive SS–18s with 10 nu-
clear warheads, independently tar-
geted, et cetera, et cetera. Through the 
leadership of a Republican President, 
we have an agreement whereby they 
are going to dismantle those if we get 
the treaty, the START treaty, passed. 
So guess what we are worried about 
now. The exact opposite. We are wor-
ried now that they don’t have a first 
strike capability, that they aren’t 
seeking nuclear predominance, but 
they are acknowledging their conven-
tional forces are so bad they need tac-
tical nuclear defense on their territory. 

As they say in my church, examine 
your conscience, folks. Take a look at 
what this is. We hear this thing, and 
the public says: Is it true, Joe, they 
really are developing a new tactical 
weapon? My response is, it probably is 
true. But guess what. They now have 
10,000 tactical nuclear weapons. 

I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

They are worried now that they are 
going to be able to develop another 
smaller tactical nuclear weapon, as if 
this treaty has anything to do with 
that. Come on. Come on. What we 
should be doing is rejoicing in the fact 
that the whole emphasis in the Soviet 
program has shifted to a recognition 
that they have to defend their home-
land—their judgment—and they do not 
have the conventional forces capable of 
doing that—their judgment—and so 
they are developing, allegedly, a very 
small tactical nuclear weapon—their 
judgment. Does that shift the strategic 
balance? Give me a break. Give me a 
break. 

I find this one of the most fas-
cinating debates in which I have ever 
been engaged. I don’t know what we 
are talking about. When my friend 
from Kentucky stands up and says, I 
thought we decided against unilateral 
disarmament, me, too—an are-you- 
still-beating-your-wife kind of ques-
tion. Who is talking about unilateral 
disarmament? Where is that anywhere 
in this treaty? Where does it say that? 
Where does it imply that? That is like 
my standing up and saying: I am very 
surprised my friends who oppose this 
treaty want to go to nuclear war; I am 
very surprised they are advocating nu-
clear war. That would be equally as un-
founded and outrageous a statement as 
the assertion this treaty is unilateral 
disarmament. 

I will repeat this time and again, and 
I will yield the floor in a moment. My 
problem is, we have a President of the 
United States of America who has sent 
a formal message to the Republican 
leader asking that a vote on this treaty 
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be delayed. Apparently, there is a con-
sensus on the other side, thus far at 
least, not to allow it to be delayed. 
This is the total politicization of a na-
tional security debate. Could anyone 
have imagined before this came up, if a 
President of the United States of any 
party said: This issue, which is of the 
gravest consequence to the United 
States of America, I respectfully ask 
that you delay a vote on it, could any-
one have imagined anything other than 
a response that says: Mr. President, we 
will concur with the delay, unless it 
was for stark political reasons? I can’t 
fathom this one. I can’t fathom this. I 
wasn’t sure the President should have 
sent the letter in the first place. 

If this treaty is defeated and India 
and Pakistan test, we are going to find 
ourselves in the ugliest political brawl 
we have seen in this place since Newt 
Gingrich left the House. You are going 
to have Democrats standing up on the 
floor saying: The reason why India and 
Pakistan have tested is because the Re-
publicans defeated this treaty and gave 
a green light. That is not a provable as-
sertion, but mark my words, we are 
going to hear it. Then the response is 
going to be even more political. 

We ought to take a deep breath. My 
mom always said, when you lose your 
temper, take a deep breath, count to 
10. Not that I have ever lost my temper 
in my life. You can tell I am not at all 
passionate about any of these issues. 
But let us count to 10. The President of 
the United States has asked this treaty 
vote be delayed. It seems to me it is 
common courtesy and totally con-
sistent with national interests to grant 
that request. 

I will speak to other aspects of this. 
Let me conclude by saying two things: 
One, to move to a very small tactical 
nuke on the part of the Russians is an 
absolute outward admission that they 
lack the capability in their minds for 
fighting the conventional war. Twenty 
years ago, we would have paid billions 
of dollars, if the Russians had come to 
us—I say to my friend from Massachu-
setts who knows a great deal about 
this—we would have been prepared to 
vote to pay them $10-, $20 billion if 
they would stop developing interconti-
nental range missiles that had the ca-
pacity to penetrate our airspace and in 
all probability hit hardened targets 
here. If they had said to us, we won’t 
do that but we are going to build a 
very small tactical nuke, we would 
have paid them to do that. Now we 
hear on this side, if we pass this treaty, 
they are going to build tactical nuclear 
weapons that are very small, smaller 
than the 10,000 they now have and are 
able to have and legally can have. That 
is a very bad thing. That is why we 
should reject this treaty. So we encour-
age the Chinese to go from 18 to 800 or 
8,000 nuclear weapons that have MIRV 
capability and are thermonuclear in 
capacity. That is wonderful reasoning. 

There are legitimate arguments 
against this treaty, which I believe do 
not rise to the level of being against a 

treaty, but I haven’t heard them made 
this morning, with all due respect. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I yield to 

the Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I want 30 

seconds to respond to the challenge of 
my friend from Delaware with respect 
to unilateral disarmament. I think the 
point the Senator from Kentucky was 
making was that the United States will 
consider itself bound to the zero-yield 
standard. We will abide. But we know 
that certain other countries don’t see 
the treaty that way, don’t interpret 
the language that way. We suspect 
they have reason to and probably will 
be conducting so-called hybrid nuclear 
tests and, second, couldn’t verify 
whether those kinds of tests are con-
ducted. As a result, the United States 
would not be conducting any kind of 
nuclear tests, whereas other countries 
would have the capability and, indeed, 
the motivation to do so. 

I believe that is what the Senator 
was talking about when he talked 
about the concept of unilateral disar-
mament. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will take 
a minute to respond. I understand the 
point made. We have 6,000 interconti-
nental ballistic missiles that are on 
line right now. The Russians have a 
similar number. After you get by that, 
the numbers drop off precipitously. 
China is down in the teens. This unilat-
eral disarmament notion or, as ex-
plained by the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona, I understand his point, 
but what are we doing? Are we going to 
give up? Are we freezing in place the 
fact that we stay at 6,000, and if they 
take the worst case of a stockpile that 
is in atrophy versus the dozen or more 
that the Chinese have? I mean, come 
on. Come on. You know, if you told me 
the Chinese had 6,000 nuclear weapons, 
MIRV capability, thermonuclear yield, 
or if you told me the Koreans and Liby-
ans had that and the Russians had 
that, then you would have an argu-
ment. After the Soviet Union and then 
our allies, it drops off precipitously 
into double digits, max—max. 

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to 
the Senator from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. KERRY. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I want to 
thank the Senator from Delaware for 
his terrific leadership on this issue 
over the last few days, and for a long 
period of time. 

Let me quickly address, if I may, one 
point. The Senator from Delaware a 
few moments ago referred to the 
strange dynamic that has set in here in 
the Senate. I just want to underscore 
that, if I may, for a moment. 

I grew up, as many of us did, looking 
at the Senate with a sense of great re-
spect and awe for the capacity of the 
Senate to come together around the 
most significant national security 
issues that faced the country. I think 
all of us always looked at this institu-

tion as the place that, hopefully, could 
break through the emotions and find 
the most common sense solution that 
is in the interests of the American peo-
ple. 

Some of the great history of the Sen-
ate has been written about those mo-
ments where Senators crossed the aisle 
and found commonality in representing 
the interests of the Nation. I must say 
that in the 15 years I have been privi-
leged now to serve here, representing 
Massachusetts, I have never seen the 
Senate as personally and ideologically 
and politically divided and willing to 
subvert what we most easily can define 
as the common national interest for 
those pure ideological or political rea-
sons. And I don’t think that is mere 
rhetoric when I say that. 

I noticed when Presidents Reagan 
and Bush were in office, there was a 
considerable thirst on the other side of 
the aisle for adventures in Granada, 
Panama, and Somalia, and the obvious 
need to respond to the threat in Iraq 
and the Middle East. But suddenly, 
with President Clinton, we saw those 
very people who were prepared to sup-
port those efforts, even in a Granada or 
in a Panama, suddenly people argued 
that Kosovo didn’t have any meaning, 
Bosnia didn’t have meaning, and even 
Haiti, where there was an incredible in-
flux of refugees and chaos right off our 
shore, failed to elicit the same kind of 
responsible international reaction as 
we had seen in those prior years. Now, 
regrettably, this treaty finds itself 
being tossed around as the same kind 
of ‘‘political football,’’ to a certain de-
gree. And I think that is unfortunate, 
and it certainly does not serve the best 
interests of the Nation. 

Mr. President, preventing the pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons is one of 
the most important issues facing the 
United States today. Since the end of 
the Cold War, we have made great 
strides in reducing the danger to the 
American people of the vast nuclear ar-
senal of the former Soviet Union. But 
the nuclear danger persists, and the job 
of nuclear arms control is far from fin-
ished. Multiple nuclear tests detonated 
by India and Pakistan emphasize the 
need for greater U.S. leadership on this 
critical issue—not less. 

In the last week, we have been told 
by critics of the CTBT that, for a vari-
ety of reasons, it will increase, rather 
than reduce the danger from nuclear 
proliferation. I believe that a careful 
examination of the criticism of this 
treaty will show that, on balance, it 
will enhance—not undermine—U.S. na-
tional security interests. 

First, critics argue that, in their de-
sire to conclude a comprehensive test 
ban, the Clinton administration made 
key concessions resulting in a flawed 
Treaty that is worse than no Treaty at 
all. Let me say at the beginning that I 
believe the CTBT is far from perfect. I 
am not going to argue with my col-
leagues on the other side that you 
can’t find a legitimate point of dis-
agreement about the Treaty. I’m not 
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going to argue with those who don’t 
like the way a particular compromise 
was arrived at in the treaty, or that 
think a particular principle might have 
been fought for harder and the absence 
of victory on that particular principle 
somehow weakens the overall imple-
mentation of the Treaty. 

The negotiating record—which has 
been subject to great scrutiny in recent 
days—reflects as many compromises 
from the original U.S. position as tri-
umphs in achieving our objectives. 
There are legitimate reasons for con-
cern that we did not achieve all of the 
original goals of the United States in 
negotiating this Treaty. I certainly 
take to heart Secretary Weinberger’s 
admonition that you should not want 
the end goal so much that you give up 
certain substance in arriving at that 
end goal. I think that is a laudable and 
very important principle around which 
one ought to negotiate. 

But my colleagues in this body un-
derstand better than most the neces-
sity of compromise in finding prag-
matic solutions to the many difficult 
problems we face. And the com-
promises we agreed to in the CTBT will 
allow us to achieve the nonprolifera-
tion goals we seek. 

What has often been lost throughout 
this debate is that the United States 
enjoys a tremendous technological ad-
vantage over the other nuclear powers 
in both the sophistication of our weap-
ons and our ability to maintain them 
reliably. The Administration and the 
Congress initially agreed to seek a test 
ban that would permit only the lowest- 
yield nuclear tests, which was soundly 
rejected by our negotiating partners 
because it would essentially ensure 
that only the United States, with the 
technical capacity the others lack to 
conduct those low-yield tests, would be 
permitted to continue testing its nu-
clear stockpile. 

As Ambassador Stephen Ledogar— 
the head of the U.S. negotiating team— 
testified before the Foreign Relations 
Committee last Thursday, the other 
four nuclear powers argued that they 
needed a higher threshold in order to 
gain any useful data. Russia argued 
that, if a testing threshold were to be 
established for the five nuclear powers, 
it should allow for nuclear yields of up 
to ten tons of TNT equivalent, hardly a 
level that constituted an effective test-
ing restriction. 

Our negotiators quickly rejected that 
idea, and President Clinton decided the 
best way to resolve the impasse and 
protect U.S. interests would be to pur-
sue a policy of zero-yield—a ban should 
be a ban. The Russians were not happy 
with this proposal, but eventually were 
persuaded to accept a total ban on any 
nuclear test that produced any nuclear 
yield. 

Clearly, the United States would 
have been better off if we had been able 
to negotiate a test ban that allowed us 
to continue testing. But it is ridiculous 
to argue that, because the CTBT does 
not protect the U.S. advantage it rep-

resents a dangerous capitulation on 
our part. To implement and verify a 
zero-yield test ban, we need not be wor-
ried about distinguishing between a 
low-yield test and a medium-yield test 
to determine if the Treaty has been 
violated. Any test of any yield is a vio-
lation. In this regard, the Treaty’s 
strength is in its simplicity. 

Second, critics argue that we 
shouldn’t ratify the CTBT because we 
can’t verify compliance. There has 
never been an arms control treaty that 
is 100% verifiable, and the CTBT is no 
exception. We will not be able to detect 
nuclear tests down to the most minute 
level of nuclear yield. But we will be 
able to verify that the Test Ban is ac-
complishing what it is meant to ac-
complish: an end to nuclear testing 
that advances the sophistication of 
current nuclear stockpiles or the devel-
opment of new nuclear stockpiles. 

The key to a successful verification 
system is that a potential violator 
must believe that the risk of getting 
caught is greater than the benefit of 
the violation. The lower the yield of 
the nuclear test, the smaller the 
chance of detection by seismic means. 
But at the same time, the amount of 
useful information a nation would get 
by conducting a low-yield clandestine 
test would be limited. As a result, a po-
tential violator would likely decide 
that the risk of getting caught is 
greater than the benefit of conducting 
the test. In addition, clandestine test-
ing will not allow any developing weap-
ons program to approach current U.S. 
capabilities. 

For those who are concerned about 
the danger from low-yield nuclear test-
ing, I would also argue that defeating 
this treaty will make it more difficult, 
not less, for the United States to de-
tect those tests by denying us the ben-
efits of the International Monitoring 
System that will verify the CTBT. The 
International Monitoring System will 
include 50 primary seismic monitoring 
stations and an auxiliary network of 
120 stations, 80 radionuclide stations 
for atmospheric measurements, 11 
hydroacoustic stations to detect under-
water signals, and infrasound moni-
toring as well. This system will be aug-
mented by the very powerful national 
intelligence-gathering technologies 
currently operated by the U.S. and oth-
ers. 

The CTBT also allows any state 
party to request an on-site inspection 
of a questionable seismic event. The 
Treaty calls for on-site inspection re-
quests to be submitted to the Execu-
tive Council of the CTBT Organiza-
tion—the body charged with imple-
menting the Treaty—along with sup-
porting data, collected either from the 
monitoring and data mechanisms es-
tablished under the Treaty or from na-
tional technical means. The Executive 
Council will have representatives from 
every region, and nations within each 
region will rotate membership on the 
Executive Council on a set schedule. 
The United States has reached agree-

ment with the nations in our region 
that we will always be one of the 10 na-
tions representing our region, so we 
will always have a vote on the Execu-
tive Council. 

Thirty of the 50 members of the Exec-
utive Council must approve an on-site 
inspection request. Critics have argued 
that it will be very difficult for the 
United States to garner the support of 
30 nations to allow for an on-site in-
spection. They argue that our tradi-
tional adversaries will use the Execu-
tive Council to block inspections that 
are necessary to protecting the U.S. 
national interest. 

It is true that countries such as 
North Korea, Iran, Iraq and their few 
supporters can be counted on to block 
U.S. and other requests for on-site in-
spections. However, most of the na-
tions of the world have no interest ei-
ther in pursuing nuclear weapons or al-
lowing their neighbors to pursue them 
unchecked, which is why this Treaty 
enjoys such strong support throughout 
the international community. 

Rogue nations would have to find 
support among more than 40 percent of 
the Executive Council to block our re-
quest for an on-site inspection. But it 
is unlikely that the United States 
would not be able to persuade at least 
30 members of the merits and impor-
tance of our inspection request. 

The CTBT will give us access to tools 
we otherwise would not have for moni-
toring nuclear tests, and an option for 
on-site inspection of seismic events 
that we do not fully understand. De-
feating the treaty would deny our in-
telligence community the additional 
benefits of those additional tools. 

Third, critics argue that the CTBT 
will not end nuclear proliferation, be-
cause key countries of proliferation 
concern will not sign or ratify. This is 
an important argument, because it 
goes to whether this Treaty can accom-
plish the fundamental purpose for 
which it is designed—stopping the pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons. 

It is true that countries will halt nu-
clear testing, or not, based on a cal-
culation of their own national interest. 
But by creating an international norm 
against nuclear testing, the CTBT will 
add a powerful factor in a rogue na-
tion’s assessment of whether its na-
tional interest will be helped or 
harmed by the conduct of a nuclear 
weapon. A nation that chooses to test 
will face considerable costs to its polit-
ical, economic and security interests. 
U.S. ratification of the CTBT will lay 
the basis for universal enforcement of 
the Treaty, even against the few na-
tions that may not sign. 

The CTBT is a critical component of 
broader U.S. strategy on nuclear non- 
proliferation, which has the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) at its 
core. In 1995, states parties to the NPT 
agreed to extend that Treaty indefi-
nitely, in large part based on the com-
mitment of the declared nuclear weap-
ons states to conclude a CTBT. The 
failure of the United States to ratify 
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the CTBT will seriously undercut our 
ability to continue our critical leader-
ship role in the global nuclear non-pro-
liferation regime. 

Formal entry-into-force of the Trea-
ty requires ratification by the 44 coun-
tries that have nuclear power reactors 
or nuclear research reactors and are 
members of the Conference on Disar-
mament. And in my mind, it is alto-
gether appropriate that a treaty ban-
ning the testing of nuclear weapons re-
quires the participation of all the nu-
clear-capable states before it can enter 
into force. Of those 44, 41 have signed 
the CTBT, and 23 have ratified. All of 
our allies have signed the Treaty. Rus-
sia and China have signed the Treaty. 
Only India, Pakistan and North Korea 
have not signed. 

Now, some have argued that the 
United States should be in no hurry to 
ratify the Treaty, that we should wait 
until Russia, China, India, Pakistan 
and North Korea have ratified. They 
worry that the United States will for-
feit its ability to conduct nuclear tests 
with no guarantee that the countries 
we are most concerned about will make 
the same commitment. But the United 
States has already concluded that we 
do not need to conduct nuclear tests to 
maintain our vast nuclear superiority. 

No one on the other side of the aisle 
is arguing we should go out and test to-
morrow. Why? Because we don’t need 
to test tomorrow. We don’t need to test 
next year. We don’t need to test for the 
foreseeable future, according to most 
scientists in this country, because we 
don’t test the nuclear explosion itself 
for the purpose of safety and for mak-
ing judgments about the mechanics of 
both the electrical and mechanical 
parts of a nuclear warhead. 

The CTBT binds us to a decision we 
have already made, because it is in our 
national interests to stop testing. And 
if, at some point down the line, it be-
comes necessary to resume testing to 
preserve the reliability of our nuclear 
deterrent, we can withdraw from the 
Treaty to do so. 

Clearly, we want countries like India 
and Pakistan to ratify the Treaty and 
commit themselves to refraining from 
nuclear testing. Aren’t we more likely 
to convince them to do this if we our-
selves have already ratified the Trea-
ty? As Secretary Albright correctly 
pointed out on Thursday, waiting is 
not a strategy. During the debates on 
the Chemical Weapons Convention, 
there were those who advocated taking 
this passive approach to protecting our 
interests. But in fact, after the United 
States ratified the CWC, Russia, China, 
Pakistan, Iran and Cuba followed our 
lead. The best chance for achieving the 
nonproliferation goals of the CTBT is 
for the United States to lead. If the 
Senate were to reject the Treaty, inter-
national support for the test ban would 
be gravely undermined, and countries 
like India and Pakistan would have no 
reason to refrain from continued test-
ing. 

Aren’t we better off with a treaty 
that gives us the capacity to monitor, 

the capacity to continue to show lead-
ership with India and Pakistan, the ca-
pacity to set up a process with China 
before the Chinese test in a way that 
gives them the ability to translate the 
information stolen—referred to in the 
Cox commission report—into a real 
threat to the United States? 

That seems to me to be a very simple 
proposition. The Cox Report, and oth-
ers, all acknowledge that at this point 
in time China has not created a new 
weapon or changed its nuclear capac-
ity, using our information. And we 
know that, in order to do so, using on 
our information, they have to test. 
China has signed the treaty, and is pre-
pared to adopt the restraints of this 
treaty. Those who argue that we are 
better off allowing China the window 
to go out and test and now profit from 
what it has stolen elude all common 
sense, in my judgment. How would the 
United States be better off with a 
China that is allowed to test and trans-
late the stolen information into a bet-
ter weapons system? That is not an-
swered on the floor of the Senate. But 
some argue that that is the way they 
would like to proceed. 

U.S. ratification of the CTBT won’t 
end nuclear proliferation, but U.S. re-
jection of the Treaty undermine the 
credibility of U.S. leadership on non-
proliferation, which will jeopardize 
U.S. work to prevent North Korea from 
developing nuclear weapons, to elimi-
nate weapons of mass destruction in 
Iraq, and to block the sale of sensitive 
technologies that could contribute to 
proliferation. 

Finally, critics argue that the United 
States will not be able to maintain a 
reliable nuclear deterrent without nu-
clear tests. I take very seriously the 
argument that, without nuclear test-
ing, the credibility of the U.S. nuclear 
deterrent will be undermined. The se-
curity of the American people—and the 
security of our friends and allies 
around the world—depends on main-
taining the credible perception that an 
act of aggression against us will be met 
with an overwhelming and devastating 
response. If I thought for a minute that 
U.S. ratification of the CTBT would 
undermine this deterrent, I would 
not—I could not—support it. 

In fact, the United States has today 
and will continue to have in the future 
high confidence in the safety, reli-
ability and effectiveness of our nuclear 
stockpile. This confidence is based on 
over 50 years of experience and analysis 
of over 1,000 nuclear tests, the most in 
the world. 

Most of the nuclear tests the United 
States has conducted have been to de-
velop new nuclear weapons; for the 
most part, we use non-nuclear tests to 
ensure the continued reliability of our 
nuclear arsenal. 

This is a key point—even with no 
test ban, the United States would not 
rely primarily on detonating nuclear 
explosions to ensure the safety and re-
liability of our nuclear stockpile. Most 
of the problems associated with aging 

nuclear weapons will relate to the 
many mechanical and electrical com-
ponents of the warhead, and the CTBT 
does not restrict testing on these non- 
nuclear components. Moreover, we 
have already proven that we can make 
modifications to existing designs with-
out nuclear testing. In 1998, we cer-
tified the reliability of the B–61 Mod 11, 
which replaced an older weapon in the 
stockpile, without conducting a nu-
clear test. 

Looking to the future, the center of 
U.S. efforts to maintain our nuclear 
stockpile is the Science Based Stock-
pile Stewardship program, initiated by 
President Clinton in 1992. This 10 year, 
$45 billion program has four major ob-
jectives: to maintain a safe and reli-
able stockpile as nuclear weapons age; 
to maintain and enhance capability to 
replace and certify nuclear weapons 
components; to train new weapon sci-
entists; and to maintain and further 
develop an operational manufacturing 
capability. 

And it is already working. Since our 
last test in 1992, the Secretaries of De-
fense and Energy and the Commander- 
in-Chief of Strategic Command have 
certified 3 times (and are about to cer-
tify for the fourth time) that the U.S. 
nuclear stockpile is safe and reliable. 
It is only in the distant future—2010 
perhaps, but we don’t know the answer 
to this yet—that conceivably the phys-
ics package of a nuclear weapon might 
provide the level of deterioration that 
might not be able to be replaced with 
totally new parts and therefore might 
somehow lessen our nuclear deterrent 
capacity. To enable us to respond to 
such a situation, President Clinton has 
established six Safeguards that define 
the conditions under which the U.S. 
will remain a party to the CTBT. 

Presidential Safeguards A through F, 
as they are known, outline the U.S. 
commitment to maintaining a science- 
based stockpile stewardship program to 
insure a high degree of confidence in 
the reliability of the U.S. nuclear 
stockpile. The final safeguard, Safe-
guard F, states U.S. policy—as em-
bodied in the official negotiating 
record of the CTBT—that, if the Presi-
dent is advised that the safety or reli-
ability of the U.S. nuclear stockpile 
can no longer be certified, the Presi-
dent, in consultation with the Con-
gress, will withdraw from the CTBT 
under the ‘‘supreme national interests’’ 
clause of the Treaty. 

Now, critics of this Treaty have sug-
gested that a future President, upon 
learning from his Secretaries of De-
fense and Energy that the nuclear 
stockpile can not be certified, and upon 
confronting all the scientific data that 
tells him our nuclear deterrent is erod-
ing, will somehow fail to act—fail to 
invoke the ‘‘supreme national inter-
est’’ clause—and withdraw the United 
States from the Treaty. I ask my col-
leagues, Is there one among us who, 
when confronted with this information, 
would hesitate to act? When the Con-
gress is informed of the status of the 
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nuclear arsenal—and those reports are 
given in full to the Congress—is there 
anyone who doubts that the Congress 
would immediately demand that the 
White House take action to protect our 
nuclear deterrent? 

Surely, the critics of this Treaty who 
doubt that a President could find the 
political will to withdraw the United 
States from the CTBT when our ‘‘su-
preme national interests’’ are at stake 
aren’t suggesting that there is a con-
fluence of political factors that could 
possibly place the sanctity of a treaty 
above the sanctity of the lives of the 
American people. No one can tell me 
that any President of the United 
States is going to diminish the real na-
tional security interests of this coun-
try against some desire to keep a trea-
ty in effect for the sake of having a 
treaty if, indeed, doing so will threaten 
the real interests of this Nation. 

U.S. ratification of, and adherence 
to, the CTBT will not jeopardize our 
nuclear deterrent, because the United 
States does not today, and will not to-
morrow, rely on nuclear explosions to 
ensure the safety and reliability of our 
nuclear stockpile. We have embarked 
on a high-tech, science-based Stockpile 
Stewardship Program that will allow 
the United States to maintain the su-
periority of its nuclear arsenal. And in 
the event that we can not certify the 
reliability of our nuclear deterrent, we 
have given notice to our negotiating 
partners that we will not adhere to the 
CTBT at the expense of our supreme 
national interests. 

So, in effect, we are talking about 
what we could achieve by passing this 
treaty and showing leadership on the 
subject of implementing an inter-
national regime of monitoring and of 
nonproliferation, versus continuing the 
completely uncontrolled capacity of 
nations to provide a true threat to the 
United States. 

Mr. President, critics of this Treaty 
argue that the United States today 
faces too many uncertainties in the 
realm of nonproliferation to commit 
ourselves to a leadership position on 
the CTBT. I can not speak to those un-
certainties, but of the following, I am 
absolutely certain: if the Senate re-
jects the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty, there will be more nuclear 
tests conducted around the world, not 
fewer, and we will be no better 
equipped than we are today to detect 
and monitor those tests; the U.S. nu-
clear arsenal will not be made more re-
liable—and other nuclear nations will 
have the freedom to conduct the nec-
essary tests to bring their weapons on 
a technological par with our own, un-
dermining the strength of our nuclear 
deterrent; and finally, the American 
people will be more vulnerable, not 
less, to the nuclear danger, because we 
will have undercut more than 30 years 
of work to build and fortify inter-
national norms on nuclear non-
proliferation. 

The Senate has before it today an op-
portunity to send a signal to the world 

that the United States will continue to 
lead on international efforts to reduce 
the nuclear danger. We also face the 
prospect of acting too soon, after too 
little time for deliberation, and send-
ing a signal that the United States can 
no longer be counted on to stand 
against the forces of nuclear prolifera-
tion. 

It seems to me that when the Presi-
dent of the United States makes a re-
quest in the interest of our Nation to 
the Senate to delay a vote, it is only 
politics that would drive us to have 
that vote notwithstanding that re-
quest. 

My plea would be to my colleagues in 
the Senate that we find the capacity to 
cool down a little bit, to have a vote 
that delays the consideration of this 
treaty so that we may proceed to an-
swer properly each of the questions 
raised by those who oppose it, and, if 
need be, make changes that would not 
send the message that the United 
States of America is rejecting outright 
this opportunity to embrace a policy 
that from Eisenhower on we have 
fought to try to adopt. 

I hope that the leadership of the Sen-
ate on both sides of the aisle can be 
prevailed upon to prevent a tragic 
misstep that I fear will have grave con-
sequences for the strategic interests of 
the United States and our friends and 
allies. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry, please. Somewhere 
down the line we are going to find it 
wise to yield back time. That would 
not forbid a Senator on this side from 
suggesting the absence of a quorum or 
any other routine motion of the Sen-
ate. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
not correct. The Senator would have to 
have debatable time left or there would 
have to be a nondebatable motion. 
There would have to be debatable time 
left or there would have to be a non-
debatable motion before a Senator 
would be able to suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

Mr. HELMS. Very well. I thank the 
Chair for the information. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Delaware. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I say to 

my colleagues on the Democratic side 
who want to speak on this treaty, if I 
am not mistaken, there is less than 1 
hour—approximately 1 hour—left under 
the control of the Senator from Dela-
ware, and 13 Members wish to speak to 
it; and, further, if my Republican col-
leagues conclude that they wish to 
yield back their time, the time is going 
rapidly as we approach this vote. I urge 
Senators, if they wish to speak, to be 
prepared, as my friend from the State 
of Connecticut is, to speak for 5 min-
utes. 

I yield 5 minutes to my friend from 
Connecticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend from Delaware. 

As I have listened to my colleagues 
during this debate, I feel as if the Sen-
ate has backed itself at least into a 
procedural corner in the midst of a pol-
icy disagreement. 

This is not the first time this has 
happened in the history of the Senate— 
not even in the 101⁄2 years I have been 
here. But this is one of the most con-
sequential times we have done so. For 
it seems to be a combination of reasons 
that are part ideological, part partisan, 
and part just plain personal. I hope we 
can find a way to work ourselves out of 
this corner because the stakes here are 
high. 

As the debate has been going on, I 
have been thinking about the two big 
debates that have occurred here in the 
decade that I have been privileged to 
serve in this body. One was the gulf 
war debate and the other was the Mid-
dle East peace accords, the Oslo ac-
cords. 

I think of the gulf war debate be-
cause I remember as President Bush 
dispatched a half million troops to the 
gulf that I was dismayed at how the re-
action to that act by President Bush 
was dividing along partisan lines. It 
didn’t seem like a partisan question to 
me. People could have good faith opin-
ions on both sides, but the opinions 
were not based on party affiliation. 

I have the same feeling as I listen to 
this debate, and watch the lines 
harden. Something unusual and unset-
tling has happened to our politics when 
party lines divide us so clearly and to-
tally on a matter of national security. 
That is not the way it used to be in the 
Senate. And that is not the way it 
ought to be. 

The same is true of the procedural di-
lemma to which we have come. We 
have a President—and those of us who 
support this treaty—acknowledging 
that the votes are not there to ratify it 
now. That says that the opponents of 
the treaty have won for now. 

So why push for the vote? If the 
President of the United States has 
asked that it be delayed because of his 
fear of the consequences of a vote fail-
ing to ratify on nuclear proliferation, 
this is not political. This goes to the 
heart of our security and the hopes and 
fears we have for our future and our 
children’s future. 

But I will say if there is one thing, in 
my opinion, that would be worse than 
going ahead and voting, even though 
we know those who oppose ratification 
of the treaty have won. That would be 
for us as a majority to voluntarily say 
that we will prohibit the President or 
ourselves from raising the question of 
this critical and progressive treaty 
again for the next year and a half. I 
think to do that would send an even 
worse signal to India, to Pakistan, to 
China, and to Russia. 

Let’s keep the hope of a more secure 
world alive. Let’s acknowledge that we 
have a common goal. 

Is anybody for nuclear proliferation? 
Don’t we all agree that the atmosphere 
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is cleaner and the likelihood of nuclear 
proliferation less if nations can’t test? 
Can’t we find a way across party lines 
to do what we have done with other 
treaties—to adopt reservations or safe-
guards or conditions which allow 
enough of us to come together to ratify 
this treaty? Why are we heading to-
ward a wall from which there will be no 
good return and no good result? 

I have also been thinking of the Mid-
dle East peace accords and the Oslo ac-
cords because I remember what Prime 
Minister Rabin said. 

If you are strong you can take risks for 
peace. 

We are the strongest nation today in 
the history of the world. When it comes 
to strategic nuclear weapons, we are 
dominant. We have more than 6,000. If, 
tragically, for whatever reason, a few 
of them don’t work we have such—in 
the marvelous term of the Pentagon— 
‘‘redundancy’’ that we have thousands 
of others that we can rely on in the 
dreadful occasion that we might need 
to use them. 

This treaty promises to freeze our ad-
vantage in nuclear weapons. Since we 
are the strongest nation in history and 
this treaty may well make us more 
dominant in the crucial, terrible arena 
of nuclear weapons, why would we not 
want to take the risk of ratifying this 
treaty? It is, in my opinion, a very 
small risk for increasing peace and se-
curity for all—for our children, for our 
grandchildren. If we decide that testing 
is once again required by the United 
States in pursuit of our national inter-
ests, that option is protected. The trea-
ty language is very clear: We can—and 
I am sure we will—withdraw. 

My appeal in closing is to say, Can’t 
we find a way to come back to some 
sense of common purpose and shared 
vision of a future? Both sides have said 
on the floor that nuclear proliferation 
is one of the great threats to our fu-
ture. We are hurtling down a path, as 
this dreadful power spreads to other 
countries of the world, many of them 
rogue nations, where we cannot rely on 
the bizarre system of mutual assured 
destruction that saved the United 
States from nuclear war during the 
cold war. If an accident becomes more 
likely, the consequences will be dread-
ful. Can’t we find a way to avoid good 
old-fashioned gridlock, which is surviv-
able on most occasions in this Senate, 
but I think potentially devastating on 
this occasion? 

I appeal to my colleagues on the 
other side, whether there is or is not a 
vote now on this treaty, let’s get to-
gether and figure a way we can sit, 
study the matter, talk to people in the 
Pentagon and people in allied coun-
tries, and see if we cannot find a way 
to agree on enough reservations, safe-
guards, and conditions to come back, 
hopefully next year, and ratify this 
treaty. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BIDEN. Parliamentary inquiry: 

If we go into a quorum call at this 
point, the time is taken out equally 

from the opponents and proponents; is 
that right or wrong? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It takes 
unanimous consent to be charged 
equally. Otherwise, the time will be 
charged against the side which sug-
gests the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to 

the Senator from Massachusetts, Mr. 
KENNEDY. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this 
may be one of the most important de-
bates the Senate will have in this re-
cent time. In my view, the ratification 
of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
is the single most important step we 
can take today to reduce the danger of 
nuclear war. Surely we are in no posi-
tion to hold a premature vote today or 
tomorrow on this. 

After 2 years of irresponsible 
stonewalling, the Senate has finally 
begun a serious debate on this treaty. 
This debate should be the beginning— 
not the end—of a more extensive and 
thoughtful discussion of this extremely 
important issue. The stakes involved in 
whether to ratify or reject this treaty 
are clear. Our decision will reverberate 
throughout the world, and could very 
well determine the future of inter-
national nuclear weapons proliferation 
for years to come. 

We have a unique opportunity to help 
end nuclear testing once and for all. 
The United States is the world’s pre-
miere nuclear power. The Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty locks us into that 
position. No other nations have the ca-
pability to assure that their nuclear 
arsenals are safe and reliable without 
testing. We have that capability now, 
and the prospects are excellent that we 
can retain that capability in the fu-
ture. 

Over the past 40 years, we have con-
ducted over 1,000 nuclear tests. We cur-
rently have extensive data available to 
us from these tests—data that would 
provide us with an inherent advantage 
under the Treaty. As Hans A. Bethe, 
the Nobel Prize winning physicist and 
former Director of the Theoretical Di-
vision at Los Alamos Laboratory, stat-
ed in an October 3 letter to President 
Clinton, 

Every thinking person should realize that 
this treaty is uniquely in favor of the United 
States. We have a substantial lead in atomic 
weapons technology over all other countries. 
We have tested weapons of all sizes and 
shapes suitable for military purposes. We 
have no interest in and no need for further 
development through testing. Other existing 
nuclear powers would need tests to make up 
this technological gap. And even more im-
portantly, a test ban would make it essen-
tially impossible for new nuclear powers to 
emerge. 

As the foremost nuclear power, other 
nations look to us for international 
leadership. We led the negotiations for 
this treaty. We were the first of the de-
clared nuclear powers to sign the Trea-
ty. Yet, now, because of our inaction 
and irresponsibility, we have made it 
necessary for the leaders of three of 
our closest allies to plead with us not 
to defeat the Treaty. 

These three leaders—Prime Minister 
Chirac of France, Prime Minister Blair 
of Britain, and Chancellor Schroeder of 
Germany—wrote in an OpEd article in 
the New York Times last Friday that, 
‘‘Failure to ratify the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty will be a failure in our 
struggle against proliferation. The sta-
bilizing effect of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty, extended in 1995, would be un-
dermined. Disarmament negotiations 
would suffer.’’ They also go on to say 
that, ‘‘Rejection of the treaty in the 
Senate would remove the pressure from 
other states still hesitating about 
whether to ratify it. Rejection would 
give great encouragement to 
proliferators. Rejection would also ex-
pose a fundamental divergence within 
NATO.’’ 

Our relationship with our most valu-
able allies is on the line. It would be 
the height of irresponsibility for the 
United States Senate to send the world 
a message that we don’t care if other 
nations test nuclear weapons, or de-
velop their own nuclear arsenals. Sure-
ly, the risks of nuclear proliferation 
are too great for us to send a message 
like that. 

The United States stopped con-
ducting nuclear tests in 1992. Doing all 
we can to see that other nations follow 
suit is critical for our national secu-
rity. Russia and China have both indi-
cated that they are prepared to ratify 
the Treaty if the U.S. ratifies it. If the 
Senate fails to ratify it, the likely re-
sult is a dangerous new spiral of nu-
clear testing and nuclear proliferation. 

Many of my colleagues have spoken 
about the fact that there is no guar-
antee about this Treaty. I argue that 
there is one guarantee—if we fail to 
ratify the Treaty, the consequences are 
grave, and could be catastrophic for 
our country and for all nations. 

Last week, we held hearings in the 
Armed Services Committee on the 
Treaty, and I commend the distin-
guished Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber of that Committee for taking the 
lead on this extremely important issue. 
We listened to expert witnesses on both 
sides of the aisle, as they presented tes-
timony on the Treaty and the Stock-
pile Stewardship Program. 

General Shelton, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, testified that it 
was the unanimous conclusion of all of 
the Joint Chiefs, that the Treaty is in 
our national interest. General Shelton 
said, ‘‘The CTBT will help limit the de-
velopment of more advanced and de-
structive weapons and inhibit the abil-
ity of more countries to acquire nu-
clear weapons. In short, the world will 
be a safer place with the treaty than 
without it, and it is in our national se-
curity interests to ratify the CTBT.’’ 

Some of my colleagues have referred 
to the Treaty as ‘‘unilateral disar-
mament.’’ This characterization is 
grossly inaccurate, both in policy and 
in practice. A key element of our ad-
herence to the Treaty, with the Admin-
istration’s safeguards, is the Stockpile 
Stewardship Program. 
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Last Thursday, in the Armed Serv-

ices Committee, each of the directors 
of our nuclear labs testified about that 
program. John Browne, the director of 
Los Alamos National Laboratory, said, 
‘‘Through the Stockpile Stewardship 
program, we intend to demonstrate a 
technical excellence in weapons-rel-
evant science and engineering that will 
project confidence in our nuclear capa-
bility. This technical excellence will be 
evident in our unclassified publications 
and presentations at scientific con-
ferences. Other countries will see these 
accomplishments and will understand 
their connection to the quality of our 
weapons programs.’’ With the Stock-
pile Stewardship Program, we will still 
be able to maintain a powerful nuclear 
deterrent. 

Critics argue that the Treaty’s not 
100 percent verifiable. In reality, the 
Treaty enhances our current ability to 
monitor nuclear testing worldwide. It 
establishes an International Moni-
toring System, which creates a global 
network of 321 testing monitors. We 
would get all of the benefits of this 
larger system and only have to pay 25 
percent of its total cost. The Treaty 
also establishes an on-site inspection 
system. Perhaps most important, it 
will hold other nations accountable for 
their actions, and require them to pro-
vide explanations for suspicious con-
duct. 

We also have a safety valve in the 
Treaty—Safeguard F. The Administra-
tion didn’t send this Treaty to the Sen-
ate as a stand-alone document. They 
sent it here with six Safeguards under 
which, and only under which, the 
United States will adhere to the Trea-
ty. 

As Safeguard F states, adherence to 
the Treaty is explicitly conditioned on: 

. . . the understanding that if the Presi-
dent of the United States is informed by the 
Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of 
Energy that a high level of confidence in the 
safety or reliability of our nuclear weapons 
can no longer be certified, the President, in 
consultation with Congress, can withdraw 
from the Treaty. 

The importance of this safeguard 
cannot be overstated. It ensures that 
we will be able to do what is necessary 
to maintain our nuclear arsenal. 

President Kennedy, in his address to 
American University on June 10, 1963, 
spoke about the issue of verification 
while discussing the Limited Test Ban 
Treaty. He said, 

No treaty, however much it may be to the 
advantage of all, however tightly it may be 
worded, can provide absolute security 
against the risks of deception and evasion. 
But it can—if it is sufficiently effective in 
its enforcement and if it is sufficiently in the 
interests of its signers—offer far more secu-
rity and far fewer risks than an unabated, 
uncontrolled, unpredictable arms race. 

These words still hold true today. 
The risks posed by ratification of the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty pale in 
comparison to the risks posed if we re-
ject it. We have the opportunity, with 
this treaty, to open the door to a world 
without nuclear testing—a world that 

will be far safer from the danger of nu-
clear war. 

Voting on the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty is one of the most impor-
tant decisions that many of us will 
ever make. This vote holds profound 
implications not only for our genera-
tion, but for all the generations in the 
future. It makes no sense to risk a pre-
mature vote now that could result in 
rejection of the Treaty. As the poet 
Robert Frost pointed out, ‘‘Two roads 
diverged in a wood’’—and the one we 
take may well make all the difference 
between peace and nuclear war. 

I reserve the remainder of my time 
and yield it back to Senator BIDEN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

The argument has been made that 
the United States will not be able to 
modernize its deterrent arsenal to 
meet new threats or encounter new 
technologies under the Strategic 
Stockpile Stewardship Program, and 
that is why some of my colleagues are 
saying we cannot go ahead with this 
treaty. 

I want to make it clear, the test ban 
treaty does not prevent us from adapt-
ing most operational characteristics of 
a nuclear weapons system to changing 
military missions, should we determine 
we have to do that. Many important 
parts of a nuclear weapon can con-
fidently be developed, tested, and inte-
grated into nuclear weapons without 
any nuclear tests because they do not 
involve changes in the primary or sec-
ondary components of the warhead; 
that is, the so-called physics package. 

Dr. Paul Robinson, the Director of 
the Sandia National Laboratory, told 
the Armed Services Committee on 
Thursday night: 

Adapting deployed nuclear designs to new 
delivery systems, or even other delivery 
modes, is not constrained by the elimination 
of nuclear yield testing. 

Let me put this in ordinary English. 
We keep being told here what has hap-
pened is, if we sign on to this treaty 
without this Stockpile Stewardship 
Program being fully completed, we are 
going to put ourselves at great dis-
advantage, amounting to nuclear disar-
mament; we will not be able to mod-
ernize our systems, and our systems 
are going to atrophy. 

Dr. Robinson, the Director of Sandia, 
went on to describe a prominent suc-
cess in the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram that is working now. We have 
nine deployed systems, nine different 
kinds of nuclear bombs. One of them is 
the B61 Mod-7 strategic bomb. That 
was adapted without any nuclear tests. 

I have a photograph of that I will 
hold up now. That is a B–1 bomber. 
That red missile that is being dropped 
out of the belly of that bomber is a 
change in the B61 Mod-7 to a B61 Mod- 
11, in response to a different require-
ment. 

What was the different requirement? 
The military said they needed a nu-

clear weapon that could destroy tar-
gets that were buried very deeply in 
the ground, and that Mod-7 version of 
the B61 nuclear warhead could not do 
that. So without any nuclear test, they 
tested a new system. It is called the 
Mod-11. That can penetrate the Earth 
deeply and destroy deeply buried tar-
gets. 

This picture illustrates an important 
fact. You can test nearly everything in 
a nuclear weapon so long as you do not 
put enough nuclear material in it to 
cause an uncontrolled chain reaction. 
We did not set off this bomb, but we did 
test the bomb. You can take the pluto-
nium out of the bomb, and put uranium 
in the bomb, and you can test it. It just 
doesn’t set off this uncontrolled chain 
reaction. So this idea that we cannot 
change anything in our arsenal if we 
sign on to this is simply not correct. 

By the way, the JASON Group, which 
is the most prestigious group of nu-
clear scientists in the United States of 
America, studied this, and they said 
the Strategic Stockpile Stewardship 
Program can maintain all of our sys-
tems. One particular member of that 
group, testifying before the committee, 
Dr. Garwin, points out that we can 
even exchange entire physics packages; 
that is the plutonium and that sec-
ondary package, that device that ex-
plodes it, that blows up. In my visual 
image of it, the best way to explain it, 
as I was trying to explain it to my 
daughter who is a freshman in college, 
what happens is you get this pluto-
nium, and you have to have something 
to ignite it, set it off. So there is a sec-
ondary explosion that takes place, and 
it shoots all these rods into this pluto-
nium at incredible speeds. 

I yield myself 2 more minutes. 
What happens is it detonates the 

weapon, this chain reaction starts, and 
you have a thermonuclear explosion. 

The question has been raised whether 
or not, if we figured out that this plu-
tonium was no longer either stable or 
functional or was not reliable, could 
you take out of the warhead the thing 
that makes it go boom, the thing that 
causes the chain reaction, the thermo-
nuclear explosion, and put a new pack-
age in? Dr. Garwin says you sure can 
do that, without testing, without nu-
clear tests. 

This year, the first W–87—that is an-
other warhead—life extension unit was 
assembled in February for the Air 
Force at the Y12 plant in Oak Ridge. It 
met the first production milestone for 
the W–87 life extension. 

These are major milestones and suc-
cesses in the Stockpile Stewardship 
Program. I might add, as my friend 
from Massachusetts knows, nobody is 
suggesting we start to test now—no-
body that I am aware of. I should not 
say nobody. Nobody I am aware of. 
There may be somebody suggesting it. 

Preservation of the option of modern-
izing U.S. nuclear weapons to counter 
emerging defensive technologies, the 
phrase you hear, does not require ongo-
ing nuclear testing. The most likely 
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countermeasures would involve 
changes to the missile and its reentry 
system, not to the nuclear explosive. 

It is a red herring to suggest if we 
sign on to this treaty, we are locking 
ourselves into a system that is decay-
ing and moving into atrophy and we 
are going to find ourselves some day 
essentially unilaterally disarmed. That 
is a specious argument. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. BIDEN. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. KENNEDY. There were some 

questions raised in the Armed Services 
Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 2 minutes have expired. 

Mr. BIDEN. I yield time to the Sen-
ator. 

Mr. KENNEDY. What assurances will 
we have that there will be continued 
funding for the Stockpile Stewardship 
Program? I imagine that the Senator 
agrees, if this is indeed a concern, that 
we would be glad to make funding for 
the Stockpile Stewardship Program 
mandatory. And, I doubt that there 
would be any hesitancy, on the part of 
our colleagues, to get broad support for 
this in the Senate, if that was what 
was needed so that ensuring funding 
for this important program wasn’t an 
issue or a question. 

Many of the witnesses at the hear-
ings said: ‘‘How do we know there will 
be continued funding? They may very 
well cut back that program.’’ Is this 
another area about which the Senator 
is concerned, that we don’t know 
whether, year-to-year, the funds will be 
available for the Stockpile Steward-
ship Program. 

Can he give us some insight about his 
own thinking on how we can give as-
surances to the lab directors that there 
will be adequate funding for that pro-
gram in the future? 

Mr. BIDEN. The Senator, as usual, 
puts his finger on one of the incredible 
flaws in our opponents’ reasoning. 
They engage in circular reasoning. It 
goes like this: Without spending money 
on the Stockpile Stewardship Program, 
roughly $4.5 billion a year for 10 years, 
we will not be able to attain, when the 
shelf life of these weapons is reached 10 
years out or more, a degree of cer-
tainty that they are reliable and safe. 

You say: OK, we will fund it; we are 
for it, and the President sends up that 
number. 

Then they say: But we have a prob-
lem. Our Republican friends in the 
House won’t vote for that much money, 
and we had to fight too hard to get it 
and they probably won’t do it next 
year. The reason why, they go on to 
say, I am against this, although I think 
if we funded it, it would work and it 
would make sense, is my Republican 
colleagues in the House probably won’t 
fund it; therefore, I can’t be for this 
treaty because you guys are not fund-
ing the stockpile. 

I find that absolutely fascinating, 
but it is the circular reasoning which is 
being engaged. It strings together a 

group of non sequiturs that end up 
leading to a conclusion that makes no 
sense. 

The Senator has been here longer 
than I. Can he imagine, if we vote this 
treaty down and other nations begin to 
test, and those who voted it down are 
saying, by doing that, we think the 
United States should be able to test, 
can you imagine this or future Con-
gresses coming up with $45 billion to 
perfect a Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram which purpose and design is to 
avoid nuclear testing, to spend $45 bil-
lion for the redundancy? Can the Sen-
ator imagine us doing that? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I certainly cannot. 
The Senator has put his finger on one 
of the many reasons for supporting the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program which 
is to give the necessary assurances 
that funding for maintaining our weap-
ons stockpile will be there year after 
year. This was something I noted was a 
concern during the course of our hear-
ings—this question about the need for 
adequate funding. And, the Senator has 
responded to that concern. There is 
broad support, certainly on our side or 
for those who support this treaty, for 
giving the assurance that funding 
would be there. It is just one more of 
the arguments made by those who op-
pose this treaty that has now been re-
butted. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Senator for 
his response. I will raise this when we 
get to the amendments. I wish to point 
out there is one other ultimate safe-
guard. The ultimate safeguard is in the 
amendment, our last provision, which 
says, if, in fact, we do not fund the 
stockpile and that causes the labora-
tory Directors to say, ‘‘We cannot cer-
tify,’’ and that means the Secretary of 
Energy says, ‘‘We cannot certify,’’ the 
President of the United States, upon 
that determination, must withdraw 
from the treaty and allow us to begin 
to test. I am amazed at the arguments 
that are being made on the other side. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator will 
yield on that question, so the amend-
ment makes a change to the safeguards 
and makes this a mandatory require-
ment on the President to exercise the 
Supreme National Interest if the stock-
pile cannot be certified? 

Mr. BIDEN. Yes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. And, that is the 

measure that is going to be advanced 
by the leadership, yourself included, to 
be a part of the Resolution of Ratifica-
tion? 

Mr. BIDEN. That is correct. By the 
way, it is much stronger than any 
President wants. It is section (E) of the 
amendment we sent. I will read it to 
the Senator: 

Withdrawal from Treaty.—If the President 
determines that nuclear testing is nec-
essary— 

The antecedent to that is the lab Di-
rectors say it— 
to assure, with a high degree of confidence, 
the safety and reliability of the United 
States nuclear weapons stockpile, the Presi-
dent shall consult promptly with the Senate 

and withdraw from the Treaty pursuant to 
Article IX (2) of the Treaty in order to con-
duct whatever testing might be required. 

It is pretty strong. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 

It is about as clear as can be. I see our 
ranking member of the Armed Services 
Committee ready to speak, but I wel-
come again the comments of the Sen-
ator from Delaware about the risks to 
our international position if we fail to 
ratify or defeat the CTBT in terms of 
security and stability around the world 
and the continued possibility of nu-
clear testing over time. 

As a member of the Armed Services 
Committee, I am pleased that we held 
narrowly focused hearings on the many 
national security implications of this 
treaty. It is important that we nar-
rowly focused our attention on our own 
national security issues. But, these 
broader international security issues 
are powerful, and in rereviewing and 
reading again the letters, statements, 
and editorials sent in opposition to the 
Treaty, I think the importance of the 
broader international security issues, 
of further testing by other countries, 
and what the implications are going to 
be has been missed. I know the Senator 
addressed those, but I hope before we 
get into the final hours of this debate 
the Senator from Delaware will review 
that for the benefit of the membership. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I say to 
my friend from Massachusetts, this is 
another part of the circular reasoning. 
What I heard this morning on the floor 
and heard all day on Friday went like 
this: Without us being able to test, our 
6,000 strategic nuclear weapons are 
going to become unreliable—which is 
ridiculous in my view. I strike the 
word ‘‘ridiculous.’’ Which is highly un-
likely. I am trying to be polite. It is 
hard. 

Then they say because it is going to 
become unreliable, two things are 
going to happen. One is that our allies 
are going to conclude that our deter-
rent is no longer credible and, there-
fore, they are going to lose faith in us. 
What they are then going to do is de-
cide—Japan and Germany, which are 
nonnuclear powers—to become nuclear 
powers, and we are going to be esca-
lating the arms race by passing this 
treaty. 

The same day in an unprecedented 
move, to the best of my knowledge, the 
leader of Germany, the leader of 
France, and the leader of Great Britain 
sent an open letter to the Senate say-
ing: We, Germany, Japan, and France, 
have ratified this treaty. We strongly 
urge you, the Senate, to ratify this 
treaty in the interest of your country 
as well as ours. 

One of those signatories was the 
Chancellor of Germany, the very coun-
try my friends on the other side say, if 
we pass this treaty, Germany will go 
nuclear. I guarantee—I cannot guar-
antee anything. I will bet—I guess I am 
betting my career on this one—I will 
bet you anything that if we turn down 
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this treaty and it is clear that it can-
not be revived, within a decade Ger-
many and Japan are likely to be nu-
clear powers, particularly Japan, be-
cause what is going to happen is, India 
and Pakistan are going to continue 
testing. They will not sign this treaty. 
They say they will sign it now if we do. 
They will not sign the treaty. As India 
tests more and they move to deploy-
ment, China will test more. 

China will test in order to determine 
whether or not they can build smaller, 
lighter thermonuclear devices where 
multiple numbers can be put on mis-
siles. They will move from 18 nuclear 
weapons to God knows how many. Then 
Japan, sitting there in the midst of 
that region, is going to say, mark my 
words: We, Japan, have no choice but 
to become a nuclear power. 

We have spent 50 years of our stra-
tegic and foreign policy initiatives to 
make sure that does not happen. But 
that is what will happen. So now, at 
the end of the day, are we likely to be 
more secure 15 years from now with the 
scenario I paint? Which is more likely? 
Is it more likely that turning down 
this treaty is going to turn Japan and 
Germany into nuclear powers, increase 
the total nuclear capacity of China, 
and move India and Pakistan further 
along the nuclear collision path? Is 
that more likely? 

Or is it more likely—which is their 
worst case scenario—that what is going 
to happen is we are not going to fund 
the stockpile, we are not going to be 
able, in 10 years, to count on the reli-
ability of our weapons, the weapons lab 
Directors are going to come to the Sec-
retary of Energy, the Secretary of De-
fense and say, we can’t certify any 
more Messieurs Secretaries, and they 
go to the President of the United 
States and say, we can’t certify, and 
the President is going to say, oh, that 
is OK; don’t worry about it. We are 
going to be bound by the treaty. 

Which is a more likely scenario? 
What do you think? Which is more 
likely, that even if the stockpile de-
grades, any country, from China to our 
allies, is going to say, gee, their B–60 
M–11 may not function as they thought 
it would, and maybe they will only be 
able to fire off 4,900 strategic hydrogen 
bombs. Maybe they will only be able to 
do that; therefore, they have lost their 
deterrent capacity. They no longer 
have credibility. 

That is what you have to accept. You 
have to accept those kinds of argu-
ments to sign on to the notion that 
most of our Republican friends are ar-
guing. 

Which is the more likely scenario? I 
would respectfully suggest that 85 per-
cent or 80 percent of the American peo-
ple are right. They figured it out. They 
figured it out. 

So I hope I have responded, in part at 
least, to the Senator’s question. 

Mr. KENNEDY. You did. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. BIDEN. I yield to the ranking 
member of the Armed Services Com-

mittee, the Senator from Michigan, 
Mr. LEVIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my good friend 
from Delaware. I thank him also for 
the leadership he has shown, both on 
the floor and off the floor, in trying to 
bring this treaty to hearings before the 
Foreign Relations Committee, so that 
the full Senate could look at the pros 
and cons of this in a deliberative way. 

I start with a reference that Senator 
BIDEN made to three of our good al-
lies—France, Germany, and Great Brit-
ain. The chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee is here and perhaps he 
will recollect otherwise; and I would 
trust his recollection on this, if he 
does—but I cannot remember when 
three of our closest allies’ leaders have 
addressed a direct plea to the Senate. 
At least in the 20 years I have been 
here, I do not remember a letter com-
ing in from the Chancellor of Germany 
and the President of France, and the 
Prime Minister of Great Britain plead-
ing with us to ratify a treaty. That is 
how serious the stakes are in this de-
bate. 

The world is looking to the Senate. 
Sometimes we say that and believe it 
is true; but in this case we say it and 
know it is true. Because the world has 
signed on both to a nonproliferation 
treaty and to a Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty. 

There are a few exceptions, obvi-
ously. There are some states which will 
not sign any such treaty. But except 
for a few rogue nations, the world has 
signed on to a nonproliferation treaty 
and a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 
The world is looking at us, expecting 
our leadership. 

Even though the world is looking to 
us to ratify, that does not mean we 
should ratify this treaty if it makes us 
less secure. We should do what is in our 
security interests. But unless all of our 
allies and the rest of the world are 
wrong, the world will be a much more 
secure place if we stop testing nuclear 
weapons and if other countries stop 
testing nuclear weapons as well. 

How do we tell India ‘‘don’t test’’, if 
we ourselves want to test? How do we 
tell Pakistan, ‘‘don’t test; for God’s 
sake, for your security and the world, 
don’t test’’, if we say, oh, but we want 
to continue to test? 

What does that do to our argument? 
I would suggest it destroys it. It de-
stroys our standing to try to persuade 
countries that want to become nuclear 
powers, that want to add to their in-
ventories, that want to improve their 
inventories—it wipes out our standing 
to make the argument, if we say every-
body else ought to stop testing but us. 

We are the only superpower in this 
world. That gives us certain respon-
sibilities. But one of those responsibil-
ities is that we should be not just a su-
perpower, but we should be superwise 
as well. We should realize that we are 
not always going to be the world’s only 

superpower—nuclear or otherwise. We 
should behave with the realization that 
our actions today are going to affect 
the rest of the world, including the di-
rection they go in terms of non-
proliferation. 

As I said, I would not care if every 
country in the world signed or ratified 
this treaty if it was not in our security 
interests. I think we ought to listen, 
we ought to understand what the rest 
of the world is saying to us, we ought 
to remember our own commitments. 
We signed up to the indefinite exten-
sion of the nonproliferation treaty, and 
made a commitment to the world to 
conclude a comprehensive test ban 
treaty. We should remember our own 
commitments. We should consider 
what our allies and the rest of the 
world are saying to us. But if it were 
not in our own security interest, I 
would not recommend that we ratify 
the treaty. 

But we should surely listen to our 
top military leaders as to what they 
recommend to this Senate? What does 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff recommend strongly to the Sen-
ate? He says: 

The test ban treaty will help limit the de-
velopment of more advanced and destructive 
weapons and inhibit the ability of more 
countries to acquire nuclear weapons. It is 
true that the treaty cannot prevent pro-
liferation or reduce current inventories, but 
it can restrict nuclear weapons progress and 
reduce the risk of proliferation. 

General Shelton said: 
In short, the world will be a safer place 

with the treaty than without it. And it is in 
our national security interest to ratify the 
CTBT. 

Secretary Cohen said the following: 
By banning nuclear explosive testing, the 

treaty removes a key tool that a proliferator 
would need in order to acquire high con-
fidence in its nuclear weapons designs. 

Secretary Cohen said: 
Furthermore, the treaty helps make it 

more difficult for Russia, China, India, and 
Pakistan to improve existing types of nu-
clear weapons and to develop advanced new 
types of nuclear weapons. 

Secretary Cohen said: 
In this way, the treaty contributes to the 

reduction of the global nuclear threat. Thus, 
while the treaty cannot prevent proliferation 
or reduce the current nuclear threat, it can 
make more difficult the development of ad-
vanced new types of nuclear weapons and 
thereby help cap the nuclear threat. 

What the three world leaders, to 
whom I referred before and to whom 
Senator BIDEN referred earlier, said in 
their article and in their letter to us 
was the following: 

Rejection of the treaty in the Senate 
would remove the pressure from other states 
still hesitating about whether to ratify it. 
Rejection would give great encouragement 
to proliferators. Rejection would also expose 
a fundamental divergence within NATO. The 
United States and its allies have worked side 
by side for a comprehensive test ban since 
the days of President Eisenhower. This goal 
is now within our grasp. Our security is in-
volved as well as America’s. For the security 
of the world we will leave to our children, we 
urge the U.S. Senate to ratify the treaty. We 
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have President Chirac, Prime Minister Blair, 
Chancellor Schroeder of Germany, from 
their perspective, pleading with us to ratify 
this treaty. We have our top military leader-
ship, uniformed and civilian, urging us to 
ratify this treaty. That is the kind of assess-
ment which has been made of the value of 
this treaty. That is the kind of analysis 
which has been made. 

We should think carefully before we 
reject it; before we defeat a treaty that 
is aimed at reducing the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons in the world; before 
we give up our leadership in the fight 
against proliferation; and our efforts to 
go after proliferators. We keep saying 
the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction is the greatest threat this 
Nation faces; our military leaders tell 
us this treaty is an important step in 
the fight against proliferation. Before 
we give up that leadership and defeat a 
treaty which is adding momentum to 
the battle against proliferators, we 
surely should stop and assess what it is 
this Senate is about to do. 

It has been argued that we need test-
ing for the safety of our stockpile. The 
answer is that the stewards of the 
stockpile, the lab Directors, for the 
last 7 years have been certifying safety 
and reliability of the stockpile based 
not on testing, which we have given up 
for 7 years already, but based on a 
Stockpile Stewardship Program which 
has allowed them to certify with a high 
degree of confidence that our stockpile 
is safe and reliable, without one test in 
the last 7 years. 

Will they be able to do that forever? 
They think they can, but they are not 
sure. They told us they believe they 
will be able to continue to certify the 
safety and reliability of our stockpile 
without testing. They have also told us 
something else. Here I want to read a 
letter from them because there has 
been such a misunderstanding about 
what these three lab Directors have 
told us at our hearing. After the hear-
ing, they wrote a joint statement from 
which I want to read: 

While there can never be a guarantee that 
the stockpile will remain safe and reliable 
indefinitely without nuclear testing, we have 
stated that we are confident that a fully sup-
ported and sustained stockpile stewardship 
program will enable us to continue to main-
tain America’s nuclear deterrent without nu-
clear testing. If that turns out not to be the 
case, Safeguard F—which is a condition for 
entry into the Test Ban Treat by the U.S.— 
provides for the President, in consultation 
with Congress, to withdraw from the treaty 
under the standard ‘‘supreme national inter-
est’’ clause in order to conduct whatever 
testing might be required. 

People can quote different parts of 
the lab Directors’ testimony. I was 
there for it. The bottom line is, while 
they cannot guarantee that the Stock-
pile Stewardship Program will always 
allow them to certify safety and reli-
ability, they believe it will be able to 
do so, and therefore they are, in the 
words of one of them, ‘‘signed onto’’ 
this treaty. That is because if they 
can’t certify the safety and reliability 
of our nuclear stockpile in some future 
year they have the assurance in safe-

guard F, by which we can withdraw 
from the treaty if we need to conduct a 
nuclear test. We have incorporated 
that safeguard and, indeed, strength-
ened it in the amendment to this reso-
lution, that we will withdraw from this 
treaty and begin nuclear testing again 
if necessary. We do not want our stock-
pile to be unsafe or unreliable. Nobody 
does—none of us. 

The question then is, Can we join the 
rest of the world, at least the civilized 
world, in a comprehensive test ban to 
fight the proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons, and at the same time assure our-
selves that if we need to test again, we 
will be able to do so by notifying the 
rest of the civilized world in advance 
that we retain the right to withdraw 
from the treaty and test if our security 
requires it? In other words, in the 
event the day comes when testing is 
needed to certify safety and reliability, 
we are putting the world on notice now 
that we intend to exercise that with-
drawal clause. 

Could somebody cheat? That is the 
other argument which has been used, 
that somebody could cheat at a very 
low level of testing, that somebody 
might be able to get away with it, that 
our seismic detection capability is not 
such that we would be certain we 
would catch a very low level test. 

This is what Secretary Cohen says 
about the cheating question: 

Is it possible for states to cheat on the 
treaty without being detected? The answer is 
yes. We would not be able to detect every 
evasively conducted nuclear test. And from a 
national security perspective, we do not need 
to. But I believe that the United States will 
be able to detect a level of testing, the yield 
and number of tests, by which a state could 
undermine the U.S. nuclear deterrent. 

So the Secretary of Defense is testi-
fying that militarily significant cheat-
ing would be caught, that a low-level 
test by a power would be taking a huge 
risk in cheating, because there are 
other means besides seismic detection 
to get evidence of a cheating. But most 
importantly, if a signatory to this 
treaty decided to cheat and take that 
risk, they could not undermine our nu-
clear deterrent. It would not be a mili-
tarily significant cheating that could 
occur without our knowing it seis-
mically. We would not have to rely on 
other means in order to discover a 
militarily significant act of cheating. 
Plus, General Shelton and Secretary 
Cohen have both told us that the trea-
ty, if it comes into effect, will increase 
our ability to observe and monitor 
tests because it will create over 300 ad-
ditional monitoring stations in 90 
countries specifically in order to detect 
nuclear testing. 

I will conclude with two points. One, 
this Senate is not ready to ratify this 
treaty. Indeed, maybe it never will rat-
ify the treaty. But it is clear now that 
this Senate will not ratify the treaty 
at this time. I believe at a minimum 
we should do no damage, do no harm. 

There are many of us who have not 
focused adequately on these issues, by 
the way. This has been a very trun-

cated period of time for consideration, 
with very few hearings focused directly 
on the treaty. I know we had three 
hearings in the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and there was one in Foreign 
Relations last week that focused di-
rectly on this treaty. 

We are here under a unanimous con-
sent agreement which allows only one 
amendment by the majority leader and 
one by the Democratic leader to this 
treaty, an unusual restriction for con-
sideration and deliberation of a treaty. 
No other amendments are in order; no 
other restrictions, conditions on a res-
olution of ratification, but the one. So 
we are here in a very restricted cir-
cumstance and a very short time limit. 
It is not a deliberative way to address 
a treaty. This Senate should do better. 

At a minimum, my plea is, do no 
harm. Do no harm to the cause of 
antiproliferation. The way to avoid 
doing harm, regardless of where people 
think they are on the merits of the 
treaty, is to delay consideration of this 
treaty. 

My final point has to do with the 
delay issue. There is a precedent for de-
laying a vote on a treaty even though 
a vote had actually been scheduled. 
The precedent is the most recent arms 
control treaty we looked at, I believe, 
which is the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention. There was a vote actually 
scheduled on the Chemical Weapons 
Convention. There was a vote that was 
scheduled on the Chemical Weapons 
Convention for September 12, 1996. 
Shortly before that vote, Senator Dole, 
who was then a candidate for Presi-
dent, announced his opposition to the 
Chemical Weapons Convention. It was 
decided on the 12th, which I believe was 
the actual day scheduled by unanimous 
consent for a vote on the convention, it 
was decided to vitiate that unanimous 
consent agreement and to delay the 
vote on the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion. A vote was set, by unanimous 
consent agreement, but given the oppo-
sition of one of the Presidential can-
didates—similar to what we have going 
on now, by the way, where we have op-
posing positions taken by Presidential 
candidates of both parties—it was de-
cided then that it was the wiser course 
for the Senate to delay the vote on the 
Chemical Weapons Convention. 

I said before on this floor last week 
that I think we are in an analogous sit-
uation to what occurred back in Sep-
tember of 1996. I raise it again for a 
very specific point. At that time, there 
were no conditions attached to the de-
cision to delay the vote. The Senate 
agreed to vitiate the unanimous con-
sent agreement, to delay the vote; but 
there was no requirement, no condition 
attached as to when it would be 
brought up or not brought up. It was 
simply to vitiate. People decided—we 
decided in this body—that it was a 
wiser course of action not to proceed 
under the circumstances—one similar 
to what exists now, but there are dif-
ferent circumstances now that are, I 
think, additional reasons not to vote at 
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this time, including the very narrow 
UC under which we are operating, with 
the strict consideration of a total of 
two amendments. 

I suggest we look back—and we are 
going to do what each of us always 
does, which is follow our own con-
sciences as to what is best for this Na-
tion. In my judgment, ratification is 
best, but, clearly, that is not where the 
Senate is now. I hope there is a major-
ity of us who believe, for various rea-
sons, the better course of wisdom is 
that we not proceed to defeat this trea-
ty at this time—whether it is because 
that defeat would constitute a blow to 
our leadership in the battle against 
proliferation in this world, as three 
major allies have told us, or whether it 
is because this institution has not had 
adequate time yet to fully understand 
and consider and deliberate over this 
very complicated treaty; for whatever 
reason—and many exist—I hope we will 
delay this vote. I cannot foresee a cir-
cumstance, as I have told my good 
friend from Virginia, where I would 
want to see this treaty brought up next 
year, given the fact that the election is 
at the end of next year. However, I 
can’t preclude any circumstance from 
existing. I can’t predict every world 
circumstance that would exist, where I 
would be comfortable saying we should 
under no circumstances consider this 
treaty, no matter what happens. 

But I can, in good conscience, say I 
can’t foresee any such circumstances 
because I can’t. Will the world situa-
tion change? Will India and Pakistan 
begin testing because we fail to ratify? 
Will that then lead to China to begin 
their testing again? Will that have an 
impact on Russia? Will the political 
situation change in the United States 
where candidates of both parties will 
possibly decide that this treaty is in 
our best interest? Can I foresee any of 
that happening? No. Do I believe any of 
that will happen? No. But it could. 

Circumstances can change. So I 
would not want to see us saying there 
are no circumstances under which any-
body could even raise the question of 
consideration of this treaty next year. 
It is a very straightforward statement 
and, again, I conclude by saying, per-
sonally, I hope we delay the vote. Per-
sonally, I can foresee no circumstances 
under which this should be brought up 
next year. We should wait until after 
the Presidential elections, in the ab-
sence of some unforeseeable cir-
cumstance. But I hope that is what the 
Senate, in its deliberative wisdom, de-
cides to do. 

At this time, I have been authorized 
to yield 5 minutes to Senator DORGAN. 
I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAPO). The Senator from North Da-
kota is recognized. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, who 
will acquire nuclear weapons in the 
months and years ahead? Which coun-
tries? Which groups? Which individ-
uals, perhaps, will acquire nuclear 
weapons? Many would like to acquire 

nuclear weapons. Terrorist groups 
would like access to nuclear weapons. 
Rogue countries would like access to 
nuclear weapons. 

The cold war is over, the Soviet 
Union is gone, the Ukraine is nuclear 
free; the two nuclear superpowers are 
Russia and the United States. Between 
us, we have 30,000 nuclear weapons. 
What responsibility do we have as a 
country to try to prevent the spread of 
nuclear weapons to other countries and 
to reduce the nuclear weapons that 
now exist? Well, we have a lot of re-
sponsibility. It is our requirement as a 
country to exercise the moral leader-
ship in the world, to reduce the dangers 
of nuclear war, and stop the spread of 
nuclear weapons. 

Some have never supported any arms 
control agreements. I respect that. 
They have a right to do that. I don’t 
agree with it. I think it is wrong. None-
theless, there are those who have never 
supported any arms control agree-
ments. Yet, arms control agreements 
work. We know they work. 

I ask unanimous consent to show a 
piece of a Russian Backfire bomber 
wing on the floor of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. This is a piece of a 
wing sawed off of a Russian Backfire 
bomber. This bomber wasn’t brought 
down from the skies with hostile fire. 
This bomber wasn’t destroyed because 
of conflict. This piece of wing came 
from a Russian bomber because this 
country and the Russians have an 
agreement to reduce the number of 
bombers, missiles, and submarines in 
our arsenal, and reduce the number of 
nuclear warheads. 

This other item is copper wiring, 
ground up from a Russian submarine 
that used to carry missiles with nu-
clear warheads aimed at the United 
States of America. Did we sink that 
submarine in hostile waters? No, it was 
destroyed and the wiring ground up by 
the Cooperative Threat Reduction Pro-
gram, under which the United States 
assists in the destruction of bombers, 
missiles, and warheads in Russia. We 
bring down the number of weapons in 
our stockpile; they bring down the 
weapons in theirs. The delivery sys-
tems are brought down as well. 

Does arms control work? Of course, it 
works. We know it works. That is why 
I am able to hold the part of a Russian 
bomber here in the U.S. Senate. Of 
course, it works. There are some who 
have never supported any of this. They 
have that right. But, in my judgment, 
the decision not to support aggressive 
arms control efforts is inappropriate 
and wrong. 

Now we are debating the issue of 
whether we will have a Comprehensive 
Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty—something 
that was aspired to by President Eisen-
hower nearly 40 years ago. A Com-
prehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty 
was something that President Eisen-
hower lamented he was not able to ac-
complish. Forty years later—after 

years of negotiation—2 years ago, it 
was sent to the Senate, signed by the 
President, and asked to be ratified in 
the Senate. It was sent to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee. I know 
there have been debates about it, but 
there was not one hearing in that For-
eign Relations Committee in 2 years on 
the CTBT. And then, with 10 days’ no-
tice, it is brought to the floor of the 
Senate for a vote. Some say, well, that 
is fine. That is a consideration. That is 
not thoughtful consideration; that is a 
thoughtless way to handle this issue. 

This is a serious issue, a big issue, an 
issue with great consequence. Ten 
days, no comprehensive hearings—that 
is a thoughtless way to handle this 
issue. India and Pakistan have deto-
nated nuclear weapons literally under 
each other’s chin. They don’t like each 
other. That is an ominous development 
for the world. The question of whether 
it could result in a nuclear exchange or 
a nuclear war is a very real question. 
Can we as a country intervene to say, 
do not explode these nuclear weapons, 
do not test nuclear weapons? Do we 
have the ability to say to India and 
Pakistan that this is a dangerous step? 

Mr. President, we had better have 
that resolve. That resolve must come 
from us. 

I have heard a lot of reasons on the 
Senate floor why this should not be 
ratified all from the same folks who 
have never supported ratification of 
any treaty that would lead in the di-
rection of arms control. All of the ar-
guments I have heard, in my judgment, 
are not relevant to this treaty. It is 
proposed that somehow this treaty 
would weaken our country. 

Here is what would happen when this 
treaty is ratified. The number of moni-
toring stations across the world will go 
to well over 300. We will substantially 
enhance our capability to monitor 
whether anyone explodes a nuclear 
weapon. 

Here is what we have now. Here is 
what they will have if the CTBT enters 
into force. 

How on Earth can anyone credibly 
argue that this doesn’t strengthen our 
ability to detect nuclear explosions 
anywhere on the Earth? It is an absurd 
argument to suggest that somehow 
ratifying this treaty will weaken our 
country. 

The last four Chairmen of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, all the senior military 
leadership now serving in this country, 
including Gen. Colin Powell, and pre-
viously retired Joint Chiefs of Staff 
support this treaty. Would they do so 
because they want to weaken this 
country? Of course not. They support 
this treaty because they know and we 
know this treaty will strengthen this 
country. It will strengthen our resolve 
to try to stop the spread of nuclear 
weapons. The Joint Chiefs of Staff say 
in a very real sense that one of the best 
ways to protect our troops and our in-
terests is to promote arms control, in 
both the conventional and nuclear 
realms, arms control can reduce the 
chances of conflict. 
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Gen. Omar Bradley said, ‘‘We wage 

war like physical giants and seek peace 
like ethical infants.’’ 

There is not nearly the appetite that, 
in my judgment, must exist in this 
country—and especially in this Sen-
ate—to stand up for important signifi-
cant issues—serious issues. That is 
what we have here. 

The military leaders say this treaty 
is in this country’s security interest. 
The scientists, 32 Nobel laureates, the 
chemists, physicists, support ratifica-
tion. Dr. Garwin, who I was out on the 
steps of the Capitol with last week, 
who worked on the first nuclear bomb 
in this country, says this treaty is in 
this country’s interest. We can safe-
guard this country’s nuclear stockpile, 
the scientists say; we can do that, they 
say. And the detractors say, no, you 
can’t. These detractors—let me talk for 
a minute about this. 

National missile defense: They say: 
Let’s deploy a national missile defense 
system right this minute. The Pen-
tagon and the scientists say we can’t, 
we don’t have the capability. Our 
friends say: No. We don’t agree with 
you. You can and you have the capa-
bility. They say: We demand you do it, 
and we want you to deploy it. 

On the Comprehensive Nuclear Test- 
Ban Treaty, the detractors say: Well, it 
would weaken this country because we 
can’t detect nuclear tests and we can’t 
maintain our stockpile. And the mili-
tary leaders and the scientists say: You 
are wrong. We can safeguard our stock-
piles. We can detect nuclear explosions. 

This selective choosing of when you 
are willing to support the judgment of 
the best scientists in this country or 
the military leaders of this country is 
very interesting. 

Last week, Tony Blair, Jacques 
Chirac, and Gerhard Schroeder, the 
leaders of England, France, and Ger-
many, sent an op-ed piece to the New 
York Times asking this country to rat-
ify this treaty. That ought not be the 
position this country is in. This coun-
try ought to be a leader on this issue. 
Now, we are being asked by our allies 
to please lead. We ought not have to be 
asked to provide leadership to stop the 
spread of nuclear weapons. What are we 
thinking of? 

Last week, the chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee referenced 
comments from the Governor of my 
State on the floor of the Senate, saying 
he is worried that the nuclear stockpile 
is not safe and pointing out that we 
have nuclear weapons in our State. 

It is an interesting and brand new ar-
gument that I hear. I have not heard 
anyone stand on the floor of the Senate 
in recent months saying we have a real 
problem with the safety of the nuclear 
stockpile. This is just a straw man. 
That is what this is. 

I know the majority leader thought 
it was probably an interesting strategy 
to bring up the treaty without com-
prehensive hearings, without com-
prehensive discussions and debate, and 
without much of an opportunity for the 

American people to be involved in the 
debate on a Comprehensive Nuclear 
Test-Ban Treaty, and then say we want 
to vote on it. We are going to kill this 
thing. 

You know those who think that way 
I guess can grin all the way to the vote 
tally. But there won’t be smiles on the 
faces of those around the world who 
rely on this country to be a leader in 
stopping the spread of nuclear weap-
ons. This country has a greater respon-
sibility in this area, and we can exer-
cise that responsibility by voting to 
ratify this Comprehensive Nuclear 
Test-Ban Treaty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
VOINOVICH). The Senator from Dela-
ware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Parliamentary inquiry: 
How much time is under the control of 
the Senator from Delaware? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty 
minutes. 

Mr. BIDEN. Is there time on the 
amendment once the amendment is 
called up? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be 4 hours equally divided on each 
of the two amendments that may be 
called up. 

Mr. BIDEN. One last parliamentary 
inquiry. Am I able to call up the Demo-
cratic leader’s amendment now, and 
would the time begin to run on that 
amendment now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may proceed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2291 
(Purpose: To condition the advice and con-

sent of the Senate on the six safeguards 
proposed by the President) 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, on behalf 

of the Democratic leader, I call up 
amendment No. 2291. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN), 

for Mr. DASCHLE, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2291. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike all after the resolved clause and in-

sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SENATE ADVICE AND CONSENT SUB-

JECT TO CONDITIONS. 
The Senate advises and consents to the 

ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear 
Test Ban Treaty, opened for signature and 
signed by the United States at New York on 
September 24, 1996, including the following 
annexes and associated documents, all such 
documents being integral parts of and collec-
tively referred to in this resolution as the 
‘‘Treaty,’’ (contained in Senate Treaty docu-
ment 105–28), subject to the conditions in 
section 2: 

(1) Annex 1 to the Treaty entitled ‘‘List of 
States Pursuant to Article II, Paragraph 28’’. 

(2) Annex 2 to the Treaty entitled ‘‘List of 
States Pursuant to Article XIV’’. 

(3) Protocol to the Comprehensive Nuclear 
Test-Ban Treaty. 

(4) Annex 1 to the Protocol. 
(5) Annex 2 to the Protocol. 

SEC. 2. CONDITIONS. 
The advice and consent of the Senate to 

the ratification of the Treaty is subject to 
the following conditions, which shall be 
binding upon the President: 

(1) STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP PROGRAM.—The 
United States shall conduct a science-based 
Stockpile Stewardship program to ensure 
that a high level of confidence in the safety 
and reliability of nuclear weapons in the ac-
tive stockpile is maintained, including the 
conduct of a broad range of effective and 
continuing experimental programs. 

(2) NUCLEAR LABORATORY FACILITIES AND 
PROGRAMS.—The United States shall main-
tain modern nuclear laboratory facilities 
and programs in theoretical and exploratory 
nuclear technology that are designed to at-
tract, retain, and ensure the continued appli-
cation of human scientific resources to those 
programs on which continued progress in nu-
clear technology depends. 

(3) MAINTENANCE OF NUCLEAR TESTING CAPA-
BILITY.—The United States shall maintain 
the basic capability to resume nuclear test 
activities prohibited by the Treaty in the 
event that the United States ceases to be ob-
ligated to adhere to the Treaty. 

(4) CONTINUATION OF A COMPREHENSIVE RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM.—The 
United States shall continue its comprehen-
sive research and development program to 
improve its capabilities and operations for 
monitoring the Treaty. 

(5) INTELLIGENCE GATHERING AND ANALYT-
ICAL CAPABILITIES.—The United States shall 
continue its development of a broad range of 
intelligence gathering and analytical capa-
bilities and operations to ensure accurate 
and comprehensive information on world-
wide nuclear arsenals, nuclear weapons de-
velopment programs, and related nuclear 
programs. 

(6) WITHDRAWAL UNDER THE ‘‘SUPREME IN-
TERESTS’’ CLAUSE.— 

(A) SAFETY AND RELIABILITY OF THE U.S. NU-
CLEAR DETERRENT; POLICY.—The United 
States— 

(i) regards continued high confidence in 
the safety and reliability of its nuclear weap-
ons stockpile as a matter affecting the su-
preme interests of the United States; and 

(ii) will regard any events calling that con-
fidence into question as ‘‘extraordinary 
events related to the subject matter of the 
Treaty’’ under Article IX(2) of the Treaty. 

(B) CERTIFICATION BY SECRETARY OF DE-
FENSE AND SECRETARY OF ENERGY.—Not later 
than December 31 of each year, the Secretary 
of Defense and the Secretary of Energy, after 
receiving the advice of— 

(i) the Nuclear Weapons Council (com-
prised of representatives of the Department 
of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the 
Department of Energy), 

(ii) the Directors of the nuclear weapons 
laboratories of the Department of Energy, 
and 

(iii) the Commander of the United States 
Strategic Command, shall certify to the 
President whether the United States nuclear 
weapons stockpile and all critical elements 
thereof are, to a high degree of confidence, 
safe and reliable. Such certification shall be 
forwarded by the President to Congress not 
later than 30 days after submission to the 
President. 

(C) RECOMMENDATION WHETHER TO RESUME 
NUCLEAR TESTING.—If, in any calendar year, 
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary 
of Energy cannot make the certification re-
quired by subparagraph (B), then the Secre-
taries shall recommend to the President 
whether, in their opinion (with the advice of 
the Nuclear Weapons Council, the Directors 
of the nuclear weapons laboratories of the 
Department of Energy, and the Commander 
of the United States Strategic Command), 
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nuclear testing is necessary to assure, with a 
high degree of confidence, the safety and re-
liability of the United States nuclear weap-
ons stockpile. 

(D) WRITTEN CERTIFICATION; MINORITY 
VIEWS.—In making the certification under 
subparagraph (B) and the recommendations 
under subparagraph (C), the Secretaries shall 
state the reasons for their conclusions, and 
the views of the Nuclear Weapons Council, 
the Directors of the nuclear weapons labora-
tories of the Department of Energy, and the 
Commander of the United States Strategic 
Command, and shall provide any minority 
views. 

(E) WITHDRAWAL FROM THE TREATY.—If the 
President determines that nuclear testing is 
necessary to assure, with a high degree of 
confidence, the safety and reliability of the 
United States nuclear weapons stockpile, the 
President shall consult promptly with the 
Senate and withdraw from the Treaty pursu-
ant to Article IX(2) of the Treaty in order to 
conduct whatever testing might be required. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, to put 
this in context, one of the unfortunate 
ways in which this debate has devel-
oped, in my view, on this very impor-
tant treaty is that the President of the 
United States when he put his signa-
ture on the Comprehensive Nuclear 
Test-Ban Treaty attached to it a num-
ber of conditions when he referred the 
treaty to the Senate. He sent up, along 
with the treaty, a total of six condi-
tions that he said he wanted added to 
the treaty before we ratified the trea-
ty. 

As we all know, in previous arms 
control agreements, it has been our 
practice in the Senate to add condi-
tions to treaties. When it was agreed 
that we were given essentially an ulti-
matum that if we wanted to debate 
this treaty at all, we had to agree to 
the following time constraints. 

I was under the impression that the 
starting point for this debate would be 
what the President said he wanted, 
which was he wanted us to ratify the 
treaty itself and the six conditions. I 
found out later it was only the treaty. 

Although we were entitled to an 
amendment on each side, the Demo-
cratic side, or in this case the Demo-
cratic leader’s amendment would have 
to be what the President said he want-
ed as part of the package to begin with 
in order to be for the treaty. 

Usually what has happened, as the 
chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee knows, we debated at 
length, for instance the treaty on the 
Chemical Weapons Convention we had 
extensive hearings in the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. The outcome of those 
hearings was that we voted on, or 
agreed upon, or we negotiated a num-
ber of conditions. There were 28 condi-
tions before we brought it to the Sen-
ate floor. 

That is the usual process. But since 
we didn’t have the first formal hearing 
on this treaty until after it was dis-
charged—that is a fancy word for say-
ing we no longer had any jurisdiction— 
and it was sent to the floor, here we 
are in the dubious position of having to 
use 2 hours on the one amendment we 
have available to us, an amendment to 

ask that the President’s whole package 
be considered. That is where we are. 

The amendment that has been sub-
mitted by the Democratic leader con-
tains six conditions that corresponded 
to the six conditions that the President 
of the United States said were needed 
in order for him to be secure with the 
Senate ratifying this treaty. These 
conditions were developed in 1995 be-
fore the United States signed the trea-
ty. They were critical to the decision 
by the executive branch to seek the 
test ban treaty in which the standard 
would be a zero yield; that is, zero 
yield resulting from an uncontrolled 
chain react—a nuclear explosion. 

We in turn think it is critical that in 
providing the advice and consent to 
this treaty, the Senate codify these six 
safeguards that the President of the 
United States said were conditions to 
the Resolution of Ratification. Let me 
explain why. 

The safeguards were announced by 
President Clinton in August of 1995. 
They were merely statements of policy 
by the President, and there is no way 
for President Clinton to bind future 
Presidents with such statements. How-
ever, we can. 

Conditions in a Resolution of Ratifi-
cation, by contrast—which is what I 
am proposing now—are binding upon 
all future Presidents. Therefore, ap-
proval of these conditions will lock 
them in for all time, so that any future 
President or future Congress, long 
after we are gone, will understand that 
these safeguards are essential to our 
continued participation in the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty. 

Administration witnesses who testi-
fied before the Armed Services Com-
mittee and the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee underscored the importance of 
these safeguards during the Senate 
hearings last week. I suspect that is 
why our Republican friends didn’t 
allow Members to bring these up as 
part of the original instruments. So we 
started off as we would had it come out 
of committee, with the actual treaty, 
plus the conditions attached. I expect 
the reason they didn’t want this side to 
do that is it would strengthen the 
hands of those who were for the treaty. 

I understand the tactical move, but I 
think it is unfortunate because, as we 
all know, the witnesses who testified 
from the administration, others from 
the laboratories, and others who were 
with the laboratories and were in 
former administrations, all those peo-
ple who testified underscored the im-
portance of these safeguards. In other 
words, they didn’t want the treaty 
without these safeguards. 

During the testimony before the 
Armed Services Committee, Dr. Paul 
Robinson, Director of Sandia Labora-
tory, testified: 

The President’s six safeguards should be 
formalized in the resolution of ratification. 

General Shelton, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, stated: 

The Joint Chiefs support ratification of 
CTBT with the safeguards package. 

Of the six conditions, the first, the 
third, and the last are interrelated and 
probably the most important. The first 
condition relates to the Stockpile 
Stewardship Program. Anyone who has 
listened to this debate now under-
stands what that is. The Stockpile 
Stewardship Program will be essential 
to ensuring the safety and reliability of 
our nuclear weapons in the future. It 
requires this condition: That the 
United States shall conduct a science- 
based Stockpile Stewardship Program 
to ensure a high level of confidence in 
the safety and the reliability of nuclear 
weapons in our active stockpile. 

As we have all heard over the course 
of this debate, this Stockpile Steward-
ship Program is a 10-year, $45 billion, 
or $4.5 billion-a-year, project that is de-
signed to maintain the nuclear stock-
pile, and it will involve cutting-edge 
science, as it already has. It is already 
underway, and the Directors of the 
three National Laboratories have testi-
fied they believe they can maintain the 
stockpile of our nuclear weapons if the 
funding is provided. 

Already there have been difficulties, 
particularly in the other body, in se-
curing this level of funding. This first 
condition our amendment contains will 
assure that the funding will be there. 
The third condition which is in the 
amendment before the Senate requires 
that the United States ‘‘maintain the 
basic capability to resume nuclear test 
activities prohibited by the treaty in 
the event that the United States ceases 
to be obliged to adhere to the com-
mittee.’’ That means countries have to 
have a place to test the weapons under-
ground. 

We could let our underground test fa-
cilities go to seed and not maintain 
them, so that when the time came that 
we ever did have to pull out of this 
treaty, we would not be prepared to be 
able to resume testing. So we say as a 
further safeguard against the remote 
possibility that we will not be able to, 
through the Stockpile Stewardship 
Program, guarantee the reliability and 
safety of our weapons, a condition of 
the United States staying in this trea-
ty is that the Congress appropriate the 
money and the President and future 
Presidents use the money to maintain 
the facilities necessary to be able to re-
sume this testing if that event occurs. 

The effort to maintain this capacity 
is also well underway, I might add. It is 
also tied to the Stockpile Stewardship 
Program. Subcritical experiments—and 
we use certain phrases so much around 
here, sometimes it is easy to forget 
that most Members don’t have nuclear 
weapons as their primary responsi-
bility, and people listening on C–SPAN 
or the press aren’t—although many 
are—required to spend time to know 
what certain phrases mean. A subcrit-
ical experiment means a country can 
set off an explosion that doesn’t start a 
chain reaction. It only becomes critical 
when there is a chain reaction, which 
makes it a nuclear explosion. Subcrit-
ical means before the rods go banging 
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into the plutonium and something is 
started. That is a chain reaction. 

The subcritical experiments at the 
Nevada Test Site, which are a vital 
part of our stockpile stewardship, also 
enable test site personnel to keep and 
hone their skills and practice the pro-
cedures for actual nuclear weapons 
tests. Translated, that means we have 
specialized scientists who in the past 
have participated in the over 1,000 nu-
clear detonations we have used over 
the history of our program, and that 
without having detonated a nuclear ex-
plosion since 1992, these skilled sci-
entists still keep their skills honed by 
going into this test site facility and 
doing subcritical tests; for example, 
using uranium instead of plutonium or 
performing other tests that don’t re-
quire a nuclear explosion. 

We are not only maintaining the ca-
pability of being able to do a nuclear 
explosion; we are maintaining the nec-
essary personnel. The fact that subcrit-
ical experiments are scientifically 
valid and challenging also serves to 
make work at the test site worthwhile 
and attractive to skilled personnel. 

The reason I bother to mention that, 
in an argument against the treaty by 
one of the scientists who testified, I 
think before Senator HELMS’ and my 
committee, the Foreign Relations 
Committee, he said: We really like to 
make things go boom. He said: I’m a 
scientist; I like to make them go to the 
end of the experiment. I like to con-
duct them that way. But I can do it 
without making them go boom. 

What people worry about now, if you 
are not going to ‘‘make ’em go boom,’’ 
if you are not going to explode them, 
some will say scientists won’t want to 
be involved in that; it is not as exciting 
as if they could actually test. That is 
an argument that says we will lose a 
whole generation of nuclear scientists 
who know how to conduct these tests 
and know how to read them. 

Other scientists come along and, 
with the laboratories, say: No, no, no; 
we can keep all the interest we need to 
keep in a group of young scientists who 
will replace the aging scientific com-
munity who have been performing the 
tests because we will do what we call 
subcritical tests at the sites where we 
used to do the critical tests. 

Part of the agreement, part of the 
understanding, the requirement, is 
these facilities have to be maintained 
as opposed to saying we have a treaty 
now, we will not do nuclear explosions, 
so why spend the money on maintain-
ing these facilities? 

The answer is: To keep scientists in-
terested and to bring a whole new next 
generation of brain power into this 
area so they will have something they 
believe is worthwhile to do, as opposed 
to them going out and inventing new 
widgets, or deciding they are going to 
develop a commercial product or some-
thing. That is one of the legitimate 
concerns. 

The second concern has been: Once 
you pass this treaty, you know what 

you are going to do; you are going to 
stop funding the hundreds of millions 
of dollars it takes over time to main-
tain this place to be able to explode a 
nuclear weapon if we need to. 

We said: Do not worry about that; we 
are going to pass a treaty, and we com-
mit to spend money to continue to do 
it. If we do not, it is a condition not 
met and the President can leave the 
treaty. That is the third condition. 

The sixth condition is a failsafe 
mechanism, available to future Presi-
dents in case the critics of the stock-
pile program turn out to be right. 
Again, I might point out the critics of 
the stockpile program, including my 
good friend, and he is my good friend, 
are the very ones who have great faith 
in the Star Wars notion, great faith in 
the ability to put this nuclear umbrella 
over the United States so not a single 
nuclear weapon could penetrate and 
blow up and kill 5, 10, 20 million Ameri-
cans. They have faith in that scientific 
capability, whether it is laser-based 
space weapons or whether it is land- 
based systems. But they do not have 
faith in the ability to be able to test a 
weapon that has not been exploded. 

I understand that. It is a bit of a non 
sequitur for me to suggest you can 
have faith in one and not the other. I 
point out, as a nonscientist, as a plain 
old lawyer, it seems to me it takes a 
lot more to guarantee if somebody flies 
2, 10, 20, 50, 100 nuclear weapons at the 
United States, you will be able to pick 
them all out of the sky before they 
blow up and America will be held 
harmless, than it would be to deter-
mine the reliability of this bomb you 
take out of a missile, sit on a table at 
a test site, and test whether or not it 
still works or not without exploding it. 
One seems more complicated than the 
other to me. But maybe not. At any 
rate, after spending $45 billion and all 
this scientific know-how, we have to 
continue to be able to guarantee the 
reliability of our weapons. We have a 
sixth condition. 

Article IX of the treaty, I remind ev-
eryone, contains a standard withdrawal 
clause. I am talking not about the con-
dition; I am talking about the treaty 
itself now. Article IX has a standard 
withdrawal clause, permitting any 
party who signs the treaty the right to 
withdraw 6 months after giving notice; 
that is, start testing. 

We could ratify this tomorrow. We 
still have to wait for another 23 na-
tions to ratify it, but we could reach 
the critical mass—no pun intended— 
where enough nations sign and the 
treaty is in effect, and 6 months after 
that the President of the United States 
says: I no longer think this is in the 
national interest of the United States 
of America. I am notifying you within 
6 months we are going to start testing 
nuclear weapons and withdraw. That is 
what this article IX does. 

But what we do is, if the President— 
and this is a quote: 

. . . decides that extraordinary events re-
lated to the subject matter of the treaty 
have jeopardized its supreme interests[,] 

—he can withdraw from the treaty. 
Every year pursuant to the safe-

guard—I am back on the safeguards 
now—every year, we are saying, if this 
amendment is adopted, pursuant to 
safeguard 6, the National Laboratories’ 
Directors at Las Alamos, Sandia and 
Lawrence Livermore, all three of them 
have to go to the Secretary of Defense 
and the Secretary of Energy and cer-
tify that the Stockpile Stewardship 
Program is still working and they, the 
scientists at our three National Lab-
oratories say: We certify the reliability 
and safety of our nuclear weapons. 

The President, then, certifies to the 
Congress that there is a high degree of 
confidence in a safe and reliable stock-
pile. 

If any one of those National Labora-
tory Directors—and there is a redun-
dancy in what they check. By the way, 
do you know how it works now? The 
way it works now, we have nine de-
ployed systems, nine different types of 
hydrogen bombs located in the bellies 
of airplanes, on cruise missiles, in the 
bellies of submarines, on longer range 
missiles, or in a silo somewhere in the 
United States of America. Every year 
these National Laboratory Directors go 
out and get 11 of these warheads from 
each of those nine deployed systems. 
They take them back to the labora-
tories and they dissect them, they open 
them up, they look at them—to over-
state it—to see if there is any little 
corrosion there in the firing pin, that 
sort of thing. It is much more com-
plicated, but they check it out. 

They take one of them and they dis-
sect it, similar to what a medical stu-
dent does with a cadaver. They bring in 
11 people, 10 of whom they give a thor-
ough physical, the 11th they kill, cut 
up, and see if everything is working 
when they look inside. They do that 
now, and there is redundancy in the 
system. The three laboratories do that. 

Then they have to go to the Sec-
retary of Energy and the Secretary of 
Defense and say: We can certify that 
our arsenal out there is reliable and 
safe. 

But, if, under our condition 6, any 
one of those lab Directors says, ‘‘No, I 
don’t think I can certify this year, I 
don’t think I can do that,’’ then the 
Secretary of Energy has to be told 
that, and the Secretary of Energy, who 
is their immediate boss, has to then 
tell the President: No, no, we can’t cer-
tify, Mr. President. And under No. 6, 
safeguard No. 6, the President shall 
consult with us and must withdraw 
from the treaty. 

Let me read the exact language. It 
says this under E, page 5 of the amend-
ment, ‘‘Withdrawal from the treaty.’’ 
‘‘If the President determines,’’ and I 
just explained how he determines—if it 
is sent to him by the lab Directors and 
the Secretaries of Energy and Defense 
who say we can’t certify: 

. . . if the President determines that nu-
clear testing is necessary to assure with a 
high degree of confidence the safety and reli-
ability of the United States nuclear weapons 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:55 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00034 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S12OC9.REC S12OC9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S12363 October 12, 1999 
stockpile, the President shall consult 
promptly with the Senate and withdraw 
from the treaty pursuant to article IX. 

He doesn’t have a choice. He has to 
withdraw. That is the ultimate safe-
guard. 

So for those over there who say if it 
turns out this Stockpile Stewardship 
Program doesn’t work, they have to as-
sume one of two things if that conclu-
sion is reached. They have to assume 
the lab Directors are going to lie and 
they are going to lie to the Secretary 
of Energy. They are going to say: We 
can’t verify this, we can’t certify it, 
but we are going to do it anyway. They 
then have to assume the Secretary of 
Defense and the Secretary of Energy 
will say: Although we know we can’t 
certify, we are going to lie to the Presi-
dent, and we are going to tell the 
President our nuclear stockpile is no 
longer reliable, but don’t say anything, 
Mr. President. 

And they have to assume, then, that 
the President, knowing that this stock-
pile is no longer reliable, would look at 
the U.S. Congress and say: I, President 
Whomever, next President, certify that 
we can rely on our stockpile. 

They either have to assume that or 
they have to assume their concern 
about our stockpile is not a problem 
because the moment the President is 
told that, he has to call us and tell us 
and withdraw from the treaty, which 
means he can begin nuclear testing. 

Remember condition 3. We said you 
have to keep those big old places where 
they do the nuclear tests up to date. So 
he can begin to test. 

So what is the big deal? What are we 
worried about, unless you assume fu-
ture Presidents are going to lie to the 
American people, they are going to lie, 
they are going to say we can rely on 
this when we cannot? 

At the end of the process, if the 
President determines resumption of 
testing is necessary, then he has to 
start testing. That is what section 6 
says. So we put the world on notice 
that we have a program in place to 
maintain a reliable stockpile. 

If that does not work and we need to 
test, we put the world on notice as well 
today that we will and are prepared, 
politically and in practical terms, to 
withdraw from this treaty. I should 
emphasize that the certification proc-
ess, as I have said, is extremely rig-
orous: For 3 years running, the lab Di-
rectors have certified to the safety and 
reliability of our stockpile, but only 
after detailed review by thousands of 
people at our labs. 

The other three conditions involve 
the need to maintain several key ele-
ments of our national infrastructure. 
They require us to maintain modern 
nuclear laboratory facilities and pro-
grams in theoretical and exploratory 
nuclear technology and infrastructure 
of equipment and personnel, if you 
will—that is required—the continu-
ation of a robust research and develop-
ment program for monitoring, and, fi-
nally, our amendment requires the de-

velopment of a broad range of intel-
ligence gathering and analytical capa-
bilities and operations to ensure accu-
rate information about nuclear pro-
grams around the world. 

These six conditions should have 
been part of the treaty anyway, but 
they would not let us add them. We are 
going to add them now, with the grace 
of God and goodwill of our neighbors 
and 51 votes. These six conditions are 
essential to ratification of the treaty. 
If you do not want this treaty to work, 
then you will vote against this amend-
ment. 

I acknowledge if these safeguards are 
not there, nobody wants the treaty. 
The President does not want the trea-
ty. The lab Directors do not want the 
treaty. No one wants the treaty. There 
may be others that would be useful to 
add or even necessary for ratification 
of the treaty, but the leadership has 
said we can only have one amendment. 

They will recall that my own resolu-
tion, which led to this process, pro-
posed only hearings and final adoption 
by March 31 of next year. I want to put 
that in focus. I see others want to 
speak, so I will yield, but I want to 
make it clear it has been said time and 
again on the floor by the leader him-
self—and I am sure he unintentionally 
misspoke—he said he received a letter 
from 45 Democratic Senators saying 
they wanted a vote. 

Mr. HELMS. I don’t want the Senator 
to yield at an improper time—— 

Mr. BIDEN. I will finish this one 
point, and I will be delighted to yield 
the floor. 

Mr. HELMS. I have been following 
the amendment. 

Mr. BIDEN. I know the Senator has, 
and I appreciate that. I appreciate the 
respect he has shown for the efforts I 
have been making, notwithstanding we 
disagree on this considerably. 

I want to make this closing point at 
this moment, and that is, it has been 
said by the Republican leader, Senator 
LOTT, that 45 Senators demanded a 
vote on this treaty now. But 45 Sen-
ators signed a letter, including me. It 
was a Biden resolution—one that was 
about to be voted on when we were on 
another piece of legislation—that we 
have extensive hearings this year and 
that final action not occur until the 
end of March of next year, so every-
body could have a chance to go through 
all of these hearings, so everybody 
could have a chance to debate what we 
are talking about at much greater 
length than today. 

There has not been the bipartisan ne-
gotiation on conditions to this Resolu-
tion of Ratification that usually occurs 
during consideration of treaties. 

Mr. President, I see my friend from 
North Carolina is seeking recognition. 
I will be delighted to yield the floor to 
him. 

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

Mr. HELMS. If the Senator will 
yield. 

Mr. BIDEN. I will be delighted to. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I com-
pliment the Senator on the explanation 
of his amendment. I have been fol-
lowing him as he has been going along. 
We are far from being opposed to the 
amendment. We do not have any prob-
lem with the safeguards. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending amendment No. 
2291 be agreed to and the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object—and I obviously do 
not want to object to my own amend-
ment—we do have a time problem. I 
would be delighted to do that if the 
Senator would allow the remainder of 
the time on this amendment to be used 
on the Resolution of Ratification, so 
we do not use up—I have a number of 
Senators who wish to speak. That 
means I will only have 20 minutes left 
to debate this entire issue. I will be de-
lighted to have it accepted. I probably 
have about an hour or 20 minutes or 30 
minutes or 40 minutes left on the 
amendment; is that correct? 

Parliamentary inquiry: How much 
time is left on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety- 
one minutes. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous-consent that the Senator’s 
unanimous consent request be agreed 
to, with the condition that the remain-
ing 91 minutes and the 2 hours remain-
ing on the side of the Republican lead-
ership be added to the time remaining 
on the Resolution of Ratification. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have no 
objection to that. 

Mr. BIDEN. I have no objection to 
the unanimous consent request. I 
thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection to the request of the Sen-
ator from North Carolina with the pro-
posed modification? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment (No. 2291) was agreed 

to. 
Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, we have 

been going back and forth. Senator 
SARBANES is seeking recognition, but I 
see our friend Senator BROWNBACK is 
here. It is his turn if he wishes to 
speak. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I am willing to 
yield to Senator SARBANES if he wishes 
to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. BIDEN. How much time does the 
Senator need? 

Mr. SARBANES. Ten or 12 minutes. 
Mr. BIDEN. I yield 10 minutes to the 

Senator from Maryland. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

INHOFE). The Senator from Maryland. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, par-

liamentary inquiry. The amendment 
was adopted; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. BIDEN. There was a motion to 

reconsider made as part of the unani-
mous consent agreement and the mo-
tion to table. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 

correct. 
The Senator from Maryland. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of the Comprehensive Nu-
clear Test-Ban Treaty, the CTBT, to 
which the Senate has been asked to 
give its advice and consent. This is a 
landmark agreement that will help 
stem the tide of nuclear proliferation 
and reduce the risk of nuclear con-
frontation. In my view, it is a treaty 
that, on balance, will serve U.S. inter-
ests and strengthen U.S. security. 

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
is a product of nearly 40 years of labor. 
The idea was first endorsed in 1958 by 
President Eisenhower, who recognized 
that the most effective way of control-
ling the development and spread of nu-
clear weapons was to ban their testing. 

In 1963, the United States took the 
first step toward this end by signing 
and ratifying the Limited Test Ban 
Treaty, which prohibits nuclear explo-
sions in the atmosphere, outer space, 
and under water. 

Further limitations were established 
through the Threshold Test Ban Trea-
ty, signed in 1974, and the Peaceful Nu-
clear Explosion Treaty, signed in 1976. 
Under those treaties, the United States 
and the Soviet Union agreed to halt 
underground explosions larger than 150 
kilotons. 

When the cold war came to an end, 
sentiment began to build for a com-
prehensive ban on nuclear testing. 
President Bush signed legislation es-
tablishing a moratorium on such test-
ing that was joined by France and Rus-
sia and continues to this day. 

In January 1994, the Geneva Con-
ference on Disarmament began nego-
tiations on a treaty to forbid all nu-
clear explosions. An agreement was 
concluded in August of 1996, and the 
following month, President Clinton be-
came the first world leader to sign the 
new treaty. It was submitted to the 
Senate for advice and consent to ratifi-
cation just over 2 years ago, on Sep-
tember 24, 1997. 

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
is relatively simple and straight-
forward. 

First, it prohibits all explosions of 
nuclear devices. It does not ban the de-
velopment or production of nuclear 
materials, nor does it affect activities 
to maintain a secure and reliable 
stockpile. By establishing a zero 
threshold on nuclear yield that affects 
all countries equally, the treaty draws 
a clear and consistent line between 
what is permitted and what is not. 

Second, the treaty sets up a regime 
of verification and inspections, con-
sultation and clarification, and con-
fidence-building measures. An Inter-
national Monitoring System of 321 
monitoring facilities is to be estab-
lished, and all data will be stored, ana-
lyzed, and disseminated by an Inter-
national Data Center. In addition, in-
formation that the United States ob-
tains through its own intelligence can 
be used as the basis for a short-notice, 
on-site inspection request. 

Let me emphasize that. Information 
that the United States obtains through 
its own intelligence can be used as the 
basis for a short-notice, on-site inspec-
tion request. 

Third, the treaty creates an organi-
zation to ensure proper implementa-
tion and compliance, and to provide a 
forum for consultation and cooperation 
among States Parties. The new body 
will have a Technical Secretariat re-
sponsible for day-to-day management 
and supervision of the monitoring and 
data-collection operations, as well as a 
51-Member Executive Council, on 
which the United States would have a 
seat. Both the Technical Secretariat 
and the Executive Council are to be 
overseen by a Conference of States Par-
ties, which will meet at least annually. 

Finally, the treaty provides for meas-
ures to redress a situation and ensure 
compliance, including sanctions, and 
for settlement of disputes. Violations 
may result in restriction or suspension 
of rights and privileges under the trea-
ty, as well as the recommendation of 
collective measures against the offend-
ing party and the referral of informa-
tion and conclusions to the United Na-
tions. 

As Stephen Ledogar, who was the 
Chief Negotiator of the treaty for the 
U.S., testified before the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, the United States ob-
jected to the inclusion of specific sanc-
tions because of concerns about ap-
pointing an international organization 
‘‘to be not just the investigator and 
special prosecutor, but also the judge, 
jury, and jailer.’’ He explained, ‘‘we re-
serve for a higher body, the United Na-
tions Security Council in which we 
have a veto, the authority to levy sanc-
tions or other measures.’’ 

The CTBT, which has been signed by 
some 154 countries and ratified by 48, 
has drawn broad support not only from 
among the American population, but 
from key U.S. military and intel-
ligence officials and from our key al-
lies. 

It has been endorsed by the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Hugh 
Shelton, as well as former Chairmen 
Gen. John Shalikashvili, Gen. Colin 
Powell, Gen. David Jones, and Adm. 
William Crowe, and the directors of all 
three national laboratories that con-
duct nuclear weapons research and 
testing. 

NATO’s Defense Planning Committee 
and Nuclear Planning Group called for 
ratification and entry into force ‘‘as 
soon as possible.’’ Thirty-two Nobel 
laureates in physics have written to 
the Senate stating that ‘‘it is impera-
tive that the CTBT be ratified,’’ and 
noting that ‘‘fully informed technical 
studies have concluded that continued 
nuclear testing is not required to re-
tain confidence in the safety, reli-
ability and performance of nuclear 
weapons in the United States’ stock-
pile, provided science and technology 
programs necessary for stockpile stew-
ardship are maintained.’’ 

Despite the importance of the CTBT 
for U.S. national security, formal con-

sideration of the treaty has not taken 
place over the last 2 years. Now we are 
suddenly called upon to register a judg-
ment without the benefit of proper 
hearings and committee debate. While 
I have come to the conclusion that the 
merits of this treaty outweigh its 
risks, and that it is therefore deserving 
of Senate advice and consent to ratifi-
cation, I do regret that an issue of such 
significance should be taken up with-
out the normal course of hearings and 
proceedings leading up to the consider-
ation of a measure of this magnitude. 

Let me outline a few of the reasons 
why I support this treaty. First, it will 
help reduce threats to U.S. national se-
curity. A complete ban on testing 
makes it harder for countries already 
possessing nuclear weapons to develop 
and deploy more sophisticated new de-
signs, and for those seeking nuclear ca-
pability to initiate a nuclear weapons 
program. As we know, relatively sim-
ple bombs can be built without testing, 
but creating smaller, lighter weapons 
that are easier to transport and con-
ceal and that require less nuclear ma-
terial is difficult without explosive 
tests. 

With a global ban in place, a nation 
intent on conducting tests would take 
on the burdens not only of increased 
expenses and technical dangers, but 
also the risk of detection and imposi-
tion of international sanctions. In a 
very real sense, the CTBT locks in U.S. 
nuclear superiority while preventing 
reignition of arms races that con-
stitute serious threats to our national 
security. 

The CTBT also promotes U.S. secu-
rity by strengthening the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Treaty, the NPT, which 
entered into force in 1970 and was ex-
tended indefinitely in 1995. The NPT is 
the bedrock of international arms con-
trol policy, representing a bargain in 
which non-nuclear weapons states 
promised to foreswear the acquisition 
of nuclear weapons and accede to a per-
manent inspection regime so long as 
the nuclear powers agreed to reduce 
their arsenals. In order to gain ap-
proval for permanent extension of the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the 
five declared nuclear powers promised 
to negotiate and ratify a test ban trea-
ty. 

The CTBT further advances U.S. in-
terests by providing additional tools to 
enhance our current monitoring and 
detection capability. The International 
Monitoring System will record data 
from 321 sensor stations—262 beyond 
what the United States possesses 
today. 

The new facilities include 31 primary 
and 116 auxiliary seismic monitoring 
stations, 57 radionuclide stations to 
pick up traces of radioactivity, 8 
hydroacoustic stations to detect explo-
sions on or in the oceans, and 50 
infrasound stations to detect sound 
pressure waves in the atmosphere. 
Thirty-one of the new or upgraded 
monitoring stations are in Russia, 11 in 
China, and 17 in the Middle East, all 
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areas of critical importance to the 
United States. 

And one of the burden-sharing advan-
tages of the treaty is that the United 
States will have access to 100 percent 
of the information generated by these 
321 sensor stations but will pay only 25 
percent of the bill for obtaining it. 

Since the United States has not con-
ducted a nuclear explosion in 7 years, 
and is unlikely to test with or without 
this treaty, the major effect of the 
CTBT is to hold other countries to a 
similar standard. It includes surveil-
lance to identify warhead problems, as-
sessment to determine effects on per-
formance, replacement of defective 
parts, and certification of remanufac-
tured warheads. Our policy is to ensure 
tritium availability and retain the 
ability to conduct nuclear tests in the 
future, should withdrawal from the 
test ban regime be required. 

Thus, under the treaty, the United 
States will be able to depend on its nu-
clear deterrent capability, while other 
nations will find it much more difficult 
to build weapons with the degree of 
confidence that would be needed to 
constitute an offensive military threat. 
Any country that should test would 
find itself the subject of international 
response; whereas in the absence of a 
treaty, such behavior carries no pen-
alty. 

It has been suggested that the United 
States should wait until more of the 
nuclear capable countries—whose rati-
fication is essential for the treaty to go 
into effect—have ratified before mov-
ing forward on the treaty ourselves. 
Yet what incentive have the countries 
with only peaceful nuclear reactors to 
proceed, when the one country with the 
greatest number of deployed strategic 
warheads is unwilling to do so? 

Just as with the Chemical Weapons 
Convention, where U.S. approval facili-
tated ratification by Russia, China, 
Pakistan and Iran, U.S. ratification of 
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
will create increased momentum and 
pressure for others to come along. The 
treaty cannot enter into force without 
us, but it needs our support to convince 
others to join. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 4 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SARBANES. Indeed, all of our 
major allies have weighed in with their 
strong support for this treaty, which is 
particularly significant since they rely 
on our nuclear deterrent for their own 
defense. 

An article in the Washington Post on 
October 8 reported that: 

The world’s major powers, including Amer-
ica’s closest allies, warned the United States 
today that failure to ratify the multi-
national nuclear test ban treaty would send 
a dangerous signal that could encourage 
other countries to spurn arms control com-
mitments. 

German Foreign Minister Joschka 
Fischer was quoted as saying: 

What is at stake is not just the pros and 
cons of the test ban treaty, but the future of 
multilateral arms control. 

I ask unanimous consent the full text 
of that article be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See Exhibit 1.) 
Mr. SARBANES. Perhaps as compel-

ling as the case in favor of the treaty 
are the potential consequences of a 
negative vote. Senate rejection of the 
treaty could severely weaken the Nu-
clear Non-Proliferation Treaty, for 
which a review conference is scheduled 
next April. 

It is entirely possible, as the Wash-
ington Post reported, that ‘‘some non-
nuclear countries might regard failure 
to ratify the treaty as a broken prom-
ise that would relieve them of the obli-
gation to comply with key parts’’ of 
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. 
Such a result would not only undercut 
U.S. leadership and credibility on non-
proliferation, threatening our policy 
objectives in Iraq and North Korea, 
among other places, but could increase 
the likelihood of resumed testing and 
aggravate the situation in South Asia. 

Resumed testing would not only 
threaten regional security and U.S. 
strategic interests but could pose new 
challenges to public health and the 
natural environment. According to the 
Energy Department, more than one out 
of seven underground U.S. nuclear 
tests since 1963 vented radioactive 
gases into the atmosphere, and the 
problem will obviously be much worse 
in countries that do not take or cannot 
afford the same level of environmental 
protections. 

Some have objected that the treaty 
will be difficult to verify, that it will 
prevent the United States from main-
taining a safe and reliable nuclear ar-
senal. While no treaty is completely 
verifiable, I believe the CTBT will in-
crease, rather than decrease, our abil-
ity to monitor the development of nu-
clear weapons and preserve, not forfeit, 
our nuclear superiority. 

In his statement before the Armed 
Services Committee on October 6, Sec-
retary of Defense William Cohen ad-
dressed this point at length. I will 
quote the Secretary because I think his 
observations are extremely important. 

CTBT evasion is not easy; it would require 
significant efforts in terms of expertise, 
preparations and resources. In the end, the 
testing party has no guarantees that its 
preparation or its nuclear test will escape 
detection and possible on-site inspection, de-
spite its best efforts. In addition, detection 
capability varies according to the location of 
the clandestine test and the evasion meas-
ures employed; a potential evader may not 
understand the full U.S. monitoring capa-
bility, thus adding to his uncertainty. Fur-
ther, detection of a nuclear explosion con-
ducted in violation of the CTBT, would be a 
very serious matter with significant polit-
ical consequences. . . . Under CTBT, I be-
lieve the U.S. will have available sufficient 
resources to deter or detect, with confidence, 
the level of clandestine nuclear testing that 
could undermine the U.S. nuclear deterrent 

and take timely and effective counteraction 
to redress the effects of any such testing. 

I yield myself 2 additional minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. SARBANES. Moreover, to the ex-

tent Members are concerned with the 
adequacy of procedures for onsite in-
spections, I would remind them that, 
as with the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion, these procedures were crafted 
with an eye not only to gaining access 
to other countries’ facilities, but also 
to guarding against overly intrusive in-
spections within the United States. 
The lead U.S. treaty negotiator, Ste-
phen Ledogar, explained to the com-
mittee how those procedures were de-
veloped: 

This Treaty provides for on-site inspec-
tions on request by any Treaty party and 
with the approval of the Executive Council. 
No state can refuse an inspection. The U.S. 
position from the start was that on-site in-
spections were critical to provide us with 
added confidence that we could detect viola-
tions. And, if inspections were to be effec-
tive, they had to be conducted absolutely as 
quickly as possible after a suspicion arose, 
using a range of techniques with as few re-
strictions as possible. However, the U.S. also 
had to be concerned with its defensive pos-
ture, as well as an offensive one. It was nec-
essary to ensure that sensitive national se-
curity information would be protected in the 
event of an inspection on U.S. territory. The 
U.S. crafted a complicated, highly detailed, 
proposal that balanced our offensive and de-
fensive needs. There was resistance from 
some of our negotiating partners. However, 
by the time we were through, the Treaty 
read pretty much like the original U.S. paper 
put together jointly by the Departments of 
Defense, Energy, and State, the Intelligence 
Community, and the then-existing Arms 
Control Agency. 

With regard to the security of our 
nuclear arsenal, the President has pro-
posed six safeguards which will define 
the conditions under which the United 
States enters into the CTBT, and 
which, as I understand it, have been in-
corporated into the Resolution of Rati-
fication. I ask the ranking member, 
these have now been adopted; is that 
correct? 

Mr. BIDEN. That is correct, with 
some modifications making them even 
stronger. 

Mr. SARBANES. And those dealt 
with the conduct of the Stockpile 
Stewardship Program, the mainte-
nance of modern nuclear laboratory fa-
cilities, the maintenance of a basic ca-
pability to resume testing, should it 
become necessary, the continuation of 
a comprehensive research and develop-
ment program to improve our moni-
toring capabilities, the continued de-
velopment of a broad range of intel-
ligence gathering, and the ability to 
withdraw from the CTBT if the safety 
or reliability of a nuclear weapon type 
critical to our nuclear deterrent could 
no longer be certified. 

I believe these safeguards will ensure 
that U.S. national security interests 
can be met within the context of the 
treaty. 

Mr. President, I support ratification, 
but there do not appear to be enough 
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votes to approve it. The President, in 
his letter requesting that action be de-
layed, stated that 

. . . proceeding to a vote under these cir-
cumstances would severely harm the na-
tional security of the United States, damage 
our relationship with our allies, and under-
mine our historic leadership over 40 years, 
through administrations Republican and 
Democratic, in reducing the nuclear threat. 

I agree with the President’s assess-
ment. Therefore, I urge my colleagues 
to join in voting to postpone consider-
ation of the treaty while we undertake 
to build the necessary understanding 
and political support that will lead to 
its ultimate ratification. 

If we cannot approve the treaty, rat-
ify it, then surely we should delay its 
consideration, postpone its consider-
ation while we continue to explore the 
matter further, rather than, in my 
judgment, doing the grave harm that 
would come to the national security, as 
the President has outlined. 

I ask unanimous consent that two 
editorials from the New York Times in 
support of the treaty be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

[From the New York Times, Oct. 12, 1999] 
FIGHTING FOR THE TEST BAN TREATY 

Despite the important contribution it 
would make to a safer world, the nuclear 
Test Ban Treaty stands virtually no chance 
of mustering enough support to win Senate 
ratification this week. Allowing it to be 
voted down would deal a damaging blow to 
America’s foreign policy and military secu-
rity. The wiser course is to delay Senate ac-
tion for at least a few months, as President 
Clinton requested yesterday, giving the 
White House more time to overcome the ar-
guments of treaty critics. 

But Republican senators are recklessly in-
sisting on an immediate vote unless Mr. 
Clinton agrees to withdraw the treaty for 
the rest of his term. That is something he 
should avoid, because it would signal to the 
rest of the world that the White House, not 
just the Senate, is edging away from the 
Test Ban Treaty. 

Mr. Clinton refuses to be bound by such 
conditions. Nevertheless some Senate treaty 
supporters, including Daniel Patrick Moy-
nihan of New York, are trying to put to-
gether a deal under which Mr. Clinton would 
not give up on the treaty, while Senate 
Democrats would refrain from pushing it in 
this Congress. The White House suggests it 
could accept such an arrangement. 

The message that Washington sends to the 
world matters a lot. One audience consists of 
countries like India and Pakistan, which are 
still trying to decide whether to sign the 
treaty and would be unlikely to do so if the 
Clinton White House gave up on eventual 
Senate ratification. For these countries to 
remain outside the test ban would encourage 
a dangerous nuclear arms race in south Asia 
that could easily draw in nearby countries 
like Iran and China. It could also fuel the 
ambitions of other intermediate powers, like 
Saudi Arabia and Taiwan, to join an expand-
ing nuclear club. 

Another group of countries includes estab-
lished nuclear nations such as China and 
Russia. Like Washington, Beijing and Mos-
cow have signed the treaty but not yet rati-
fied it, and are observing a voluntary mora-
torium on nuclear tests. 

As long as Mr. Clinton continues to cam-
paign for the Test Ban Treaty and there re-
mains a reasonable chance that Washington 
will someday ratify it, these countries are 
likely to refrain from further testing. But if 
hopes for eventual American ratification re-
cede, China or Russia might be tempted to 
test again in an effort to improve their bomb 
designs and narrow America’s present lead in 
nuclear weapons technology. 

These considerations argue strongly for de-
laying the vote rather than giving up on it 
for this Congress. The treaty is backed by 
America’s military leaders, public opinion 
and Washington’s main allies. Good answers 
are available to the objections so far raised 
by Senate critics. True, the election-year po-
litical calculus is not favorable, and ulti-
mately it may be necessary to wait until a 
new President and a new Senate take office 
early in 2001. But American interests are 
best protected if in the interim Washington 
does not disavow the treaty. 

[From the New York Times, Oct. 8, 1999] 
KEEPING THE TEST BAN TREATY ALIVE 

If the nuclear Test Ban Treaty fails to win 
ratification next week, as it probably will, 
Senate Republicans will deserve much of the 
blame. The Republican leadership has be-
haved in a narrowly partisan fashion that 
paid little heed to America’s international 
interests and trivialized the Senate’s con-
stitutional role in evaluating treaties. But 
the White House failed to put together a co-
herent strategy for assembling the needed 
two-thirds Senate majority, and then al-
lowed itself to be outmaneuvered into a com-
pressed timetable that left too little time for 
an intensive lobbying campaign. 

The resulting failure will weaken Amer-
ican security. India and Pakistan will be 
more likely to develop their nuclear arsenals 
and China will be increasingly tempted to re-
sume testing to exploit new weapons designs, 
some of which may have been stolen from 
the United States. The goal now should be to 
try to limit the damage by keeping open the 
possibility that the Senate can be persuaded 
to ratify the treaty in the months to come. 

To that end, the White House must reject 
the terms the Republicans now offer for can-
celing next week’s vote. These include the 
outrageous requirement that President Clin-
ton not seek ratification during his remain-
ing 15 months in office. That would make 
things worse than they already are, leaving 
other countries wondering whether Mr. Clin-
ton has abandoned the treaty he signed three 
years ago. Unless the Republicans agree to a 
postponement without this timetable, the 
White House should let the Senate proceed 
toward a vote next week—trying, between 
now and then, to win as many extra Repub-
lican votes as possible. If that effort falls 
short, Mr. Clinton should concentrate his 
Presidential energies on building enough 
support to justify a new ratification effort as 
soon as possible. 

Republican senators have raised several ar-
guments against the treaty, most of which 
evaporate on close inspection. Some doubt 
whether American intelligence agencies can 
detect very-low-yield nuclear tests. Others 
worry that America’s nuclear stockpile 
might deteriorate without testing. Some 
mistakenly believe that missile defenses will 
make arms control treaties unnecessary. 

The Administration has answered these ob-
jections convincingly. Approving the treaty 
would speed creation of a stronger worldwide 
monitoring system. Despite doubts expressed 
yesterday by the heads of America’s nuclear 
labs, Washington’s stockpile stewardship 
program, based on computer simulations, 
can keep existing weapons reliable and nur-
ture the scientific skills that could create 

new ones if the treaty ever broke down. Mis-
sile defense can at best supplement arms 
control, not replace it. 

There is every reason for Republicans of 
conscience to vote for this treaty, but little 
chance that they will. Mr. Clinton’s chal-
lenge now will be to sway enough Senate 
votes to make ratification possible before he 
leaves the White House. 

EXHIBIT 1 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 8, 1999] 

U.S. ALLIES URGE SENATE TO RATIFY TEST 
BAN 

(By William Drozdlak) 

VIENNA, Oct. 7—The world’s major pow-
ers, including America’s closest allies, 
warned the United States today that failure 
to ratify the multinational nuclear test ban 
treaty would send a dangerous signal that 
could encourage other countries to spurn 
arms control commitments. 

With the Senate scheduled to begin debat-
ing the treaty Friday, envoys from nearly 
100 nations at a conference here, including 
Russia, China, Britain and Germany, ex-
pressed alarm that the United States appears 
to be on the brink of rejecting the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty. The pact, which 
President Clinton signed in 1996, would pro-
hibit nuclear test explosions world-wide. 

Diplomats said British Prime Minister 
Tony Blair and French President Jacques 
Chirac will soon make rare personal appeals 
to the United States to approve the accord, 
prior to a possible Senate vote next week. 

In Washington, it was unclear if a com-
promise would be reached to postpone a vote 
on the treaty. Both sides agree that the pact 
will be defeated if it comes to a vote on 
Tuesday or Wednesday as scheduled. In the 
latest blow to the accord’s prospects, Sen. 
Richard G. Lugar (R-Ind.), an influential 
arms control advocate, declared his opposi-
tion. 

Majority Leader Trent Lott (R-Miss.) was 
sticking to his position late today that a 
vote can be delayed only if the Clinton ad-
ministration promises not to try to revive 
the treaty before the president leaves office. 
The White House has rejected that proposal, 
and Sen. Joseph R. Biden Jr. (D-Del.), the 
ranking minority member of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, said he is ‘‘not hopeful’’ 
that the vote could be postponed. 

Here in Vienna, diplomats said that Blair 
and Chirac will urge American treaty oppo-
nents to forgo partisan politics and weigh 
the damaging impact a negative vote would 
have on U.S. leadership in the effort to halt 
the spread of weapons of mass destruction. 

There was particular concern here that 
some non-nuclear countries would regard 
failure to ratify the treaty as a broken prom-
ise that would relieve them of the obligation 
to comply with key parts of another accord, 
the Nuclear Non-proliferation treaty. That 
pact is considered the linchpin of inter-
national efforts to limit the spread of nu-
clear weapons. 

International anxiety also has been com-
pounded by new worries over U.S. efforts to 
escape constraints imposed by the Anti-Bal-
listic Missile (ABM) Treaty, which limits the 
ability of the United States to build systems 
to defend against missile attack. 

Russia and China say it would destabilize 
the strategic balance if the United States 
built a missile defense system, because 
Washington could be tempted to attack oth-
ers if it felt invulnerable to retaliation. That 
could trigger a new arms race as other na-
tions sought ways to overwhelm missile de-
fenses. 

Many nations are surprised by the Senate’s 
hesitation to approve the test ban treaty, in 
part because the accord is widely regarded 
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abroad as locking in American nuclear supe-
riority. Until recently, the treaty had gained 
strong momentum as the ratification process 
moved ahead and a world-wide sensor system 
was deployed to detect even the tiniest indi-
cation of a nuclear explosion. 

More than half of the 44 nations with nu-
clear facilities whose ratification is nec-
essary for the treaty to take effect have al-
ready done so. U.S. approval is deemed crit-
ical to persuade other nations, including 
Russia and China, to ratify. Even more im-
portant, India and Pakistan, who pledged to 
sign the test ban treaty under enormous 
international pressure, are said to be await-
ing Senate action before making their final 
decision. 

‘‘It would be a highly dangerous step for 
the Senate to reject this treaty,’’ said Peter 
Hain, Britain’s minister of state for foreign 
affairs. ‘‘If the test ban treaty starts to un-
ravel, all sorts of undesirable things could 
happen. It would send the worst possible sig-
nal to the rest of the world by giving a green 
light to many countries to walk away from 
promises not to develop nuclear arsenals.’’ 
Hain and other delegates here spoke at a 
long-planned conference organized to discuss 
how to put the test ban treaty into effect. 

German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer 
said the rest of the world would be watching 
the Senate test ban vote closely because of 
its possible effect in eroding support for the 
non-proliferation treaty. ‘‘What is at stake 
is not just the pros and cons of the test ban 
treaty, but the future of multilateral arms 
control,’’ Fischer said. 

Diplomats fear that a failure to put the 
test ban treaty into effect soon would dis-
courage some ‘‘threshold’’ countries—those 
close to developing nuclear weapons—from 
cooperating with intrusive inspections under 
the non-proliferation treaty. Such inspec-
tions are designed to prevent them from 
cheating and secretly developing nuclear 
weapons. 

Jayantha Dhanapala, the U.N. undersecre-
tary for disarmament affairs, said many 
countries agreed to a permanent inspection 
regime four years ago only on the basis of a 
written guarantee by the nuclear powers to 
negotiate and ratify a worldwide test ban as 
one of several key steps toward nuclear dis-
armament. 

In a grand diplomatic bargain struck in 
1995, the inspection program was made per-
manent for some 175 nations that have prom-
ised to forswear nuclear weapons. In ex-
change, the powers—the United States, 
France, Britain, Russia and China—pledged 
to reduce nuclear arsenals and approve a 
treaty that would ban test explosions that 
help upgrade their weapons. 

‘‘If the Senate rejects ratification, it would 
send a very negative signal that will act as 
a brake on the momentum we have achieved 
to control the nuclear threat, because some 
countries would see this vote as a betrayal of 
a promise,’’ Dhanapala said. 

The head of the U.S. delegation, Ambas-
sador John B. Ritch III, said a main theme of 
the Vienna conference has been inter-
national alarm over isolationist thinking 
that has spurred Senate opposition to the 
treaty. He said foreign delegates found it dif-
ficult to understand how the Senate could 
consider backtracking from a ban on nuclear 
explosions even though polls show as much 
as 80 percent of the American public support 
the treaty. 

China’s representative here said that U.S. 
failure to ratify the test ban treaty would be 
‘‘a very negative development’’ and joined 
others in expressing concern that the United 
States is shunning its obligations on global 
arms control. 

‘‘I don’t like to talk about any country ex-
ercising world leadership, but in this case we 

see that the United States must play a spe-
cial role,’’ Sha Zukang, China’s top arms 
control official, said in an interview. Sha 
added that China is even more alarmed by 
U.S. efforts to develop a regional missile de-
fense system than by the Senate’s reluctance 
to approve the test ban treaty. 

Boris Kvok, Russia’s deputy chief of disar-
mament issues, said the U.S. decision on the 
test ban treaty would not affect the delibera-
tions of Russia’s parliament on the pact or 
alter his country’s test moratorium. ‘‘But if 
the U.S. moves ahead with ballistic missile 
defense, it would be a disaster for strategic 
stability in Europe and the world. And we 
would have to start developing new weapons 
to correct this imbalance,’’ Kvok said. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. BROWNBACK addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
yield myself up to 10 minutes to speak 
on the Comprehensive Test Ban Trea-
ty. 

Mr. President, there have been a 
number of arguments put forward 
against and for the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty. We have heard, most 
recently, arguments for ratification of 
the treaty. I join my colleague from 
Maryland in noting that I think there 
would be a wide basis of support saying 
we should not bring it up at this time. 
But neither should we bring it up next 
year. I know a number of my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle would 
say it would be a good thing if we could 
agree not to go ahead and go forward 
with a vote now, but not to do that 
during this session of Congress, either 
the rest of this year or next year, so we 
won’t constantly be going back and 
visiting this issue during this Congress. 
We have it on the floor and it is time 
to discuss it. I think people can agree 
that we won’t hear it again this Con-
gress, and we can move forward with 
that discussion and have this debate 
and not proceed to a vote if people 
think that would do more harm than 
good. 

I want to address a number of argu-
ments put forward by the President 
and by others on this Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty. I note the President 
stated in his weekly radio address that 
every President since Eisenhower—a 
Kansan—has supported this treaty. The 
reality of this is actually that no pre-
vious administration, either Repub-
lican or Democrat, has ever supported 
the zero-yield test ban now in this 
treaty before the Senate. Eisenhower 
insisted that nuclear tests with a seis-
mic magnitude of less than 4.75 be per-
mitted. Kennedy terminated a 3-year 
moratorium on nuclear tests, declaring 
that ‘‘never again’’ would the United 
States make such a mistake. He then 
embarked upon the most aggressive se-
ries of nuclear tests in the history of 
the weapons program. Carter, Reagan, 
and Bush all opposed a zero-yield test 
ban while in office. Even the present 
administration initially opposed a per-
manent zero-yield test ban before sign-
ing onto the CTBT. 

It has been claimed that the CTBT 
hasn’t been given enough Senate floor 
time. The unanimous-consent agree-
ment provides for 22 hours of debate on 
the CTBT. By contrast, the START 
treaty had 9.5 hours; START II had 6 
hours; the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion had 18 hours. We are going to put 
a lot of time in on this. The White 
House insisted for 2 years that the Sen-
ate vote on the CTBT, using terms 
such as ‘‘now,’’ ‘‘immediately,’’ ‘‘right 
away.’’ Now when we are ready to vote, 
they don’t seem to be willing to enter 
into that debate and vote. 

Another thing the President said in 
his news conference in Canada was this 
was being ‘‘politically motivated.’’ I 
reject that, Mr. President. You do not 
consider items such as this with any 
consideration for political motivation. 
This is nuclear testing we are talking 
about. This is a critical issue to the 
world—to my four children. That is 
something you don’t interject any bit 
of politics into. I reject that notion al-
together. 

There are a couple of other argu-
ments bantered about quite a bit—one 
that I have taken most note of because 
it causes me the most pause to think is 
what would other countries think if we 
voted down the treaty? Would that 
cause more proliferation? I cannot read 
the minds of the leaders in China, Rus-
sia, Pakistan, or India, but there are 
people with a great deal of wisdom and 
experience who did hazard a guess in 
that area and have put forward 
thoughtful statements. One was put 
forward by former Secretaries of De-
fense Weinberger, Cheney, Rumsfeld, 
Laird, Carlucci, and Schlesinger. All of 
them signed this quote: 

We also do not believe the CTBT will do 
much to prevent the spread of nuclear weap-
ons. 

Now, you have six former Secretaries 
of Defense saying that. 

The motivation of rogue nations like 
North Korea and Iraq to acquire nuclear 
weapons will not be affected by whether the 
U.S. tests. Similarly, the possession of nu-
clear weapons by nations like India, Paki-
stan, and Israel depends on the security envi-
ronment in their region, not by whether or 
not the U.S. tests. If confidence in the U.S. 
nuclear deterrent were to decline, countries 
that have relied on our protection could well 
feel compelled to seek nuclear capabilities of 
their own. Thus, ironically, the CTBT might 
cause additional nations to seek nuclear 
weapons. 

That was a quote from the six former 
Defense Secretaries—Weinberger, Che-
ney, Rumsfeld, Laird, Carlucci, and 
Schlesinger. 

This is a quote from General Vessey, 
former Chairman of the Joint Chief of 
Staff: 

Supporters of the CTBT argue that it re-
duces the chances for nuclear proliferation. I 
applaud efforts to reduce the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons, but I do not believe that 
the test ban will reduce the ability of rogue 
states to acquire nuclear weapons in suffi-
cient quantities to upset regional security in 
various parts of the world. ‘‘Gun-type’’ nu-
clear weapons can be built with assurance 
they’ll work without testing. The Indian and 
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Pakistani ‘‘tests’’ apparently show that 
there is adequate knowledge available to 
build implosion type weapons with reason-
able assurance that they will work. The 
India/Pakistan explosions have been called 
‘‘tests,’’ but I believe it to be more accurate 
to call them ‘‘demonstrations,’’ more for po-
litical purposes than for scientific testing. 

A letter signed by John Deutch, 
Henry Kissinger, and Brent Scowcroft 
says: 

Supporters of the CTBT claim that it will 
make a major contribution to limiting the 
spread of nuclear weapons. 

It is the same argument we hear time 
and time again, which I wish to be true 
because I want this to be a nuclear-free 
world. They say: 

This cannot be true if key countries of pro-
liferation concern do not agree to accede to 
the treaty. To date, several of these coun-
tries, including India, Pakistan, North 
Korea, Iran, Iraq, and Syria, have not signed 
and ratified the treaty. Many of these coun-
tries may never join the CTBT regime, and 
ratification by the United States, early or 
late, is unlikely to have any impact on their 
decisions in this regard. For example, no se-
rious person should believe that rogue na-
tions like Iran or Iraq will give up efforts to 
acquire nuclear weapons if only the U.S. 
signs the CTBT. 

If you think about that, they are not 
going to respond to what we do. 

This is a letter from Edward Teller to 
Senator HELMS. He says this in the let-
ter, dated February 4, 1998: 

The point I must make is that, in the long 
run, knowledge and ability to produce nu-
clear weapons will be widely available. To 
believe that, in the long run, proliferation of 
nuclear weapons is avoidable is wishful 
thinking and dangerous. It is the more dan-
gerous because it is a point of view that the 
public is eager to accept. Thus, politicians 
are tempted to gain popularity by supporting 
false hopes. 

This is a former Assistant Director, 
ACDA, Fred Eimer. He says this: 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the proposed 
treaty will put our nuclear deterrent at risk 
without significant arms control or non-
proliferation benefits. Other nations will be 
able to conduct militarily significant nu-
clear tests well below the verification 
threshold of the Treaty’s monitoring system, 
and our own unilateral capability. 

I make these statements simply be-
cause this is a big issue. It is an impor-
tant issue, and a lot of people have 
thought a great deal about it. I think 
it to be an inappropriate time to enter 
into such a treaty that would so limit 
the United States, given all the great 
concerns and testing and things going 
on around the world. 

I want to give some final quotes of 
former Directors of the National Weap-
ons Laboratories. They also oppose the 
CTBT. 

Roger Batzel, Director Emeritus, 
sent this letter on October 5: 

I urge you to oppose the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty. No previous administra-
tion, either Democrat or Republican, ever 
supported the unverifiable, zero yield, indefi-
nite duration CTBT now before the Senate. 
The reason for this is simple. Under a long- 
duration test ban, confidence in the nuclear 
stockpile will erode for a variety of reasons. 
I don’t think it can be put forward any clear-
er than that. This is a key part of our deter-

rence. We simply cannot go ahead and enter 
into this treaty at this time at our own great 
loss and our own great peril. 

I note again for my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle that a number of 
us are very willing and interested that 
this not go forward for a vote. We don’t 
want it to go forward for a vote in this 
session of Congress, either this year or 
next year. 

The notion that it would be pulled 
down now, then somehow come back 
next year during the middle of a Presi-
dential election, and be used as some 
sort of political tool at that time 
seems to many of us to be far more 
frightening, with what might happen in 
the political debate, with the atmos-
phere and the use of this treaty in its 
discussions for political purposes. 

That is why we continue to support 
not voting on this now. Let’s also agree 
that we will not do it during this ses-
sion of Congress. 

I have used up my allotted period of 
time. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I know that 
earlier the Democratic side proposed 
an amendment which was accepted by 
this side. I did want to speak to that 
for just a moment because I don’t be-
lieve anyone should suffer any illusions 
that the so-called safeguards that are 
part of this amendment are going to in 
any way enhance the treaty and make 
it more palatable. We accepted it be-
cause it is what is being done anyway. 
It wouldn’t have to be added to the 
treaty. The President theoretically is 
pursuing these things. He should pur-
sue them. But they are not going to 
make the treaty any better or worse. 

For example, the first item is the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program. It has 
been assumed all along that there 
would be a Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram. We don’t have to amend this in 
order to achieve that. 

The problem is, the Stockpile Stew-
ardship Program is very troublesome 
even if you assume there would be as-
surance at the end of the day that it 
could do the job it was designed to do 
because some people are assuming that 
design is a total replacement of test-
ing. It was never designed to totally re-
place testing but merely to give us a 
greater degree of confidence in the reli-
ability and safety of our nuclear weap-
ons, not that it could totally replace 
testing. 

But even if you laid that aside, the 
notion was that the Stockpile Steward-
ship Program would be ready in a dec-
ade. This was announced about 3 years 
ago. Now we are being told it will be 
ready by the year 2010. 

There are slips along the way that 
suggest problems with the Stockpile 
Stewardship Program. It is behind 
budget. We haven’t been budgeting the 
amount of money that was indicated as 
necessary to maintain it—the $4.5 bil-
lion a year. We have also not indexed 
for inflation. So each year that we sup-
ply the $4 billion or so, we are getting 

further behind because we are not in-
dexing that to inflation. 

We have also included other pro-
grams within the Stockpile Steward-
ship Program that were never intended 
to be funded out of it, such as the trit-
ium production facility for our nuclear 
weapons. That was to be a separate 
area of funding. This administration 
has folded that into the Stockpile 
Stewardship Program, with the result 
that even more of the money necessary 
for the ASCI Program and other key 
parts of the Stockpile Stewardship 
Program will be shorted if we have to 
spend that money for tritium. 

In addition to that, let me quote a 
letter I received from the former Direc-
tor of one of our National Labora-
tories. This is a letter sent to me in 
September of this year from John 
Nuckolls who is the former Director at 
Livermore. Here is what he said: 

A post-CTBT or other funding reduction 
would increase the uncertainty in long-term 
stockpile reliability. Current and projected 
funding is inadequate. Substantial addi-
tional funding is needed for SSP experi-
mental efforts including construction of an 
advanced hydro facility. 

I also note that the so-called ignition 
facility, which is planned as a part of 
this, is also behind schedule and over 
budget. 

As Mr. Nuckolls pointed out, we are 
already behind. We are getting further 
behind, and I don’t think anyone 
should put that much reliance as a re-
sult in the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram. 

Another safeguard is the nuclear lab-
oratory facilities and programs. Of 
course, we are going to maintain our 
nuclear laboratories and facilities. I 
don’t think anybody would ever as-
sume we were not going to do that. So 
this adds nothing to the treaty. The 
question is, Can you maintain these 
without nuclear testing? It turns out it 
is much more difficult to do so. 

Again, quoting from Mr. Nuckolls’ 
letter to me, I will quote the first part 
of his answer: 

In an extended duration nuclear test ban, 
confidence in the stockpile would be ad-
versely affected by loss of all nuclear test 
trained and validated expert personnel, 
major gaps in our scientific understanding of 
nuclear explosives, nuclear and chemical 
decay of warheads, accidents and inadequate 
funding of the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram. 

All nuclear test trained/validated expert 
personnel would eventually be lost. Training 
of the replacement workforce would be seri-
ously handicapped without nuclear testing, 
and expert judgment could not be fully vali-
dated. A serious degradation of U.S. capabili-
ties to find and fix stockpile problems, and 
to design and build new nuclear weapons 
would be unavoidable. 

In other words, what is perceived as a 
good thing—these nuclear laboratory 
facilities and programs—is actually 
being allowed to deteriorate without 
testing. We simply won’t have the peo-
ple available in order to maintain 
those facilities and to be prepared to do 
the things he says are necessary to be 
done. A serious degradation of U.S. ca-
pabilities would be unavoidable. 
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We are not talking about something 

hypothetical and unimportant. We are 
talking about the U.S. nuclear stock-
pile. This is the person who used to run 
this National Laboratory. He is telling 
us we had better be careful putting our 
reliance on that program. 

The third of the so-called safeguards 
is the maintenance of nuclear testing 
capability. That is fine, except that we 
are not doing it. This President should 
be doing it. He claims to be doing it. 
But it is not being done. We now know 
it would take 2 or 3 years to get back 
to the point where we could test. 

I again quote from Mr. Nuckolls’ let-
ter: 

In an extended duration nuclear test ban, 
the nuclear test site infrastructure is likely 
to decay or become obsolete. Nuclear test ex-
perienced personnel would be lost. A series of 
nuclear tests to diagnose complex reliability 
problems and to certify a fix, or to develop 
new weapons could take several years. . . . 

Nuclear testing has been essential to the 
discovery and resolution of many problems 
in the stockpile. 

The point he is making is that you 
can’t just say you are going to be able 
to resume testing unless you take ac-
tive and take serious steps to maintain 
that readiness. We are not doing it. 
And he says in a test ban of this kind, 
we would not be able to do it. 

The fourth item is the continued 
comprehensive research and develop-
ment program. Of course, we are going 
to be doing that. Intelligence gath-
erings, analytical capabilities—we will 
do the best we can on that, although, 
as has been pointed out, it is inad-
equate. 

Senator RICHARD LUGAR, an arms 
control advocate and an expert in this 
body, has concluded reluctantly that 
this treaty is not verifiable and en-
forceable and, as a matter of fact, it 
cannot be made so. 

Let me quote from the Washington 
Times of today because it talks about 
how we negotiated this treaty and how 
we negotiated the provisions for 
verification and enforcement. Let me 
read from the story which is headlined, 
‘‘Moscow, Beijing balk at monitors. 
Testing sites not included in nuke trea-
ty.’’ I am quoting now: 

Russia and China refused to permit seismic 
monitoring near their nuclear weapons test 
sites that could have resolved some 
verification problems now troubling the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, according 
to U.S. government officials. 

Clinton administration officials and con-
gressional aides said the failure of U.S. nego-
tiators to win the cooperation of Moscow and 
Beijing was a ‘‘negotiating failure’’ that un-
dermined the treaty. It also is a key reason 
U.S. intelligence agencies said both nations 
could conduct hidden nuclear tests without 
detection. 

Before I finish this quotation, let me 
point out why this is important. 

Mr. BIDEN. If the Senator will yield, 
from what document is he reading? 

Mr. KYL. The Washington Times, 
Tuesday, October 12. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that The Washington Times arti-
cle be printed in the RECORD. 

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

MOSCOW, BEIJING BALK AT MONITORS 
(By Bill Gertz) 

Russia and China refused to permit seismic 
monitoring near their nuclear weapons test 
sites that could have resolved some 
verification problems now troubling the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, according 
to U.S. government officials. 

Clinton administration officials and con-
gressional aides said the failure of U.S. nego-
tiators to win the cooperation of Moscow and 
Beijing was a ‘‘negotiating failure’’ that un-
dermined the treaty. It also is a key reason 
U.S. intelligence agencies said both nations 
could conduct hidden nuclear tests without 
detection. 

The officials, who spoke on the condition 
of anonymity because of sensitive intel-
ligence issues, said the treaty’s international 
monitoring system that includes 50 ‘‘pri-
mary’’ seismic stations and 120 ‘‘auxiliary’’ 
seismic stations does not include stations 
close to China’s remote northwestern Lop 
Nur testing site in Xinjiang province, or 
Russia’s arctic Novaya Zemlya. 

U.S. intelligence agencies suspect the two 
locations were used recently for small nu-
clear test blasts. 

China’s test on June 12 may have been part 
of efforts by Beijing to build smaller war-
heads for its short-range missiles, or mul-
tiple warheads for its intercontinental bal-
listic missiles (ICBMs), U.S. intelligence offi-
cials said. 

Two suspected nuclear tests detected near 
Novaya Zemlya on Sept. 8 and Sept. 23 are 
believed to be part of Russia’s secret nuclear 
testing program. 

U.S. intelligence agencies reported re-
cently to policy-makers and members of 
Congress that Russia and China are the two 
nations are most interested and capable of 
conducting covert tests. ‘‘Both have loca-
tions where they could conduct secret tests 
that would not be detected,’’ said one intel-
ligence official. 

The official said that during treaty nego-
tiations from 1994 to 1996 at the Conference 
on Disarmament in Geneva, U.S. negotiators 
failed to press for Russian and Chinese agree-
ment to tougher monitoring provisions in 
the treaty that would satisfy the concerns of 
U.S. spy agencies about cheating. 

According to the official, ‘‘if Russia had 
been convinced to have one facility at 
Novaya Zemlya and China agreed to have 
one near Lop Nur, the level of verification 
would have improved greatly.’’ 

Russia and China also blocked a treaty 
provision that would have required treaty 
signatories to allow small explosive tests 
that would have ‘‘calibrated’’ regional seis-
mic stations so they accurately measure un-
derground blasts, the officials said. 

Without the calibration, the regional sta-
tions will provide misleading or confusing 
data that undermines more accurate data 
provided by primary stations, they said. 

A National Intelligence Estimate, the con-
sensus judgment of all U.S. intelligence 
agencies, presented a finding in 1997 that 
said verifying the test-ban treaty will be dif-
ficult. 

That estimate is currently being revised 
and is expected to conclude that because of 
the lack of verification and the possibility 
that states could conduct secret tests with-
out detection, the treaty is even more dif-
ficult to verify, said officials close to the in-
telligence community. 

Under the treaty, Russia will have six pri-
mary seismic stations and 13 secondary sta-
tions; China will have two primary seismic 
posts and four secondary facilities. 

None of these stations, however, is located 
close enough to the main Russian and Chi-
nese testing facilities to be able to detect 
tests conducted covertly inside underground 
caves, or tests of very small nuclear blasts, 
the officials said. 

By contrast, the United States has five pri-
mary seismic monitoring facilities under the 
treaty, including one in Nevada, where the 
main U.S. nuclear testing site is located. It 
will also have 11 secondary sites. 

Michael Pillsbury, a former acting director 
of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, said China would have agreed to bet-
ter seismic monitoring if Beijing were 
pushed into it. 

‘‘Chinese officials have told me that if the 
Clinton administration had pushed harder 
they would have agreed to a primary site 
near the test site,’’ said Mr. Pillsbury, who 
also took part in a recent Defense Science 
Task Force study on nuclear weapons, ‘‘but 
the Chinese had the impression the Clinton 
administration didn’t place as a high pri-
ority on treaty verification as they did on 
maintaining good trade relations. 

A Senate defense specialist said Russia 
agreed to allow more sensitive seismic mon-
itors to be placed near Novaya Zemlya, but 
only if the United States agreed to provide 
Moscow with advanced computers and U.S. 
nuclear weapons testing data. The adminis-
tration refused. 

On Russia, the aide said the administra-
tion faces a dilemma. ‘‘Either they accuse 
the Russians of violating the treaty or con-
cede the treaty cannot be verified,’’ the aide 
said. 

U.S. intelligence agencies are now saying 
that ‘‘you can have militarily significant de-
velopments below the [seismic] detection 
threshold,’’ the aide said. 

Administration officials have said 
verification is not as important as pro-
moting the agreement itself as a deterrent to 
nuclear weapons proliferation. 

‘‘The CIA has indicated that they cannot 
verify to a hundred percent whether or not 
someone has conducted a nuclear test,’’ De-
fense Secretary William S. Cohen said Sun-
day on NBC’s ‘‘Meet the Press.’’ 

‘‘But we believe with this treaty, you’re 
going to have at least an additional 320 sites 
that will help monitor testing around the 
world,’’ he said. ‘‘. . . We are satisfied we can 
verify adequately, not a hundred percent, 
but satisfy ourselves that there is no testing 
doing on that would put us at any kind of a 
strategic disadvantage.’’ 

Asked about the fact, that the United 
States cannot detect unclear blasts below a 
few kiloton yield, Secretary of State Mad-
eleine K. Albright said: ‘‘We can detect what 
we need to.’’ 

‘‘Those that are below a certain level, we 
do not think would undercut our nuclear de-
terrent because they would be so small that 
they would not affect our nuclear deterrent 
capacity,’’ Mrs. Albright said on ABC’s ‘‘This 
Week.’’ 

A Pentagon official, however, said the 
Clinton administration is supporting anti- 
nuclear-weapons activists by supporting the 
test ban. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, the Senate 
has a solemn obligation under our Con-
stitution to be a backstop. We are not 
supposed to be a rubber stamp to trea-
ties. If we were simply to rubber stamp 
whatever the President sent to us, our 
founding fathers wouldn’t have pro-
vided a separate advice and consent re-
sponsibility for the Senate. As a mat-
ter of fact, we would be doing the Of-
fice of the Presidency a big favor by ex-
ercising that responsibility in a respon-
sible way, saying that when we find 
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treaties that lack even minimal stand-
ards, then we need to say no, so that 
our negotiators in the future will be 
able to negotiate stronger provisions— 
provisions that we seek because we un-
derstand their importance and neces-
sity for sensible arms control. 

If we simply ratify what is acknowl-
edged to be a flawed treaty, then our 
negotiators are never going to be able 
to say no to bad terms and we are al-
ways going to have to then go to the 
lowest common denominator in these 
treaties—treaties which then become 
bad for the United States; treaties 
which are unverifiable and unenforce-
able. Those are concepts that used to 
cause the Senate to say no, to say we 
won’t approve a treaty that doesn’t 
have good verification or enforcement 
provisions. Those are minimally nec-
essary for sensible treaties. 

Our negotiators tried to avoid a zero- 
yield basis in this treaty but they 
couldn’t so they gave up. They tried to 
have a 10-year limit rather than having 
this treaty be in effect in perpetuity, 
but they couldn’t get it done. So in 
order to make a deal, they said: All 
right, we will agree to something less. 
If they knew and if their counterparts 
understood that the Senate at that 
point would say: No, we are not going 
to ratify such a treaty, they would 
more likely have stood firm and been 
able to hold their ground. 

The same thing is true with respect 
to these monitors. Administration offi-
cials have tried to suggest that actu-
ally we will have a better chance of 
monitoring in the future than we do 
today, while many of the experts have 
debunked that. The fact that the trea-
ty calls for monitoring sites around the 
world is irrelevant if the sites are not 
placed in the positions that are best for 
detection of nuclear weapon explo-
sions. What this article is pointing out 
is that when the United States tried to 
interpose that requirement on Russia 
and China, the Russians and Chinese 
said no, and we backed down. So now 
we don’t have monitoring stations in 
key locations in the world near the 
Chinese and Russian test sites that 
would enable the United States to un-
derstand whether or not they have vio-
lated the treaty by engaging in nuclear 
tests. 

Let me quote further from the arti-
cle, while it points out that Russia and 
China will have some seismic stations: 

None of these stations, however, is located 
close enough to the main Russian and Chi-
nese testing facilities to be able to detect 
tests conducted covertly inside underground 
caves, or tests of very small nuclear blasts, 
the official said. 

By contrast, the United States has five pri-
mary seismic monitoring facilities under the 
treaty, including one in Nevada, where the 
main U.S. nuclear testing site is located. It 
will also have 11 secondary sites. 

Michael Pillsbury, a former acting director 
of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, said China would have agreed to bet-
ter seismic monitoring if Beijing were 
pushed into it. 

‘‘Chinese officials have told me that if the 
Clinton administration had pushed harder 

they would have agreed to a primary site 
near the test site,’’ said Mr. Pillsbury, who 
also took part in a recent Defense Science 
Task Force study on nuclear weapons, ‘‘but 
the Chinese had the impression the Clinton 
administration didn’t place as high a pri-
ority on treaty verification as they did on 
maintaining good trade relations.’’ 

A Senate defense specialist said Russia 
agreed to allow more sensitive seismic moni-
toring to be placed near Novaya Zemlya, but 
only if the United States agreed to provide 
Moscow with advanced computers and U.S. 
nuclear weapons testing data. The adminis-
tration refused. 

I think the point of this article and 
the point of the testimony of several of 
the people who came before the com-
mittees was that the people who nego-
tiated this treaty gave up too soon on 
too many important provisions, and be-
cause they wanted a treaty more than 
they were concerned about the specific 
provisions—such as verification and en-
forcement—they were willing to com-
mit the United States to a series of ob-
ligations that will have a profound neg-
ative impact on our nuclear stockpile 
and yet do very little, if anything, to 
ensure that other nations in the world 
will not proliferate nuclear weapons. 

The President has signed the treaty. 
That doesn’t mean the United States 
needs to ratify it. We should exercise 
our independent judgment, our con-
stitutional prerogative, to provide, as I 
said, before the quality control. If we 
do that, this President and future 
Presidents’ hands will be strengthened 
when they go to the negotiating ses-
sions to talk about such things as 
where to place the monitors. Maybe 
the Chinese and the Russians and oth-
ers at that time will understand they 
are not going to bamboozle our nego-
tiators. Because the Senate provides a 
backstop, we will say no. That is the 
way the Founding Fathers understood 
we could ensure that the United States 
did not take on inadequate or offensive 
international arms obligations or limi-
tations. 

I have mentioned all the safeguards 
but the last one. These safeguards add 
nothing to the status quo. In fact, I 
hope they will be more robustly pur-
sued than this administration has pur-
sued. 

Last is the withdrawal under the su-
preme interest clause. Even this was 
something that the administration 
sought to avoid when it negotiated the 
treaty initially. The negotiators under-
stood how very difficult—in fact, how 
almost impossible—it is to invoke the 
supreme interest clause. There are two 
reasons for that. They are very simple. 
First, if a country hasn’t tested for a 
decade and all of a sudden this clause is 
invoked, that country is, in effect, tell-
ing all the rest of the world, whoops, 
we have a problem; please excuse us 
while we test. 

That is not a good message to send to 
the rest of the world. As difficult as the 
political inability to invoke this 
clause, if we think it is hard now to re-
ject this treaty—which most on this 
side believe should be rejected—if we 

think it is difficult now because world 
opinion will react badly to a negative 
vote by the Senate, what do Members 
think world opinion will be after the 
treaty has been in effect for a decade 
and all of a sudden the United States 
tries to withdraw from it because we 
need to test? 

That is real pressure. It is a virtual 
impossibility. In fact, President John 
F. Kennedy said exactly that in speak-
ing about the moratorium that he in-
herited from the Eisenhower adminis-
tration. He said never again should we 
do that because it is not only difficult, 
it is impossible to go back to testing 
without political ramifications after 
having had a moratorium condition. 

The supreme interest clause is cer-
tainly something that would be part of 
any administration’s options; whether 
or not it is added to the treaty is irrel-
evant. The administration always has 
that option. It adds nothing. 

The reason we were happy to accept 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Delaware is that it adds nothing 
to the treaty. We assume those provi-
sions would be extant and therefore 
there is no reason to object to it. There 
is also no reason to celebrate because 
it adds nothing to what we already 
have. 

As I said, unless we are a lot more se-
rious about providing the funding that 
is called for under the amendment and 
doing the science that is required, we 
are going to find ourselves getting fur-
ther and further behind, especially 
with respect to the Stockpile Steward-
ship Program. 

I don’t think we should say that the 
safeguard package has made the treaty 
any better than it was to begin with. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter from 
John H. Nuckolls. 

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

JOHN H. NUCKOLLS, 
Livermore, CA, September 2, 1999. 

Hon. JON KYL, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR KYL: This letter responds to 

your April 1, 1999 request for my answers to 
five questions concerning the effects of a nu-
clear test ban on the reliability and safety of 
the nuclear stockpile. My views do not rep-
resent LLNL. 

1. To maintain confidence in the safety and 
reliability of the U.S. nuclear stockpile in 
absence of nuclear testing, the United States 
intends to rely on the Stockpile Stewardship 
Program to accomplish the goals previously 
achieved through nuclear testing. Setting 
aside the controversial issue of sustained 
funding for the Program, how confident 
should we be that the Program will achieve 
its goals? In your answer, please address not 
only the level of certainty we should have re-
garding the Program’s technical goals, but 
also the goal of attracting and training nu-
clear weapons experts who could fix prob-
lems that may develop in the existing stock-
pile or design and build new nuclear weap-
ons. 

In an extended duration test ban, con-
fidence in the stockpile would be adversely 
affected by loss of all nuclear test trained 
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and validated expert personnel, major gaps 
in our scientific understanding of nuclear ex-
plosives, nuclear and chemical decay of war-
heads, accidents and inadequate funding of 
the Stockpile Stewardship Program (SSP). 

All nuclear test trained/validated per-
sonnel would eventually be lost. Training of 
the replacement workforce would be seri-
ously handicapped without nuclear testing, 
and expert judgment could not be fully vali-
dated. A serious degradation of U.S. capabili-
ties to find and fix stockpile problems, and 
to design and build new nuclear weapons 
would be unavoidable. 

There are major gaps in our scientific un-
derstanding of critically important processes 
essential to the operation of nuclear explo-
sives. These gaps create a serious vulner-
ability to undetected problems. Uncertain-
ties in performance margins increase this 
vulnerability. Consequently, there will be a 
growing uncertainty in long-term reliability. 

It cannot be assured that the powerful 
computational and experimental capabilities 
of the Stockpile Stewardship Program will 
increase confidence in reliability. Improved 
understanding may reduce confidence in es-
timates of performance margins and reli-
ability if fixes and validation are precluded 
by a CTBT. 

Key components of nuclear warheads are 
‘‘aging’’ by radioactive decay and chemical 
decomposition and corrosion. Periodic re-
manufacture is necessary, but may copy ex-
isting defects and introduce additional de-
fects. Some of the remanufactured parts may 
differ significantly from the original parts— 
due to loss of nuclear test validated per-
sonnel who manufactured the original parts, 
the use of new material and fabrication proc-
esses, and inadequate specification of origi-
nal parts. There are significant risks of re-
ducing stockpile reliability when remanufac-
tured parts are involved in warhead proc-
esses where there are major gaps in our sci-
entific understanding. 

In spite of extraordinary efforts to prevent 
accidents, sooner or later ‘‘accidents will 
happen.’’ Accidents (very probably those of 
foreign nuclear forces) are likely to generate 
requirements for incorporating modern dam-
age limitation technologies in our nuclear 
warhead systems which lack these safety 
features. Without nuclear tests, confidence 
in reliability would be substantially reduced 
by the introduction of some safety tech-
nologies. 

A post-CTBT or other funding reduction 
would increase the uncertainty in long-term 
stockpile reliability. Current and projected 
funding is inadequate. Substantial addi-
tional funding is needed for SSP experi-
mental efforts including construction of an 
advanced hydro facility. 

The uncertainty in long-term stockpile re-
liability may be reduced somewhat by in-
creasing performance margins. Depending on 
national security requirements, operational 
measures may be feasible which compensate 
for uncertain stockpile reliability, e.g., limit 
arms control agreements so that large and 
diverse reserves of warheads and delivery 
systems can be maintained, use multiple 
independent forces on each target and maxi-
mize use of shoot-look-shoot. 

2. Certification of U.S. nuclear weapons, 
once achieved through nuclear testing, is 
now accomplished through a process of re-
view by experts. How crucial is the nuclear 
testing experience of those experts to their 
ability to perform the certification task? 
What level of risk would you associate with 
having a certification process in the future 
that utilizes only individuals who have had 
no nuclear testing experience? 

Stockpile confidence would be reduced if 
certification were performed by experts lack-
ing nuclear test experience. The level of risk 

would be high unless arms control agree-
ments were restrained, and substantially re-
serve forces maintained so that the capabili-
ties of our nuclear forces substantially ex-
ceeded national security requirements. 

3. Current U.S. plans are to maintain ‘‘the 
basic capability to resume nuclear test ac-
tivities.’’ In your view, is it technically pos-
sible to maintain the nuclear test site, to-
gether with the requisite skilled personnel, 
in a state whereby nuclear testing can read-
ily be resumed if needed? How quickly do 
you believe that testing can be resumed? 

In an extended duration nuclear test ban, 
the nuclear test site infrastructure is likely 
to decay and become obsolete. Nuclear test 
experienced personnel would be lost. A series 
of nuclear tests to diagnose complex reli-
ability problems and certify a fix, or to de-
velop new weapons could take several years. 

4. In your experience, how vital has nu-
clear testing been to the discovery and reso-
lution of problems with the U.S. stockpile? 

Nuclear testing has been essential to the 
discovery and resolution of many problems 
in the stockpile. 

5. Experts agree that nuclear testing can 
be conducted by other nations at low yields 
without its being detected. If other nuclear 
weapons states were to continue clandestine 
nuclear testing at low levels, do you believe 
that they could obtain significantly greater 
confidence in the reliability of their nuclear 
arsenals? 

With a series of clandestine nuclear tests, 
Russia could increase confidence in the reli-
ability of its nuclear stockpile. Advanced 
low-yield nuclear weapons could also be de-
veloped, e.g., tactical and BMD warheads. 

China and other nations could improve 
their nuclear forces by clandestine tests of 
nuclear weapons, including tests of U.S. de-
signs obtained through espionage? and Rus-
sian designs obtained through various 
means? 

A ‘‘CTBT’’ with clandestine nuclear tests 
would incentivize and facilitate espionage. 
Achieving qualitative parity with a static 
U.S. stockpile would be a powerful incentive. 
Espionage is facilitated when U.S. progress 
is frozen, and classified information is being 
concentrated and organized in electronic 
systems. 

These views are my own and do not rep-
resent LLNL. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN H. NUCKOLLS, 

Director Emeritus, LLNL. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Virginia would be next, but 
he has kindly yielded to the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

My friend from Arizona keeps saying 
the ‘‘acknowledged flawed treaty.’’ It 
is not acknowledged to be flawed by 32 
Nobel laureates in physics. It is not ac-
knowledged to be flawed by four of the 
last five Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. It is not acknowledged to be 
flawed by the weapons lab Directors, et 
cetera. 

I want to make it clear, he states 
some believe it is flawed. The majority 
of the people who are in command and 
have been in command—the Secre-
taries of Defense who have been men-
tioned—if we balance it out, clearly 
think this is not a flawed treaty. 

I yield on the Republican time to my 
friend from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, there 
can be no question that this debate and 
the vote which might occur are very 
significant and historic events for the 

United States. I very much want to be 
in favor of the treaty but I cannot 
favor the treaty because I believe es-
sentially it jeopardizes U.S. security. 

I wish every Senator had the oppor-
tunities I have had for the last 51⁄2 
years. I say that knowing full well my 
friend from Arizona, while he is not on 
the committee that funds the stockpile 
stewardship, is one of the rare excep-
tions in that he and a few other Sen-
ators have learned and worked very 
diligently to understand what we have 
been doing since we decided on behalf 
of the Senate in a Mark Hatfield 
amendment that we would not test nu-
clear weapons. 

What has been the U.S. response to 
our scientific and nuclear community? 

Essentially, what we have been busy 
doing can be encapsulated in the words 
‘‘science-based stockpile stewardship.’’ 
One might say, since that pertains to 
the safety of the weapons system, what 
we used to do could be called nuclear 
testing stockpile stewardship. That oc-
curred since the beginning of our nu-
clear weapons programs. The United 
States had a formidable, perhaps the 
world’s best, system of underground 
testing. 

Testing became very important to 
those laboratories—there are now three 
that are principally called nuclear de-
terrent or stockpile stewardship lab-
oratories. I am privileged to have two 
of them in my State. When I come to 
the floor, go to meetings, and talk 
about the fact this is an important pro-
gram and these laboratories are impor-
tant, it hardly ever comes into focus 
like it is today, like it was in our con-
ference at noon, and like it has been 
for the last week as Senator JON KYL 
and others have spoken to the fact that 
what the United States has been trying 
to do is develop a science-based sys-
tem. This system means supercom-
puter simulation and other techniques 
and skills to see what is going on in a 
nuclear weapon without any testing to 
assure the parts that might be wearing 
out are discernible and can be replaced 
and that the weapon, indeed, is safe. 

Frankly, if nothing else, I pray this 
debate will cause Senators and Rep-
resentatives, in particular in the im-
portant committees of jurisdiction, to 
understand the importance of this pro-
gram if the United States continues on 
a path of no testing, for whatever pe-
riod of time—and who knows, we may 
do that in spite of this treaty not being 
ratified by the United States. I do not 
want to engage in a maybe-and-maybe- 
not discussion on that, but the United 
States is trying hard. Nonetheless, my 
principal concerns about this Treaty— 
and there are many—center around 
four reasons, and three of them have to 
do with science-based stockpile stew-
ardship. 

First, the science-based stockpile 
stewardship is new; it is nascent; it is 
just starting. It is not finished. It has 
not been completed. It is not perfected. 
As a matter of fact, to the Senators 
who are on the floor, probably some of 
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the most profound testimony regarding 
America’s stockpile of nuclear weapons 
occurred in the Armed Services Com-
mittee last week when sitting at the 
witness table was the Secretary of En-
ergy, surrounded by the three National 
Laboratory Directors. 

It goes without saying that our coun-
try owes them a high degree of grati-
tude and thanks for what they do, for 
they oversee the safety of our weapons 
under this new approach which is very 
different for them, and that is, no test-
ing; they must certify that everything 
is OK without testing. Scientists and 
physicists steeped in knowledge about 
nuclear weapons—one of them is a nu-
clear weapons expert of the highest 
order—testified, and I will quote in a 
while some of the difficulties they see 
with reference to their responsibility. 

Secondly, I do not know what to do 
about it, but the difficulty, as they tes-
tified, in securing the funding they 
need without new mandates imposed 
upon them is very uncertain. The dif-
ficulty is real and it is uncertain as to 
whether they will continually over 
time get sufficient resources. 

Third is, and I say this with a clear 
hope that the Secretary of Energy and 
the President will listen, the unknown 
impact of the failure on the part of this 
administration to proceed with reorga-
nizing the Department of Energy on 
stewardship efforts. I do not want to 
belabor in this speech the efforts that 
many of us went to in streamlining ac-
countability of the nuclear weapons 
programs within the Energy Depart-
ment. We called it a semiautonomous 
agency—so that Department, which is 
in charge of the nuclear weapons, in-
cluding the profound things we are 
talking about with respect to their 
safety, will not be bogged down by 
rules, regulations, personnel, and other 
things from a Department as diverse as 
the Department of Energy. 

As a matter of fact, the more I think 
about it, the more I am convinced they 
should get on with doing what Con-
gress told them to do instead of this 
waffling out of it by putting Secretary 
Richardson in charge of both the En-
ergy Department and a new inde-
pendent agency—which was supposed 
to be created so it would be semi-
autonomous, and he will head them 
both under an interpretation that can-
not be legal—just indicates to me that 
they are not quite willing in this De-
partment of Energy to face up to the 
serious problems of our nuclear stock-
pile and such things as science-based 
stockpile stewardship. 

Lastly, and for many who talked on 
the floor, the most important issue is 
the ambiguities and threats to our 
international security at the present 
time. I will talk about that a bit be-
cause some Senators are asking: How 
can you be against the treaty and at 
the same time say we ought to put it 
off? 

Let me repeat, my last concern is the 
ambiguities and threats to our inter-
national security at present. 

I will proceed quickly with an elabo-
ration. 

When the United States declared a 
unilateral moratorium in 1992, the onus 
was on the scientists and National Lab-
oratories to design and implement a 
program that would ensure the safety, 
reliability, and performance of our nu-
clear arsenal without testing. This is 
an onerous, complicated task that has 
yet to be fully implemented and vali-
dated, and I just stated that. 

Science-based stockpile stewardship 
was designed to replace nuclear tests 
through increased understanding of the 
nuclear physics in conjunction with 
unprecedented simulation capabilities. 
This requires a lot of money. In fact, 
full implementation of the stewardship 
program is more expensive than reli-
ance on nuclear tests, and I do not say 
this as an excuse for moving back to 
testing. The truth of the matter is it 
proves we are very willing to keep our 
stockpiles safe, reliable, and sound, 
even if it costs us more money, so long 
as we do not do underground testing on 
the other side of the ledger. 

There is no question that in addition, 
the validity of this approach remains 
unproven, and key facilities, such as 
the National Ignition Facility, are be-
hind schedule and over budget, and it is 
supposed to be one of the integral parts 
of being able to determine the stock-
pile confidence. 

This program will attempt to pre-
serve the viability of existing weapons 
indefinitely. We no longer possess the 
production capabilities to replace the 
weapons, and maybe Senator KYL has 
referred to that. We have already got-
ten rid of our production facilities. 
Currently, seven highly sophisticated 
warhead designs comprise our arsenal. 
Each weapon contains thousands of 
components, all of which are subject to 
decay and corrosion over time. Any 
small flaw in any individual compo-
nent would render the weapons ineffec-
tive. In addition, because we intend to 
preserve, rather than replace, these 
weapons with new designs, aging ef-
fects on these weapons remains to be 
seen. 

I quote Dr. Paul Robinson of Sandia 
National Laboratory in his testimony 
last week: 

Confidence in the reliability and safety of 
the nuclear weapons stockpile will eventu-
ally decline without nuclear testing. 
. . . Whether the risk that will arise from 
this decline in confidence will be acceptable 
or not is a policy issue that must be consid-
ered in light of the benefits expected to be 
realized [if you have a] test ban. 

Are we ready today to accept a de-
cline in confidence of our nuclear de-
terrent? Can we today accurately 
weigh the benefits on either side of the 
issue? I do not think so. On the other 
hand, we risk complete collapse of on-
going disarmament initiatives by pre-
maturely rejecting this treaty. That is 
why I believe it is not inconsistent 
that I am not for it, but I would not 
like it to be voted on. 

There are substantial risks with un-
known consequences. Success of the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program re-
quires recruiting the brightest young 
scientists. We have to begin to sub-
stitute for the older heads who know 

everything there is about it and con-
tain all of the so-called corporate 
memory with reference to the science 
testing and the like. 

My colleagues all know that I have 
fought very hard to get the money for 
the Stockpile Stewardship Program. 
We came perilously close this year to 
having this part of our budget cut by as 
much as $1 billion by the House. I 
think after weeks of saying we would 
not go to conference—it is not worth 
going to conference to fight—it was be-
lieved it would be better to stay at last 
year’s level. They finally came to the 
point where we have a Stockpile Stew-
ardship Program funded, but in an al-
most irreverent way. 

Dr. Browne of Los Alamos said: 

I am confident that a fully supported and 
sustained program will enable us to continue 
to maintain America’s nuclear deterrent 
without nuclear testing. However, I am con-
cerned about several trends that are reduc-
ing my confidence level each year. These in-
clude annual shortfalls in planned budgets, 
increased numbers of findings in the stock-
pile that need resolution, an augmented 
workload beyond our original plans, and un-
funded mandates that cut into the program. 

It is pretty clear that it is not what 
they would like it to be. 

He also said he was 

concerned about other significant disturb-
ances this year in the stability of the sup-
port from the government, partially in re-
sponse to concerns about espionage. This has 
sent a mixed message to the Laboratory that 
will make it more difficult to carry out 

the stewardship program. According to 
this good doctor who heads Los Ala-
mos, the task of recruiting and train-
ing the requisite talent is hindered by 
the current security climate at the lab-
oratories. 

I strongly believe that the establish-
ment of a semi-independent agency for 
nuclear weapons activities will signifi-
cantly enhance efforts to ensure the 
success of the Stockpile Stewardship 
Program. At the same time, this reor-
ganization will require many months 
to accomplish. I ask my colleagues the 
following question: Should we make an 
international declaration regarding 
U.S. nuclear tests in the midst of a 
complete overhaul of the Department 
responsible for those weapons? I don’t 
think so. Such an action would be pre-
mature. 

Lastly, today we cannot clearly de-
fine the direction the world will take 
on nuclear issues. This concern speaks 
both for and against the treaty. Treaty 
proponents believe that U.S. ratifica-
tion and the treaty’s entry into force 
will curb proliferation. This treaty, if 
fully implemented, would enhance our 
ability to detect nuclear tests and cre-
ate a deterrent to nations that may as-
pire to possess nuclear weapons capa-
bilities. 

However, others say, without ques-
tion, this treaty is not a silver bullet. 
The administration has touted it as 
such. This treaty is only one measure 
of many that should comprise a solid 
nonproliferation agenda. For example, 
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this treaty would be acceptable if ac-
companied by substantive bilateral 
commitments with Russia and multi-
lateral commitments among the de-
clared nuclear powers. A framework for 
international disarmament, non-
proliferation, and stability may very 
well include a Test Ban Treaty, but it 
should also be accompanied by binding 
commitments on future disarmament 
objectives, such as the Fissile Mate-
rials Cutoff Regime, and the Anti-Bal-
listic Missile Treaty. 

We have only one treaty—one facet 
of a complex picture—before us today. 
It may contribute to achieving other 
disarmament objectives, but we are 
being asked to wager our nuclear deter-
rent on the hope that formal commit-
ments from other nuclear powers and 
threshold states will be forthcoming. 
We sign on the dotted line that we will 
not utilize testing to maintain our 
stockpile, and we plead with the world 
to follow suit. 

Or we reject the Treaty now and 
eliminate others’ potential hesitation 
regarding future tests. 

Only 23 of the 44 nations required for 
the Treaty’s entry into force have rati-
fied it. India, Pakistan, North Korea, 
Russia and China have not ratified it. 
Neither India nor Pakistan have even 
signed the treaty. 

We should not rush to vote on this 
matter. 

Regardless of the vote count, we risk 
either permanent damage to our non- 
proliferation objectives or the safety 
and reliability of the U.S. nuclear arse-
nal. Continuing our moratorium on nu-
clear testing and not acting on this 
Treaty is the best course of action for 
now. 

We have time. Time to observe inter-
national changes and formulate a nu-
clear posture suitable for a new era. 
Time to evaluate the future of our bi-
lateral relations with Russia and 
China. And time to first ensure the 
success of Stockpile Stewardship. 

U.S. ratification would provide a 
positive signal and increase our lever-
age at the negotiating table in our pur-
suit of many non-proliferation objec-
tives. If the Senate does not ratify this 
Treaty, which appears highly likely at 
the present, many of our current for-
eign policy initiatives will unravel. 

Most importantly, a negative vote on 
the CTBT will further erode the Nu-
clear Non-Proliferation Treaty, NPT, 
itself. We secured indefinite extension 
of the NPT in 1995 by committing to 
lead negotiations, sign and ratify the 
Test Ban Treaty. There is an explicit 
link between our Article VI commit-
ments to disarm and the CTBT. 

Many other steps could be taken to 
demonstrate a good faith effort toward 
nuclear disarmament. The Test Ban 
Treaty is just one element of a com-
prehensive strategy to reduce nuclear 
dangers. The U.S. and Russia have al-
ready radically reduced stockpiles 
from their Cold War levels. Progress 
has been made in the negotiations for a 
fissile materials cutoff regime. Cur-

rently, all of the declared nuclear pow-
ers have a moratorium on testing, and 
two of those, Britain and France, have 
signed and ratified the Test Ban Trea-
ty. 

If the Senate votes against this Trea-
ty, we will send the signal to the world 
that the U.S. has no intent to make 
good on its earlier commitments. 
START II will wither in the Duma; ne-
gotiations with Russia on START III 
and the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty 
will most likely falter. We would most 
likely witness a rash of nuclear tests in 
response. Killing this Treaty would in-
evitably also impact upcoming elec-
tions in Russia. To the Russians our 
actions in Kosovo underscored NATO’s 
willingness to engage in out-of-area op-
erations, even in violation of sov-
ereignty. Anti-U.S. sentiments in Rus-
sia soared. Not only would a down vote 
on this Treaty play into the hands of 
the Communists and Nationalists, U.S. 
actions would essentially give Russia 
the go-ahead to begin testing a new 
generation of tactical nuclear weapons 
to secure its border against NATO. 

We risk little by postponing consider-
ation of this Treaty. We put our most 
vital security interests at stake by 
rushing to judgement on it. 

In sum, defeat of this Treaty at this 
point will have a devastating impact 
on numerous current foreign policy ini-
tiatives that are clearly in the U.S. na-
tional interest. We can anticipate an 
unraveling of initiatives toward bilat-
eral disarmament with Russia, and we 
will forfeit any remaining hope of pre-
venting a nuclear arms race between 
India and Pakistan. We will open wide 
the door for China to proceed with 
tests to validate any nuclear designs 
based on the alleged stolen W–88 blue-
prints. 

At the same time, Stockpile Stew-
ardship is as yet unproven. We still do 
not fully understand the aging effects 
on our nuclear arsenal. Such aging ef-
fects relate both to the components 
which comprise the nuclear weapons 
and the scientific experts who initially 
designed and tested them. Also, as wit-
nessed again this year, the budget for 
the full implementation of Stockpile 
Stewardship is anything but secure. In 
light of the current situation, ratifica-
tion of this Treaty may put us at risk. 

The timing of this debate is such 
that I have to weigh very carefully be-
tween the negative impact of this Trea-
ty’s possible defeat and the annual 
budgetary struggles for Stockpile 
Stewardship in combination with the 
scientific community’s own doubts 
about the Stockpile Stewardship pro-
gram. 

We should maintain the moratorium 
on testing and postpone the vote on 
this matter. 

It is irresponsible and dangerous to 
proceed now with the debate and vote 
on this Treaty. We have nothing to lose 
by maintaining our current status of a 
unilateral moratorium and having 
signed but not yet ratified the Test 
Ban Treaty. But we have everything to 

lose regardless of the outcome of this 
vote. 

I thank the Senate for listening and 
the leadership for granting me this 
time. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. BIDEN. I yield 10 minutes to my 

friend from Virginia. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. ROBB. I thank the Chair and 

thank the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware. 

Mr. President, on balance I person-
ally believe the arguments for ratifica-
tion of the CTBT are far more persua-
sive than the arguments against ratifi-
cation. But I recognize the legitimacy 
of some of the arguments made against 
ratification. I recognize the credibility 
of some of those making those argu-
ments. I respect the sincerity of col-
leagues who believe that ratification 
would be a mistake. 

Having said that, I will not repeat all 
of the reasons that I would vote for 
ratification, if we are, indeed, forced to 
go ahead with the vote scheduled for 
later this afternoon. I would simply ap-
peal to colleagues who oppose ratifica-
tion not to let their feelings—their per-
sonal feelings—toward our Commander 
in Chief or their desires for a decisive 
political victory to weaken the role of 
the U.S. leadership in the international 
community or encourage additional 
testing by nations that might not oth-
erwise do so, and thus make the world 
less secure and more dangerous. 

On the politics, opponents of ratifica-
tion at this time have already won. No 
one contends that 67 Senators are pre-
pared to vote for ratification. No one is 
suggesting that this President or any 
future President is going to bring the 
treaty up for ratification again unless 
and until they have those 67 votes. 

I happen to be one of the 10 Senators 
who engaged in an extended discussion 
of this treaty with the President and 
his national security team last Tues-
day evening. Many others have been 
actively engaged in the debate from 
the very beginning. As I recall, there 
were six Republicans and four Demo-
crats; and we were equally divided on 
the question of ratification. 

I wish to commend all of the Sen-
ators involved in that process and 
throughout, but particularly those Re-
publicans who stated during that meet-
ing, very forcefully, why they oppose 
the treaty and why a ratification vote 
would fail but nonetheless were willing 
to help find a way to pull us back from 
the brink—for the good of the country 
and in the interest of a safer world. 

In this instance, the President has 
acknowledged that if we go ahead with 
the vote, he will lose. But he is asking 
us not to defeat our own national in-
terest as well by voting down this trea-
ty. 

The Senate, in pressing its case, how-
ever, for an up-or-down vote at this 
point, in my judgment, injures the 
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country’s ability to lead and strikes a 
blow at American leadership around 
the world. Far more is at stake than 
defeating the policy and agenda of this 
particular President. Make no mistake, 
allies, friends, and enemies would view 
the defeat of the CTBT as a green light 
for more nuclear testing and further 
development of nuclear weapons, either 
strategic or tactical. 

Defeat of the treaty will not be per-
ceived as a signal of restraint. Just the 
opposite. Delay of consideration of the 
matter at least gives us the oppor-
tunity to address continuing concerns 
about monitoring and verification, as 
best we can, while delivering the mes-
sage to other nations that we should 
proceed with yellow-light caution in 
regard to testing and development of 
their programs. 

I have carefully reviewed the intel-
ligence community’s analysis of our 
CTBT monitoring capabilities—includ-
ing the 1997 national intelligence esti-
mate and the updating of that docu-
ment—and admittedly, there are no ab-
solutes when it comes to our ability to 
detect and identify some tests at low 
yields with high confidence. The more 
critical issue at hand, however, is the 
significance of possible evasion and the 
rationale that underlies such action 
and what it means for the inherent ad-
vantage we currently maintain with 
our nuclear arsenal. 

I urge our colleagues to weigh very 
carefully the views of the intelligence 
community. The intelligence commu-
nity believes we can effectively mon-
itor the CTBT. We approved the Chem-
ical Weapons Convention aware of the 
fact that denial and deception tech-
niques would prevent us from con-
firming absolutely that production, de-
velopment, and stockpiling were not 
going on. But as with the CTBT, we 
were able to approach the subject of 
monitoring with a high degree of con-
fidence that signatories were not vio-
lating the CWC. As a result, implemen-
tation of that pact is contributing to 
our national security. 

Senate hearings this past week sug-
gest an emerging story at Novaya 
Zemlya but not outright violations of 
CTBT provisions. Transparency is lack-
ing there, and perhaps a delay in con-
sideration of the treaty will aid our ef-
forts to sort out ongoing developments 
in this particular location. But defeat-
ing the CTBT on the concerns we have 
about this one site would represent a 
failure to understand what is in our 
broad national interest. Creating a nor-
mative global standard not to test will 
do enormous good and will act as a 
powerful force to stop would-be cheat-
ers in their tracks. 

It is reasonably clear to our intel-
ligence community that Russia and 
perhaps others would not necessarily 
make gains in their thermonuclear 
weapons program through an evasive 
low-yield testing program without 
risking exposure of such tests to the 
international community. Given that 
reality, it simply begs the question: 

Under what substantive rationale 
would Russia or another country pro-
ceed in light of the outcry and con-
demnation that would surely follow? 

I believe this matter is ripe for an 
agreement we can negotiate among 
ourselves in the Senate, through unani-
mous consent, that delays CTBT con-
sideration until the next Congress. I 
am prepared to support CTBT regard-
less of the political affiliation of the 
Commander in Chief. But due to the 
untenable circumstances in which we 
now find ourselves, we should honor 
the request of this Commander in Chief 
and delay a vote. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 15 minutes to speak in op-
position to the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty. 

I also sat through a week of hearings 
last week. I also, as a member of the 
Armed Services Committee, had the 
opportunity to hear our intelligence 
community, to hear representatives 
from the Department of Defense, and 
to hear the Directors of our labora-
tories. I respectfully reached a dif-
ferent conclusion as to what the evi-
dence is. In fact, in my estimation, the 
evidence is strong enough to raise seri-
ous doubts about the wisdom of ratify-
ing this treaty. The evidence, I believe, 
indicates that in fact Russia is cur-
rently testing low-level nuclear weap-
ons and is seeking to develop, from 
their own public statements and the 
Russian media, a new type of tactical 
weapon, and there were suspected Rus-
sian tests as recently as September 8, 
1999, and September 23, 1999. 

I believe when we have these kinds of 
issues of the gravest weight to our Na-
tion and to our Nation’s security, when 
there are doubts about verification— 
and I think it is overwhelmingly clear 
from what I heard from the intel-
ligence community—we cannot have 
assurance that we will be able to verify 
a zero-yield treaty. That was very 
plain and very clear from the testi-
mony we heard. Verification is not pos-
sible. Therefore, it is not in the best in-
terests of our Nation to ratify this 
treaty. 

There are numerous reasons to op-
pose the treaty. We have heard many of 
them during the debate on the floor of 
the Senate. Many have been discussed 
very clearly. I will focus on one par-
ticular feature of this agreement 
which, in my view, is sufficient in and 
of itself to reject ratification of this 
treaty. That is the issue of the treaty’s 
duration. 

This is an agreement of unlimited du-
ration. It is an agreement that is in 
perpetuity. That means if it is ratified, 
the United States will be committing 
itself forever not to conduct another 
nuclear test. It would make us depend-
ent upon, totally reliant upon, the 

Stockpile Stewardship Program. From 
what we heard from the Directors of 
the labs last week, the Stockpile Stew-
ardship Program is, by all accounts, a 
work in progress. Some said it would 
take 5 years to reach the point where 
we could have confidence in the pro-
gram; some said 10. One said it would 
be as long as 15 to 20 years before we 
could know whether or not this pro-
gram was going to be of a sufficient 
confidence level that we could count 
upon it without reliance upon tests. 

There are two major questions about 
this program. One is, Will it work? We 
are not going to know that for many 
years. Will it work sufficiently that we 
can rely upon high-speed computers 
and modeling and annual examinations 
without any kind of test to have the 
confidence that they are reliant and 
safe and that, should they tragically 
ever need to be used, we could count on 
them actually working? 

The second very big issue is whether 
it will be funded adequately so the pro-
gram can be developed to that level of 
confidence. We have every indication 
that this will be an area in which Con-
gress in the future will seek to cut, an 
area in which there will not be the 
kind of commitment, the kind of re-
sources to ensure the development of 
this Stockpile Stewardship Program to 
a point we can have absolute con-
fidence in it. 

I want Members to think about the 
duration of this treaty—forever. Are 
we so confident today that we will 
never again need nuclear testing, so 
certain that we are willing to deprive 
all future Commanders in Chief, all fu-
ture military leaders, all future Con-
gresses of the one means that can actu-
ally prove the safety and reliability of 
our nuclear deterrent? Are we that 
confident? I suggest we are not. 

Proponents of the treaty will say 
that that is not the case, that this 
commitment is not forever. They will 
point to the fact that the treaty allows 
for withdrawal if our national interest 
requires it. Proponents of the treaty 
promise that if we reach a point where 
the safety and reliability of our nu-
clear deterrent cannot be guaranteed 
without testing, then all we need to do 
is exercise our right to withdraw and 
we would, at that point, resume test-
ing. 

This so-called ‘‘supreme national in-
terest’’ clause, along with safeguard F, 
in which President Clinton gives us his 
solemn word that he will ‘‘consider’’ a 
resumption of testing if our deterrent 
cannot be certified, is supposed to give 
us a sense of reassurance. 

The fact is, this reassurance is a hol-
low promise. I think supporters of the 
treaty realize it. The fact is, if the crit-
ical moment arrives and there is irref-
utable evidence that we must conduct 
nuclear testing to ensure our deterrent 
is safe, reliable, and credible, those 
same treaty supporters will be shout-
ing from the highest mountain that the 
very act of withdrawing from this trea-
ty would be too provocative to ever be 
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justified, that no narrow security need 
of the United States could ever over-
ride the solemn commitment we made 
to the world in agreeing to be bound by 
this treaty. 

If Members don’t believe that will 
happen, they need only to look at our 
current difficulties with the 1972 ABM 
Treaty. I believe it provides a chilling 
glimpse of our nuclear future should we 
ratify an ill-conceived test ban at this 
time. As is the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty, the ABM Treaty is of un-
limited duration. There are many par-
allels. That is one of them. The ABM 
Treaty includes a provision allowing 
the United States to withdraw if our 
national interests so demand, another 
very clear parallel and treaty obliga-
tions are more clearly mismatched 
than with the ABM Treaty today. It is 
very difficult to imagine a situation in 
which the national security interests 
we have could be more clearly mis-
matched than with the ABM Treaty. 
Its supporters insist, though, that 
withdrawal is not just ill advised, but 
supporters would say it is unthinkable. 
The voices wailing loudest about 
changing this obsolete agreement are 
the same ones urging us today to en-
tangle ourselves in another treaty of 
unlimited duration. 

Earlier, Senator KYL rightly pointed 
out that the negotiators for this treaty 
originally wanted a 10-year treaty. Pre-
vious Presidents wanted a treaty of 
limited duration, but we have before us 
one that would lock us into a commit-
ment in perpetuity. 

Think of the ways in which the ABM 
Treaty is mismatched with our modern 
security needs. Yet we confront our ab-
solute unwillingness to consider any 
option to withdraw. The treaty was 
conceived in a strategic context ut-
terly unlike today’s, a bipolar world in 
which two superpowers were engaged in 
both a global rivalry and an accom-
panying buildup in strategic nuclear 
forces. Now, today, is a totally dif-
ferent context and situation. One of 
those superpowers no longer exists at 
all. What remains of that superpower 
struggles to secure its own borders 
against poorly armed militants. 

The arms race that supposedly justi-
fied the ABM Treaty’s perverse deifica-
tion of vulnerability has not just halt-
ed, it has reversed, no thanks to arms 
control. Today, Russian nuclear forces 
are plummeting due not to the START 
II agreement—which Russia has re-
fused to ratify for nearly 7 years—but 
to economic constraints and the end of 
the cold war. In fact, their forces are 
falling far faster than treaties can keep 
up with; arms control isn’t ‘‘control-
ling’’ anything; economic and strategic 
considerations are. Similar forces have 
led the United States to conclude that 
its forces can also be reduced. Thus, de-
spite a strategic environment com-
pletely different from the one that 
gave birth to the ABM Treaty, its sup-
porters stubbornly insist we must re-
main a party to it. 

In 1972, only the Soviet Union had 
the capability to target the United 

States with long-range ballistic mis-
siles. Today, numerous rogue states are 
diligently working to acquire long- 
range missiles with which to coerce the 
United States or deter it from acting in 
its interests, and these weapons are so 
attractive precisely because we have no 
defense against them; indeed, we are 
legally prohibited from defending 
against them by the ABM Treaty of 
1972. 

Technologically, too, the ABM Trea-
ty is obsolete. The kinetic kill vehicle 
that destroyed an ICBM high over the 
Pacific Ocean on October 2 was un-
dreamed of in 1972. So was the idea of 
a 747 equipped with a missile-killing 
laser, which is under construction now 
in Washington State, or space-based 
tracking satellites like SBIRS-Low, so 
precise that they may make tradi-
tional ground-based radars superfluous 
in missile defense. Yet this ABM Trea-
ty, negotiated almost three decades 
ago, stands in the way of many of these 
technological innovations that could 
provide the United States with the pro-
tection it needs against the world’s 
new threats. 

Now proponents of this new treaty 
will say we can always pull out, that if 
situations and circumstances change, 
we can always invoke our national se-
curity provision and we can withdraw 
from this treaty. If in the future we 
find we must test in order to ensure 
the stability and reliability and safety 
of our nuclear deterrent, we can pull 
out and do that. I suggest that that is 
not even a remote possibility. Once we 
make this commitment, just as we did 
on the 1972 ABM Treaty, there will be 
no withdrawing, there will not even be 
consideration of the possibility that it 
might be in our national interest to 
withdraw from a treaty to which we 
have made a commitment. 

These new threats today have led to 
a consensus that the United States 
must deploy a national missile defense 
system and a recognition that we are 
behind the curve in deploying one. The 
National Missile Defense Act, calling 
for deployment of such a system as 
soon as technologically feasible, passed 
this body by a vote of 97–3, with a simi-
lar ratio of support in the House. 

Just as obvious as the need for this 
capability is the fact that the ABM 
Treaty prohibits us from deploying the 
very system we voted to deploy. But 
does anybody talk about withdrawing 
from the ABM Treaty because it is in 
our national security interests? Abso-
lutely not. I suggest we will be in the 
same kind of context should we ratify 
the treaty that is before us today. 

Clearly, the ABM Treaty must be 
amended or jettisoned. The Russians 
have so far refused to consider amend-
ing it, so withdrawal is the most obvi-
ous course of action if United States 
security interests are to be served. 

Listen to the hue and cry at even the 
mention of such an option today. From 
Russia to China to France, and even to 
here on the floor of the Senate, we 
have heard the cry that the United 

States cannot withdraw from the ABM 
Treaty because it has become too im-
portant to the world community. 
Those who see arms control as an end 
in itself oppose even the consideration 
of withdrawal, claiming passionately 
that the United States owes it to the 
world to remain vulnerable to missile 
attack. Our participation in this treaty 
transcends narrow U.S. security inter-
ests, they claim; we have a higher obli-
gation to the international commu-
nity, they claim. After all, if the 
United States is protected from attack, 
won’t that just encourage others to 
build more missiles in order to retain 
the ability to coerce us, thus threat-
ening the simplistic ideal of ‘‘strategic 
stability’’? That phrase, translated, 
means that citizens of the United 
States must be vulnerable to inciner-
ation or attack by biological weapons 
so other nations in the world may do as 
they please. 

Even though the ABM Treaty is 
hopelessly outdated—almost 30 years 
old—and prevents the United States 
from defending its citizens against the 
new threats of the 21st century, sup-
porters of arms control insist that 
withdrawal is unthinkable. Its very ex-
istence is too important to be over-
ridden by the mere security interests 
of the United States. 

Absurd as such a proposition sounds, 
it is the current policy of this adminis-
tration, and it is supported by the very 
same voices who now urge us to ratify 
this comprehensive test ban. 

The Clinton administration has been 
reluctantly forced by the Congress into 
taking serious action on missile de-
fenses—thankfully. It admits that the 
system it needs to meet our security 
requirements cannot be deployed under 
the ABM Treaty. Yet so powerful are 
the voices calling on the United States 
to subjugate its own security interests 
to arms control that the administra-
tion is proposing changes to the ABM 
Treaty that, by its own admission, will 
not allow a missile defense system that 
will meet our requirements. It has de-
clared what must be done as ‘‘too hard 
to do’’ and intends to leave the mess it 
created for another administration to 
clean up. All because arms control be-
comes an end in itself. 

That sorry state of affairs is where 
we will end up if the Senate consents 
to ratification of the CTBT. Those 
treaty supporters who are saying now, 
‘‘Don’t worry, there is an escape 
clause,’’ will be the same ones who, 5 or 
10 years from now—when there is a 
problem with our stockpile and the Na-
tional Ignition Facility is not finished 
and we find out we overestimated our 
ability to simulate the workings of a 
nuclear weapon—will be saying we dare 
not withdraw from this treaty because 
we owe a higher debt to the inter-
national community. That is what we 
will hear. 

I don’t represent the international 
community; I represent the people of 
the State of Arkansas. Our decision 
here must serve the best interests of 
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the United States and its citizens. Our 
experience with the ABM Treaty is a 
perfect example of how arms control 
agreements assume an importance far 
beyond their contribution to the secu-
rity of our Nation. The Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty’s unlimited duration 
is a virtual guarantee that this agree-
ment will prevent us from conducting 
nuclear testing long past the point at 
which we decide such testing is nec-
essary. As our ABM experience shows, 
we should take no comfort from the 
presence of a so-called ‘‘supreme na-
tional interest’’ clause. 

Now, should we just put it off or 
should we vote on it? I believe our re-
sponsibility is not the world opinion. 
Our responsibility is, frankly, not the 
public opinion polls of the United 
States. The American people, as a 
whole, have not had the benefit of 
hearing the Directors of our National 
Labs or the DOD come and testify be-
fore us as to the difficulties of 
verification and the difficulties of de-
veloping our Stockpile Stewardship 
Program. If it is a flawed treaty—and I 
believe it is—if it is a defective trea-
ty—and I believe it is—if it is not in 
our national security interest—and I 
believe it is not—then we should vote, 
and we should vote to defeat the treaty 
and not ratify it. 

This is a treaty that I believe will 
not get better with age. It will not get 
better by putting it on a shelf for con-
sideration at some future date. I be-
lieve it is flawed. I believe it is defec-
tive. I believe it is not in our national 
security interest. I believe it is our 
constitutional responsibility not to put 
it off but to vote our conscience. 

I urge the defeat of what I believe is 
a flawed treaty. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BROWNBACK). The Senator from Dela-
ware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes, and then I would be 
happy to yield to the Senator. 

I want my colleagues to note—they 
may not be aware of it, and I wasn’t 
until a few minutes ago—as further 
consideration of how this may or may 
not affect the events around the world 
there apparently has been a coup in 
Pakistan where the Sharif government 
fired their chief military chief of staff 
when he was out of the country. He 
came back and decided he didn’t like 
that. He surrounded the palace and sur-
rounded the Prime Minister’s quarters. 
The word I received a few moments 
ago—I suggest others check their own 
sources—was that there is going to be a 
civilian government installed that is 
not Sharif, and that the military will 
do the installing. I cite that to indicate 
to you how fluid world events are. We 
should be careful about what we are 
doing. 

I also point out that today before the 
Foreign Relations Committee, Dr. Wil-
liam Perry, the President’s Korean pol-
icy coordinator and former Secretary 
of Defense, testified that failure to rat-

ify the CTBT will give North Korea ‘‘an 
obvious reason not to ratify the 
CTBT.’’ 

Dr. Perry, the Secretary of Defense 
in President Clinton’s first term, en-
dorsed ratification of the treaty. He 
said it serves well the security inter-
ests of the United States. 

I cite that only because it is current. 
Lastly, I would say that listening 

with great interest to the last several 
speakers I find it again fascinating 
that this is a lot more than about 
CTBT. It is about ABM. It is about 
what our nuclear strategy should be. 

My friend from Arkansas, as well as 
others who have spoken, has great 
faith in our ability to erect a nuclear 
shield that can keep out incoming nu-
clear weapons in the scores, dozens, or 
potentially hundreds, which is a monu-
mental feat, if it can be accomplished— 
we may be able to accomplish it—but 
don’t have the confidence that those 
same scientists could figure out a way 
to take a weapon off the nose of a mis-
sile, look and determine whether or not 
it has deteriorated. I would suggest one 
is considerably more difficult to do 
than the other. But it is a little bit 
about where you place your faith. 

Lastly, I, point out for those who are 
talking about verification—my friend 
from Arizona heard me say this time 
and again, and I would suggest you all 
go back and look at, if you were here, 
how you voted on the INF Treaty, the 
Reagan INF Treaty, or if you weren’t 
here, what President Reagan said be-
cause many of my friends on the Re-
publican side quote Ronald Reagan 
when he says ‘‘trust but verify.’’ No-
body can verify the INF Treaty. The 
intelligence community—and I will not 
read again all of the detail; it is in the 
Record—indicated we could not verify 
the INF Treaty, and we said and the 
Reagan administration said and Presi-
dent Reagan said in his pushing the 
INF Treaty that no verification was 
possible completely. Yet with the fact 
that we didn’t even know how many 
SS–20s they had, it was concluded that 
they could adapt those to longer range, 
interchange them with shorter-range 
missiles and longer-range missiles, and 
hide them in silos. But my Republican 
colleagues had no trouble ratifying 
that treaty, which was not verifiable, 
or was considerably less verifiable than 
this treaty. 

If you quote President Reagan, please 
quote him in the context that he used 
the phrase ‘‘trust but verify.’’ And he 
defined what he meant by ‘‘verify’’ by 
his actions. 

The military under President Reagan 
said the INF Treaty was verifiable to 
the extent that they could not do any-
thing that would materially alter the 
military balance. No one argues that 
we cannot verify to the extent as well. 
But it seems as though we apply one 
standard to Republican-sponsored trea-
ties by Republican Presidents and a 
different standard to a treaty proposed 
by a Democratic President. I find that, 
as you might guess, fascinating. I will 

remind people of it now and again and 
again and again. But I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

The Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I think my 

colleague from New Hampshire wishes 
to speak. Let me take a minute before 
he does to respond to two things that 
the Senator from Delaware said. 

I find it interesting that North Korea 
would be used as the example of a 
country that will pursue nuclear weap-
ons if we don’t ratify the test ban trea-
ty, according to Secretary Perry. 

Mr. BIDEN. That is not what he said, 
if I may interrupt, if I could quote 
what he said. 

Mr. KYL. Please do. 
Mr. BIDEN. He said it will give North 

Korea ‘‘an obvious reason not to ratify 
CTBT.’’ He did not say it will give 
them reason to produce nuclear weap-
ons. 

Mr. KYL. I think that is a very im-
portant distinction. I thank my col-
league for making it because, clearly, 
North Korea is not going to be per-
suaded to eschew nuclear weapons by 
the United States ratifying the CTBT. 
North Korea will do whatever it wants 
to do regardless of what we do. That is 
pretty clear. To suggest that we need 
to ratify this treaty in order to satisfy 
North Korea is absurd. 

North Korea is a member of the non-
proliferation treaty right now. By defi-
nition, North Korea is in violation of 
that treaty if it ever decides to test a 
nuclear weapon because it would be af-
firming the fact that it possesses a nu-
clear weapon which is in violation of 
the NPT. North Korea is not a country 
the behavior of which we can affect one 
way or the other by virtue of a morato-
rium on testing. If that were the case, 
then North Korea would have long ago 
decided to forego the development of 
nuclear weapons because the United 
States hasn’t tested for 8 years. Clear-
ly, our actions have had no influence 
on North Korea, except to cause North 
Korea to blackmail the United States 
by threatening to develop nuclear 
weapons and by threatening to develop 
missiles unless we will pay them trib-
ute. I don’t think North Korea is a very 
good example to be citing as a reason 
for the United States to affirm the 
CTBT. 

Moreover, I remember this argument 
a couple of years ago when the chem-
ical weapons treaty was being brought 
before the body. They said this was the 
only way to get North Korea to sign up 
to the CWC, and we certainly wanted 
North Korea to be a signatory to that 
treaty because they might use chem-
ical weapons someday. We ratified it. 
They still haven’t signed up—2 years 
later. I don’t think North Korea is 
going to care one way or the other 
whether the United States ratifies the 
CTBT. 

To my friend’s other point on the 
comparison between nuclear weapons 
and missile defense, I think it makes 
our point. Missile defenses can work. 
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They are not easy to develop. We have 
seen several tests that failed with the 
THAAD system. What it demonstrated 
to us was that testing is required to 
know that missile defense will work, 
just as the experts have all indicated 
testing is the preferred method of 
knowing whether our nuclear weapons 
will work. 

So I think it makes the point that ei-
ther for missile defense or for nuclear 
weapons testing it is the best way to 
know whether it will work. That is why 
we need to test both the missile de-
fense systems that we have in develop-
ment right now, and that is why we 
need the option of being able to test 
our nuclear weapons as well. 

Mr. BIDEN. I wish to respond, if I 
may. I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. KYL. We may put off the Senator 
from New Hampshire for a good time. 

Mr. BIDEN. I hope not. 
My friend from Arizona, as I said, is 

one of the most skillful debaters and 
lawyers in here. He never says any-
thing that is not true. But sometimes 
he says things that do not matter 
much to the argument. 

For example, he said nuclear testing 
is the preferred method. It sure is. Fly-
ing home is a preferred method to get 
there. But I can get there just as easily 
and surely by taking the train. It is 
preferred to fly home. I get home faster 
when I fly home. But the train gets me 
home. In fact, I can drive home. All 
three methods can verify for my wife 
that I have come from Washington to 
my front door. They are all verifiable. 
They all get the job done. It is the pre-
ferred method. 

By the way, it is the preferred meth-
od to have underground testing. It is 
the preferred method to have above- 
ground testing. That is the preferred 
method to make sure everything is 
working. 

If I took the logic of his argument to 
its logical extension, I would say, well, 
you know, my friend from Arizona 
wanting underground testing is, in 
fact, denying the scientists their total 
capacity to understand exactly what 
has happened by denying atmospheric 
testing. The preferred method is at-
mospheric testing. What difference 
does it make if we can guarantee the 
reliability of the weapon? 

The question with regard to North 
Korea I pose this way: If we ratify the 
treaty, and my friend from Arizona is 
correct that North Korea does not, so 
what. There is no treaty. It does not go 
into force. They have to ratify the 
treaty for it to go into force. What is 
the problem? If a country is certain it 
will not matter, they are not going to 
ratify or abide. Then (a) they don’t rat-
ify, we are not in, we are not bound; (b) 
if they are in and they do a nuclear ex-
plosion underground, we are out, ac-
cording to the last paragraph of our 
amendment. The President has to get 
out of the treaty. Must—not may, 
must. These are what we used to call in 
law school red herrings. They are effec-
tive but red herrings. 

The last point, I heard people stand 
up on the floor and say: This country is 
already or is about to violate the NPT, 
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, 
by exploding a nuclear weapon. Guess 
what. They are allowed, under the 
NPT, to blow up things: nuclear bombs, 
nuclear weapons, nuclear explosions. 
They don’t call them ‘‘weapons’’; they 
say it is a nuclear explosion, as long as 
it is for peaceful means. How does one 
determine whether or not an under-
ground test which has plutonium im-
ploded and has set off a chain reaction 
was for peaceful, as opposed to non-
peaceful, means? That is a nuclear test. 

We ought to get our facts straight. 
The distinctions make a difference. It 
is true; it is hard to verify whether or 
not anybody violated the NPT because 
if they are caught, that country says it 
was for peaceful reasons, dealing with 
peaceful uses of their nuclear capa-
bility. 

I have heard a lot of non sequiturs 
today. My only point in raising North 
Korea was the idea that anybody who 
thinks we are going to be in a position 
that if we turn this treaty down there 
is any possibility we will stop testing 
anywhere in the world is kidding them-
selves. 

I say to my colleagues, ask yourself 
the rhetorical question. Do you want 
to be voting down a treaty on the day 
there is a coup in Pakistan. Good luck, 
folks. I am not suggesting that a vote 
one way or another is dispositive of 
what Pakistan would or wouldn’t do. 
But I will respectfully suggest we will 
be answering the rest of the year, the 
rest of the decade, whether or not what 
we did at that critical moment and 
what is going on between India and 
Pakistan and within Pakistan was af-
fected by our actions. 

I conclude by saying, in the middle of 
the Carter administration there was a 
little debate about this notion of a neu-
tron bomb. The American Government 
put pressure on Helmut Schmidt, Chan-
cellor of Germany at the time, to agree 
to deployment of the neutron bomb in 
Europe—a difficult position for him to 
take as a member of the SPD. He made 
the decision, and then President Carter 
decided not to deploy the neutron 
bomb. I remember how upset the Chan-
cellor of Germany was. The Chancellor 
of Germany was not inclined to speak 
to the President of the United States. 

I was like that little kid in the com-
mercial with the cereal sitting on the 
table. There are two 10-year-olds and a 
6-year-old. The 10-year-old asks: Who 
eats that? Mom and dad. Is it any 
good? You try it. The other kid says: 
No, you try it. They both turn to the 6- 
year-old and say: Mikey will try it. 

I was ‘‘Mikey.’’ I got sent to Ger-
many to meet with Schmidt, to sit 
down at the little conference table in 
the Chancellor’s office to discuss our 
relationship. I will never forget some-
thing Chancellor Schmidt said—and I 
will not violate any security issue; it is 
probably long past a need to be se-
cure—in frustration, while he was 

smoking his 19th cigarette similar to 
Golda Meir, a chain-smoker, he 
pounded his hand on the table and said: 
You don’t understand, Joe; when the 
United States sneezes, Europe catches 
a cold. When the United States sneezes, 
Europe catches a cold. 

When we act on gigantic big-ticket 
items such as a treaty affecting the 
whole world and nuclear weapons, 
whether we intend it or not, the world 
reacts. This is not a very prudent time 
to be voting on this treaty, I respect-
fully suggest. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask my 

colleague from New Hampshire to 
delay his remarks for a moment so I 
can make a point and perhaps ask Sen-
ator BIDEN, if he could answer a ques-
tion regarding something he has said. 

I think it is, first of all, dangerous to 
suggest that the Senate cannot do its 
business with respect to a treaty be-
cause a coup is occurring in another 
country. I fail to see, if the coup is oc-
curring today and tomorrow, and we 
reject the CTBT, how anyone could 
argue our action precipitated this 
coup. Or somehow by failing to approve 
this treaty we caused unrest in Paki-
stan. 

I ask the Senator to answer that 
question on his own time. First, I make 
another point. I wasn’t trying to make 
a debater’s point but trying to be abso-
lutely conservative in what I said a 
moment ago. 

Mr. BIDEN. I never thought the Sen-
ator was liberal in what he said. 

Mr. KYL. And I appreciate that more 
than you know. 

When I say that testing was the pre-
ferred method, what the lab Directors 
and former officials who have had re-
sponsibility for this have said with 
these highly complex weapons is that 
testing is the preferred method. 

They have also said in contradiction 
to the Senator from Delaware that 
there is no certainty with respect to 
the other method, which is the Stock-
pile Stewardship Program, which is not 
complete and has not gone into effect 
and cannot provide certainty, in any 
event. 

Dr. John Foster, who chairs the con-
gressional committee to assess the effi-
cacy of the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram, said this in his testimony last 
week: 

I oppose ratification of the CTBT because 
without the ability to perform nuclear weap-
ons tests the reliability and safety of our 
Stockpile Stewardship Program will de-
grade. 

There is nobody who is more re-
spected in this field than Dr. John Fos-
ter. 

He further said the testing, which has 
been performed over the years, ‘‘has 
clearly shown our ability to calculate 
and simulate their operation is incom-
plete. Our understanding of their basic 
physics is seriously deficient. Hence, I 
can only answer that a ban on testing 
of our nuclear weapons can only have a 
negative impact on the reliability of 
the stockpile.’’ 
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Dr. Robert Barker, former assistant 

to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic 
Energy, who reported the certification 
of the stockpile to three Secretaries of 
Defense, said: 

Sustained nuclear testing is the only dem-
onstrated way of maintaining a safe and reli-
able deterrent. Our confidence in the safety 
and reliability of nuclear weapons has al-
ready declined since 1992, the year we de-
prived ourselves of the nuclear testing tool. 
It should be of grave concern to us that this 
degradation in confidence cannot be quan-
tified. 

The point is that the reason testing 
is preferred is because it is the only de-
monstrable way of assuring ourselves 
of the safety and reliability of our nu-
clear stockpile. There could be, may 
be, in a decade or so, some additional 
confidence or assurance through a suc-
cessful Stockpile Stewardship Program 
but we won’t know that until the time. 
Until then, that is why testing is the 
preferred method. It is the only way to 
assure the safety and reliability of our 
stockpile. 

To respond to that and to respond to 
the first question I asked, I am happy 
to yield to the Senator. 

Mr. BIDEN. I will try to respond 
briefly. 

No. 1, to suggest our actions would 
affect the international community 
should not be taken in the context and 
consideration of what is happening in 
the international community is naive 
in the extreme. It is not suggesting 
anyone should dictate what we should 
or should not do. It is suggesting that 
it makes sense to take into consider-
ation what is happening around the 
world and what appropriate or inappro-
priate conclusion from our action will 
be drawn by other countries. We have 
always done that in our undertakings 
around the world. It is just responsible 
stewardship of our national security. 

The suggestion was not that because 
there is a coup, failure to ratify this 
treaty, turning it down or ratifying it 
would have affected that coup. That is 
not the issue. The issue is there is a 
struggle today within Pakistan, evi-
denced by the coup, as there was with-
in India, as evidenced by their recent 
elections, about what they should do 
with their nuclear capacity, whether 
they should test further, enhance it, 
and deploy it, or whether or not they 
should refrain from testing and sign 
the treaty. 

The only point I am making is that 
our actions will impact upon that de-
bate within those countries. The de-
bate happens to be taking place in the 
context of a military coup right now in 
Pakistan. It took place in the context 
of an election where the BJP won and 
made significant gains in India just 
last week, but it does impact upon 
that. 

We lose any leverage we have to im-
pose upon Pakistan, which still wants 
to deal with us, still relies upon us or 
interfaces with us in a number of areas 
in terms of food, trade, and aid all the 
way through to military relationships. 
It does make a difference if we are able 

to say to them, I posit: We want you to 
refrain from testing and sign on to this 
treaty if, in fact, we have done it. If we 
say: We want you to refrain from test-
ing and sign on to the treaty, but by 
the way, we already have 6,000 of these 
little things and we are going to test 
ourselves, it makes it very difficult to 
make that case. 

Lastly, I say with regard to Paki-
stan, it is not so much what anyone 
will be able to prove; it will be what 
will be asserted. We all know in poli-
tics what is asserted is sometimes 
more important than what is provable. 
It should not be, but it is. It does have 
ramifications domestically and inter-
nationally, I suggest. 

Also, with regard to this issue of the 
preferred versus the only method by 
which we can guarantee the reliability 
of our stockpile, nobody, including the 
present lab Directors, suggests that 
our present stockpile is, in fact, unreli-
able or not safe. 

We have not tested since 1992. The 
issue is, and my colleague knows this, 
the intersection—and it is clear if we 
do not test, if we do nothing to the 
stockpile, it will over time degrade, 
just like my friend and I as we ap-
proach our older years, as a matter of 
medical fact, our memories fade. It is a 
medical fact. 

To suggest that because our memo-
ries fade we should not listen to some-
one on the floor who is 8 years older 
than someone else would be viewed by 
everyone as mildly preposterous be-
cause when that older person was 
younger, their memory may have been 
so far superior to the person who is 
younger now that they still have a bet-
ter memory. It does not make a point. 
It is a distinction without a difference. 

It is the same way with regard to our 
stockpile degrading. At what point 
does the degradation occur that it is no 
longer reliable? I asked that of Sec-
retary Schlesinger. He said he thinks 
we are down from 99 percent to about 
85 percent now, and he thinks there is 
no worry at that 85-percent level. But 
what he worries about, and then he 
held up a little graph and the graph 
showed based on years and amount of 
reliability this curve going down like 
this, at the same time there was a dot-
ted line showing the Stockpile Stew-
ardship Program and how that mir-
rored that ability to intersect with 
where we would intersect our con-
fidence that our Stockpile Stewardship 
Program would be able to assure that 
the stockpile was reliable. 

It comes around where the shelf life 
of these weapons occur about 10 years 
out. Everyone has said that between 
now and then, the overwhelming body 
of opinion is, from the Jason Group to 
other leading scientists, including 
these 32 Nobel laureates in physics, the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program is 
working now and will if we make the 
commitment to intersect at a point 
where the shelf life begins to change 
where it continues to guarantee. 

We are never going to be in that line 
where it is so degraded that any lab Di-

rector will have to say: Mr. President, 
I cannot certify anymore. 

But as a fail safe, no pun intended, 
for that possibility—that is why the 
amendment was just adopted—the 
amendment says in the last paragraph, 
if that happens and a lab Director tells 
the President that has happened and it 
cannot certify in terms of reliability, 
the President must get out of the trea-
ty. 

It is true; we are stringing together a 
lot of true statements that are not par-
ticularly relevant to the question, and 
the question is: Is our stockpile now re-
liable and safe? Is it a deterrent still? 
Do other people believe it? Is it a deter-
rent so that our allies believe it and 
they do not go nuclear, such as Japan 
and Germany? And is it a deterrent so 
that our potential enemies, such as 
China and Russia and others, believe it 
so they will not try to do anything 
that will jeopardize our security? That 
is the second question. 

The third question is: Are we able to 
verify this? 

My answer to all three of those ques-
tions is, yes, yes, yes. And the answer 
of the overwhelming body of opinion is 
yes, yes, yes. But just in case it is no, 
the President has to get out. He has to 
get out. We just adopted a condition, so 
he has to get out. 

By the way, I listened to people being 
quoted, like Edward Teller. God love 
him. I had the great honor of debating 
him around the country on four setup 
debates. It was intimidating because he 
would stand there with those bushy 
eyelashes and say: My young friend 
from Delaware does not know—here is 
the guy who invented the hydrogen 
bomb. What am I going to say? Yeah, 
right? 

I would listen to him, and he would 
even get me thinking he was right for 
a while. Then I would listen to what he 
said. Last night, I watched a documen-
tary that is 7 or 8—actually, it is older 
than that; it was President Reagan’s 
last year—on the Star Wars notion. Dr. 
Teller was sitting there, a very distin-
guished man, saying things like—and I 
will get the exact quote for the RECORD 
tomorrow—but he said things like: We 
must act now because the Russians are 
on the verge of having a missile defense 
capability. 

On the verge; they were on the verge 
of collapsing. He is never right about 
his predictions, so far. But he did in-
vent the hydrogen bomb. That is a big 
deal. I cannot argue with that. As my 
mother would say, just because you 
can do one thing well does not mean 
you can do everything well. If I need to 
blow somebody up, I want him with 
me. If I need somebody to predict to me 
what is going to happen in terms of our 
interest, of our adversaries, or us, he 
‘‘ain’t’’ the guy I am going to because 
he has not been right. 

Here we are, we are going to do this 
weight of authority—we all learned, 
and, again, I am not kidding when I say 
this. Senator KYL is not only a first- 
rate lawyer, he has a first-rate mind. 
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We both went to undergraduate school 
and took courses in logic. We learned 
about the 13 logical falacies. We engage 
in them all the time. One is the appeal 
of authority. I will take my authority 
and trump your authority. I have 32 
Nobel laureates. Are you going to raise 
me with six Secretaries of Defense? I 
have four of the last five Chairmen of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with what are 
you going to raise me? This is crazy. 

What is true is that it is better to 
test if you want to know for certain 
whether weapons are reliable. I hope if 
I acknowledge that, he will acknowl-
edge it is better not to test on one 
area: If you want to discourage others 
from testing. Just discourage. He does 
not have to agree that it would do ev-
erything, just discourage. It is better 
not to test. 

If you tell your kid he cannot smoke 
and you are standing there smoking 
and saying: By the way, you can’t 
smoke, it kind of undermines your 
credibility. 

On the other hand, if you do not 
smoke—like I don’t—and say to your 
kid, you can’t smoke, they may smoke 
anyway; but one thing is for certain: If 
you are smoking—as my friend who is 
presiding would say in a different con-
text—you might lose your moral au-
thority to make the case. 

I think we lose our moral authority 
to make the case internationally when 
we say: By the way, we are unquestion-
ably the most powerful nuclear nation 
in the history of the world, and in rel-
ative terms we are far in excess of any-
one else, including the former Sovi-
ets—now the Russians—that the Chi-
nese are not, as they say where I come 
from, a ‘‘patch on our trousers,’’ that 
the Libyans and others may be able to 
get themselves a Hiroshima bomb, but 
they are going to have to carry it in a 
suitcase—it ‘‘ain’t’’ close. 

But I tell you what: Because we 
worry about our reliability—even 
though we are going to spend $45 bil-
lion, even though we have the best sci-
entists in the world, the best scientists 
that we can attract from other parts of 
the world—we know we can put up a 
shield around America that can stop 10, 
20, 100, 1,000 hydrogen bombs from drop-
ping on the United States—but we be-
lieve that we have to test our nuclear 
weapons now or be able to test them in 
the near term in order to be able to as-
sure that we are safe and secure and 
that you believe we are credible. 

I will end where I began this debate a 
long time ago. When the Senator from 
New Hampshire and I were college kids, 
you used to ride along—he was heading 
off to Vietnam—and there used to be a 
bumper sticker which said: One hydro-
gen bomb can ruin your day. It just 
takes one. One hydrogen bomb can ruin 
your day. 

We are not talking about one hydro-
gen bomb. No one is doubting that 1,000 
people and 15 nations in the world can 
develop not a hydrogen bomb but a nu-
clear bomb like the one dropped on Hir-
oshima and Nagasaki. No doubt about 

that. This is not going to stop that. 
This isn’t going to guarantee that be-
cause you do not, everyone has to test 
that. They can do that without testing. 
We dropped it without testing it. The 
second one we did not test. So they can 
test; they cannot test. 

But, folks, this is high-stakes poker. 
All I am saying to you is, you take the 
worst case scenario my friends lay out, 
that we have the stockpile, but we can-
not guarantee it, and we cannot detect 
testing, and we have an escape clause— 
you get out of it because the treaty is 
not working. That is their worst case 
scenario. The escape clause is we have 
to get out because it says we must get 
out. 

Let me tell you my worst case sce-
nario. My worst case scenario is we, in 
fact, do not sign this treaty, and the 
Chinese decide all moral restraints are 
off—even though they are not particu-
larly a moral country—we can now, 
with impunity, go and test and not be 
buffeted by world opinion in terms of 
affecting our trade or our commerce 
and the rest. We can go from 16, 18, 20— 
however many intercontinental bal-
listic missiles they have—we can now 
test to build lighter, smaller ones with 
that information we stole from the lab-
oratories. We can now MIRV our mis-
siles. 

The Pakistanis and the Indians agree 
that: Look, what we have to do is now 
deploy nuclear weapons because the re-
straints are off. 

I do not know what we do with that 
worst case scenario. There is nothing 
the President can say, such as: By the 
way, stop. Out. I want to pull out. You 
all can’t do that. China, you can’t do 
that. There is no way out of that one. 

This is not like us making the mis-
take on a tax bill. This is not like us 
making a mistake on a piece of welfare 
or social legislation. We can correct 
that in a day. I have been here when we 
passed reforms on health care that 
within 6 months we repealed because 
we thought it was a mistake. 

You cannot legislate on this floor of 
the Senate a course of action that the 
world is engaged in, a road that has 
been been taken down away from non-
proliferation to proliferation by a piece 
of legislation. I cannot guarantee the 
Presiding Officer that if this passes 
there will not be more proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. 

But I am prepared to bet you any-
thing, if we reject this treaty, there 
will be significantly more proliferation 
of nuclear capability than there was 
before because there would be no re-
straint whatsoever on the one thing 
every nation has to do to become a nu-
clear power that is not already a sig-
nificant nuclear power—and that is to 
test. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KYL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-

LINS). The Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. KYL. Madam President, let me 

make a couple comments and then I 
will yield to the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

I appreciate the Senator from Dela-
ware making a slight concession, and 
asking for one in return. His conces-
sion, of course, is that it is better to 
test. I think we would all agree it is 
better to test. The question is whether 
or not there is an adequate substitute 
if we do not test. And upon that the 
jury is still out. 

He also asked the question: Isn’t it 
also better not to test if we can per-
suade others not to do so by our own 
willingness to forego testing? I think 
that question has actually been an-
swered because for 8 years we have had 
a moratorium seeking to persuade oth-
ers not to test. During that time, we 
know of at least five countries that 
have tested: France, China, Russia, 
Pakistan, and India. So it is clear that 
our foregoing testing has not created 
the norm against testing that pro-
ponents of the treaty would like to see. 

It is also not better to forego testing 
in an effort to get others to do so as 
well if, in fact, our own stockpile would 
be unduly jeopardized as a result. On 
that, there has been a variety of expert 
opinion testifying this past week sug-
gesting that the reason it is better to 
test is precisely because we cannot 
confirm the safety and reliability of 
our stockpile to an adequate degree of 
certainty without that. 

To the question of whether or not it 
is a fallacy of logic to quote experts, I 
would simply suggest that while it may 
not be the most persuasive argument 
in the world to quote experts in sup-
port of your position, it is at least 
some weight of evidence. Both sides 
have engaged in that. It is true that on 
many of these issues there are opinions 
on both sides of the issue. 

Dr. Edward Teller certainly is an ex-
pert in nuclear weapons design and on 
many other matters that relate to it. 
But let’s assume he does not know 
what he is talking about here and go to 
people whose job it was to verify a 
compliance with arms control treaties. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter dated 
October 1, 1999, from Fred Eimer, 
Former Assistant Director of ACDA, 
the Arms Control Agency Verification 
and Implementation Office, to Senator 
HELMS. 

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

OCTOBER 1, 1999. 
Senator JESSE HELMS, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write to express my 
opposition to the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty (CTBT) Numerous experts have noted 
that this treaty raises serious questions re-
garding the ability of the United States to 
maintain our nuclear deterrent. I am par-
ticularly concerned, however, that the 
United States will be disproportionately 
harmed by the test ban. Other nations will 
be able to conduct militarily significant nu-
clear test well below the verification thresh-
old of the Treaty’s monitoring system, and 
our own unilateral capability. 

I have listened with concern to the various 
claims being made regarding the CTBT’s 
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International Monitoring System (IMS). It is 
important to note that the IMS will have se-
rious limitations. While many in the U.S. 
recognize the IMS’ technical limitations, it 
is being oversold internationally as a com-
prehensive, effective monitoring regime. 

Supporters of the CTBT have sought to di-
vert attention from the IMS’ limitations by 
emphasizing that the United States will have 
its own national technical means (NTM) of 
verification and would have the right under 
the Treaty to request an on-site inspection. 
The United States cannot take comfort in 
these claims. 

The U.S. has stated that an effective 
verification system ‘‘should be capable of 
identifying and attributing with high con-
fidence evasively conducted nuclear explo-
sions of about a few kilotons yield in broad 
areas of the globe’’. That degree of 
verifiability is a goal that is not achieved 
now, and it is far from certain that it will be 
met in the foreseeable future. It is very un-
likely that the verification system will pro-
vide evidence sufficient for U.S. or collective 
action should tests of a few kilotons yield 
take place. 

The capability of the U.S. and of the Inter-
national Monitoring System (IMS) to detect 
seismic signals of possible nuclear test ori-
gin can be quantified. Charts can show what 
that capability is for the U.S. network, the 
current IMS and a possible future IMS for all 
areas of the world. Thousands of seismic 
events will be detected yearly by these sys-
tems. The verification task will be to deter-
mine which, if any, of these signals can be 
identified as being from nuclear tests. 

The large underground tests conducted in 
past decades were easily verified as being of 
nuclear origin. However, identification of 
possible future tests in the kiloton yield 
range in violation of a CTBT will be a 
daunting task in most, if not all instances. 

The relationship between detection and 
identification depends on a number of fac-
tors that will not be known. If charts are 
produced that purport to show the identifica-
tion capability for areas of interest through-
out the world, those charts would be a result 
of subjective judgements that are likely to 
of limited and uncertain dependability. 

You may recall that over the decades of 
the TTBT that there was much controversy 
about the yields of tests that were deduced 
from seismic signal magnitudes. This was 
true even though the Soviet test sites were 
studied more than almost any other part of 
the world and the signals in question came 
from relatively large tests. 

It is certain that whatever the minimum 
detectable yield capability is of a seismic 
network, the verification capability, that is, 
the ability for identification is substantially 
worse, by as much as a factor of ten or more 
in some instances. 

Furthermore, possible Treaty violators can 
take steps to make detection and identifica-
tion more difficult. For example, the tech-
nique of ‘‘decoupling’’, that is, testing in a 
sufficiently large cavity, can reduce the seis-
mic magnitude of a test. Every country of 
concern to the United States is technically 
capable of decoupling at least its small nu-
clear explosions. 

While in the past primary reliance for ob-
taining verification related intelligence was 
placed on systems that collected photo-
graphic, seismic and other data, the CTBT’s 
verification system includes on-site inspec-
tion (OSI). I believe that the value of OSI is 
very limited for the CTBT. 

The CTBT’s on-site inspection regime is 
unlikely to provide evidence of noncompli-
ance. However, it may permit a country 
falsely accused of a CTBT violation to help 
clear its name. Tests large enough to be un-
ambiguously identified do not need OSI. For 

small tests the location of the source of the 
seismic signals would be so uncertain, that 
OSI would need to cover an impractical large 
area. Furthermore, it is highly dubious that 
the United States would get diplomatic ap-
proval for an on-site inspection since the 
treaty has a ‘‘red-light’’ requirement that 30 
of 51 members must endorse such a step. The 
CTBT’s negotiating record makes clear that 
an OSI request would be viewed as a hostile 
action. 

Furthermore, the OSI regime associated 
with the Treaty has a number of as yet un-
settled procedural and implementation 
issues. It is possible that some of these can 
be fixed. However, OSI has very little to offer 
for confirming that a nuclear test has been 
conducted, even if these issues are resolved. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the proposed 
treaty will put our nuclear deterrent at risk 
without significant arms control or non-
proliferation benefit. Other nations will be 
able to conduct militarily significant nu-
clear test well below the verification thresh-
old of the Treaty’s monitoring system, and 
our own unilateral capability. 

Best regards. 
FRED EIMER, 

Former Assistant Director, ACDA, 
Verification and Implementation. 

Mr. KYL. In this letter he said: 
Other nations will be able to conduct mili-

tarily significant nuclear tests well below 
the verification threshold of the Treaty’s 
monitoring system, and our own unilateral 
capability. 

In other words, the treaty is not 
verifiable. 

Testifying last week, one of the ex-
perts acknowledged by Senator BIDEN, 
Dr. Paul Robinson, who is the Director 
of the Sandia National Laboratories, 
said: 

The treaty bans any ‘‘nuclear explosion,’’ 
but unfortunately, compliance with the 
strict zero-yield requirement is unverifiable. 

Finally, the third and most promi-
nent of all experts that I would like to 
suggest we pay some attention to with 
respect to verification is our own col-
league, Senator RICHARD LUGAR from 
Indiana. I ask unanimous consent that 
his press release, dated October 7, 1999, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

LUGAR OPPOSES COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN 
TREATY 

Senator Dick Lugar, a senior member of 
the Senate Intelligence Committee, Foreign 
Relations Committee and National Security 
Working Group, released the following state-
ment today announcing his position on the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: 

The Senate is poised to begin consideration 
of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty under 
a unanimous consent agreement that will 
provide for 14 hours of general debate, debate 
on two amendments, and a final vote on rati-
fication. 

I regret that the Senate is taking up the 
treaty in an abrupt and truncated manner 
that is so highly politicized. Admittedly, the 
CTBT is not a new subject for the Senate. 
Those of us who over the years have sat on 
the Foreign Relations, Armed Services, or 
Intelligence Committees are familiar with it. 
The Senate has held hearings and briefings 
on the treaty in the past. 

But for a treaty of this complexity and im-
portance a more sustained and focused effort 
is important. Senators must have a suffi-
cient opportunity to examine the treaty in 

detail, ask questions of our military and the 
administration, consider the possible impli-
cations, and debate at length in committee 
and on the floor. Under the current agree-
ment, a process that normally would take 
many months has been reduced to a few 
days. Many Senators know little about this 
treaty. Even for those of us on national secu-
rity committees, this has been an issue float-
ing on the periphery of our concerns. 

Presidential leadership has been almost 
entirely absent on the issue. Despite having 
several years to make a case for ratification, 
the administration has declined to initiate 
the type of advocacy campaign that should 
accompany any treaty of this magnitude. 

Nevertheless, the Senate has adopted an 
agreement on procedure. So long as that 
agreement remains in force, Senators must 
move forward as best they can to express 
their views and reach informed conclusions 
about the treaty. 

In anticipation of the general debate, I will 
state my reasons for opposing ratification of 
the CTBT. 

The goal of the CTBT is to ban all nuclear 
explosions worldwide: I do not believe it can 
succeed. I have little confidence that the 
verification and enforcement provisions will 
dissuade other nations from nuclear testing. 
Furthermore, I am concerned about our 
country’s ability to maintain the integrity 
and safety of our own nuclear arsenal under 
the conditions of the treaty. 

I am a strong advocate of effective and 
verifiable arms control agreements. As a 
former Vice-Chairman of the Senate Arms 
Control Observer Group and a member of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, I have had the 
privilege of managing Senate consideration 
of many arms control treaties and agree-
ments. 

I fought for Senate consent to ratification 
of the INF Treaty, which banned inter-
mediate range nuclear weapons in Europe; 
the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty, 
which created limits on the number of tanks, 
helicopters, and armored personnel carriers 
in Europe; the START I Treaty, which lim-
ited the United States and the Soviet Union 
to 6,500 nuclear weapons; the START II Trea-
ty, which limited the U.S. and the former 
Soviet Union to 3,500 nuclear weapons; and 
the Chemical Weapons Convention, which 
outlawed poison gas. 

These treaties, while not ensuring U.S. se-
curity, have made us safer. They have great-
ly reduced the amount of weaponry threat-
ening the United States, provided extensive 
verification measures, and served as a power-
ful statement of the intent of the United 
States to curtail the spread of weapons of 
mass destruction. 

I understand the impulse of the proponents 
of the CTBT to express U.S. leadership in an-
other area of arms control. Inevitably, arms 
control treaties are accompanied by ideal-
istic principles that envision a future in 
which international norms prevail over the 
threat of conflict between nations. However, 
while affirming our desire for international 
peace and stability, the U.S. Senate is 
charged with the constitutional responsi-
bility of making hard judgments about the 
likely outcomes of treaties. This requires 
that we examine the treaties in close detail 
and calculate the consequences of ratifica-
tion for the present and the future. Viewed 
in this context, I cannot support the treaty’s 
ratification. 

I do not believe that the CTBT is of the 
same caliber as the arms control treaties 
that have come before the Senate in recent 
decades. Its usefulness to the goal of non- 
proliferation is highly questionable. Its like-
ly ineffectuality will risk undermining sup-
port and confidence in the concept of multi- 
lateral arms control. Even as a symbolic 
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statement of our desire for a safer world, it 
is problematic because it would exacerbate 
risks and uncertainties related to the safety 
of our nuclear stockpile. 

STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP 
The United States must maintain a reli-

able nuclear deterrent for the foreseeable fu-
ture. Although the Cold War is over, signifi-
cant threats to our country still exist. At 
present our nuclear capability provides a de-
terrent that is crucial to the safety of the 
American people and is relied upon as a safe-
ty umbrella by most countries around the 
world. One of the most critical issues under 
the CTBT would be that of ensuring the safe-
ty and reliability of our nuclear weapons 
stockpile without testing. The safe mainte-
nance and storage of these weapons is a cru-
cial concern. We cannot allow them to fall 
into disrepair or permit their safety to be 
called into question. 

The Administration has proposed an ambi-
tious program that would verify the safety 
and reliability of our weapons through com-
puter modeling and simulations. Unfortu-
nately, the jury is still out on the Stockpile 
Stewardship Program. The last nine years 
have seen improvements, but the bottom line 
is that the Senate is being asked to trust the 
security of our country to a program that is 
unproven and unlikely to be fully oper-
ational until perhaps 2010. I believe a Na-
tional Journal article, by James Kitfield, 
summed it up best by quoting a nuclear sci-
entist who likens the challenge of maintain-
ing the viability of our stockpile without 
testing to ‘‘walking an obstacle course in the 
dark when your last glimpse of light was a 
flash of lightning back in 1992.’’ 

The most likely problems facing our stock-
pile are a result components degrade in un-
predictable ways, in some cases causing 
weapons to fail. This is compounded by the 
fact that the U.S. currently has the oldest 
inventory in the history of our nuclear weap-
ons programs. 

Over the last forty years, a large percent-
age of the weapon designs in our stockpile 
have required post-deployment tests to re-
solve problems. Without these tests, not only 
would the problems have remained unde-
tected, but they also would have gone 
unrepaired. The Congressional Research 
Service reported last year that: ‘‘A problem 
with one warhead type can affect hundreds of 
thousands of individually deployed warheads; 
with only 9 types of warheads expected to be 
in the stockpile in 2000, compared to 30 in 
1985, a single problem could affect a large 
fraction of the U.S. nuclear force.’’ If we are 
to put our faith in a program other than 
testing to ensure the safety and reliability of 
our nuclear deterrent and thus our security, 
we must have complete faith in its efficacy. 
The Stockpile Stewardship Program falls 
well short of that standard. 

The United States has chosen to re-manu-
facture our aging stockpile rather than cre-
ating and building new weapon designs. This 
could be a potential problem because many 
of the components and procedures used in 
original weapon designs no longer exist. New 
production procedures need to be developed 
and substituted for the originals, but we 
must ensure that the re-manufactured weap-
ons will work as designed. 

I am concerned further by the fact that 
some of the weapons in our arsenal are not 
as safe as we could make them. Of the nine 
weapon designs currently in our arsenal, 
only one employs all of the most modern 
safety and security measures. Our nuclear 
weapons laboratories are unable to provide 
the American people with these protections 
because of the inability of the Stockpile 
Stewardship Program to completely mimic 
testing. 

At present, I am not convinced the Stock-
pile Stewardship Program will permit our 
experts to maintain a credible deterrent in 
the absence of testing. Without a complete, 
effective, and proven Stockpile Stewardship 
Program, the CTBT could erode our ability 
to discover and fix problems with the nuclear 
stockpile and to make safety improvements. 

In fact, the most important debate on this 
issue may be an honest discussion of whether 
we should commence limited testing and 
continue such a program with consistency 
and certainty. 

VERIFICATION 
President Reagan’s words ‘‘trust but 

verify’’ remain an important measuring 
stick of whether a treaty serves the national 
security interests of the United States. The 
U.S. must be confident of its ability to de-
tect cheating among member states. While 
the exact thresholds are classified, it is com-
monly understood that the United States 
cannot detect nuclear explosions below a few 
kilotons of yield. The Treaty’s verification 
regime, which includes an international 
monitoring system and on-site inspections, 
was designed to fill the gaps in our national 
technical means. Unfortunately, the CTBT’s 
verification regime will not be up to that 
task even if it is ever fully deployed. 

Advances in mining technologies have en-
abled nations to smother nuclear tests, al-
lowing them to conduct tests with little 
chance of being detected. Similarly, coun-
tries can utilize existing geologic formations 
to decouple their nuclear tests, thereby dra-
matically reducing the seismic signal pro-
duced and rendering the test undetectable. A 
recent Washington Post article points out 
that part of the problem of detecting sus-
pected Russian tests at Novaya Zemlya is 
that the incidents take place in a large gran-
ite cave that has proven effective in muffling 
tests. 

The verification regime is further bedev-
iled by the lack of a common definition of a 
nuclear test. Russia believes hydro-nuclear 
activities and sub-critical experiments are 
permitted under the treaty. The U.S. be-
lieves sub-critical experiments are permitted 
but hydro-nuclear tests are not. Other states 
believe both are illegal. A common under-
standing or definition of what is and what is 
not permitted under the treaty has not been 
established. 

Proponents point out that if the U.S. needs 
additional evidence to detect violations, on- 
site inspections can be requested. Unfortu-
nately, the CTBT will utilize a red-light in-
spection process. Requests for on-site inspec-
tions must be approved by at least 30 affirm-
ative votes of members of the Treaty’s 51- 
member Executive Council. In other words, 
if the United States accused another country 
of carrying out a nuclear test, we could only 
get an inspection if 29 other nations con-
curred with our request. In addition, each 
country can declare a 50 square kilometer 
area of its territory as off limits to any in-
spections that are approved. 

The CTBT stands in stark contrast to the 
Chemical Weapons Convention in the area of 
verifiability. Whereas the CTBT requires an 
affirmative vote of the Executive Council for 
an inspection to be approved, the CWC re-
quires an affirmative vote to stop an inspec-
tion from proceeding. Furthermore, the CWC 
did not exclude large tracts of land from the 
inspection regime, as does the CTBT. 

The CTBT’s verification regime seems to 
be the embodiment of everything the United 
States has been fighting against in the 
UNSCOM inspection process in Iraq. We have 
rejected Iraq’s position of choosing and ap-
proving the national origin of inspectors. In 
addition, the 50 square kilometer inspection- 
free zones could become analogous to the 

controversy over the inspections of Iraqi 
presidential palaces. The UNSCOM experi-
ence is one that is best not repeated under a 
CTBT. 

ENFORCEMENT 
Let me turn to some enforcement con-

cerns. Even if the United States were suc-
cessful in utilizing the laborious verification 
regime and non-compliance was detected, 
the Treaty is almost powerless to respond. 
This treaty simply has no teeth. Arms con-
trol advocates need to reflect on the possible 
damage to the concept of arms control if we 
embrace a treaty that comes to be perceived 
as ineffectual. Arms control based only on a 
symbolic purpose can breed cynicism in the 
process and undercut support for more sub-
stantive and proven arms control measures. 

The CTBT’s answer to illegal nuclear test-
ing is the possible implementation of sanc-
tions. It is clear that this will not prove par-
ticularly compelling in the decision-making 
processes of foreign states intent on building 
nuclear weapons. For those countries seek-
ing nuclear weapons, the perceived benefits 
in international stature and deterrence gen-
erally far outweigh the concern about sanc-
tions that could be brought to bear by the 
international community. 

Further, recent experience has dem-
onstrated that enforcing effective multilat-
eral sanctions against a country is extraor-
dinarily difficult. Currently, the United 
States is struggling to maintain multilateral 
sanctions on Iraq, a country that openly 
seeks weapons of mass destruction and bla-
tantly invaded and looted a neighboring na-
tion, among other transgressions. If it is dif-
ficult to maintain the international will be-
hind sanctions on an outlaw nation, how 
would we enforce sanctions against more re-
sponsible nations of greater commercial im-
portance like India and Pakistan? 

In particularly grave cases, the CTBT Ex-
ecutive Council can bring the issue to the at-
tention of the United Nations. Unfortu-
nately, this too would most likely prove in-
effective, given that permanent members of 
the Security Council could veto any efforts 
to punish CTBT violators. Chances of a bet-
ter result in the General Assembly are re-
mote at best. 

I believe the enforcement mechanisms of 
the CTBT provide little reason for countries 
to forego nuclear testing. Some of my friends 
respond to this charge by pointing out that 
even if the enforcement provisions of the 
treaty are ineffective, the treaty will impose 
new international norms for behavior. In 
this case, we have observed that ‘‘norms’’ 
have not been persuasive for North Korea, 
Iraq, Iran, India and Pakistan, the very 
countries whose actions we seek to influence 
through a CTBT. 

If a country breaks the international norm 
embodied in the CTBT, that country has al-
ready broken the norm associated with the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Countries 
other than the recognized nuclear powers 
who attempt to test a weapon must first 
manufacture or obtain a weapon, which 
would constitute a violation of the NPT. I 
fail to see how an additional norm will deter 
a motivated nation from developing nuclear 
weapons after violating the longstanding 
norm of the NPT. 

CONCLUSION 
On Tuesday the Senate is scheduled to vote 

on the ratification of the CTBT. If this vote 
takes place, I believe the treaty should be 
defeated. The Administration has failed to 
make a case on why this treaty is in our na-
tional security interests. 

The Senate is being asked to rely on an un-
finished and unproven Stockpile Stewardship 
Program. This program might meet our 
needs in the future, but as yet, it is not close 
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to doing so. The treaty is flawed with an in-
effective verification regime and a prac-
tically nonexistent enforcement process. 

For these reasons, I will vote against rati-
fication of the CTBT. 

Mr. KYL. Let me quote three or four 
lines from it. 

He said: 
If we are to put our faith in a program 

other than testing to ensure the safety and 
reliability of our nuclear deterrent and thus 
our security, we must have complete faith in 
its efficacy. The Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram falls well short of that standard. . . . 

At present, I am not convinced the Stock-
pile Stewardship Program will permit our 
experts to maintain a credible deterrent in 
the absence of testing. 

He goes on the say: 
Unfortunately, the CTBT’s verification re-

gime will not be up to that task even if it is 
ever fully deployed. 

He concludes his statement with this 
paragraph: 

The Senate is being asked to rely on an un-
finished and unproven Stockpile Stewardship 
Program. This program might meet our 
needs in the future, but as yet, it is not close 
to doing so. The treaty is flawed with an in-
effective verification regime and a prac-
tically nonexistent enforcement process. 

For these reasons, I will vote against rati-
fication of the CTBT. 

So spoke Senator RICHARD LUGAR. I 
do not suggest that any of us here in 
the Senate are as expert as other peo-
ple I have quoted, but certainly Sen-
ator LUGAR has a reputation for being 
a very serious and well-informed stu-
dent of arms control issues, a pro-
ponent of arms control treaties. When 
he says, as he did with respect to this 
treaty, that it is simply not of the 
same caliber as other arms control 
treaties for the variety of reasons he 
expresses in his release, I think all of 
us should pay serious attention to that. 

Madam President, it is now my pleas-
ure, at long last, to turn to the Senator 
from New Hampshire, who has been 
very patient in waiting for Senator 
BIDEN and me to conclude. 

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I 
won’t take the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona has the floor. 

Mr. KYL. I yield to Senator BIDEN 
and then have a unanimous consent re-
quest. 

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I want 
to print in the RECORD, without taking 
the time from the Senator from New 
Hampshire, some other quotes from Dr. 
Robinson from his testimony on Octo-
ber 7, 1999. I ask unanimous consent 
they be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
WRITTEN TESTIMONY OF DR. PAUL ROBINSON 

TO THE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE, OCT. 7, 
1999 
Nuclear effects tests carried out in under-

ground test chambers were always a com-
promise to the actual conditions that war-
heads would experience in military use. 
Thus, this is not the first time that we have 
been challenged to do the best job simulating 
phenomena which cannot be achieved experi-
mentally. 

Mr. BIDEN. As well, I ask unanimous 
consent to print in the RECORD quotes 
from the October 7 testimony of Dr. 
Robinson, Dr. Tarter, Dr. Tarter again, 
Dr. Browne, Dr. Robinson, Mr. Levin, 
Dr. Robinson, Dr. Robinson, Dr. Tarter, 
Dr. Tarter and Dr. Browne; it is an ex-
change. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
LAB DIRECTORS’ WRITTEN TESTIMONY—KEY 

QUOTES ON STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP, OCTO-
BER 7, 1999, ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 
HEARING 
Dr. Robinson, Page 5: 
I believed then, as I do now, that it may be 

possible to develop the Science-Based Stock-
pile Stewardship approach as a substitute for 
nuclear testing for keeping previously tested 
nuclear weapons designs safe and reliable. 

Dr. Tarter, Page 1: 
The bottom line remains the same as it has 

been in my previous testimonies before this 
Committee. Namely, that a strongly sup-
ported, sustained Stockpile Stewardship 
Program has an excellent chance of ensuring 
that this nation can maintain the safety, se-
curity, and reliability of the stockpile with-
out nuclear testing. 

Dr. Tarter, Page 4: 
In December 1998, we completed the third 

annual certification of the stockpile for the 
President and were able to conclude that nu-
clear tests were not required at this time to 
assure the safety and reliability of the na-
tion’s nuclear weapons. 

Dr. Brown, Page 1: 
I am confident that a fully supported and 

sustained program will enable us to continue 
to maintain America’s nuclear deterrent 
without nuclear testing. 

Senator LEVIN. . . . what you are telling 
us is that if this safeguard and the other 
safeguards are part of this process that you 
can rely on . . ., Dr. Robinson, you are on 
board in terms of this treaty; is that correct? 

Dr. ROBINSON. I am on board that science- 
based stockpile stewardship has a much 
higher chance of success and I will accept it 
as the substitute. 

Senator LEVIN. For what? 
Dr. ROBINSON. I still had other reservations 

about the treaty— 
Senator LEVIN. As a substitute for what? 
Dr. ROBINSON. As a substitute for requiring 

yield tests for certification. 
Senator LEVIN. Dr. Tarter? 
Senator TARTER. A simple statement 

again: It is an excellent bet, but it is not a 
sure thing. 

Senator LEVIN. My question is are you on 
board, given these safeguards? 

Senator TARTER. I can only testify to the 
ability of stockpile stewardship to do the 
job. It is your job about the treaty. 

Senator LEVIN. Are you able to say that, 
providing you can rely on safeguard F and at 
some point decide that you cannot certify it, 
that you are willing under that condition to 
rely on this stewardship program as a sub-
stitute for actual testing? 

Senator TARTER. Yes. 
Senator LEVIN. Dr. Browne? 
Senator BROWNE. Senator Levin, if the gov-

ernment provides us with the sustained re-
sources, the answer is yes, and if safeguard F 
is there, yes. 

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Chair, my 
colleagues, and my friend from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. KYL. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to print in the 
RECORD, at a cost of $3,228.00, a series 
of decision briefs and newspaper arti-

cles on the subject of the test ban trea-
ty. 

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

[From the Center for Security Policy, Oct. 
11, 1999] 

DECISION BRIEF NO. 99–D 107 
C.T.B.T. TRUTH OR CONSEQUENCES #1: A SAFE, 

RELIABLE NUCLEAR DETERRENT DEMANDS 
PERIODIC, REALISTIC UNDERGROUND TESTING 
(Washington, D.C.): In various series set-

tings over the past few days, President Clin-
ton has made a number of pronouncements 
about the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty in 
the hope of selling it to an unreceptive U.S. 
Senate. Many of his statements are mis-
leading, some simply inaccurate; not a few 
fall into both categories. 

Fortunately, the hearings held in the Sen-
ate Armed Services and Foreign Relations 
Committees last week provided needed 
rebuttals from respected former Cabinet and 
sub-Cabinet officers and other authorities. 
As a contribution to the Senate’s delibera-
tions, the Center offers highlights of these 
expert witnesses’ testimony and other rel-
evant information to help correct the record. 

President Clinton: ‘‘Our experts have con-
cluded that we don’t need more tests to keep 
our own nuclear forces strong.’’ 

The Truth: The ‘‘experts’’ President Clin-
ton cites may feel as he claims they do, but 
if so, they are ignoring historical experience 
and indulging in wishful thinking of the 
most dangerous kind. The more responsible 
among them make clear that their ‘‘con-
fidence’’ in being able to keep the U.S. nu-
clear forces not only ‘‘strong’’ but safe and 
reliable is highly conditional—dependent 
upon an as-yet incomplete, unproven Stock-
pile Stewardship Program being fully funded 
for at least a decade (at a total cost of $45 
billion or more) and no problems that would 
require testing to correct developing in the 
meantime. For example, Dr. John Browne, 
the current Director of the Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory told the Armed Services 
Committee last week: 

‘‘The issue that we face is whether we will 
have the people, the capabilities and the na-
tional commitment to maintain this con-
fidence in the stockpile in the future, when 
we expect to see more significant changes. 
Although we are adding new tools each year, 
the essential tool kits for stockpile steward-
ship will not be complete until sometime in 
the next decade.’’ 

Last week’s testimony, moreover, made 
clear the views of other ‘‘experts’’ who be-
lieve that the American deterrent cannot be 
kept safe and relialbe—let alone strong— 
without periodic, realistic underground nu-
clear tests. These include the following: 

Dr. James Schlesinger, former Secretary of 
Energy under President Carter (as well as 
former Secretary of Defense, Director of the 
CIA and Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission): ‘‘In the absence of testing, 
confidence in the reliability of the stockpile 
will inevitably, ineluctably decline. In the 
seen years since our last test, confidence has 
declined. It is declining today and will con-
tinue to decline. . . . 

‘‘Why is such a decline in confidence un-
avoidable? Our nuclear weapons are highly 
sophisticated devices composed of thousands 
of components that must operate with split- 
second timing and with scant margin for 
error. Weapons are also radioactive, and thus 
subject to radioactive decay and chemical 
decomposition. Other components will age 
and will fail. All of the components must ul-
timately be replaced due to changes in mate-
rial, changes in regulations, the disappear-
ance of manufacturers, the changing of proc-
esses. That replacement can never be per-
fect.’’ 
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Former Secretary of Defense Caspar Wein-

berger: ‘‘If we need nuclear weapons, we have 
to know that they will work. That is the es-
sence of their deterrence. If there is uncer-
tainty about that, the deterrent capability is 
weakened. The only assurance that you 
could have that they will work is to test 
them, and the only way to test them is the 
most effective way to test them.’’ 

‘‘Since [U.S.] testing ended [in 1992] there 
have been no weapons ‘‘red-lined’’ [i.e., re-
moved from operational status for safety 
and/or reliable reasons]. The assumption 
seems to be that since we stopped testing ev-
erything’s fine. Well, I can’t share that as-
sumption, I don’t think that’s correct, and I 
don’t want to take a chance. You just aren’t 
allowed any margin for error in this busi-
ness. And this treaty gives a very large mar-
gin for error.’’ 

‘‘And all of the discussion in other com-
mittees and a great deal of the discussion in 
public has been an attempt to show that the 
stockpile stewardship program will be an ef-
fective way of testing them, although every-
one agrees it’s not as effective as testing 
them in the way that we have done in the 
past with underground explosions, with all 
precautions to prevent any of the escape of 
the material into the atmosphere. 

‘‘You will have all kinds of statements 
made that the stewardship stockpile pro-
gram will be able to be tested by computer 
modeling. We’ve had some less than reas-
suring statements that the computers that 
can do this best will be available in 2005 or 
2008, which is a tacit admission that in the 
meantime, the stockpile stewardship pro-
gram, as it’s presently constituted, is not an 
effective way of testing. And the only way to 
be sure that these weapons will work and 
will be able to do their horribly lethal task 
is to test them and test them in the most ef-
fective way possible.’’ 

Admiral Henry Chiles, President Clinton’s 
former Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Strategic 
Forces Command: ‘’We are going to have to 
remove and replace almost all, if not all, of 
the non-nuclear components in those weap-
ons with newly designed components. The 
older components are not available. They 
were originally manufactured by tech-
nologies that are obsolete, and they are not 
supported in our evolving industrial base. 
And without testing I know of no other engi-
neering unit of comparable complexity that 
anyone would consider safe and reliable in a 
modern world.’’ 

Dr. Paul Robinson, the current Director of 
the Sandia National Laboratory: ‘‘I can state 
with no caveats that to confirm the perform-
ance of high-tech devices—cars, airplanes, 
medical diagnostics, computers or nuclear 
weapons—testing is the preferred method-
ology . . . actually nuclear testing of the en-
tire system. . . . To forego testing is to live 
with an uncertainty. And the question is, 
what is the risk, can one bound the uncer-
tainty, and how does that work out?’’ 

‘‘In the past, we used to change out the na-
tion’s nuclear weapons about eight to 10 
years; we would replace an old design with a 
completely new design at that point in time. 
And so we had really very little effects due 
to aging of the system sitting in there. 
Today the stockpile is the oldest one we’ve 
ever had in the 54-year history of the pro-
gram, so we’re watching for new effects due 
to aging that we haven’t seen before.’’ 

Dr. John Nuckles, former Director of the 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 
under President Clinton: ‘‘It cannot be as-
sured that the powerful computational and 
experimental capabilities of the Stockpile 
Stewardship program will increase con-
fidence and reliability. Improved under-
standing may reduce confidence in the esti-
mates to performance margins and reli-

ability if fixes and validations are precluded 
by the CTBT.’’ 

‘‘The SSP will probably succeed in finding 
undetected stockpile defects and in nar-
rowing the major gaps in our understanding 
of nuclear weapons which have eluded 50 
years of nuclear testing. Nuclear testing 
would then be required to confirm this new 
understanding and validate the resulting 
stockpile fixes.’’ 

Dr. Troy Wade, former Assistant Secretary 
of Energy for Defense Programs and nuclear 
bomb designer: ‘‘Nuclear weapons are not 
like artillery shells. You cannot store them 
in a bottle or building and then get them 
whenever the exigencies of the situation 
prompt you to do so. Nuclear weapons are 
very complicated assemblies that require 
continued vigilance to assure reliability and 
safety. 

‘‘It is, therefore, a first-order principle 
that nuclear weapons that are now expected 
to be available in the enduring stockpile for 
much longer than was contemplated by the 
designers, will require enhanced vigilance to 
continue to ensure safety and reliability. 

‘‘I am a supporter, only because I believe it 
is a way to develop the computational capa-
bility to assure the annual certification 
process for warheads, that have not changed, 
or for which there is no apparent change. For 
nuclear weapons that do not fit that cat-
egory, stockpile stewardship is merely—as 
we say in Nevada—a crap shoot. Nuclear 
testing has always been the tool necessary to 
maintain, with high confidence, the reli-
ability and safety of the stockpile. I believe 
this treaty would remove the principle tool 
from the tool chests of those responsible for 
assuring safety and reliability.’’ 

‘‘Maintaining the nuclear deterrence of the 
United States, without permitting needed 
testing, is like requiring the local ambulance 
service to guarantee 99 percent reliability 
any time the ambulance is requested, but 
with a provision that the ambulance is never 
to be started until the call comes. I believe 
this is a patently absurd premise.’’ 

Dr. Robert Barker, former Assistant for 
Atomic Energy to Secretaries of Defense 
Weinberger, Carlucci and Cheney and a nu-
clear weapon designer: ‘‘There are nine weap-
ons in the continuing inventory; only three 
of those weapons have the three modern safe-
ty features of enhanced nuclear detonation 
safety, the fire resistant pit and insensitive 
high explosive. Three of the systems in the 
continuing inventory have only one of those 
features. 

‘‘Now, I believe to freeze an inventory in 
place in which every weapon is not as safe as 
it could be is unconscionable. I think that is 
a decision that the Senate really needs to 
take on and ask itself whether it is com-
fortable with making a decision to freeze the 
stockpile in a situation in which it is less 
safe than it could be. Should an accident 
happen, the loss of life, loss of property, as a 
result of not having included—it could have 
been precluded by the inclusion of one of 
these features—who is it that will take the 
credit or take the blame for that? I think 
any prudent program that called for a ces-
sation in testing would have made sure that 
every weapon in the inventory was as safe as 
it could be before such a step was taken. 

The bottom line 
In his testimony before the Senate Armed 

Services Committee, Secretary Schlesinger 
cited remarks made by Dr. Victor Reis, 
President Clinton’s erstwhile Assistant Sec-
retary of Energy for Defense Programs and 
architect of the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram, in a speech delivered before he left of-
fice to the Sandia National Laboratory: 

‘‘Think about [the challenge of the Stock-
pile Stewardship Program]. We are asking to 

maintain forever an incredibly complex de-
vice no larger than this podium, filled with 
exotic radioactive materials, that must cre-
ate, albeit briefly, temperatures and pres-
sures only seen in the nature of the center of 
stars. Do it without an integrating nuclear 
test and without any reduction in extraor-
dinarily high standards of safety and reli-
ability. And while you’re at it, downsize the 
industrial complex that supports this enter-
prise by a factor of two and stand up critical 
new manufacturing processes; this, within an 
industrial system that was structured to 
turn over new designs every 15 years and for 
which the nuclear explosive testing was the 
magic tool for demonstrating success.’’ 

Dr. Schlesinger observed dryly: ‘‘Now, this 
challenge was laid down by the architect of 
the SSP. He understood the risks. The only 
thing that he might add to that statement is 
that, in order to validate the SSP, we would 
require nuclear testing.’’ 

The ineluctable reality is that the United 
States has already run potentially grave 
risks by not testing its aging arsenal for the 
past seven years. It perpetuates this morato-
rium—let alone making it a permanent, 
international obligation—at its peril. 

DECISION BRIEF NO. 99–D 108 
C.T.B.T. TRUTH OR CONSEQUENCES #2: THIS 

TREATY IS UNVERIFIABLE—IT MAY MAKE 
MONITORING OTHERS’ NUKE PROGRAMS MORE 
DIFFICULT 
(Washington, D.C.): In a daily drumbeat of 

remarks aimed at selling the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) to an unreceptive 
Senate, President Clinton has repeatedly 
made the claim that this treaty is ‘‘effec-
tively verifiable.’’ While he and his subordi-
nates acknowledge that all testing will not 
actually be detectable, they insist that any 
that would undermine our nuclear deterrent 
would be picked up by U.S. and/or inter-
national monitoring systems—the latter, the 
CTBT’s proponents assert, representing a 
significant augmentation of the former. For 
example, Mr. Clinton recently declared: 
‘‘The treaty will also strengthen our ability 
to monitor if other countries are engaged in 
suspicious activities through global chains of 
sensors and on-site inspections, both of 
which the treaty provides for.’’ 

The truth 
Fortunately, authoritative testimony in 

the Senate Intelligence, Armed Services and 
Foreign Relations Committees last week 
provided needed rebuttals to such claims. 
While the most sensitive of that testimony 
was taken by the Intelligence Committee in 
closed session, an invaluable summary was 
provided by the Chairman of the Senate Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence, Sen. Richard 
Shelby (R-AL), in an appearance before the 
Foreign Relations Committee on 7 October. 
Highlights of Chairman Shelby’s authori-
tative statement include the following: 

‘‘It’s my considered judgment, as chairman 
of the Intelligence Committee, based on a re-
view of the intelligence analysis and on tes-
timony this week from the intelligence com-
munity’s senior arms control analyst, that 
it’s impossible to monitor compliance with 
this treaty with the confidence that the Sen-
ate should demand before providing its ad-
vice and consent for ratification. 

‘‘I’m not confident that we can now or can 
in the foreseeable future detect any and all 
nuclear explosions prohibited under the trea-
ty. While I have a greater degree of con-
fidence in our ability to monitor higher- 
yield explosions in known test sites, I have 
markedly less confidence in our capabilities 
to monitor lower-yield and/or evasively con-
ducted tests, including tests that may enable 
states to develop new nuclear weapons or im-
prove existing weapons. 
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‘‘At this point, I should point out too that 

while the proponents of the treaty have ar-
gued that it will prevent nuclear prolifera-
tion, the fact is that some of the countries of 
most concern to us—North Korea, Iran and 
Iraq—can develop and deploy nuclear weap-
ons without any nuclear tests whatsoever. 

‘‘With respect to monitoring, in July of ’97, 
the intelligence community issued a na-
tional intelligence estimate entitled: ‘Moni-
toring the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
Over the Next 10 Years.’ . . . The NIE was 
not encouraging about our ability to mon-
itor compliance with the treaty or about the 
likely utility of the treaty in preventing 
countries like North Korea, Iran and Iraq 
from development and fielding nuclear weap-
ons. The NIE identified numerous challenges, 
difficulties and credible evasion scenarios 
that affect the intelligence community’s 
confidence in its ability to monitor compli-
ance. 

‘‘Because the details are classified and be-
cause of the inherent difficulty of summa-
rizing a very highly technical analysis cov-
ering a number of different countries and a 
multitude of variables, I recommend that 
members, including the members of this 
committee, review this document with the 
following caution: Based on testimony before 
the committee this week, I believe that 
newly acquired information requires reevalu-
ation of the 1997 estimate’s assumptions and 
underlying analysis on certain key issues. 
The revised assumptions and analysis appear 
certain to lead to even more pessimistic con-
clusions.’’ 

‘‘Many proponents of the treaty place their 
faith, in monitoring aids provided under the 
treaty such as the International Monitoring 
System—IMS—a multinational seismic de-
tection system, and the CTBT’s On-Site In-
spection regime—OSI. Based on a review of 
the structure, likely capabilities and proce-
dures of these international mechanisms, 
neither of which will be ready to function for 
a number of years, and based on the intel-
ligence community’s own analysis and state-
ments, I’m concerned that these organiza-
tions will be of at best limited, if not mar-
ginal margin. 

‘‘I believe this IMS will be technically in-
adequate. For example, it was not designed 
to detect evasively conducted tests which, if 
you are Iraq or North Korea, are precisely 
the kind you’re going to conduct. It was de-
signed, as you know with diplomatic sen-
sitivities rather than effective monitoring in 
mind. And it will be eight to 10 years before 
the system is complete. 

‘‘Because of these factors and for other 
technical reasons, I’m afraid that the IMS is 
more likely to muddy the waters by inject-
ing questionable data into what will inevi-
tably be highly charged political debate over 
possible non-compliance. As a result, the 
value of more accurate, independently ob-
tained U.S. information will be undermined, 
making it more difficult for the U.S. to 
make its case for noncompliance if it were to 
become necessary. 

‘‘And with respect to on-site inspection, I 
believe that the on-site inspection regime in-
vites delay and confusion. For example, 
while U.S. negotiators originally sought an 
automatic green light for on-site inspections 
as a result of the opposition of the People’s 
Republic of China, now, the regime that was 
adopted allows inspections only with the ap-
proval of 30 of the 51 countries on the execu-
tive committee. Members of the Committee 
will appreciate the difficulty of rounding up 
the votes for such a supermajority. 

‘‘I am also deeply troubled by the fact that 
the inspected party has a veto, a veto over 
including U.S. inspectors on an inspection 
team and the right of the inspected party to 
declare areas up to 50 kilometers off limits 

to inspection. I understand these provisions 
mirror limitations sought by Saddam Hus-
sein on the UNSCOM inspectors, which leads 
me to believe that some of the OSI standards 
could be what’s cut out for Iraq. As a result 
of these and other hurdles even if inspectors 
do eventually get near the scene of a sus-
picious event, the evidence, which is highly 
perishable, may well have vanished. 

In addition to Sen. SHELBY’s summary of 
the information available to the Intelligence 
Committee, Dr. Kathleen Bailey—a highly 
respected former Associate Director of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency— 
added the following points in her testimony 
before the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee: 

‘‘The international monitoring system of 
the CTBT is designed or is capable of detect-
ing greater than one kiloton of nuclear yield 
for a non-evasively conducted test. So, if 
Russia or someone else decides to conduct a 
test evasively, the IMS system will probably 
not be able to detect it. 

‘‘This is because there are various tech-
niques that can be used to basically mask 
the fact that you tested. One of the most 
widely known is called decoupling, and I 
would here rely on an unclassified paper I 
heard a CIA official present last year in 
which he described the fact that a nation 
could put a nuclear device in a cavity, deto-
nate it, and essentially the space around it 
in this cavity would muffle or mitigate the 
sound, so that the seismic signal is reduced 
by as much as a factor of 70. This means that 
a one-kiloton explosion could look like only 
14 tons. So it would be well below the thresh-
old of the international monitoring system.’’ 

The bottom line 
The fact is that militarily significant cov-

ert nuclear testing can—and almost cer-
tainly will—be conducted at low-yields or in 
other ways aimed at masking the force of an 
explosion. Unfortunately, the history of 
arms control is riddled with examples of 
treaties where even clear-cut violations are 
excused or ignored by the other parties. Just 
as President Clinton has acknowledged a 
tendency on the part of his Administration 
to ‘‘fudge’’ the facts when the alternative of 
telling the truth will have hard policy impli-
cations, the Comprehensive Test Ban will 
prompt this government and others to take 
the most charitable view of ambiguous data, 
rather than conclude the treaty has been 
violated. 

If anything, as Sen. SHELBY has noted, the 
very fact that a treaty is at stake will prob-
ably make it more likely, not less, that U.S. 
intelligence will be discouraged from 
ascertaining the true status of potentially 
hostile powers’ nuclear weapons programs 
and behavior that may contravene the CTBT 
and/or the ‘‘international norm’’ it is sup-
posed to establish and promote. Far from 
contributing to American security, the Com-
prehensive Test Ban would—in this fashion, 
among others—degrade that security. 

DECISION BRIEF NO. 99–D 109 
C.T.B.T. TRUTH OR CONSEQUENCES #3: PRESI-

DENT BUSH DID NOT ‘IMPOSE’ A TEST MORATO-
RIUM—IT WAS IMPOSED ON HIM 
(Washington, DC): One of the more per-

nicious misstatements being served up by 
Clinton Administration officials desperately 
trying to induce Republican Senators to 
agree to the ratification of the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) is to the effect 
that former President George Bush ‘‘imposed 
a moratorium’’ on U.S. nuclear testing be-
fore leaving office. The most recent such 
misrepresentation was made on ABC News’ 
‘‘This Week’’ program on Sunday by Sec-
retary of State Madeleine Albright. By so 
doing, they transparently hope to lend an 

otherwise almost wholly lacking patina of 
bipartisanship to this accord. 

The fact is that President Bush was eu-
chred on the eve of the 1992 election into ac-
cepting legislative restrictions on nuclear 
testing that he vehemently opposed. This 
point was made clear in testimony before the 
Senate Armed Services Committee last week 
by Dr. Robert Barker, a nuclear weapon de-
signer who served as the Pentagon’s top nu-
clear weapons expert during the Reagan and 
Bush Administrations. 

There should be no doubt whatsoever that 
President Bush and the entire administra-
tion that stood behind him believed that nu-
clear testing was necessary for the mainte-
nance of a safe and reliable stockpile. I don’t 
believe the technical facts have changed 
since 1993. I believe we are faced with a Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty not because the 
technical facts have changed but because 
some political issues are different now than 
were true in 1993. 

President Bush’s legacy 
President Bush’s attitude towards nuclear 

testing is made express in an unclassified 
passage from a classified report he submitted 
to the Congress on his Administration’s last 
full day in office. This report was written to 
explain why the Bush Administration found 
a statute mandating an end to all U.S. nu-
clear testing, following a final series of un-
derground tests, to be incompatible with the 
national security. It read, in part: 

‘‘. . . The Administration has concluded 
that it is not possible to develop a test pro-
gram within the constraints of Public Law 
102–377 that would be fiscally, militarily and 
technically responsible. The requirement to 
maintain and improve the safety of U.S. 
forces necessitates continued nuclear testing 
for those purposes, albeit at a modest level, 
for the foreseeable future. The Administra-
tion strongly urges the Congress to modify 
this legislation urgently, in order to permit 
the minimum number and kind of under-
ground nuclear tests that the United States 
requires—regardless of the action of other 
states—to retain safe and reliable, although 
dramatically reduced, nuclear deterrent 
forces.’’ 

The reasons for President Bush’s adamant 
position on the need to continue nuclear 
testing in order to assure the safety and reli-
ability of the U.S. deterrent is not hard to 
comprehend in light of the experience de-
scribed by Dr. Barker in his testimony on 7 
October: 

‘‘During my six years in the Pentagon, 
from 1986 and 1992, the people in the nuclear 
weapons laboratories were even more experi-
enced [than they are today since they] were 
doing nuclear testing. Well, every day of any 
year I could go to them and they would tell 
me my stockpile was safe, my stockpile was 
reliable—I could count on their judgment. 

‘‘Five times during that six-year period I 
was faced with catastrophic failures in the 
stockpile. The Department of Energy came 
to me on five occasions, and I found myself 
going to Secretaries Weinberger or Carlucci 
or Cheney, and telling them that a weapon in 
the inventory could not be trusted to do its 
job. And until we did further tests those 
weapons were basically non-operational, and 
we were faced with trying to deal with the 
situation of instantaneously having a weap-
ons system not available to us . . . . In every 
case where a change had to be made in order 
to fix the problem, a nuclear test was re-
quired to be sure that the fix worked.’’ 

President Clinton’s Legacy 
Dr. Barker also pointed out to Senate how 

the Clinton Administrations’ ideological at-
tachment to the idea of banning all nuclear 
testing—without regard to the implications 
for the safety and reliability of the stock-
pile—had a singularly perverse effect: 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:55 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00056 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S12OC9.REC S12OC9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S12385 October 12, 1999 
‘‘It’s one of the great ironies that there 

was a thing in existence back in 1993 called 
a test ban readiness program, which called 
for a significant number of tests each year 
for a decade in order to prove whether or not 
a scheme of calculation and non-nuclear sim-
ulation would provide a reliable replacement 
for nuclear testing. . . . That is the reliable, 
scientific even business approach. You do not 
change your calibration tool without com-
paring the results. 

‘‘No business would change its accounting 
system without verifying that the new sys-
tem gave the same results of the new. No sci-
entist would change the calibration tool in 
his laboratory without validating that the 
new tool gave the same result as the old. 
And in 1993 we were embarked upon a process 
of developing a set of tools that we could as-
sess whether or not they would prove to be a 
reliable replacement for nuclear testing. 

‘‘The cessation of nuclear testing cut that 
whole thing off, and instead we jumped into 
the replacement and have denied ourselves 
the ability to ever calibrate it if we ratify 
this Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.’’ 

The bottom line 
No President since John F. Kennedy has 

voluntarily imposed the kind of unilateral 
moratorium on nuclear testing upon which 
Bill Clinton has insisted over the past seven 
years—and for good reason. And President 
Kennedy declared when he ended the three 
year testing moratorium he had adopted: 

‘‘We know enough now about broken nego-
tiations, secret preparations and the advan-
tages gained from a long test series never to 
offer again an uninspected moratorium. 
Some may urge us to try it again, keeping 
our preparations to test in a constant state 
of readiness. But in actual practice, particu-
larly in a society of free choice, we cannot 
keep top flight scientists concentrating on 
the preparation of an experiment which may 
or may not take place on an uncertain date 
in the undefined future. 

‘‘Nor can large technical laboratories be 
kept fully alert on a stand-by-basis waiting 
for some other nation to break an agree-
ment. This is not merely difficult or incon-
venient—we have explored this alternative 
thoroughly and found it impossible of execu-
tion.’’ 

The fact is that President George Bush, 
many of those who served in senior ranks of 
his administration—notably, his Secretary 
of Defense Dick Cheney, his National Secu-
rity Advisor Brent Scowcroft and his Sec-
retary of Energy James Watkins have all ex-
pressed their opposition to this treaty—and 
his son, George W. Bush, have formally coun-
seled the Senate against permanent unilat-
eral and/or multilateral bans on nuclear test-
ing. This counsel should be heeded—not mis-
represented or ignored. 

DECISION BRIEF NO. 99–D 110 
C.T.B.T. TRUTH OR CONSEQUENCES #4: THE ZERO- 

YIELD, PERMANENT TEST BAN’S PEDIGREE IS 
HARD LEFT, NOT BIPARTISAN OR RESPONSIBLE 
(Washington, D.C.): President Clinton is 

fond of saying that the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty (CTBT) is the ‘‘longest-sought, 
hardest-fought prize in the history of arms 
control.’’ He and his subordinates and other 
CTBT proponents try, however, to confuse by 
whom the present, zero-yield, permanent ban 
on all nuclear tests has been so long sought 
and hard fought. This is not an accident. 
After all, as it has become clear that this 
arms control initiative has been the agenda 
not, as the CTBT’s champions contend, for 
every President since Dwight Eisenhower, 
but rather for radical, left-wing anti-nuclear 
ideologies, its prospects for approval by the 
Republican Senate dwindle. 

The fact is, as Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee Chairman Jesse Helms has ob-

served ‘‘not a single president before the cur-
rent one has ever sought a zero-yield, indefi-
nite duration CTBT.’’ Actually, every one of 
his predecessors rejected such an approach. 

President Reagan’s legacy 
Particularly instructive is the forceful 1988 

rejection of nuclear test bans and other limi-
tations on nuclear testing beyond those cur-
rently on the books that was sent by Presi-
dent Reagan to the Congress in September of 
that year. The highlights of this carefully 
prepared, interagency-approved report enti-
tled, The Relationship between Progress in 
Other Areas of Arms Control and More Strin-
gent Limitations on Nuclear Testing should 
be required reading for Senators now con-
fronting the decision whether to advise and 
consent to the CTBT: 

The Requirement for Testing 
‘‘Nuclear testing is indispensable to main-

taining the credible nuclear deterrent which 
has kept the peace for over 40 years.’’ 

‘‘Thus we do not regard nuclear testing as 
an evil to be curtailed, but as a tool to be 
employed responsibly in pursuit of national 
security.’’ 

‘‘The U.S. Tests neither more often nor at 
higher yields than is required for our secu-
rity.’’ 

‘‘As long as we must depend on nuclear 
weapons for our fundamental security, nu-
clear testing will be necessary.’’ 

Why the United States Tests Nuclear 
Weapons 

‘‘First, we do so to ensure the reliability of 
our nuclear deterrent.’’ 

‘‘Second, we conduct nuclear tests in order 
to improve the safety, security, surviv-
ability, and effectiveness of our nuclear arse-
nal. Testing has allowed the introduction of 
modern safety and security features on our 
weapons. It has permitted a reduction by 
nearly one-third in the total number of 
weapons in the stockpile since 1960, as well 
as a reduction in the total megatonnage in 
that stockpile to approximately one-quarter 
of its 1960 value.’’ 

‘‘Third, the U.S. tests to ensure we under-
stand the effects of a nuclear environment 
on military systems.’’ 

‘‘Finally, by continuing to advance our un-
derstanding of nuclear weapons design, nu-
clear testing serves to avoid technological 
surprise and to allow us to respond to evolv-
ing threat.’’ 

‘‘These four purposes are vital national se-
curity goals. As companion reports by the 
Departments of Defense and Energy indicate, 
they cannot currently be met without nu-
clear testing.’’ 
Reductions in Nuclear and/or Conventional 

Arms May Actually Increase U.S. Testing 
Requirements 
‘‘. . . It is important to recognize that 

there is no direct technical linkage between 
the size of the nuclear stockpile and the re-
quirements for nuclear testing.’’ 

‘‘Indeed, under [an agreement providing 
for] deep reductions in strategic offensive 
arms the reliability of our remaining U.S. 
strategic weapons could be even more impor-
tant and the need for testing even greater. 
. . .’’ 

‘‘Similarly, neither reductions in strategic 
offensive arms themselves nor success in 
conventional arms reductions will eliminate 
the third reason for U.S. nuclear testing, the 
requirement to ensure we understand, from 
both an offensive and defensive standpoint, 
the effects of the environment produced by 
nuclear explosions on military systems. . . . 
Even in a world with reduced strategic arms 
and an improved balance in conventional 
forces, nuclear arms will exist. In such a 
world, understanding nuclear effects would 
be no less important.’’ 

Further Policy Caveats 
‘‘. . . The U.S. recognizes that neither nu-

clear testing nor arms control per se are 
ends in themselves. They are tools to be em-
ployed in the interests of enhancing national 
security.’’ 

‘‘. . . It is clear that limitations as strin-
gent as a complete ban on tests above either 
1 kiloton- or 10 kilotons-yield pose serious 
risks and will almost certainly not prove to 
be compatible with our overall security in-
terests. As the companion reports by the De-
partments of Defense and Energy make 
clear, such limitations have exceptionally 
severe effects on U.S. programs. In addition, 
we do not know how to verify such yield lim-
itations.’’ 

The Bottom Line 
The Reagan Administration report de-

clared in closing that ‘‘A comprehensive test 
ban remains a long-term objective of the 
United States.’’ It makes clear, however, 
that the circumstances under which such a 
ban might be acceptable are very different 
from those that applied at the time, or 
today: ‘‘We believe such a ban must be 
viewed in the context of a time when we do 
not need to depend on nuclear deterrence to 
ensure international security and stability, 
and when we have achieved broad, deep, and 
effectively verifiable arms reductions, sub-
stantially improved verification capabilities, 
expanded confidence-building measures, and 
greater balance in conventional forces.’’ 

Senators being asked to consider post-
poning a final vote on the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty should understand that the 
practical effect of doing so would effectively 
be to agree that—despite its incompatibility 
with U.S. national security interests and its 
consistency with the sort of woolly-headed, 
radical disarmament notions Ronald Reagan 
eschewed—the CTBT’s restraints would con-
tinue to bind the United States. For, under 
international legal practice, unless and until 
a nation formally gives notice of its inten-
tion not to ratify a treaty, it is obliged to re-
frain from actions that would undercut its 
object and purpose. Such notice should be 
given, and promptly. 

DECISION BRIEF NO. 99–D 111 
C.T.B.T. TRUTH OR CONSEQUENCES #5: OPPOSI-

TION TO A ZERO-YIELD, PERMANENT TEST BAN 
IS ROOTED IN SUBSTANCE, NOT POLITICS 
(WASHINGTON, D.C.).—Advocates for the 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) have 
recently engaged in a form of political 
contortionism that would impress Houdini. 
Having insisted on the Senate’s immediate 
consideration of this accord in time for a 
CTBT review conference held last week in 
Vienna, they were initially surprised, then 
seemingly pleased when Senate Republicans 
agreed two weeks ago to a fixed period for 
debate and a near-term vote. Accordingly, 
every single Democratic Senator and those 
relatively few Republicans who have de-
clared their support for the CTBT agreed— 
obviously with the Clinton White House’s 
blessing—to a ‘‘unanimous consent’’ agree-
ment designed to do just that. In other 
words, when they thought they had (or could 
get) the necessary votes, the CTBT’s pro-
ponents were quite content with this ar-
rangement. 

As it became clear that the treaty’s oppo-
nents had easily the 34 votes needed to de-
feat President Clinton’s permanent, zero- 
yield Comprehensive Test Ban, however, the 
Administration and its allies began to com-
plain that the arrangement they had agreed 
to was no longer satisfactory. Suddenly, 
they claimed the CTBT was in danger of fall-
ing victim to ‘‘partisan politics’’ and that 
only by delaying the vote would that accord 
receive the deliberate consideration due it. 
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Unfortunately for the pro-CTBT contor-

tionists, the announcement on 7 October by 
Senator Richard Lugar (R–IN) of his ada-
mant opposition to the present Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty makes such arguments 
untenable. Sen. Lugar is, after all, a man 
with a record of unwavering support for arms 
control and unfailing willingness to pursue 
bipartisan approaches to foreign policy 
issues. His closely reasoned and well-re-
searched grounds for his declared intention 
to vote against this CTBT makes it clear 
that he and other like-minded Senators will 
do so for legitimate, substantive reasons. 

Reduced to its essence, Sen. Lugar’s cri-
tique—which is likely to prove highly influ-
ential with other centrist Senators—reads as 
follows: 

‘‘The goal of the CTBT is to ban all nuclear 
explosions worldwide: I do not believe it can 
succeed. I have little confidence that the 
verification and enforcement provisions will 
dissuade other nations from nuclear testing. 
Furthermore, I am concerned about our 
country’s ability to maintain the integrity 
and safety of our own nuclear arsenal under 
the conditions of the treaty. 

‘‘. . . While affirming our desire for inter-
national peace and stability, the U.S. Senate 
is charged with the constitutional responsi-
bility of making hard judgments about the 
likely outcomes of treaties. This requires 
that we examine the treaties in close detail 
and calculate the consequences of ratifica-
tion for the present and the future. Viewed 
in this context, I cannot support the treaty’s 
ratification.’’ 

Highlights of Senator Lugar’s critique 
should be required reading for Senators and 
their constituents alike: 

Bad Arms Control: ‘‘I do not believe that 
the CTBT is of the same caliber as the arms 
control treaties that have come before the 
Senate in recent decades. Its usefulness to 
the goal of non-proliferation is highly ques-
tionable. Its likely ineffectuality will risk 
undermining support and confidence in the 
concept of multi-lateral arms control. Even 
as a symbolic statement of our desire for a 
safer world, it is problematic because it 
would exacerbate risks and uncertainties re-
lated to the safety of our nuclear stockpile.’’ 

No Safety Net on the SSP: ‘‘At present our 
nuclear capability provides a deterrent that 
is crucial to the safety of the American peo-
ple and is relied upon as a safety umbrella by 
most countries around the world. One of the 
most critical issues under the CTBT would 
be that of ensuring the safety and reliability 
of our nuclear weapons stockpile without 
testing. The safe maintenance and storage of 
these weapons is a crucial concern. We can-
not allow them to fall into disrepair or per-
mit their safety to be called into question. 

‘‘. . . Unfortunately, the jury is still out on 
the Stockpile Stewardship Program. The last 
nine years have seen improvements, but the 
bottom line is that the Senate is being asked 
to trust the security of our country to a pro-
gram that is unproven and unlikely to be 
fully operational until perhaps 2010. 

‘‘. . . The Congressional Research Service 
reported last year that: ‘A problem with one 
warhead type can affect hundreds of thou-
sands of individually deployed warheads; 
with only 9 types of warheads expected to be 
in the stockpile in 2000, compared to 30 in 
1985, a single problem could affect a large 
fraction of the U.S. nuclear force.’ If we are 
to put our faith in a program other than 
testing to ensure the safety and reliability of 
our nuclear deterrent and thus our security, 
we must have complete faith in its efficacy. 
The Stockpile Stewardship Program falls 
well short of that standard. 

‘‘. . . I am concerned further by the fact 
that some of the weapons in our arsenal are 
not as safe as we could make them. Of the 

nine weapon designs currently in our arse-
nal, only one employs all of the most modern 
safety and security measures. Our nuclear 
weapons laboratories are unable to provide 
the American people with these protections 
because of the inability of the Stockpile 
Stewardship Program to completely mimic 
testing. 

‘‘At present, I am not convinced the Stock-
pile Stewardship Program will permit our 
experts to maintain a credible deterrent in 
the absence of testing. Without a complete, 
effective, and proven Stockpile Stewardship 
program, the CTBT could erode our ability 
to discover and fix problems with the nuclear 
stockpile and to make safety improve-
ments.’’ 

An Unverifiable CTBT: ‘‘The U.S. must be 
confident of its ability to detect cheating 
among member states. While the exact 
thresholds are classified, it is commonly un-
derstood that the United States cannot de-
tect nuclear explosions below a few kilotons 
of yield. The Treaty’s verification regime, 
which includes an international monitoring 
system and on-site inspections, was designed 
to fill the gaps in our national technical 
means. Unfortunately, the CTBT’s 
verification regime will not be up to that 
task even if it is ever fully deployed.’’ 

‘‘The verification regime is further bedev-
iled by the lack of a common definition of a 
nuclear test. Russia believes hydro-nuclear 
activities and sub-critical experiments are 
permitted under the treaty. The U.S. be-
lieves sub-critical experiments are permitted 
but hydro-nuclear tests are not. Other states 
believe both are illegal. A common under-
standing or definition of what is and what is 
not permitted under the treaty has not been 
established.’’ 

‘‘The CTBT’s verification regime seems to 
be the embodiment of everything the United 
States has been fighting against in the 
UNSCOM inspection process in Iraq. We have 
rejected Iraq’s position of choosing and ap-
proving the national origin of inspectors. In 
addition, the 50 square kilometer inspection- 
free zones could become analogous to the 
controversy over the inspections of Iraqi 
presidential palaces. The UNSCOM experi-
ence is one that is best not repeated under a 
CTBT.’’ 

Mission Impossible—Enforcement of the 
CTBT: ‘‘Even if the United States were suc-
cessful in utilizing the laborious verification 
regime and non-compliance was detected, 
the Treaty is almost powerless to respond. 
This treaty simply has no teeth. Arms con-
trol advocates need to reflect on the possible 
damage to the concept of arms control if we 
embrace a treaty that comes to be perceived 
as ineffectual. Arms control based only on a 
symbolic purpose can breed cynicism in the 
process and undercut support for more sub-
stantive and proven arms control measures. 

‘‘The CTBT’s answer to illegal nuclear 
testing is the possible implementation of 
sanctions. It is clear that this will not prove 
particularly compelling in the decision-mak-
ing processes of foreign states intent on 
building nuclear weapons. For those coun-
tries seeking nuclear weapons, the perceived 
benefits in international stature and deter-
rence generally far outweigh the concern 
about sanctions that could be brought to 
bear by the international community.’’ 

Fraudulent ‘‘Norm’’: ‘‘I believe the en-
forcement mechanisms of the CTBT provide 
little reason for countries to forego nuclear 
testing. Some of my friends respond to this 
charge by pointing out that even if the en-
forcement provisions of the treaty are inef-
fective, the treaty will impose new inter-
national norms for behavior. In this case, we 
have observed that ‘‘norms’’ have not been 
persuasive for North Korea, Iraq, Iran, India 
and Pakistan, the very countries whose ac-
tions we seek to influence through a CTBT. 

‘‘If a country breaks the international 
norm embodied in the CTBT, that country 
has already broken the norm associated with 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Coun-
tries other than the recognized nuclear pow-
ers who attempt to test a weapon must first 
manufacture or obtain a weapon, which 
would constitute a violation of the NPT. I 
fail to see how an additional norm will deter 
a motivated nation from developing nuclear 
weapons after violating the long-standing 
norm of the NPT.’’ 

The Bottom Line 
The Clinton Administration’s transparent 

intent to use the CTBT as a political weapon 
against its critics makes Senator Lugar’s 
statesmanship and courage in opposing this 
treaty as a matter of principle all the more 
commendable. Although the Indiana Senator 
has made clear his preference not to vote on 
the CTBT in the coming days, the sub-
stantive case he has made against this ac-
cord should be dispositive to his colleagues 
in deciding to reject the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty now, rather than be subjected to 
endless political attacks until such time as 
the Treaty is once again placed on the Sen-
ate calendar. 

DECISION BRIEF NO. 99–D 112 
C.T.B.T. TRUTH OR CONSEQUENCES #6: HEED 

PAST AND PRESENT MILITARY OPPOSITION TO 
A ZERO-YIELD, PERMANENT TEST BAN 
(Washington, D.C.): As the prospects for 

Senate rejection of the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty (CTBT) on its merits have grown 
in recent days, the Treaty’s proponents have 
become more reliant than ever on celebrity 
endorsements—especially those it has re-
ceived for retired and serving senior military 
officers. Indeed, few advocates for the 
present, zero-yield, permanent test ban make 
their case for the CTBT without referring to 
the support it enjoys from past and present 
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, includ-
ing a number of former JCS Chairmen (nota-
bly, Gen. Colin Powell). 

Most recently, President Clinton declared 
in his Saturday radio address: ‘‘So I say to 
the Senators who haven’t endorsed [the 
CTBT], heed the best national security ad-
vice of our military leaders.’’ The trouble is, 
the best national security advice of our mili-
tary leaders is to reject this permanent, all- 
inclusive test ban, not approve it. 

Which Advice? 
Setting aside the singularly unimpressive 

job the serving Chairman, Gen. Hugh 
Shelton, has done in his advocacy for the 
CTBT—at his reconfirmation hearing a few 
weeks ago, his endorsement was unintelli-
gible; on NBC’s Meet the press on 10 October, 
he gave a statement of support for the Trea-
ty that was more articulate, but wholly in-
appropriate to the question he was asked, 
not once but twice—fans of the CTBT should 
be careful in relying too heavily upon their 
favorite officers to sell this Treaty. 

Consider, for example, statements that 
three of the most prominent of these offi-
cers—General Powell, Admiral William 
Crowe and General David Jones—during 
their respective stints as chairmen of the 
Joint Chief of Staff 

General Colin Powell, 30 September 1991: 
[In response to a question by Senator Mal-
colm Wallop (R–Wy) as to how Gen. Powell 
would respond to a Soviet proposal to halt 
testing.] I would recommend to the Sec-
retary and the President [that] it’s a condi-
tion we couldn’t meet. I would recommend 
against it. We need nuclear testing to ensure 
the safety, [and] surety of our nuclear stock-
pile. As long as one has nuclear weapons, you 
have to know what it is they will do, and so 
I would recommend continued testing.’’ 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:55 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00058 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S12OC9.REC S12OC9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S12387 October 12, 1999 
Gen. Powell, 1 December 1992: ‘‘With re-

spect to a comprehensive test ban, that has 
always been a fundamental policy goal of 
ours, but as long as we have nuclear weapons 
we have a responsibility for making sure 
that our stockpile remains safe. And to keep 
that stockpile safe, we have to conduct a 
limited number of nuclear tests to make sure 
we know what a nuclear weapon will actu-
ally do and how it is aging and to find out a 
lot of other physical characteristics with re-
spect to nuclear phenomenon. 

‘‘So I would like ultimately to go to a com-
prehensive test ban, but I don’t think we’ll 
get there safely and reliably until we also 
get rid of nuclear weapons. As long as we 
have to conduct testing.’’ 

Admiral William Crowe, 8 May 1986: [Ac-
cording to a contemporary press report] ‘‘Ad-
miral William Crow, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, said a comprehensive test 
ban—which many members of Congress have 
urged President Reagan to negotiate with 
Moscow—would ‘introduce elements of un-
certainty that would be dangerous for all 
concerned. 

‘‘Given the pressure from lawmakers for 
conventional weapons testing, ‘I frankly do 
not understand why Congress would want to 
suspend testing on one of the most critical 
and sophisticated elements of our nuclear de-
terrent—namely the warhead’s he told the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee.’’ 

General David Jones per an Aviation Week 
article dated 29 May 1978: ‘‘General David 
Jones, Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staff, 
told a Senate Armed Services Committee 
meeting last week that he could not rec-
ommend an indefinite zero-yield test ban. 

‘‘He added that it is not verifiable, and 
that the U.S. stockpile reliability could not 
be assured. Gen. Jones said he is concerned 
over asymmetries that could develop 
through an unverifiable agreement with the 
USSR. He told Senators he is not convinced 
by the safeguards he has seen to date, and 
that it would not be difficult to overcome 
them.’’ 

Gen. Jones, according to a 27 May 1978 
Washington Post article: Air Force Gen. 
David Jones, selected by [President] Carter 
to be chairman of the Joints chiefs, told the 
Senate Armed Services Committee at his re-
cent confirmation hearing that ‘‘I would 
have difficulty recommending a zero[-yield] 
test ban for an extended period.’’ 

It falls to these individuals and those who 
are interested in their views to establish 
which position—their former ones opposing 
an open-ended, zero-yield test ban or their 
present ones endorsing it—actually reflect 
their ‘‘best national security advice.’’ Suf-
fice it to say that when they actually held 
positions of responsibility, all three went on 
record in favor of continued testing. Will 
their serving counterpart and his fellow 
members of the JCS undergo a reverse trans-
formation after leaving office, in which ca-
pacity they have endorsed the CTBT? If so, 
which view will represent their best profes-
sional military advice (i.e., advice not influ-
enced by political judgments or consider-
ations)? 

Leading Retired Military Officers Oppose the 
CTBT 

Senators would do well to consider the 
views of other distinguished retired military 
officers. For example, in an open letter to 
Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott dated 9 
September, ten retired four-star combat 
commanders (Marine Corps Commandant 
Gen. Louis H. Wilson and Assistant Com-
mandants Gens. Raymond G. Davis and Jo-
seph J. Went; Commander-in-Chief Strategic 
Air Command Gen. Russell E. Dougherty; 
Supreme Allied Commander, Atlantic Adm. 
Wesley McDonald; Commander-in-Chief, U.S. 

Army, Europe Gen. Frederick J. Kroesen; 
Commander of U.S. Air Combat Command 
Gen. John M. Loh; Air Force Vice Chief of 
Staff Gen. Lawrence A. Skantze; Com-
mander-in-Chief, Army Readiness Command 
Gen. Donn A. Starry; Commanding General, 
Army Material Command Gen. Louis C. Wag-
ner, Jr.) joined more than forty other experi-
enced civilian and retired military policy 
practitioners in opposition to the CTBT. 
They wrote, in part: 

‘‘We consider the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty signed by President Clinton in 1996 to 
be inconsistent with vital U.S. national in-
terests. We believe the Senate must reject 
the permanent ban on testing that this trea-
ty would impose so long as the Nation de-
pends upon nuclear deterrence to safeguard 
its security.’’ 

Importantly, in a 5 October letter to Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee Chairman 
John Warner, one of the most highly re-
garded JCS Chairman in history, Gen. John 
Vessey, forcefully urged the Senate to reject 
the present CTBT. Highlight of Gen. Vessey’s 
letter include the following: 

‘‘Supporters of the CTBT argue that it re-
duces the chances for nuclear proliferation. I 
applaud efforts to reduce the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons but I do not believe that the 
test ban will reduce the ability of rogue 
states to acquire nuclear weapons in suffi-
cient quantities to upset regional stability 
in various parts of the world.’’ 

‘‘If the United States is to remain the pre-
eminent nuclear power and maintain a mod-
ern, safe, secure, reliable and useable nuclear 
deterrent force, I believe we need to continue 
to develop new nuclear weapons designed to 
incorporate the latest in technology and to 
meet the changing security situation in the 
world. . . . The United States, the one nation 
most of the world looks to for securing peace 
in the world, should not deny itself the op-
portunity to test the bedrock building block 
of its security, its nuclear deterrence force, 
if conditions require testing.’’ 

‘‘I . . . believe that the more demonstrably 
modern and useable is our nuclear deterrent 
force, the less likely are we to need to use it, 
but we must have modern weapons, and we 
ought not deny ourselves the opportunity to 
test if we deem it necessary. 

The Bottom Line 

The case for the Clinton Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty fundamentally comes down 
to a question of ‘‘confidence’’—in the judg-
ments of those who say that they are ‘‘con-
fident’’ in the future viability of the U.S. de-
terrent or, alternatively, in the judgment of 
those who warn that history suggests such 
confidence is unwarranted in the absence of 
periodic, realistic underground testing. 

It should, at a minimum, shake the con-
fidence of Senators whose support for the 
Treaty rests substantially upon the endorse-
ment of prominent retired military leaders 
that those leaders previously held a far more 
dire (not to say, realistic) view of the impli-
cations of such an accord for the U.S. deter-
rent and security. 

[From the Center for Security Policy, Oct. 
12, 1999] 

DECISION BRIEF NO. 99–D 112 

C.T.B.T. TRUTH OR CONSEQUENCES #7: REALISTIC 
EXPLOSIVE TESTING IS REQUIRED TO ‘RE-
MANUFACTURE’ EXISTING NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

(Washington, D.C.): One of the most per-
nicious misrepresentations being served up 
in recent days by the proponents of the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) is the 
claim that the U.S. deterrent stockpile can 
be maintained for the indefinite future with-
out further underground tests. Since they 
explicitly rule out modernization of the nu-

clear arsenal, however, the only way a stock-
pile comprised of weapons having the highest 
average age in history could possibly be pre-
served in a safe and reliable condition would 
be if existing weapons types were to be sub-
stantially (if not virtually completely) re-
manufactured. 

While advocates of the zero-yield, perma-
nent CTBT deny it, neither historical experi-
ence and common sense support the propo-
sition that U.S. nuclear weapons—comprised 
as they are of as many as 6,000 exactingly 
manufactured parts, made of exotic and 
often dangerous materials and constantly ex-
posed for years to high levels of radiation— 
will not undergo substantial changes over 
time. In fact as a result of such factors, 
former Assistant Secretary of Energy Victor 
Reis declared in congressional testimony in 
October 1997 that: ‘‘Just about all the parts 
[of those obsolescing devices] are going to 
have to be remade.’’ 

Why ‘Remaking’ of the Arsenal Cannot be 
Effected Without Testing 

There a numerous, serious problems with 
undertaking such a program in the absence 
of nuclear testing. First, the production 
lines for building the stockpile’s existing 
bombs and warheads were disassembled long 
ago. Reconstitution and recertifying them 
would take quite some time, would be very 
costly and probably won’t be possible to ef-
fect with confidence absent realistic, explo-
sive nuclear testing. 

Second, it will not be possible to replicate 
some of the ingredients in weapons designed 
two decades or more ago; key components 
are technologically obsolete and no one 
would recommend using them when smaller, 
lighter, cheaper, more reliable and carcino-
genic materials are now the state-of-the-art. 
In addition, federal safety and health guide-
lines prohibit the use of some of the mate-
rials utilized in the original designs. 

Third, virtually everybody who was in-
volved in designing and proving the original 
designs has left the industrial and laboratory 
complex, taking with them irreplaceable cor-
porate memory that may spell the difference 
between success and failure in reproducing 
their handiwork. 

An Authoritative Historical Review 

These points were underscored in an au-
thoritative report to Congress issued by the 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory in 
1987. Among its relevant highlights are the 
following (emphasis added throughout): 

‘‘It has frequently been stated that non-nu-
clear and very-low yield (i.e., less than 1 kil-
oton) testing and computer stimulation 
would be adequate for maintaining a viable 
nuclear deterrent. A recent variant of this 
argument asserts that while such testing and 
computer stimulation may be insufficient 
for the development of new warheads, they 
would be adequate for indefinite mainte-
nance of a stockpile of existing weapons. We 
believe that neither of these assertions can 
be substantiated. 

‘‘The major problem is that a nuclear ex-
plosive includes such a wide range of proc-
esses and scales that it is impossible to in-
clude all the relevant physics and engineer-
ing in sufficient detail to provide an accu-
rate representation of the real world.’’ 

‘‘A final proof test at the specified low- 
temperature extreme of the W80 (Air- 
Launched Cruise Missile) was done as the 
weapon was ready for deployment. The test 
results were a complete surprise. The pri-
mary gave only a small fraction of its ex-
pected yield, insufficient to ignite the sec-
ondary. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:55 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00059 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S12OC9.REC S12OC9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12388 October 12, 1999 
‘‘Our experience with the W80 illustrates 

the inadequacy of non-nuclear and low-yield 
testing and the need for full-scale nuclear 
tests to judge the effects of small changes. 
Even though it has been argued that such a 
‘‘thorough’’ test should have occurred ear-
lier, the critical point is that computer sim-
ulation, non-nuclear testing, and less-than- 
full-scale nuclear testing are not always suf-
ficient to assess the effects of deterioration, 
changes in packaging, or environmental con-
ditions on weapons performance.’’ 

‘‘Testing of newly produced stockpiled sys-
tems has shown a continuing need for nu-
clear tests. Even an ‘‘identical’’ rebuild 
should be checked in a nuclear test if we are 
to have confidence that all the inevitable, 
small and subtle differences from one pro-
duction run to the other have not affected 
the nuclear performance. The current stock-
pile is extremely reliable, but only because 
continued nuclear testing at adequate yields 
has enabled us to properly assess and correct 
problems as they occur.’’ 

‘‘Although tests of a complex system are 
expensive and time-consuming, one is hard- 
put to find an example anywhere in U.S. in-
dustry where a major production line was re-
opened and requalified without tests. Exact 
replication, especially of older systems, is 
impossible. Material batches are never quite 
the same, some materials become unavail-
able, and equivalent materials are never ex-
actly equivalent. Different people—not those 
who did the initial work—do the remanufac-
turing. 

‘‘Documentation has never been suffi-
ciently exact to ensure replication. A perfect 
specification has never yet been written. We 
have never known enough about every detail 
to specify everything that may be impor-
tant. 

‘‘Tests, even with the limitations of small 
numbers and possibly equivocal interpreta-
tion of results, are the final arbiters of the 
tradeoffs and judgments that have been 
made. We are concerned that, if responsible 
engineers and scientists were to refuse to 
certify a remanufactured weapon, pressures 
could produce individuals who would. The 
Challenger accident resulted from such a sit-
uation and highlights an all-too-common 
tendency of human nature to override judg-
ment in favor of expediency.’’ 

‘‘Remanufacture of a nuclear warhead is 
often asserted to be a straightforward exer-
cise in engineering and material science, and 
simply involves following well-established 
specifications to make identical copies. In 
the real world, however, there are many ex-
amples where weapon parts cannot be dupli-
cated because of outmoded technologies, 
health hazards, unprofitable operations, out- 
of-business vendors, reproducible materials, 
lack of documentation, and myriad other 
reasons. . . . Not only must remanufacturing 
attempt to replicate the construction of the 
original weapon, it must also duplicate the 
performance of the original weapon.’’ 

‘‘It is important to emphasize that in 
weapon remanufacture we are dealing with a 
practical problem. Idealized proposals and 
statements that we ‘should be able to re-
manufacture without testing because exper-
tise is not essential’ are a prescription for 
failure.’’ 

The Bottom Line 
Senators concerned about the Nation’s 

ability to perform the needed modifications 
essential to any effort to ‘‘remanufacture’’ 
stockpiled weapon types should bear in mind 
a comment by one of the prominent sci-
entists usually cited by CTBT proponents: 
Dr. Richard Garwin. In testimony before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee last 
week, Dr. Garwin declared: ‘‘I oppose modi-
fying our nuclear weapons under the morato-
rium or under the CTBT.’’ 

Given historical experience and the sci-
entific insights gleaned from it, no one who 
is serious about maintaining the U.S. deter-
rent for the indefinite future would argue 
that the existing inventory can be perpet-
uated without nuclear testing. Remanufac-
tured weapons will have to be realistically 
tested, at least at low-yield levels, if we—and 
those we hope to deter—are to have con-
fidence in their effectiveness. 

[From the Center for Security Policy, Oct. 7, 
1999] 

SECURITY FORUM NO. 99–F 23 
SIX SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE URGE DEFEAT OF 

C.T.B.T. 
(Washington, D.C.): In an unprecedented 

public statement of opposition to a signed 
arms control agreement, six former Secre-
taries of Defense—one of whom, Dr. James R. 
Schlesinger was also (among other things) a 
Secretary of Energy in the Carter Adminis-
tration—have written the Republican and 
Democratic leaders of the U.S. Senate urging 
the defeat of the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty (CTBT). 

This authoritative description of the 
CTBT’s defects and the deleterious repercus-
sions its ratification would have for Amer-
ica’s nuclear deterrent should be required 
reading for every Senator and every other 
participant in what is shaping up to be a mo-
mentous debate over the Nation’s future se-
curity posture. In particular, this letter— 
which clearly benefits from Dr. Schlesinger’s 
vast experience as a former Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, former Director 
of Central Intelligence as well as a former 
Secretary of Defense and Energy (in the lat-
ter capacity, he was instrumental in dis-
suading President Carter from pursuing the 
sort of permanent, zero-yield CTBT that the 
incumbent President hopes to ratify)—does 
much to rebut the putative ‘‘military’’ argu-
ments being made on behalf of this accord. 

OCTOBER 6, 1999. 
DEAR SENATORS LOTT AND DASCHLE: As the 

Senate weighs whether to approve the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), we be-
lieve Senators will be obliged to focus on one 
dominant, inescapable result were it to be 
ratified: over the decades ahead, confidence 
in the reliability of our nuclear weapons 
stockpile would inevitably decline, thereby 
reducing the credibility of America’s nuclear 
deterrent. Unlike previous efforts at a CTBT, 
this Treaty is intended to be of unlimited du-
ration, and though ‘‘nuclear weapon test ex-
plosion’’ is undefined in the Treaty, by 
America’s unilateral declaration the accord 
is ‘‘zero-yield,’’ meaning that all nuclear 
tests, even of the lowest yield, are perma-
nently prohibited. 

The nuclear weapons in our nation’s arse-
nal are sophisticated devices, whose thou-
sands of components must function together 
with split-second timing and scant margin 
for error. A nuclear weapon contains radio-
active material, which in itself decays, and 
also changes the properties of other mate-
rials within the weapon. Over time, the com-
ponents of our weapons corrode and deterio-
rate, and we lack experience predicting the 
effects of such aging on the safety and reli-
ability of the weapons. The shelf life of U.S. 
nuclear weapons was expected to be some 20 
years. In the past, the constant process of re-
placement and testing of new designs have 
some assurance that weapons in the arsenal 
would be both new and reliable. But under 
the CTBT, we would be vulnerable to the ef-
fects of aging because we could not test 
‘‘fixes’’ of problems with existing warheads. 

Remanufacturing components of existing 
weapons that have deteriorated also poses 
significant problems. Manufacturers go out 
of business, materials and production proc-

esses change, certain chemicals previously 
used in production are now forbidden under 
new environmental regulations, and so on. It 
is a certainty that new processes and mate-
rials—untested—will be used. Even more im-
portant, ultimately the nuclear ‘‘pits’’ will 
need to be replaced—and we will not be able 
to test those replacements. The upshot is 
that new defects may be introduced into the 
stockpile through remanufacture, and with-
out testing we can never be certain that 
these replacement components will work as 
their predecessors did. 

Another implication of the CTBT of unlim-
ited duration is that over time we would 
gradually lose our pool of knowledgeable 
people with experience in nuclear weapons 
design and testing. Consider what would 
occur if the United States halted nuclear 
testing for 30 years. We would then be de-
pendent on the judgment of personnel with 
no personal experience either in designing or 
testing nuclear weapons. In place of a learn-
ing curve, we would experience an extended 
unlearning curve. 

Furthermore, major gaps exist in our sci-
entific understanding of nuclear explosives. 
As President Bush noted in a report to Con-
gress in January 1993, ‘‘Of all U.S. nuclear 
weapons designs fielded since 1958, approxi-
mately one-third have required nuclear test-
ing to resolve problems arising after deploy-
ment.’’ We were discovering defects in our 
arsenal up until the moment when the cur-
rent moratorium on U.S. testing was im-
posed in 1992. While we have uncovered simi-
lar defects since 1992, which in the past 
would gave let to testing, in the absence of 
testing, we are not able to test whether the 
‘‘fixes’’ indeed work. 

Indeed, the history of maintaining complex 
military hardware without testing dem-
onstrates the pitfalls of such an approach. 
Prior to World War II, the Navy’s torpedoes 
had not been adequately tested because of in-
sufficient funds. It took nearly two years of 
war before we fully solved the problems that 
caused our torpedoes to routinely pass harm-
lessly under the target or to fail to explode 
on contact. For example, at the Battle of 
Midway, the U.S. launched 47 torpedo air-
craft, without damaging a single Japanese 
ship. If not for our dive bombers, the U.S. 
would have lost the crucial naval battle of 
the Pacific war. 

The Department of Energy has structured 
a program of experiments and computer sim-
ulations called the Stockpile Stewardship 
Program, that it hopes will allow our weap-
ons to be maintained without testing. This 
program, which will not be mature for at 
least 10 years, will improve our scientific un-
derstanding of nuclear weapons and would 
likely mitigate the decline in our confidence 
in the safety and reliability of our arsenal. 
We will never know whether we should trust 
Stockpile Stewardship if we cannot conduct 
nuclear tests to calibrate the unproven new 
techniques. Mitigation is, of course, not the 
same as prevention. Over the decades, the 
erosion of confidence inevitably would be 
substantial. 

The decline in confidence in our nuclear 
deterrent is particularly troublesome in 
light of the unique geopolitical role of the 
United States. The U.S. has a far-reaching 
foreign policy agenda and our forces are sta-
tioned around the globe. In addition, we have 
pledged to hold a nuclear umbrella over our 
NATO allies and Japan. Though we have 
abandoned chemical and biological weapons, 
we have threatened to retaliate with nuclear 
weapons to such an attack. In the Gulf War, 
such a threat was apparently sufficient to 
deter Iraq from using chemical weapons 
against American troops. 

We also do not believe the CTBT will do 
much to prevent the spread of nuclear weap-
ons. The motivation of rogue nations like 
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North Korea and Iraq to acquire nuclear 
weapons will not be affected by whether the 
U.S. tests. Similarly, the possession of nu-
clear weapons by nations like India, Paki-
stan, and Israel depends on the security envi-
ronment in the region not by whether or not 
the U.S. tests. If confidence in the U.S. nu-
clear deterrent were to decline, countries 
that have relied on our protection could well 
feel compelled to seek nuclear capabilities of 
their own. Thus, ironically, the CTBT might 
cause additional nations to seek nuclear 
weapons. 

Finally, it is impossible to verify a ban 
that extends to very low yields. The likeli-
hood of cheating is high. ‘‘Trust but verify’’ 
should remain our guide. Tests with yields 
below 1 kiloton can both go undetected and 
be militarily useful to the testing state. Fur-
thermore, a significantly larger explosion 
can go undetected—or mistaken for a con-
ventional explosion used for mining or an 
earthquake—if the test if ‘‘decoupled.’’ De-
coupling involves conducing the test in a 
large underground cavity and has been 
shown to dampen an explosion’s seismic sig-
nature by a factor of up to 70. The U.S. dem-
onstrated this capability in 1966 in two tests 
conducted in salt domes at Chilton, Mis-
sissippi. 

We believe that these considerations 
render a permanent, zero-yield Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty incompatible with the 
Nation’s international commitments and 
vital security interests and believe it does 
not deserve the Senate’s advice and consent. 
Accordingly, we respectfully urge you and 
your colleagues to preserve the right of this 
nation to conduct nuclear tests necessary to 
the future of our nuclear deterrent by reject-
ing approval of the present CTBT. 

Respectfully, 
JAMES R. SCHLESINGER. 
RICHARD B. CHENEY. 
FRANK C. CARLUCCI. 
CASPAR W. WEINBERGER. 
DONALD H. RUMSFELD. 
MELVIN R. LAIRD. 

[From the Center for Security Policy, Oct. 7, 
1999] 

SECURITY FORUM 
SENATOR LUGAR DELIVERS KISS-OF-DEATH TO 

CTBT 
(Washington, DC): As the Senate prepares 

to open debate on the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty (CTBT), arms control’s pre-
eminent Republican champion in the Senate, 
Sen. Richard Lugar (R–IN) has delivered 
what is surely the kiss-of-death for this ac-
cord. In a lengthy and detailed memorandum 
released today, Sen. Lugar declared ‘‘I will 
vote against the ratification of the CTBT.’’ 

The Senator’s reasons for reaching what 
was clearly a wrenching decision are charac-
teristically thoughtful and powerful ex-
plained in the following excerpts of his 
memorandum. The Center applauds Senator 
Lugar for his courageous leadership in this 
matter and commends his arguments to his 
colleagues—and to the American people on 
behalf of whose security they are made. 
[Press Release from U.S. Senator Richard 

Lugar of Indiana, a Senior Member of the 
Senate Intelligence and Foreign Relations 
Committees and the Senate’s National Se-
curity Working Group] 
The Senate is poised to begin consideration 

of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty under 
a unanimous consent agreement that will 
provide for 14 hours of general debate, debate 
on two amendments, and a final vote on rati-
fication. . . . In anticipation of the general 
debate, I will state my reasons for opposing 
ratification of the CTBT. 

The goal of the CTBT is to ban all nuclear 
explosions worldwide: I do not believe it can 

succeed. I have little confidence that the 
verification and enforcement provisions will 
dissuade other nations from nuclear testing. 
Furthermore, I am concerned about our 
country’s ability to maintain the integrity 
and safety of our own nuclear arsenal under 
the conditions of the treaty. 

I am a strong advocate of effective and 
verifiable arms control agreements. As a 
former Vice-Chairman of the Senate Arms 
Control Observer Group and a member of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, I have had the 
privilege of managing Senate consideration 
of many arms control treaties and agree-
ments. 

* * * * * 
I understand the impulse of the proponents 

of the CTBT to express U.S. leadership in an-
other area of arms control. Inevitably, arms 
control treaties are accompanied by ideal-
istic principles that envision a future in 
which international norms prevail over the 
threat of conflict between nations. However, 
while affirming our desire for international 
peace and stability, the U.S. Senate is 
charged with the constitutional responsi-
bility of making hard judgments about the 
likely outcomes of treaties. This requires 
that we examine the treaties in close detail 
and calculate the consequences of ratifica-
tion for the present and the future. Viewed 
in this context, I cannot support the treaty’s 
ratification. 

I do not believe that the CTBT is of the 
same caliber as the arms control treaties 
that have come before the Senate in recent 
decades. Its usefulness to the goal of non- 
proliferation is highly questionable. Its like-
ly ineffectuality will risk undermining sup-
port and confidence in the concept of multi- 
lateral arms control. Even as a symbolic 
statement of our desire for a safer world, it 
is problematic because it would exacerbate 
risks and uncertainties related to the safety 
of our nuclear stockpile. 

Stockpile Stewardship 
The United States must maintain a reli-

able nuclear deterrent for the foreseeable fu-
ture. Although the Cold War is over, signifi-
cant threats to our country still exist. At 
present our nuclear capability provides a de-
terrent that is crucial to the safety of the 
American people and is relied upon as a safe-
ty umbrella by most countries around the 
world. One of the most critical issues under 
the CTBT would be that of ensuring the safe-
ty and reliability of our nuclear weapons 
stockpile without testing. The safe mainte-
nance and storage of these weapons is a cru-
cial concern. We cannot allow them to fall 
into disrepair or permit their safety to be 
called into question. 

The Administration has proposed an ambi-
tious program that would verify the safety 
and reliability of our weapons through com-
puter modeling and simulations. 
Unfortuantely, the jury is still out on the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program. The last 
nine years have seen improvements, but the 
bottom line is that the Senate is being asked 
to trust the security of our country to a pro-
gram that is unproven and unlikely to be 
fully operational until perhaps 2010. I believe 
a National Journal article, by James 
Kitfield, summed it up best by quoting a nu-
clear scientist who likens the challenge of 
maintaining the viability of our stockpile 
without testing to ‘‘walking an obstacle 
course in the dark when your last glimpse of 
light was a flash of lightning back in 1992.’’ 

The most likely problems facing our stock-
pile are a result of aging. This is a threat be-
cause nuclear materials and components de-
grade in unpredictable ways, in some cases 
causing weapons to fail. This is compounded 
by the fact that the U.S. currently has the 
oldest inventory in the history of our nu-
clear weapons programs. 

Over the last forty years, a large percent-
age of the weapon designs in our stockpile 
have required post-deployment tests to re-
solve problems. Without these tests, not only 
would the problems have remained unde-
tected, but they also would have gone 
unprepaired. The Congressional Research 
Service reported last year that: ‘‘A problem 
with one warhead type can affect hundreds of 
thousands of individually deployed warheads; 
with only 9 types of warheads expected to be 
in the stockpile in 2000, compared to 30 in 
1985, a single problem could affect a large 
fraction of the U.S. nuclear force.’’ If we are 
to put our faith in a program other than 
testing to ensure the safety and reliability of 
our nuclear deterrent and thus our security, 
we must have complete faith in its efficacy. 
The Stockpile Stewardship Program falls 
well short of that standard. 

The United States has chosen to re-manu-
facture our aging stockpile rather than cre-
ating and building new weapon designs. This 
could be a potential problem because many 
of the components and procedures used in 
original weapon designs no longer exist. New 
production procedures need to be developed 
and substituted for the originals, but we 
must ensure that the remanufactured weap-
ons will work as designed. 

I am concerned further by the fact that 
some of the weapons in our arsenal are not 
as safe as we could make them. Of the nine 
weapons designs currently in our arsenal, 
only one employs all of the most modern 
safety and security measures. Our nuclear 
weapons laboratories are unable to provide 
the American people with these protections 
because of the inability of the Stockpile 
Stewardship Program to completely mimic 
testing. 

At present, I am not convinced the Stock-
pile Stewardship Program will permit our 
experts to maintain a credible deterrent in 
the absence of testing. Without a complete, 
effective, and proven Stockpile Stewardship 
program, the CTBT could erode our ability 
to discover and fix problems with the nuclear 
stockpile and to make safety improvements. 

In fact, the most important debate on this 
issue may be an honest discussion of whether 
we should commence limited testing and 
continue such a program with consistency 
and certainty. 

Verification 
President Reagan’s words ‘‘trust but 

verify’’ remain an important measuring 
stick of whether a treaty serves the national 
security interests of the United States. The 
U.S. must be confident of its ability to de-
tect cheating among member states. While 
the exact thresholds are classified, it is com-
monly understood that the United States 
cannot detect nuclear explosions below a few 
kilotons of yield. The treaty’s verification 
regime, which includes an international 
monitoring system and on-site inspections, 
was designed to fill the gaps in our national 
technical means. Unfortunately, the CTBT’s 
verification regime will not be up to that 
task even if it is ever fully deployed. 

Advances in mining technologies have en-
abled nations to smother nuclear tests, al-
lowing them to conduct tests with little 
chance of being detected. Similarly, coun-
tries can utilize existing geologic formations 
to decouple their nuclear tests, thereby dra-
matically reducing the seismic signal pro-
duced and rendering the test undetectable. A 
recent Washington Post article points out 
that part of the problem of detecting sus-
pected Russian tests at Novaya Zemlya is 
that the incidents take place in a large gran-
ite cave that has proven effective in muffling 
tests. 

The verification regime is further bedev-
iled by the lack of a common definition of a 
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nuclear test. Russia believes hydro-nuclear 
activities and sub-critical experiments are 
permitted under the treaty. The U.S. be-
lieves sub-critical experiments are permitted 
but hydro-nuclear tests are not. Other states 
believe both are illegal. A common under-
standing or definition of what is and what is 
not permitted under the treaty has not been 
established. 

Proponents point out that if the U.S. needs 
additional evidence to detect violations, on- 
site inspections can be requested. Unfortu-
nately, the CTBT will utilize a red-light in-
spection process. Requests for on-site inspec-
tions must be approved by at least 30 affirm-
ative votes of members of the Treaty’s 51- 
member Executive Council. In other words, 
If the United States accused another country 
of carrying out a nuclear test, we could only 
get an inspection if 29 other nations con-
curred with our request. In addition, each 
country can declare a 50 square kilometer 
area of its territory as off limits to any in-
spections that are approved. 

The CTBT stands in stark contrast to the 
Chemical Weapons Convention in the area of 
verifiability. Whereas the CTBT requires an 
affirmative vote of the Executive Council for 
an inspection to be approved, the CWC re-
quires an affirmative vote to stop an inspec-
tion from proceeding. Furthermore, the CWC 
did not exclude large tracts of land from the 
inspection regime, as does the CTBT. 

The CTBT’s verification regime seems to 
be the embodiment of everything the United 
States has been fighting against in the 
UNSCOM inspection process in Iraq. We have 
rejected Iraq’s position of choosing and ap-
proving the national origin of inspectors. In 
addition, the 50 square kilometer inspection- 
free zones could become analogous to the 
controversy over the inspections of Iraqi 
presidential palaces. The UNSCOM experi-
ence is one that is best not repeated under a 
CTBT. 

Enforcement 
Let me turn some enforcement concerns. 

Even if the United States were successful in 
utilizing the laborious verification regime 
and non-compliance was detected, the Treaty 
is almost powerless to respond. This treaty 
simply has no teeth. Arms control advocates 
need to reflect on the possible damage to the 
concept of arms control if we embrace a trea-
ty that comes to be perceived as ineffectual. 
Arms control based only on a symbolic pur-
pose can breed cynicism in the process and 
undercut support for more substantive and 
proven arms control measures. 

The CTBT’s answer to illegal nuclear test-
ing is the possible implementation of sanc-
tions. It is clear that this will not prove par-
ticularly compelling in the decision-making 
processes of foreign states intent on building 
nuclear weapons. For those countries seek-
ing nuclear weapons, the perceived benefits 
in international stature and deterrence gen-
erally far outweigh the concern about sanc-
tions that could be brought to bear by the 
international community. 

Further, recent experience has dem-
onstrated that enforcing effective multilat-
eral sanctions against a country is extraor-
dinarily difficult. Currently, the United 
States is struggling to maintain multilateral 
sanctions on Iraq, a country that openly 
seeks weapons of mass destruction and bla-
tantly invaded and looted a neighboring na-
tion, among other transgressions. If it is dif-
ficult to maintain the international will be-
hind sanctions on an outlaw nation, how 
would we enforce sanctions against more re-
sponsible nations of greater commercial im-
portance like India and Pakistan? 

In particularly grave cases, the CTBT Ex-
ecutive Council can bring the issue to the at-
tention of the United Nations. Unfortu-

nately, this too would most likely prove in-
effective, given that permanent members of 
the Security Council could veto any efforts 
to punish CTBT violators. Chances of a bet-
ter result in the General Assembly are re-
mote at best. 

I believe the enforcement mechanisms of 
the CTBT provide little reason for countries 
to forego nuclear testing. Some of my friends 
respond to this charge by pointing out that 
even if the enforcement provisions of the 
treaty are ineffective, the treaty will impose 
new international norms for behavior. In 
this case, we have observed that ‘‘norms’’ 
have not been persuasive for North Korea, 
Iraq, Iran, India and Pakistan, the very 
countries whose actions we seek to influence 
through a CTBT. 

If a country breaks the international norm 
embodied in the CTBT, that country has al-
ready broken the norm associated with the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Countries 
other than the recognized nuclear powers 
who attempt to test a weapon must first 
manufacture or obtain a weapon, which 
would constitute a violation of the NPT. I 
fail to see how an additional norm will deter 
a motivated nation from developing nuclear 
weapons after violating the long-standing 
norm of the NPT. 

Conclusion 
On Tuesday the Senate is scheduled to vote 

on the ratification of the CTBT. If this vote 
takes place, I believe the treaty should be 
defeated. The Administration has failed to 
make a case on why this treaty is in our na-
tional security interests. 

The Senate is being asked to rely on an un-
finished and unproven Stockpile Stewardship 
Program. This program might meet our 
needs in the future, but as yet, it is not close 
to doing so. The treaty is flawed with an in-
effective verification regime and a prac-
tically nonexistent enforcement process. 

For these reasons, I will vote against rati-
fication of the CTBT. 

[From the Center for Security Policy, Oct. 
12, 1999] 

SECURITY FORUM NO. 99–F25 
RICHARD PERLE DISCOUNTS ALLIES’ OBJECTIONS 

TO SENATE REJECTION OF THE COMPREHEN-
SIVE TEST BAN TREATY 
(Washington, D.C.): In an op.ed. article 

slated for publication in a major British 
daily newspaper tomorrow, former Assistant 
Secretary of Defense Richard Perle puts in 
perspective recommendations made last 
week by the leaders of Britain, France and 
Germany that the Senate agree to the ratifi-
cation of the Comprehensive Test Ban Trea-
ty (CTBT). Mr. Perle—an accomplished secu-
rity policy practitioner widely respected on 
both sides of the Atlantic and, indeed, 
around the world—powerfully argues that 
the objections heard from Messrs. Tony 
Blair, Jacques Chirac and Gerhard Schroeder 
in an op.ed. article published in the New 
York Times on 8 October should not dissuade 
the United States Senate for doing what 
American national security and interests 
dictate: defeating the CTBT. 

PASSION’S SLAVE AND THE CTBT 
(By Richard Perle) 

Always generous with advice, a chorus of 
European officials has been urging the 
United States Senate to ratify the ‘‘Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty.’’ Last Friday, 
Tony Blair, Jacques Chirac and Gerhard 
Schroeder (BC&S for short) issued what Will 
Hutton, writing in the Observer, called ‘‘a 
passionate appeal’’ to the American Senator 
whose votes will decide whether the United 
States signs up to the fanciful conceit that 
the CTBT will halt the testing of nuclear 
weapons. 

Advice giving is contagious, and Hutton 
has some of his own: to encourage the U.S. to 
ratify the CTBT, he urged Britain and 
France to phase out their nuclear weapons 
entirely—a suggestion they will passionately 
reject. 

Now, the prospect of crowning the Western 
victory in the Cold War with a piece of inter-
national legislation that will stop the spread 
of nuclear weapons is certainly appealing. 
After all, a signature on a piece of paper 
would be a remarkably cheap and efficient 
way to keep nuclear weapons out of the 
hands of Kim Jong-il, Saddam Hussein and 
the other 44 regimes now deemed capable of 
developing nuclear weapons. 

So what explains the need for passionate 
appeals from politicians and strident com-
ment from leader writers? Why doesn’t the 
Senate congratulate its friends on their wise 
and timely counsel and vote to ratify the 
treaty? 

I suspect that one reason is the Senators— 
or at least the more responsible among 
them—have actually read the treaty and un-
derstand how deeply flawed it is, how un-
likely it is to stop nuclear proliferation or 
even nuclear testing, and how it has the po-
tential to leave the United States with an 
unsafe, unreliable nuclear deterrent. 

Arms control agreements—especially ones 
affecting matters as sensitive as nuclear 
weapons—must be judged both in broad con-
cept and in the details of their implementa-
tion. As a device for ending all nuclear tests, 
the CTBT fails on both counts. 

It is characteristic of global agreements 
like the CTBT that they lump together, 
under a single set of constraints, states that 
can be counted upon to comply and those 
which intend either to find and use loop-
holes—the CTBT is full of them—or to cheat 
to defeat the constraints of the agreement. 
To make matters worse, states joining global 
conventions, even if they do so in bad faith, 
obtain the same treatment as those who join 
in order to advance the proper purposes of 
the agreement. 

There can be little doubt that Indian par-
ticipation in the ‘‘atoms for peace program’’ 
facilitated New Dehli’s acquisition of nu-
clear weapons by legitimating the construc-
tion of a Canadian designed reactor from 
which India extracted the nuclear material 
to make its first bomb. We now know that 
Saddam Hussein made full use of the infor-
mation provided by Iraqi inspectors on the 
staff of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (set up to police the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty) to conceal his clandestine nu-
clear weapons program. With knowledge of 
the sources and methods by which the IAEA 
attempts to ferret out cheating, Iraqis 
ensconced there (by virtue of Iraq’s having 
signed the NPT) were better able to cir-
cumvent treaty’s essential purpose. 

In domestic affairs, no one would seriously 
propose that the police and criminals come 
together and sign agreements according to 
which they accept the same set of con-
straints on their freedom of action. Yet that 
is the underlying logic of the CTBT: a com-
pact among nation states, some of which are 
current or likely criminals, others—the ma-
jority—respectful of international law and 
their treaty obligations. Because there can 
be no realistic hope of verifying compliance 
with the DTBT, this fundamental flaw, 
which is characteristic of global agreements, 
is greatly magnified. The net result of ratifi-
cation of the CTBT would be (a) American 
compliance, which could leave the U.S. un-
certain about the safety and reliability of its 
nuclear deterrent; and (b) almost certain 
cheating by one or more rogue states deter-
mined to acquire nuclear weapons. 

Among the leaders in Congress who have 
taken a keen interest in arms control is Sen-
ator Richard Lugar from Indiana, a senior 
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member of the Intelligence and Foreign Re-
lations Committees. A frequent floor man-
ager in favor of arms control legislation, he 
has supported every arms control treaty to 
come before the Senate and has often led the 
proponents in debate. Last week he an-
nounced that he would vote against ratifica-
tion of the CTBT. 

I would be willing to bet that Senator 
Lugar has spent more time studying this 
treaty than Blair, Chirac, Schroeder and 
Hutton combined—which may explain why 
his view of the treaty is one of reason and 
not passion. Senator Lugar opposes ratifica-
tion—not because he shares my view that 
the treaty is conceptually flawed—but be-
cause he believes it cannot achieve its in-
tended purpose but it could ‘‘risk under-
mining support and confidence in the con-
cept of multi-lateral arms control.’’ 

Arguing that the CTBT is ‘‘not of the same 
caliber as the arms control treaties that 
have come before the Senate in recent dec-
ades.’’ Lugar concludes that the treaty’s use-
fulness is ‘‘highly questionable,’’ and that it 
would ‘‘exacerbate risks and uncertainties 
related to the safety of our nuclear stock-
pile.’’ He rightly points to the treaty’s ‘‘inef-
fective verification regime’’ and ‘‘practically 
nonexistent enforcement process.’’ 

Senator Lugar’s careful, detailed assess-
ment of the treaty contrasts sharply with 
the rugby cheering section coming from the 
London, Paris and Berlin offices of BC&S. Do 
BC&S know that the treaty actually lacks a 
definition of the term ‘‘nuclear test?’’ 
Rushed to completion before the 1996 Presi-
dential election, Clinton abandoned in mid- 
stream an effort to negotiate a binding defi-
nition. Do they know that advances in min-
ing technology permit tests to be smothered 
so they cannot be detected? Do they under-
stand the composition and complexities of 
the U.S. nuclear stockpile or the importance 
of future testing to overcome any potential 
problems? Can they get beyond their pas-
sion? 

‘‘Give me that man/That is not passion’s 
slave, and I will wear him/In my heart’s core 
. . .’’ Sound advice from Will (Shakespeare, 
not Hutton). 

[From the Washington Times, Sept. 14, 1999] 
THE COMPANY YOU KEEP 
(By Frank Gaffney Jr.) 

Today has been designated by proponents 
of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
(CTBT) to be the ‘‘CTBT Day of Action.’’ The 
plan apparently is to use this occasion to 
flex the muscles of the unreconstructed anti- 
nuclear movement with phone calls bar-
raging the Capitol Hill switchboard, a dem-
onstration on the Capitol grounds, Senate 
speeches and other agitation aimed at in-
timidating Majority Leader Trend Lott and 
Foreign Relations Chairman Jesse Helms 
into clearing the way for this treaty’s ratifi-
cation. 

An insight into the strategy was offered 
last Friday by Sen. Byron Dorgan, North Da-
kota Democrat, who suggested in the col-
loquy with Mr. Lott that he intended to tie 
the Senate into knots if hearings and action 
on the CTBT’s resolution of ratification were 
not promptly scheduled. The Majority leader 
responded by indicating he had already 
spoke to Sen. Helms about scheduling such 
hearings. He added portentously, however, 
that ‘‘I cannot wait to hear how Jim Schles-
inger describes the CTBT treaty. When he 
gets through damning it, they may not want 
more hearings.’’ 

Mr. Dorgan responded: ‘‘Mr. Schlesinger 
will be standing in a mighty small crowd. 
Most of the folks who are supporting this 
treaty are the folks who Sen. Lott and I have 
the greatest respect for who have served this 

country as Republicans and Democrats, and 
military policy analysts for three or four 
decades, going back to President Dwight D. 
Eisenhower.’’ 

This, then, is how the fight over the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty is shaping up. It 
will be one in which the pivotal block of sen-
ators—mostly Republicans but possibly in-
cluding a number of ‘‘New Democtats’’—de-
cide how they will vote less on the basis of 
the merits of this accord than on the com-
pany they will be keeping when they choose 
sides. 

This is not an unreasonable response to a 
treaty that deals with a matter as complex 
as nuclear testing. Such testing is, after all, 
an exceedingly esoteric field, mostly science 
but with a fair measure of art thrown in. For 
the best part of the past 55 years, it has been 
recognized to be an indispensable method-
ology for ensuring the reliability, safety and 
effectiveness of America’s nuclear deterrent. 

Now, though, the Clinton administration 
would have us accept that it is no longer 
necessary, that our nuclear arsenal can con-
tinue to meet these exacting standards even 
if none of its weapons are tested via under-
ground explosions ever again. This rep-
resents a stunning leap of logic (if not of 
faith), given the contrary argument made by 
many CTBT advocates in other contexts—no-
tably, with respect to the F–22 and missile 
defenses. These weapons, we are told, cannot 
be tested enough; they should not be pro-
cured, let alone relied upon, the party line 
goes, unless and until the most exacting test 
requirements have been satisfied. 

Whom is a senator to believe? The answer 
will not only determine his or her stance on 
the CTBT. It will also say a lot about the 
senator is question. 

My guess—like Sen. Lott’s—is that, at the 
end of the day, sufficient numbers of sen-
ators will be guided by James Schlesinger on 
a matter that threatens to propel the United 
States inexorably toward unilateral nuclear 
disarmament. Few people in the nation have 
more authority and credibility on this topic 
than he, the only man in history to have 
held the positions of chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, director of central in-
telligence, secretary of defense and secretary 
of energy. Mr. Schlesinger’s career has been 
made even more influential in the Senate by 
virtue of his service in both Republican and 
Democratic Cabinets. 

Then there are the 50 or so senior security 
policy practitioners who last week wrote Mr. 
Lott an open letter advising him that ‘‘the 
nation must retain an arsenal comprising 
modern, safe and reliable nuclear weapons, 
and the scientific and industrial base nec-
essary to ensure the availability of such 
weapons over the long term. In our profes-
sional judgment, the zero-yield Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty is incompatible with 
these requirements and, therefore, is incon-
sistent with America’s national security in-
terests. 

Among the many distinguished signatories 
of this letter are: former U.N. Ambassador 
Jeane Kirkpatrick; two of President Rea-
gan’s National Security Advisers (Richard 
Allen and William Clark); former Attorney 
General Edwin Meese; and 10 retired four- 
star generals and admirals (including the 
former commandant of the Marine Corps, 
Gen. Louis Wilson). When these sorts of men 
and women challenge the zero-yield CTBT, 
as Mr. Schlesinger has done, on the grounds 
it will contribute to the steady erosion of 
our deterrent, will be impossible to verify 
and will make no appreciable contribution to 
slowing proliferation, responsible senators 
cannot help but be concerned. 

To be sure, the Clinton administration and 
its arms control allies have generated their 
own letters offering ‘‘celebrity’’ endorse-

ments of the CTBT. Senators weighing these 
endorsements, however, would be well-ad-
vised to consider the following, obviously 
unrehearsed statement of support for the 
Treaty given by one such prominent figure— 
the serving chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, Gen. Hugh Shelton. It came last week 
in a congressional hearing in response to a 
softball question from Sen. Carl Levin, 
Michigan Democrat, about why Gen. Shelton 
thought the CTBT is in our national inter-
est. The chairman responded by saying: 

‘‘Sir, I think from the standpoint of the 
holding back on the development of the test-
ing which leads to wanting a better system, 
developing new capabilities, which then 
leads you into arms sales or into prolifera-
tion. Stopping that as early as we can, I 
think, is in the best interest of the inter-
national community in general, and specifi-
cally in the best interest of the United 
States.’’ 

Stripped of the veneer of this sort of sup-
port, the zero-yield Comprehensive Test Ban 
can be seen for what it is: the product pri-
marily of the decades-long agitation of the 
looney left who, in their efforts to ‘‘disarm 
the ones they’re with,’’ have made them-
selves the kind of company few thoughtful 
senators should want to keep—on CTBT Day 
of Action or when the votes on this treaty 
ultimately get counted. 

[From the Investor’s Business Daily, Sept. 
13, 1999] 

TEST BAN OR UNILATERAL DISARMAMENT 
TREATY? 

(By Frank J. Gaffney Jr.) 
The utopians in the Clinton camp have set 

their sights on another nuclear weapons 
treaty. It’s not designed to preserve U.S. 
military capability, but rather to disarm it. 

A major campaign is on to press the U.S. 
Senate to approve ratification of the con-
troversial arms control accord, the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). It’s in-
tended to ban permanently all nuclear weap-
ons tests. 

For the better part of 50 years, such test-
ing has been relied upon by successive Re-
publican and Democratic administrations to 
assure the safety, reliability and effective-
ness of the nation’s nuclear deterrent. 

Now we are told by the Clinton team and 
its allies that our arsenal will be able to con-
tinue to meet this exacting standard for the 
indefinite future without conducting another 
underground detonation. 

What is extraordinary is that the claim is 
being made by many of the same people who 
regularly rail that the Pentagon is not doing 
enough to test its weapons systems to ensure 
that they will perform as advertised. 

For example, such critics challenge the re-
alism of the two successful intercepts re-
cently achieved by the Theater High Alti-
tude Area Defense missile defense system. 
Then there is the complaint that too much 
computer modeling and too little rigorous 
pre-production testing has been done to per-
mit further procurement of the Air Force’s 
impressive next-generation fighter, the F–22. 

So one might ask of CTBT proponents: 
Which is it going to be? Can we settle for 
computer modeling and simulations? Or is 
realistic testing essential if we are to trust 
our security and tax dollars to sophisticated 
weaponry? 

Their answer? It depends: As long as the 
CTBT remains unratified, the administration 
position seems likely to remain that we can 
rely upon the current nuclear inventory, and 
simulations will assure their reliability. But 
simulations won’t allow us to develop new 
weapons. 

Thus, it would be hard to modernize the in-
ventory as strategic circumstances change. 
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For instance, how could we know if a new, 
deep-penetrating warhead will take out a 
hardened underground bunker if we can’t 
test it? 

Should the Senate give its advice and con-
sent to this accord, however, that line seems 
sure to change. Then the CTBT’s proponents 
will revert to form, free to acknowledge the 
obvious: The existing stockpile—comprised 
increasingly obsolescing weapons—cannot be 
maintained without testing, either. So by 
their logic, the next move would be to just 
retire all the weapons. 

Consider the October 1997 congressional 
testimony of then-Assistant Secretary of En-
ergy for Defense Programs Victor Reis: 
‘‘Just about all the parts of our present nu-
clear weapons) are going to have to be re-
made.’’ No responsible scientists could prom-
ise, in the absence of explosive testing, that 
completely remanufactured thermonuclear 
devices will work as advertised. And no one 
will be arguing that point more vociferously 
than the antinuclear activists who are push-
ing the CTBT. 

When challenged on this score, the White 
House blithely asserts it is pursuing a $40 
billion Stockpile Stewardship Program 
(SSP) to address such quality-control issues 
down the road. 

Unfortunately, this capability will mate-
rialize—if at all—a long way down the road. 
It will take some 10 years to construct new 
facilities to house the various exotic experi-
mental diagnostic technologies that are sup-
posed to provide the same confidence about 
the performance of our nuclear stockpile as 
does nuclear testing. 

Plus, no one knows for sure whether the 
SSP will actually pan out. Even before the 
CTBT is ratified, many of the treaty’s sup-
porters are urging Congress to delete the bil-
lions being sought each year for Lawrence 
Livermore Laboratory’s National Ignition 
Facility and its counterpart facilities at the 
other nuclear labs. 

Even if properly funded and brought on 
line as scheduled, though, it is unclear that 
the simulations provided by these experi-
mental devices will be as accurate as under-
ground detonations. And, of course, a test 
ban will preclude the one scientifically rig-
orous way of proving the simulations’ accu-
racy. 

The bottom line is that U.S. national secu-
rity demands that we filed nothing but sys-
tematically and rigorously tested military 
systems, both conventional and nuclear. To 
be sure, computer simulations can con-
tribute significantly to reducing the cost and 
the length of time it takes to develop and de-
ploy such weapons. But we cannot afford to 
let any weapon—least of all the most impor-
tant ones in our arsenal, our nuclear deter-
rent—go untested and unproven. 

[From the Worldwide Weekly Defense News, 
Sept. 27, 1999] 

TRUTH ABOUT NUCLEAR TESTING WOULD SINK 
TEST BAN TREATY 

(By Frank Gaffney) 
In the course of a Sept. 9 hearing before 

the U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee 
called to consider the nomination of Gen. 
Hugh Shelton to a second term as chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Sen. Carl Levin 
(D–Mich.) asked the general to explain why 
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) 
was in the national interest. 

He responded in a halting, almost tortured 
fashion, saying: ‘‘Sir, I think from the stand-
point of the holding back on the develop-
ment of the testing which leads to wanting a 
better system, developing new capabilities, 
which then leads you into arms sales or into 
proliferation. Stopping that as early as we 
can, I think, is in the best interest of the 

international community in general, and 
specifically in the best interest of the United 
States.’’ 

Translation: Unless my staff gives me a 
written text, I can’t begin to explain the 
logic of this arms control agreement, which 
would make it permanently illegal to test 
any U.S. nuclear weapons, even though we 
are going to rely upon such arms as the ulti-
mate guarantor of our security for the fore-
seeable future. Still, the party line is that 
we support this treaty and I am going to do 
so, no matter what. 

The administration of President Bill Clin-
ton established in 1993, long before Shelton 
became Joint Chiefs chairman, that there 
would be no further testing of U.S. nuclear 
weapons, with or without a CTBT. 

The general inherited a position adopted 
on his predecessor’s watch and with the 
latter’s support that would be politically 
costly at this late date to repudiate. The fact 
remains, however, that the idea of trying to 
ban all nuclear tests (the so-called zero-yield 
test ban) was opposed by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, among other relevant U.S. government 
agencies, before Clinton decided to embrace 
it. 

The reason the U.S. military counseled 
against such an accord was elementary: It is 
widely understood that a zero-yield treaty 
cannot be verified. Other countries can, and 
must be expected to, exploit the inability of 
U.S. national technical means and inter-
national seismic monitors to detect covert, 
low-yield underground tests. 

Since the United States would scru-
pulously adhere to a zero-yield ban, it would 
be enjoined from conducting experimental 
detonations necessary to maintaining the 
safety and reliability of its nuclear deter-
rent. 

U.S. military leaders are not expected to 
be experts on nuclear nonproliferation or 
arms control. The government hires lots of 
other people to do those jobs. Unfortunately, 
many of the policy-makers responsible for 
those portfolios lack the integrity or com-
mon sense one expects of men and women in 
uniform, hence their claims that the CTBT 
will contribute to curbing the spread of nu-
clear weapons. 

This is, of course, fatuous nonsense in a 
world in which a number of countries have 
acquired such weaponry without conducting 
known nuclear tests, and others seek to buy 
proven nuclear devices or the necessary 
know-how and equipment from willing sell-
ers in Russia, China and Pakistan. 

Neither should the leadership of the Amer-
ican armed forces be seen as adjuncts to an 
administration’s political operation. Rather, 
what is expected from such leaders is their 
best professional military judgment, the un-
varnished truth, no matter how politically 
incorrect or inconvenient it may be. 

The United States cannot afford to allow 
its nuclear arsenal to continue to go untest-
ed (it has already been seven years since the 
last underground detonation occurred) any 
more than it could permit its national secu-
rity to depend on untested conventional 
planes, tanks, missiles or ships. 

* * * * * 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 10, 1999] 
A TEST BAN THAT DISARMS US 

When it comes to nuclear testing, nations 
will act in their perceived self-interest. 

(By Charles Krauthammer) 
Some debates just never go away. The 

Clinton administration is back again press-
ing Congress for passage of the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). This is part of 
a final-legacy push that includes a Middle 
East peace for just-in-time delivery by Sep-
tember 2000. 

The argument for the test ban is that it 
will prevent nuclear proliferation. If coun-
tries cannot test nukes, they will not build 
them because they won’t know if they work. 
Ratifying the CTBT is supposed to close the 
testing option for would-be nuclear powers. 

We sign. They desist, How exactly does 
this work? 

As a Washington Post editorial explains, 
one of the ways to ‘‘induce would-be 
proliferators to get off the nuclear track’’ is 
‘‘if the nuclear powers showed themselves 
ready to accept some increasing part of the 
discipline they are calling on non-nuclear 
others to accept.’’ The power of example of 
the greatest nuclear country is expected to 
induce other countries to follow suit. 

History has not been kind to this argu-
ment. The most dramatic counterexamples, 
of course, are rogue states such as North 
Korea, Iraq and Iran. They don’t sign trea-
ties and, even when they do, they set out to 
break them clandestinely from the first day. 
Moral suasion does not sway them. 

More interesting is the case of friendly 
countries such as India and Pakistan. They 
are exactly the kind of countries whose nu-
clear ambitions the American example of re-
straint is supposed to mollify. 

Well, then. The United States has not ex-
ploded a nuclear bomb either above or below 
ground since 1992. In 1993, President Clinton 
made it official by declaring a total morato-
rium on U.S. testing. Then last year, India 
and Pakistan went ahead and exploded a se-
ries of nuclear bombs. So much for moral 
suasion. Why did they do it? Because of this 
obvious, if inconvenient, truth: Nuclear 
weapons are the supreme military asset. Not 
that they necessarily will be used in warfare. 
But their very possession transforms the 
geopolitical status of the possessor. The pos-
sessor acquires not just aggressive power 
but, even more important, a deterrent capac-
ity as well. 

Ask yourself: Would we have launched the 
Persian Gulf War if Iraq had been bristling 
with nukes? 

This truth is easy for Americans to forget 
because we have so much conventional 
strength that our nuclear forces appear su-
perfluous, even vestigial. Lesser countries, 
however, recognize the political and diplo-
matic power conveyed by nuclear weapons. 

They want the nuclear option. For good 
reason. And they will not forgo it because 
they are moved by the moral example of the 
United States. Nations follow their interests, 
not norms. 

Okay, say the test ban advocates. If not 
swayed by American example, they will be 
swayed by the penalties for breaking an 
international norm. 

What penalties? China exploded test after 
test until it had satisfied itself that its arse-
nal was in good shape, then quit in 1996. 
India and Pakistan broke the norm on nu-
clear testing and nonproliferation. North 
Korea openly flouted the Nuclear Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty. 

Were any of these countries sanctioned? 
North Korea was actually rewarded with 
enormous diplomatic and financial induce-
ments—including billions of dollars in fuel 
and food aid—to act nice. India and Pakistan 
got slapped on the wrist for a couple of 
months. 

That’s it. Why? Because these countries 
are either too important (India) or too scary 
(North Korea). Despite our pretensions, for 
America too, interests trump norms. 

Whether the United States signs a ban on 
nuclear testing will not affect the course of 
proliferation. But it will affect the nuclear 
status of the United States. 

In the absence of testing, the American nu-
clear arsenal, the most sophisticated on the 
globe and thus the most in need of testing to 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:55 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00064 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S12OC9.REC S12OC9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S12393 October 12, 1999 
ensure its safety and reliability, will degrade 
over time. As its reliability declines, it be-
comes unusable. For the United States, the 
unintended effect of a test ban is gradual dis-
armament. 

Well, maybe not so unintended. For the 
more extreme advocates of the test ban, non-
proliferation is the ostensible argument, but 
disarmament is the real objective. The Ban 
the Bomb and Nuclear Freeze movements 
have been discredited by history, but their 
adherents have found a back door. A nuclear 
test ban is that door. For them, the test ban 
is part of a larger movement: the war 
against weapons. It finds expression in such 
touching and useless exercises as the land 
mine convention, the biological weapons 
convention, etc. 

* * * * * 

[From the Washington Post, June 7, 1998] 
PAPER DEFENSE 

(By George F. Will) 
In the meadow of the president’s mind, in 

the untended portion where foreign policy 
thoughts sprout randomly, this flower re-
cently bloomed concerning the Indian and 
Pakistani nuclear tests: ‘‘I cannot believe 
that we are about to start the 21st century 
by having the Indian subcontinent repeat the 
worst mistakes of the 20th century.’’ 

What mistakes did he mean? Having nu-
clear weapons? Were it not for them, scores 
of thousands of Americans would have died 
in 1945 ending the fighting in the Pacific. 
And nuclear weapons were indispensable in-
gredients of the containment of the Soviet 
Union and its enormous conventional forces. 

Perhaps the president meant that arms 
competitions were the ‘‘mistakes.’’ But that 
thought does not rise to the level of adult 
commentary on the real historical contin-
gencies and choices of nations. 

This president’s utterances on foreign pol-
icy often are audible chaff, and not even his 
glandular activities are as embarrassing as 
his sub-sophomoric pronouncement to India 
and Pakistan that ‘‘two wrongs don’t make a 
right.’’ That bromide was offered to nations 
weighing what they consider questions of na-
tional life and death. 

U.S. policy regarding such tests has been 
put on automatic pilot by Congress’s itch to 
micromanage and to mandate cathartic ges-
tures, so the United States will now 
evenhandedly punish with economic sanc-
tions India for its provocation and Pakistan 
for responding to it. Because India is strong-
er economically, the sanctions will be dis-
proportionately injurious to Pakistan. 

India has an enormous advantage over 
Pakistan in conventional military forces. (It 
has the world’s fourth largest military estab-
lishment, although China’s army is three 
times larger than India’s.) That is one reason 
Pakistan believes it needs nuclear weapons. 
Economic sanctions will further weaken 
Pakistan’s ability to rely on non-nuclear 
means of defense. 

This should be a moment for Republicans 
to reassert their interest in national secu-
rity issues, one of the few areas in which the 
public still regards them as more reassuring 
than Democrats. But the Republican who 
could be particularly exemplary, isn’t. Ari-
zona Sen. John McCain says the first thing 
to do is impose ‘‘sanctions which hurt’’ and 
the second is ‘‘to get agreements that they 
will not test again.’’ 

So, automatic sanctions having failed to 
deter either nation, Washington’s attention 
turns, robotically, to an even more futile rit-
ual—the superstition of arms control, spe-
cifically the Comprehensive Test Ban Trea-
ty, which the United States signed in 1996, 
but which the Senate has prudently not rati-

fied. The designation ‘‘superstition’’ fits be-
cause the faith of believers in arms control is 
more than impervious to evidence; their 
faith is strengthened even by evidence that 
actually refutes it. 

Far from demonstrating the urgency of 
ratification, India’s and Pakistan’s tests 
demonstrate the CTBT’s irrelevance. India 
had not tested since 1974. Pakistan evidently 
had never tested. Yet both had sufficient 
stockpiles to perform multiple tests. So the 
tests did not create new sabers, they were 
the rattling of sabers known to have existed 
for years. Indeed, in 1990, when fighting in 
the disputed territory of Kashmir coincided 
with Indian military exercises, the Bush ad-
ministration assumed that both Pakistan 
and India had built weapons with their nu-
clear technologies and worried about a pos-
sible nuclear exchange. 

The nonproliferation treaty authorizes 
international inspections only at sites de-
clared to be nuclear facilities. Nations have 
been known to fib. The CTBT sets such a 
low-yield standard of what constitutes a test 
of a nuclear device, that verification is im-
possible. 

Various of the president’s policies, whether 
shaped by corruption, in competence of na-
ivete, have enabled China to increase the 
lethality of its ICBMs. The president and his 
party are committed to keeping America 
vulnerable to such weapons: 41 senators, all 
Democrats, have filibustered legislation 
sponsored by Sens. Thad Cochran (R-Miss.) 
and Daniel Inouye (D-Hawaii) declaring it 
U.S. policy ‘‘to deploy effective anti-missile 
defenses of the territory of the United States 
as soon as technologically possible.’’ 

Instead, the administration would defend 
the nation with parchment—gestures like 
the CTBT, which is a distillation of liberal-
ism’s foreign policy of let’s pretend. Let’s 
pretend that if we forever forswear tests, 
other nations’ admiration will move them to 
emulation. Diagnostic tests are indispen-
sable for maintaining the safety and reli-
ability of the aging U.S. deterrent inventory. 
So the CTBT is a recipe for slow-motion 
denuclearization. But let’s pretend that if we 
become weaker, other nations will not want 
to become stronger. 

Seeking a safer world by means of a weak-
er America and seeking to make America 
safe behind the parchment walls of arms con-
trol agreements, is to start the 21st century 
by repeating the worst fallacies of the 20th 
century. 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Oct. 12, 1999] 
. . . WOULD BE EVEN WORSE IF IT SUCCEEDED 

(By Kathleen Bailey) 
It appears the Senate will either vote down 

the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty or post-
pone a vote indefinitely. The treaty’s sup-
porters, led by President Clinton, argue that 
the CTBT is necessary to constrain nations 
that seek to acquire a workable nuclear 
weapons design. But the treaty would accom-
plish none of its proponents’ nonprolifera-
tion goals. It would, however, seriously de-
grade the U.S. nuclear deterrent. 

No treaty can stop a nation from designing 
and building a simple nuclear weapon with 
confidence that it will work. To do so doesn’t 
require testing. One of the U.S. bombs 
dropped on Japan in 1945 was of a design that 
had never been tested, and South Africa 
built six nuclear weapons without testing. 

By contrast, the U.S. today needs to test 
its nuclear weapons because they are more 
complex. They are designed to make pin-
point strikes against small targets such as 
silos. This dictates high-performance deliv-
ery systems, which, in turn, requires tight 
parameters on the allowable weight, size, 
shape, safety measures and yield. 

Today’s would-be proliferators are likely 
to target cities, not silos. The delivery vehi-

cles may be ships, barges, trucks or Scud- 
type missiles. The exact yield of the weapon 
will not matter, and there will be no tight 
restrictions imposed by advanced delivery 
systems. Safety standards will not be a cru-
cial issue. 

CTBT proponents also contend that the 
treaty will promote nonproliferation by cre-
ating an international norm against nuclear 
weapons. But there is already a norm against 
additional nations acquiring nuclear weap-
ons: the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, 
signed by every major country except India, 
Israel and Pakistan. 

The NPT norm against the pursuit of nu-
clear weapons, established when the treaty 
went into effect in 1970, has been broken re-
peatedly, and not just by the three countries 
that refused to sign it. The list of states that 
have broken or are thought to have broken 
the norm includes Argentina, Brazil, Iran, 
Iraq, North Korea, South Africa, South 
Korea and Taiwan. 

It is true, as treaty proponents argue, that 
the CTBT will inhibit nuclear-weapons mod-
ernization. But this is not a plus. It would 
keep the U.S. from modernizing its nuclear 
arsenal to make it as safe as possible. Al-
ready there are new safety measures that 
could be incorporated into the American 
stockpile, making it less likely that weapons 
will explode accidentally—but the U.S. is not 
incorporating these new safety technologies 
because they would require low-yield nuclear 
testing. 

Modernization is also needed to make U.S. 
weapons more effective against the ever- 
evolving countermeasures by opponents. We 
know that deeply buried targets are a new 
problem, as are biological weapons. America 
may need to tailor its arsenal to a totally 
different type of targets in the future, which 
would require nuclear testing. 

While the treaty would inhibit U.S. mod-
ernization, it would not affect those that 
choose to cheat. It would be easy for Russia, 
China, and others to conduct nuclear tests 
without being detected. This is because the 
CTBT is not even minimally verifiable. 

Effective verification entails having high 
confidence that militarily significant cheat-
ing will be detected in a timely manner. In 
the case of the CTBT, we need to know the 
answers to two questions: What yield nuclear 
test can provide militarily significant infor-
mation? Can the CTBT verification system 
detect to that level? 

Five hundred tons of yield is a very useful 
testing level, although not sufficient to gain 
full confidence in all aspects of an existing 
weapon’s performance or to develop sophisti-
cated new nuclear weapons. The latter goals 
could be achieved for most designs with tests 
at yields between one and 10 kilotons. Tests 
at levels as low as 500 tons may be militarily 
significant. 

The International Monitoring System of 
the CTBT is expected to provide the ability 
to detect, locate and identify non evasive nu-
clear testing of one kiloton or greater. But 
most cheaters are likely to be evasive. By 
taking some relatively simple measures, 
they could test several kilotons with little 
risks of detection. One method by which 
they may do so is through energy decou-
pling—detonation of the device under-
ground—that can reduce the seismic signal 
by as much as a factor of 70. Thus, a fully de-
coupled one-kiloton explosion would look 
seismically like at 14-ton explosion, or a 10- 
kiloton explosion like a 140-ton one. 

On-site inspection will not solve the 
verification problem. Even if we knew that a 
test would conducted, we almost certainly 
would not know exactly where it took place. 
Without knowing the precise location, the 
search area would be too large for a mean-
ingful inspection. 
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If the Senate ratified the CTBT, it’s cer-

tain that the U.S. would comply with it, 
foreclosing America’s ability to modernize 
its nuclear forces. But other nations have a 
history of noncompliance with arms-control 
treaties. Thus the limited political benefits 
of the CTBT are not worth the high cost to 
America’s national security. 

[From The New Republic, October 25, 1999] 
THE FLAWED TEST BAN TREATY—POOR PACT 

(By Frank J. Gaffney Jr.) 
If current vote-counts prove accurate and 

no last-minute postponement is agreed to, 
the Senate will not provide the two-thirds 
support necessary to ratify the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). Although the 
Clinton administration acts as if this would 
be disastrous for the struggle against nu-
clear proliferation, defeat of the CTBT would 
actually be a victory for American national 
security. 

As the administration has implicitly con-
ceded by sending Energy Secretary Bill 
Richardson on a last-minute trip to Russia 
to negotiate better verification procedures, 
many senators harbor deep concerns about 
the treaty’s verifiability. They are right to 
do so. U.S. intelligence suspects (but cannot 
prove) that both the Russians and the Chi-
nese have conducted covert nuclear tests in 
recent months. In fact, it is impossible to 
verify a total, or ‘‘zero-yield,’’ ban on all nu-
clear testing, since foreign monitors cannot 
reliably differentiate covert low-yield explo-
sions from earthquakes or conventional ex-
plosions. 

This would be true even if the sort of 
worldwide seismic monitoring system to be 
established under the CTBT (thanks largely 
to the administration’s decision to put U.S. 
intelligence assets at the service of a multi-
lateral organization) were in place. For po-
litical, if not technical, reasons, the data 
compiled by the ‘‘international community’’ 
will probably be even less conducive to a 
finding of noncompliance than the iffy infor-
mation the United States often gets on its 
own. 

Treaty proponents point to the CTBT’s 
provision for on-site inspections. Such in-
spections are far from automatic and can be 
stymied by U.N. Security Council members 
determined to block them. If nations exploit 
well-understood techniques for muffling the 
seismic shocks that such events precipitate 
(‘‘decoupling’’), they can increase the yield 
of their tests without getting caught—as the 
United States proved in its own 1960 experi-
ment. 

Even if the CTBT were fully verifiable, it 
would be irrelevant to the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. Explosive testing is simply 
no longer the sine qua non of a nuclear de-
velopment and acquisition program. From 
Israel to North Korea, countries have ac-
quired atomic devices without conducting 
identified nuclear tests. (Pakistan and India 
conducted their recent tests for political, not 
technological, reasons, and the tests took 
place years after each of them had gotten 
the bomb.) Even Clinton’s CTBT point man, 
National Security Council staffer Steve 
Andreason, has publicly stated that this 
treaty will not prevent countries from ob-
taining ‘‘simple’’ weapons—which can be all 
too useful for terrorism and blackmail. 

While the CTBT will not have the benefits 
the administration claims, it will cost the 
United States dearly by making it impos-
sible to maintain the U.S. nuclear deterrent 
over time. That will be the practical and ine-
luctable effect of denying those responsible 
for ensuring the safety, reliability, and effec-
tiveness of this deterrent the tool that they 
have relied upon for the vast majority of the 
past 55 years: realistic, explosive testing. 

The exceedingly sophisticated nuclear weap-
ons in the U.S. arsenal cannot prudently be 
kept ‘‘on the shelf’’ indefinitely. The current 
average age of these weapons is 14 years; 
they were only designed to be in service for 
20. And none were planned or manufactured 
to remain viable in a no-test environment. 

Indeed, experience suggests that problems 
with the nuclear deterrent probably exist al-
ready, going undetected ever since Congress 
voted to adopt a testing cutoff in 1992. On his 
last day in office, President Bush formally 
appealed for relief from this legislation, 
warning that ‘‘the requirement to maintain 
and improve the safety of our nuclear stock-
pile and to evaluate and maintain the reli-
ability of the U.S. forces necessitates contin-
ued nuclear testing for those purposes, albeit 
at a modest level, for the foreseeable fu-
ture.’’ Although President Clinton tends to 
dissemble on this point, every administra-
tion until his recognized that periodic under-
ground testing—at least at low levels of ex-
plosive ‘‘yield’’—was necessary to detect and 
fix problems that unexpectedly, but chron-
ically, appear even in relatively new weap-
ons. Hence, no other president since World 
War II was prepared to accept the sort of per-
manent, zero-yield ban Clinton has em-
braced. 

Moreover, the older the weapon, the more 
problematic it becomes to certify its safety 
and reliability through computer simula-
tions alone. As complex nuclear arms age, 
their exotic metals, chemicals, and highly 
radioactive materials undergo changes that 
are exceedingly difficult to predict and 
model via computer methods. At a min-
imum, if such weapons are to be retained for 
the foreseeable future, they must be updated. 
As then-Assistant Secretary of Energy for 
Defense Programs Victor Reis told Congress 
in October 1997, ‘‘Just about all the parts [of 
the current arsenal’s weapons] are going to 
have to be remade.’’ 

There are serious challenges to such a 
wholesale refurbishing program that even 
new experimental devices such as those 
being developed under the administration’s 
more than $45 billion Stockpile Stewardship 
Program will not be able to address with cer-
tainty, at least not for the next decade or so. 
First, the production lines for building the 
stockpile’s existing bombs and warheads 
were dismantled long ago. Reconstituting 
them would require a lot of time and money. 
And, even if the original designs could be 
faithfully replicated, one could never be cer-
tain they would work according to their 
specifications without realistic, explosive 
testing to validate the product. 

Second, it is impossible to replicate some 
of the ingredients in weapons designed two 
decades ago or earlier; key components have 
become technologically obsolete, and no one 
would recommend using them when smaller, 
lighter, cheaper, and more reliable materials 
and equipment are now readily available. In 
addition, federal safety and health guidelines 
now prohibit the use of some of the compo-
nents utilized in the original designs. 

Third, most of those who were involved in 
designing and proving these weapons have 
left the industrial and laboratory complex, 
taking with them irreplaceable corporate 
memory. With continuing nuclear testing, 
all these problems could presumably be over-
come. Without such testing, the United 
States will be able neither to modernize its 
nuclear arsenal to meet future deterrent re-
quirements nor to retain the high confidence 
it requires in the older weapons upon which 
it would then have to rely for the foreseeable 
future. 

It is precisely for these reasons that the 
CTBT has been, to use Clinton’s phrase, the 
‘‘longest-sought, hardest-fought’’ goal of the 
anti-nuclear movement. Fortunately, more 

than 34 senators have figured out that, were 
it to be ratified, the CTBT would set the 
United States on the slippery slope to unilat-
eral nuclear disarmament. Whenever the 
votes are finally tallied on this accord, will 
the ‘‘nays’’ include any of the Senate’s self- 
described New Democrats—whose partisans 
brought Clinton and Al Gore to power on a 
platform that prominently featured a more 
tough-minded approach to national security 
and defense issues? 

[From the Washington Times, Oct. 12, 1999] 
TIME FOR A CTBT VOTE 
(By Frank Gaffney, Jr.) 

In 23 years of working on nuclear weapons 
policy and related arms control matters, I 
have never seen anything like what hap-
pened last Thursday. That was the day Sen. 
Richard Lugar, Indiana Republican, released 
a six-page press release detailing the myriad 
and compelling reasons that would cause 
him to vote against the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty (CTBT). 

What makes this development so extraor-
dinary, of course, is that Dick Lugar has an 
unparalleled reputation in Washington for 
his commitment to arms control in par-
ticular and his willingness more generally to 
rise above politics in the interest of lending 
bipartisan heft to foreign policy initiatives 
he believes to be in the national interest. 
With apologies to the Smith Barney 
marketeers, when Mr. Lugar speaks on trea-
ties, people listen. 

Rarely has it been more important that his 
Senate colleagues do so. Indeed, the Indiana 
senator has offered a critique of the CTBT 
that should be required reading for anyone 
being asked to vote on this treaty. He sum-
marizes the reasons why he will vote against 
this treaty as follows: 

The goal of the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty is to ban all nuclear explosions 
worldwide: I do not believe it can succeed. I 
have little confidence that the verification 
and enforcement provisions will dissuade 
other nations from nuclear testing. Further-
more, I am concerned about our country’s 
ability to maintain the integrity and safety 
of our own nuclear arsenal under the condi-
tions of the treaty. 

The impact of so withering an assess-
ment—backed up by pages of painstaking 
analysis—was evident on Sunday as syn-
dicated columnist George Will accomplished 
the intellectual equivalent of rope-a-dope in 
an interview with Secretary of State Mad-
eleine Albright on ABC News’ ‘‘This Week’’ 
program. Mrs. Albright was reduced to sput-
tering as Mr. Will read from one section of 
Sen. Lugar’s indictment after another, un-
able either to challenge the authority of the 
indicter or effectively to rebut his damning 
conclusions. 

Instead, she worked rather tendentiously 
and unconvincingly through her talking 
points about how Senate opposition to the 
CTBT signals that ‘‘We are not as serious 
about controlling nuclear weapons as we 
should be.’’ Nonsense. To the contrary, the 
opposition to this treaty can be justified as 
much on its adverse impact on ‘‘serious’’ ef-
forts to control nuclear weapons as on the 
fact it will undermine the U.S. nuclear deter-
rent. As Sen. Lugar put it: 

‘‘I do not believe that the CTBT is of the 
same caliber as the arms control treaties 
that have come before the Senate in recent 
decades. Its usefulness to the goal of non- 
proliferation is highly questionable. Its like-
ly ineffectuality will risk undermining sup-
port [for] and confidence in the concept of 
multilateral arms control. Even as a sym-
bolic statement of our desire for a safer 
world, it is problematic because it would ex-
acerbate risks and uncertainties related to 
the safety of our nuclear stockpile.’’ 
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In short, by making it clear the Com-

prehensive Test Ban Treaty is incompatible 
with U.S. national security requirements 
and bad for arms control, Richard Lugar has 
delivered the kiss-of-death to the CTBT. 
Without his support, it is inconceivable that 
a two-thirds majority could be found in the 
Senate to permit ratification of this accord. 

The question that occurs now is: Since the 
CTBT is so fatally flawed and so injurious, 
will the Senate’s Republican majority agree 
to let it continue to bind the United States 
for the foreseeable future? That would be the 
practical effect of exercising the option a 
number of GOP senators (including, it must 
be noted, Mr. Lugar) hope President Clinton 
will allow them to exercise—unscheduling 
the vote this week and deferring further Sen-
ate action on the Comprehensive Test Ban 
until after the 2000 elections, at the earliest. 

Under international law, that would mean 
only one thing: Until such time as our gov-
ernment makes it clear the CTBT will not be 
ratified, the United States will be obligated 
to take no action that would defeat the ‘‘ob-
ject and purpose’’ of the CTBT. This would 
mean not only no resumption of testing. 
Under the Clinton administration, there will 
certainly be no preparations to conduct ex-
plosive tests either—or even actions to stop 
the steady, lethal erosion of the nation’s 
technical and human capabilities needed to 
do so. 

If national security considerations alone 
were not sufficiently compelling to prompt 
the Senate leadership to stay the course and 
defeat the treaty, the conduct of the presi-
dent and his surrogates should be sufficient 
inducement. After all, administration 
spokesmen are using every available plat-
form to denounce Republicans for playing 
‘‘political’’ games with this treaty. (Never 
mind that the president and every one of his 
allies on CTBT in the Senate had a chance to 
reject the time-agreement that scheduled 
the vote. As long as they thought their side 
would prevail, the 14 hours of debate were 
considered to be sufficient; only when more 
accurate, and ominous, tallies were taken 
did the proponents begin to whine there was 
too little time for hearings and floor delib-
eration.) 

Moreover, in refusing to date to commit 
not to push for a vote in an even more politi-
cally charged environment next year, the 
CTBT’s champions are behaving in a manner 
that can only encourage GOP speculation 
that the president and his partisans have 
every intention of using whatever deferral 
they are granted to campaign against the 
Republican majority—with the hope not only 
of changing minds, but changing senators 
and even control of the Senate in the upcom-
ing election. 

With Dick Lugar arguing that the zero- 
yield, permanent Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty must be defeated, Senate Republicans 
can safely do what is right without fear of 
serious domestic political repercussions. 
And, while there will be much bellyaching 
around the world if the CTBT is rejected by 
the U.S. Senate, the real, lasting impact will 
not be to precipitate nuclear proliferation; it 
is happening now and will intensify no mat-
ter what happens on this treaty. Neither will 
it be to inflict mortal harm or ‘‘embarrass-
ment’’ on the presidency. No one could do 
more to demean that office than the incum-
bent. 

Rather, the most important—and alto-
gether desirable—effect will be to re-estab-
lish the U.S. Senate as the Framers of the 
Constitution intended it to be: a co-equal 
with the president in the making of inter-
national treaties; a quality-control agent 
pursuant to the sacred principles of checks- 
and-balances on executive authority, one 
that if exercised stands to strengthen the le-

verage of U.S. diplomats in the future and 
assure that the arms control and other trea-
ties they negotiate more closely conform to 
American security interests. Mr. Lugar put 
it very well in his formidable press release of 
last Thursday: 

‘‘While affirming our desire for inter-
national peace and stability, the U.S. Senate 
is charged with the constitutional responsi-
bility of making hard judgments about the 
likely outcomes of treaties. This requires 
that we examine the treaties in close detail 
and calculate the consequences of ratifica-
tion for the present and the future. Viewed 
in this context, I cannot support the 
[CTBT’s] ratification.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that Cline Crosier on my staff 
be granted the privilege of the floor for 
the remainder of the debate on this 
issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. 
Madam President, it was interesting to 
hear my colleague from Delaware. He 
is correct. I remember those signs, 
‘‘One hydrogen bomb could ruin your 
day.’’ I think the reason we are here 
today is a second hydrogen bomb that 
ruined their day. I think we need to 
make sure they understand we have 
the capability to respond in kind with 
weapons that will work. I think that is 
really the subject of the debate. 

It takes a very confident person to 
criticize Edward Teller a little bit. 

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, if the 
Senator will yield, not on his scientific 
assessments, on his political judgment. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Right. 
The Senator from Delaware also said 

that if you can’t verify the reliability 
or certify the reliability, you can al-
ways get out of the treaty. That is 
true. But my concern is, will it be too 
late to catch up at that point? How 
much time will have elapsed? 

I wonder sometimes how the results 
of the cold war might have come out 
had we yielded to all of the arms con-
trol pressures and adopted every arms 
control agreement exactly as it was 
pushed upon us, not only in the Senate 
but also in the House over the years. I 
look at arms control agreements in the 
1960s and 1970s and 1980s. In spite of the 
fact we had a full-scale Soviet expan-
sion throughout the world and full- 
scale nuclear buildup and absolutely no 
verification for the most part and 
cheating year after year, time after 
time we still pushed hard for these 
arms control agreements. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield 
for 30 seconds for me to respond? We 
did pass the ABM Treaty, SALT I trea-
ty, the START I treaty, the INF Trea-
ty, the CFE Treaty, and we did it dur-
ing the cold war. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. And 
the Soviets violated every one of them. 

Mr. BIDEN. They seem to work. 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. They 

work if you want to accept the fact 

that they violated it. We got lucky. 
That is the bottom line. As to the vio-
lations that President Reagan said 
trust but verify, in this particular case, 
I am not prepared to trust the North 
Koreans or the Libyans or the Iranians 
or the Iraqis or the Red Chinese, No. 1; 
and, No. 2, we cannot verify anything 
they are doing. That has been testified 
to over and over and over again. 

I rise in very strong opposition to 
this Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
and, in doing so, know full well that we 
have one of the greatest communica-
tors and spinners in American history 
in the White House. The idea will be 
that this will become a political debate 
in that how could anyone not be in 
favor of or how could anybody be op-
posed to a comprehensive test ban 
where we would ban the testing of nu-
clear weapons. That is the way it will 
be spun. 

The answer is very simple. Because if 
you can’t verify what the other side is 
doing, then you are at a disadvantage 
because we have the superiority of the 
arsenal. So if we don’t verify that they 
are not testing, and we don’t keep our 
stockpile up to speed because of that, 
and we don’t know it is reliable and 
they do, then we are gradually losing 
that advantage. That is the issue. 

In spite of all the spin we will hear 
over the next day or two after this 
treaty is voted on, that is the crux of 
the issue. Let us separate the spin. Let 
us take the politics out of this. Let us 
take the spin out of it and go right to 
the heart of it. We can’t verify what 
they do, and if our stockpile is not reli-
able because we don’t test, they gain 
on us. 

The other point is, some of these na-
tions, such as North Korea, might de-
cide to test it on us and think nothing 
of it. Does anybody feel confident that 
the Iranians or the Iraqis would feel 
they had to test a nuclear weapon be-
fore they tried it on us? I don’t feel 
that confident. I certainly don’t think 
many in America do either. This treaty 
is wrong for our nuclear weapons pro-
gram. It is wrong for America. It is 
wrong for the international commu-
nity. It cannot be verified. It does not 
help us in maintaining our own stock-
pile. 

Time after time the past several 
weeks, I have heard members of the ad-
ministration try to spin this issue and 
claim that every President since Eisen-
hower has sought a comprehensive test 
ban. Basically, that is an attempt to 
hide the truth, to fool the American 
people into thinking this treaty would 
have had unanimous support from all 
of those Presidents. It wouldn’t have 
had the unanimous support of those 
Presidents. To make those of us who 
oppose this treaty look as if we are 
standing out on the fringes is simply 
wrong. Yet that is the way it is re-
ported. That is the way it is written. 
That is the way it will be spun tonight, 
tomorrow, and the next day by mem-
bers of the administration as they 
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