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to respond in a way that will keep us 
safe. 

We also know that part of what is 
happening economically across the 
country now is that we are seeing a 
ripple effect because the majority of 
States are in a financial crisis because 
of the downturn in the economy and 
other factors, so that as they lay off, 
and people are spending less because 
they are laid off from State or local 
governments, there is this ripple effect 
throughout the economy. 

In addition to putting money directly 
into people’s pockets, we also propose 
putting money into the pockets of the 
small business owner. We propose pro-
viding dollars in immediate aid to 
State and local governments so that we 
are not seeing that ripple effect in 
terms of people losing their jobs, losing 
purchase power in the economy. We all 
know common sense says if we can pro-
vide money to State, local, and munic-
ipal governments and they can focus on 
immediate infrastructure such as re-
building roads, water systems, sewer 
systems, we create good-paying jobs by 
doing that, such as construction jobs. 
We take burdens off local property 
taxes, which helps individuals and busi-
nesses, and we can again stop the 
bleeding that is occurring right now in 
the States with more and more people 
losing their jobs and thus losing pur-
chasing power in the economy. This is 
of great urgency. 

We come to the floor each day to ask 
that we immediately go to an economic 
stimulus package that will get Amer-
ica back to work, will put money in the 
pockets of individuals and businesses 
that can get the job done, that can 
stimulate this economy, to help our 
hometown security, and to make sure 
that we are helping to rebuild America, 
which also rebuilds jobs. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 414 

Ms. STABENOW. With all sense of 
great urgency, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 21, S. 414, 
a bill to provide an economic stimulus 
package. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my 
capacity as the Senator from South 
Carolina, I object to the unanimous 
consent request. 

Ms. STABENOW. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

THE TREATY ON STRATEGIC 
OFFENSIVE REDUCTIONS 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I under-
stand that the remaining time is Re-

publican time. I am going to go ahead 
and start making some comments. We 
are doing some checking. Maybe I will 
ask unanimous consent to get some 
time for my colleague from Oregon. In 
the meantime, I will go ahead and start 
my comments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. ALLARD. I thank the Chair. I 
appreciate the opportunity to add my 
thoughts to this body’s consideration 
of the Treaty on Strategic Offensive 
Reductions, otherwise known as the 
Moscow Treaty. My understanding is 
that this afternoon it will be brought 
before the Senate. We are at a pivotal 
moment in our country’s history. In 
many ways, the Senate’s advise and 
consent to this treaty will mark the 
end of an era of hostility and the begin-
ning of an age of cooperation.

It is more than a document; it is a 
signal to the world that the United 
States and Russia have moved beyond 
a relationship of conflict and brink-
manship to a relationship of mutual re-
spect and shared values. 

We all remember the super-power ri-
valry between the United States and 
the Soviet Union, which lasted over 45 
years. I believe it is important for this 
debate to recall the tension and hos-
tility that accompanies that time so 
that we may fully appreciate what this 
treaty symbolizes for the future of 
U.S.-Russian relations. 

In 1947, a little-known foreign service 
officer named George Kennan under the 
pseudonym ‘X’ wrote an essay that was 
published in Foreign Affairs journal 
that was to define our approach to the 
Soviet Union for the next fifty years. 
In his essay, he described the Soviet 
ideology as the belief in the ‘‘basic 
badness of capitalism, in the inevi-
tability of its destruction, in the obli-
gation of the proletariat to assist in 
that destruction and to take power 
into its own hands.’’

This ideological bent would manifest 
itself, Mr. Kennan predicted, in an ‘‘in-
nate antagonism’’ between the Soviet 
Union and Western world. He said that 
we should expect secretiveness, a lack 
of frankness, duplicity, a wary sus-
piciousness, and the basic unfriendli-
ness of purpose. Mr. Kennan warned us 
that the Soviet government might sign 
documents that might indicate a devi-
ation from this ideology, but that we 
should regard such actions as a ‘‘tac-
tical maneuver permissible in dealing 
with the enemy (who is without honor) 
and should be taken in the spirit of ca-
veat emptor’’. As we discovered in the 
decades following, Mr. Kennan was 
right. 

The Soviet Union did indeed devote 
itself to exporting its ideology around 
the world. Its foreign policy was 
marked by antagonistic rhetoric and 
provocative actions. It signed arms 
control agreements and then violated 
them. The Soviet Union invaded its 
neighbors, launched proxy wars, and 
encouraged revolution and instability. 
It repeatedly proved capable of exploit-

ing weakness and political divisions. 
And it was successful at taking advan-
tage of geopolitical realities. As a re-
sult, Angola, Afghanistan, Ethiopia, 
Cuba, Nicaragua, El Salvador, Hon-
duras, Granada, Vietnam, Korea, So-
malia, Yemen, Greece, and Turkey all 
become Cold War battlegrounds. 

For the most part, the United States 
followed Mr. Kennan’s advice. We 
strove to contain Soviet expansionist 
tendencies. We forced back Soviet ad-
vances. We were firm. We were patient. 
And, in 1991, with the fall of the Soviet 
Union, our patience paid off. 

It is important that we recognize 
that the Russia of today is nothing like 
the Soviet Union of yesterday. Under 
the leadership of President Putin, eco-
nomic and political reforms are being 
enacted. Russia is no longer bound by a 
defunct ideology. The country has 
stepped away from its past and has 
worked with sincerity to help resolve 
many of the challenges facing the 
international community. 

Russia has also sought to improve its 
relationship with the Western world. It 
went eventually along with inclusion 
of the Baltic states into the NATO Al-
liance, despite harboring deep con-
cerns. Russia accepted our withdrawal 
from the Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty. 
After September 11, Russia assisted the 
United States in the war against ter-
rorism by sharing intelligence informa-
tion and raising no objection to the 
stationing of U.S. troops in the former 
Soviet states in Central Asia. Once in-
conceivable, it is now possible to imag-
ine Russia joining the World Trade Or-
ganization and even NATO in the near 
future. 

Another sign of improved relations 
between the U.S. and Russia is the 
treaty currently before us. The Treaty 
on Strategic Offensive Reductions is 
much different from arms control trea-
ties agreed to during the Cold War. The 
text of treaty epitomizes this new rela-
tionship. Both parties pledge to:

Embark upon the path of new relations for 
a new century and committed the goal of 
strengthening their relationship through co-
operation and friendship. 

Believe that new global challenges and 
threats require the building of a quali-
tatively new foundation for strategic rela-
tions between the Parties. 

Desire to establish a genuine partnership 
based on the principles of mutual security, 
cooperation, trust, openness, and predict-
ability.

The Joint Declaration by Presidents 
Bush and Putin that accompanied the 
treaty further expounds upon this new 
relationship. Let me read a couple of 
pertinent sections from that declara-
tion:

We are achieving a new strategic relation-
ship. The era in which the United States and 
Russia saw each other as an enemy or stra-
tegic threat has ended. We are partners and 
we will cooperate to advance stability, secu-
rity, and economic integration, and to joint-
ly global challenges and to help resolve re-
gional conflicts. 

We will respect the essential values of de-
mocracy, human rights, free speech and free 
media,tolerance, the rule of law, and eco-
nomic opportunity. 
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We recognize that the security, prosperity, 

and future hopes of our peoples rest on a be-
nign security environment, the advancement 
of political and economic freedoms, and 
international cooperation.

What is most notable about the Mos-
cow Treaty as submitted to this body 
is the absence of certain provisions 
that normally marked Cold War era 
arms control treaties. Those provisions 
were based on distrust and antagonism. 
Instead, this treaty utilizes confidence-
building measures based on trust and 
friendship. 

For instance, the treaty does not es-
tablish interim warhead reduction 
goals or provide a detailed schedule for 
the reductions. The absence of such 
goals or schedules gives both sides 
flexibility over the next nine years to 
reduce their warheads at a pace of 
their own choosing. 

Another missing element is precise 
counting rules. The Strategic Arms Re-
duction Treaty of 1991 provided such 
complex counting rules that it fre-
quently resulted in overcounting and 
undercounting. Minor disparities in de-
ployed and ‘‘counting’’ forces are no 
longer a significant issue given the 
confidence building measures included 
in the treaty and our positive relation-
ship with Russia. 

It should be noted that the Moscow 
Treaty does continue the START I 
verification regime, which permits on 
site inspections and continuous moni-
toring. The Moscow treaty also creates 
a new Bilateral Implementation Com-
mission that will be used to any raise 
concerns that might arise about treaty 
compliance and transparency. These 
measures, plus our own technical 
means, will provide the U.S. govern-
ment with significant confidence that 
it can monitor Russia’s activities. 

The Moscow Treaty is similar to pre-
vious arms control agreements in one 
significant way: it does not require the 
dismantlement of warheads. Neither 
Russia nor the United States sought 
the dismantlement for two reasons. 
First, the dismantlement in the past 
has been considered inherently unveri-
fiable. There is no established process 
for dismantling warheads that can pro-
vide assurance to each party. 

Second, the U.S. intends to keep 
some warheads in ‘‘ready reserve.’’ 
Such a reserve is essential if we are to 
retain the capability to respond to 
changes in the security environment 
and quickly replace dysfunctional war-
heads. 

I also think it is instructive to look 
at the process by which the Moscow 
Treaty was put together and how dif-
ferent these negotiations were from ne-
gotiations that occurred during the 
cold war. Secretary of Defense Donald 
Rumsfeld remarked on the difference 
during a Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee hearing last July. Here is what 
he said:

. . . it’s significant that while we con-
sulted closely and engaged in a process that 
had been open and transparent, we did not 
engage in lengthy adversarial negotiations 
in which U.S. and Russia would keep thou-

sands of warheads that we didn’t need, as 
bargaining chips. We did not establish stand-
ing negotiating teams in Geneva with armies 
of arms control aficionados ready to do bat-
tle over every colon and every comma. . . . 
An illustration of how far we have come is 
the START treaty. . . . It is 700 pages long, 
and it took nine years to negotiate. . . . The 
Moscow treaty . . . is three pages long and it 
took five or six months to negotiate.

Let’s take a few moments to review 
some of the Moscow treaty’s provi-
sions. The treaty requires the reduc-
tion of strategic nuclear warheads by 
each party to a level of 1,700–2,200 by 
the end of 2012. Each side currently has 
about 6,000 warheads. This treaty 
means a reduction of over 8,000 nuclear 
warheads. 

The treaty allows both parties to re-
structure their offensive forces as each 
sees fit, within the prescribed numer-
ical limit. This provision gives each 
flexibility to meet the deadline and 
permit each party to determine for 
itself the composition and structure of 
its strategic offensive arms. 

The Treaty mandates that the par-
ties will meet at least twice a year as 
part of a Bilateral Implementations 
Commission. 

The Treaty allows each party, in ex-
ercising national sovereignty, the abil-
ity to withdraw from the treaty upon 
three months written notice. 

As you can see, the treaty is simple, 
straight-forward, and gives each party 
maximum flexibility. 

Last summer, the Senate Armed 
Services Committee held two impor-
tant hearings on the national security 
implications of the treaty. Witnesses 
included: Secretary of Defense Donald 
Rumsfeld; Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, General Richard Myers; Com-
batant Commander, U.S. Strategic 
Command, Admiral James Ellis; and 
Deputy Administrator of the National 
Nuclear Security Administration of the 
Department of Energy, Dr. Everet H. 
Beckner. The witnesses at the Com-
mittee hearings unanimously sup-
ported ratification of the Moscow Trea-
ty. The Chairman of the Joint chiefs, 
General Myers said,

The members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and I all support the Moscow Treaty. We be-
lieve it provides for the long-term security 
interests of our nation. We also believe that 
it preserves our flexibility in an uncretain 
strategic environment.

Admiral Ellis added that,
This treaty allows me, as the Commander 

of the nation’s Strategic Forces, the latitude 
to structure our strategic forces to better 
support the national security pillars of as-
suring our allies, dissuading those who 
might wish us ill, deterring potential adver-
saries and, if necessary, defending the na-
tion. . . . [I]n my judgment, this treaty pro-
vides me the ability to prudently meet those 
national security needs and to provide a 
range of deterrent options to the Secretary 
and the President for their consideration 
should the need arise. . . .

I believe it is important to recognize 
the flexibility that this treaty gives 
the United States. While the U.S. nu-
clear stockpile may contain a large 
number of warheads, we only have six 

types of warheads, and none of these 
have been tested in over a decade. The 
average age of warheads in the U.S. 
stockpile is approaching 20 years—and 
some warheads are much older. Despite 
the improved effectiveness of the 
stockpile stewardship program, prob-
lems in the stockpile do occur. Having 
the responsive reserve, as envisioned 
by the administration, enables us to 
address problems in the stockpile with-
out compromising our national secu-
rity interests. This treaty is simple, 
flexible, and makes sense. It is a signal 
that the hostility of the cold war has 
been buried and forgotten. It has been 
12 years since the collapse of the Soviet 
Union, and clearly it is time to move 
one. 

As we consider this treaty, we should 
also keep the future in mind. I share 
Secretary Rumsfeld’s vision for future 
negotiations with Russia as he de-
scribed it at July 26 Armed Services 
Committee hearing. He said,

We are working towards the day when the 
relationship between our two countries is 
such that no arms control treaties will be 
necessary. that’s how normal countries deal 
with each other. The United States and Brit-
ain both have nuclear weapons, yet we do not 
spend hundreds of hours negotiating the fine 
details of mutual reductions in our offensive 
systems. We do not feel the need to preserve 
the balance of terror between us. It would be 
a worthy goal for our relationship with Rus-
sia to evolve along that path.

I could not agree more with the De-
fense Secretary’s vision. Russia and 
the United States are no longer adver-
saries and therefore should not treat 
each other as such. 

I understand that my good friend, 
Senator JOHN WARNER, Chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee, has 
written to the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee expressing his strong 
support for the Moscow treaty. I join 
him in that support. I believe the Sen-
ate should provide its advice and con-
sent to the ratification of the treaty 
with no further changes or additional 
conditions to the resolution of ratifica-
tion. 

Some of my colleagues may offer 
well-intentioned amendments that 
might attempt to add reservations, un-
derstandings, or declarations. I appre-
ciate their desire to amend the treaty, 
but I think we should keep in mind 
that the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee unanimously approved this 
treaty without amendment, and the 
resolution of ratification before us 
today has only tow modest conditions. 
The President has indicated his opposi-
tion to any amendment to the resolu-
tion. Therefore, I encourage my col-
leagues to oppose all amendments. I 
believe it would be best for our nation 
security interests if this treaty re-
mained unencumbered by items that 
will complicate the treaty and reduce 
our flexibility. 

Mr. President, I thank you for the 
opportunity to share my views on this 
important treaty. I look forward to a 
healthy debate on this issue. I yield the 
floor.
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I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for up to 
15 minutes on the time the Democrats 
have with respect to the Estrada nomi-
nation. 

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

Mr. WYDEN. Thank you very much, 
Mr. President, for your courtesy earlier 
in the morning. 

f 

THE HEALTH CARE THAT WORKS 
FOR ALL AMERICANS ACT 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, right 
now the eyes of the Nation are focused 
on international crises. The threat of 
war with Iraq, the conflict at the 
United Nations, and a diplomatic 
standoff with North Korea are all crit-
ical issues about which this country is 
concerned. 

But here at home there is a domestic 
crisis of massive proportions that af-
fects the lives of millions of Americans 
each day; that is, the failure of our 
health care system to work for all 
Americans. 

I will take just a few minutes to dis-
cuss this because next week I antici-
pate that thousands of Americans will 
get together in communities across the 
Nation as part of the special effort to 
highlight the concerns of the unin-
sured. This is under the auspices of the 
Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, an 
organization that works in a non-
partisan fashion. 

I expect to see thousands of Ameri-
cans in their communities—
businesspeople, senior citizens, labor 
organizations, those from charitable 
groups—so many who are falling be-
tween the cracks in our health care 
system speaking out and calling for 
congressional action. I think it is very 
timely because Congress must get at 
this critical issue. 

Very shortly, the senior Senator 
from Utah, Mr. HATCH, and I will again 
go forward with our bipartisan pro-
posal, the Health Care That Works For 
All Americans Act. Our legislation has 
been endorsed by the Chamber of Com-
merce, the AFL–CIO, and the American 
Association of Retired Persons—three 
groups that do not normally flock to-
gether—because I think there is a feel-
ing that what has been tried for the 
last 57 years, in the effort to create a 
health care system that works for all, 
simply has not worked. 

For 57 years, there has been an effort 
to write health care legislation in 
Washington, DC. The American people 
find these bills illegible, the special in-
terest groups attack, and invariably 
nothing happens. 

So what Senator HATCH and I will 
shortly propose is something fun-
damentally different, an effort to look 
outside the beltway here in Wash-
ington, DC, to the American people, an 
effort that will begin with the central 
questions, and coming up with a sys-
tem that works for all Americans. 

Those questions are, first and fore-
most, what are the essential services 
Americans want in a comprehensive 
health reform bill? Second, what will 
those services cost? And, third, who is 
going to pay for them? 

I am of the view that getting the 
American people involved in those 
kinds of issues—issues that are central 
to creating a system that works for 
all—is the only way Congress is going 
to break the gridlock on this question. 

Right now, we are seeing our small 
businesses getting annual premiums 
rising more than 20 percent a year. 
Many health care providers, particu-
larly physicians in rural and urban 
areas, are leaving the Government pro-
grams because of inadequate reim-
bursement rates. Certainly we have 
heard from many health care providers 
about rising insurance costs. And then, 
of course, for seniors, their prescrip-
tion drug bills are hitting them just 
like a wrecking ball. 

All of this, of course, is happening be-
fore the demographic tsunami of mil-
lions of baby boomer retirees, as 2010 
and 2011 approaches. In those years we 
are going to start seeing a bow wave of 
baby boomer retirees that is going to 
continue for 15 to 20 years, after it be-
gins in 2010 and 2011, and clearly our 
health care system is not prepared for 
it. 

So the question then becomes, what 
is going to be done to break the grid-
lock on this issue? You have very pow-
erful interests. And certainly, partisan 
feelings on these issues run very 
strongly. If you go to a lot of Repub-
lican meetings and talk about the 
health care cost crisis, they say: Of 
course it is a problem. We have to act 
on this. It is just the trial lawyers’ 
fault. Let’s go and take them on, and 
things will get better. 

Then if you go to a lot of Democratic 
meetings and talk about health care 
costs and the health care crisis, they 
will say: You bet it is the insurance 
companies. If you take them on, every-
thing is going to get better. 

What Senator HATCH and I have said, 
in this essentially unprecedented, bi-
partisan effort, that really would in-
volve the American people in creating 
a new health care system, is that we 
realize so many of these powerful orga-
nizations are going to have to look at 
changes that have been resisted in the 
past. My sense is it is time for the Con-
gress to act, and to begin by ensuring 
there will be congressional action on 
these issues. 

If you look, for example, at the last 
time the Congress debated significant 
health reform, back in 1993 and 1994, 
there were not even any votes on this 
issue. After all of the debate and all of 

the controversy surrounding those pro-
posals in 1993 and 1994, there were not 
even votes in the Congress on funda-
mental reforms. 

So what Senator HATCH and I have 
done is ensure that after the public is 
given an opportunity to weigh in—in 
community meetings, on line, and 
across the country—on the kind of 
health care system that would work for 
all Americans, we guarantee a vote on 
the floor of the Senate and a vote in 
the House of Representatives on this 
issue. 

I think by involving the public, and 
then following up promptly with an as-
surance there will actually be votes in 
the Congress on these issues, we have a 
chance to move this debate forward in 
a fashion we have not seen in the past. 

What seems unfortunate is there are 
lots of ideas with respect to how to 
move forward on comprehensive health 
reform but no vehicle for bringing to-
gether the American people and a way 
for Congress to follow up on those ini-
tiatives. That is why I have believed, 
with Senator HATCH, we can take a 
fresh approach that could really break 
with the past. 

I was struck, in preparing this legis-
lation, how similar the efforts were 
over the last 58 years. If you look at 
what Harry Truman proposed in 1945, 
in the 81st Congress, it was remarkably 
similar, in terms of how the debate un-
folded, to what President Clinton pro-
posed in 1993 and 1994. In both cases, 
you began with bills written in Wash-
ington, DC. The American people found 
the proposals incomprehensible. They 
were attacked by interest groups. And 
the legislation died at that point. 

I see the distinguished chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee in the Cham-
ber. I know he is going to begin discus-
sion on the Estrada nomination very 
shortly.

Since he is in the Chamber, I express 
my thanks to the distinguished chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee. He 
has been working with me for a sub-
stantial amount of time on our bipar-
tisan health reform proposal. Because 
next week will involve thousands of 
Americans at the grassroots level talk-
ing about these issues, I thought it was 
important to come to the floor today 
and say that the Senate is now listen-
ing because the chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee has been willing to 
work with me on these issues, because 
he shares my view that it is critically 
important that we break the gridlock 
on the health care issue. 

I announce to the Senate that very 
shortly Senator HATCH and I will be 
going forward with our proposal, the 
Health Care that Works for All Ameri-
cans Act. We have gotten a formal en-
dorsement from the Chamber of Com-
merce, the AFL–CIO, and the AARP—
three groups that do not exactly flock 
together on a regular basis. To a great 
extent, those organizations have been 
involved because of the prestige and 
stature of the senior Senator from 
Utah. He is, of course, the author of the 
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