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We will have the opportunity to discuss 
those in the future. 

Mr. President, we are back for a 
short period of time. It is real clear, in 
terms of what we have to accomplish. 
We are not going to be doing a lot of 
new business because we have much 
unfinished business to do. 

I do welcome my colleagues back. 
Over the next several days there will be 
opportunity for tributes for Senators 
who are retiring and leaving this body. 
The Democratic caucus just had their 
leadership elections and I want to con-
gratulate each one of those new leaders 
and will do so formally, not quite now 
but a little bit later, in phone calls to 
them. We have our leadership elections 
tomorrow. I look forward, leadership to 
leadership, to working in a vigorous, 
robust way to accomplish the agenda 
before the American people. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There 
is no unanimous consent required. The 
Senator is authorized to speak for 5 
minutes. 

f 

FINDING COMMON GROUND 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I lis-

tened closely to the comments made by 
the majority leader, Senator FRIST, a 
man whom I respect and with whom I 
have worked over the past several 
years and look forward to working 
with again in this new Congress. 

The Presidential election is com-
pleted. The people have spoken. A few 
moments ago the Democratic Senators 
gathered just a few feet from this 
Chamber in the Old Senate Chamber 
where we had an election of our new 
leaders for the upcoming Congress. In 
that meeting was Senator JOHN KERRY, 
who was our standard-bearer in the 
last election. We are all extremely 
proud of the job he did. Both he and 
Senator EDWARDS covered the United 
States, crisscrossed it from every cor-
ner, taking their message to the Amer-
ican people. The outcome was very 
close. When it was all said and done, 
President Bush had emerged the clear 
winner. The day after the election Sen-
ator KERRY and Senator EDWARDS con-
ceded to the President and Vice Presi-
dent. 

We now have a question before us as 
to which direction this Nation is head-
ed. It is a question that is going to be 
dramatized even more by the recent 
resignations of key members of Presi-
dent Bush’s Cabinet. It will now be up 
to the President and his close advisers 
to decide the team that he will put on 
the field for the next 4 years to serve 
and represent the American people. 

The President will also have an op-
portunity and responsibility to develop 
an agenda, an agenda of issues to bring 
before the Congress. 

At an early point the President will 
have to make threshold decisions. Will 

he make decisions in terms of his lead-
ership team, an agenda where we will 
try to find a bipartisan approach to 
solving our problems, or will we sepa-
rate as we have in the past? I sincerely 
hope the President chooses the former 
and not the latter. It will be a better 
service to our country if we sit down 
on a bipartisan basis and address some 
of the serious issues we face. 

On foreign policy, we can’t escape the 
stubborn realities. We still have the 
ongoing threat from terrorists. The 
war in Iraq and Afghanistan is far from 
over. We face a nuclear North Korea. 
Our military concerns stretch across 
the world from Saudi Arabia to the 
Philippines. Our military is stretched 
to the limit, and our resources are con-
strained by record deficits which we 
have seen during the last several years 
in the Bush administration. 

On the home front, the President’s 
policies raise questions about the fu-
ture of Social Security and whether we 
can trust it to continue to pay as it has 
in the past, and our ability to invest in 
America and the many freedoms we 
value which Senator FRIST talked 
about earlier. That is an issue that is 
front and center in my State of Illi-
nois. 

As I traveled across the Nation, I 
heard concern about the cost of health 
insurance from business leaders, fami-
lies, and individuals alike. In the last 4 
years absolutely nothing has been pro-
posed from the administration to deal 
with the cost of health insurance. I 
hope the President will come forward 
with a good, sensible plan. A good 
starting place might be the Federal 
Employees Benefit Health Plan, a plan 
that covers millions of Federal employ-
ees and which offers them an enormous 
variety of options for health insurance 
at reasonable costs. That is a model we 
should use to offer the same insurance 
to small businesses and the American 
people. 

Senator FRIST spoke of the Medicare 
prescription drug plan. This plan has 
been very coldly received by seniors 
across America. They cannot under-
stand why Congress couldn’t pass 
something that was understandable 
and which would truly help them. The 
Medicare prescription drug plan as 
passed by the Congress is so bad that 
we postponed its effective date until 
after this election. Those who wrote it 
knew if seniors saw exactly what we 
had proposed, they would rise up in op-
position to it. They are learning that 
when you give everything to the phar-
maceutical companies and you don’t 
protect the seniors, you don’t solve the 
problem. 

We have a lot to do in the months 
and years ahead. I hope we can do this 
on a bipartisan basis. It would be a 
value to this country to see us come 
together. But it will start with leader-
ship from the White House, and deci-
sions by the President which can bring 
us together. 

We have stood together, Democrats 
and Republicans, on the declaration of 

the Afghanistan war, No Child Left Be-
hind, intelligence reform, Sarbanes- 
Oxley, a bill to reform corporate gov-
ernance, and also the approval of 201 of 
the President’s proposed 211 judicial 
nominees. There has been good co-
operation in many areas. If the Presi-
dent’s party expects Senate Democrats 
to walk away from their basic values, I 
don’t think that is going to occur. 

I listened in this caucus we left and I 
wondered if some of the writers who 
said since the election the Democrats 
were adrift listened to the Democratic 
Senators. We understand their values. 
They are American values, and they 
are values which we take to the Amer-
ican people in each of our own States. 

I look forward to working with our 
friends on the Republican side of the 
aisle in trying to find common ground, 
which is so important. We believe that 
on critical matters of personal respon-
sibility and freedom we should have an 
honest resolution. We also believe that 
caring for the less fortunate is a moral 
value and most major religions should 
be respected. I look forward to the up-
coming Congress and I hope we can find 
the common ground. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from New Mexico is recog-
nized. 

f 

APPRECIATION OF PAUL NITZE 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
wish to speak for a very few minutes to 
recognize and reflect on the extraor-
dinary career in public service of Paul 
Nitze who died on October 21, since the 
Congress recessed. 

Paul Nitze was probably the paragon 
of the private citizen rendering public 
service at the request of his govern-
ment. His service was rendered to 
Democratic and Republican Presidents 
alike. 

Paul Nitze was first summoned to 
Washington in 1940 by James V. For-
restal, his former boss at the New York 
investment bank where both had 
worked. Once in Washington, Nitze be-
came involved in a variety of activities 
leading up to and supporting America’s 
efforts in World War II. He helped draft 
the Selective Service Act. He served as 
chief of the Metals and Minerals 
Branch of the Board of Economic War-
fare. He oversaw foreign procurement 
of goods and services for the U.S. Gov-
ernment. 

From 1944 to 1946, Nitze served as 
vice-chairman of the U.S. Strategic 
Bombing Survey, which studied the im-
pact of U.S. bombing in Europe and 
Japan after we had dropped the atomic 
bomb on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. This 
office applied rigorous analytical 
methods to assess the effectiveness of 
weapons and tactic in World War II. It 
was the forerunner of today’s Program 
Analysis and Evaluation Office on the 
Pentagon. 

After the war, the scope of Paul 
Nitze’s contributions continued to ex-
pand. He headed a billion-dollar global 
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relief program to feed those left home-
less and without food by World War II. 
Perhaps his most far-reaching con-
tribution was as the head of the State 
Department’s policy planning staff in 
the Truman administration. Working 
under Dean Acheson and along with 
other influential thinkers such as 
Charles Bohlen and George Kennan, 
Nitze was the principal author of the 
National Security Council document, 
entitled ‘‘United States Objectives and 
Programs for National Security,’’ but 
more commonly known as NSC–68, that 
provided the strategic outline for the 
conduct of deterrence during the Cold 
War. 

Key insights from NSC–68 still ring 
true today. 

For example, NSC–68 situated our 
strategy towards the former Soviet 
Union in a broader world context. It 
stated, in part: 

Our overall policy at the present time may 
be described as one designed to foster a world 
environment in which the American system 
can survive and flourish. It therefore rejects 
the concept of isolation and affirms the ne-
cessity of our positive participation in the 
world community. This broad intention em-
braces two subsidiary policies. One is a pol-
icy which we would probably pursue even if 
there were no Soviet threat. It is a policy of 
attempting to develop a healthy inter-
national community. The other is the policy 
of ‘‘containing’’ the Soviet system. These 
two policies are closely interrelated and 
interact on one another. Nevertheless, the 
distinction between them is basically valid 
and contributes to a clearer understanding of 
what we are trying to do. 

Paul Nitze continued to make signifi-
cant contributions to out national se-
curity through the 1960s, as Secretary 
of the Navy under Presidents Kennedy 
and Johnson and Deputy Secretary of 
Defense under President Johnson. 

President Nixon appointed Nitze to 
the U.S. delegation to the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks with the Soviet 
Union in 1969, and he played an impor-
tant role in negotiating the ABM Trea-
ty with Moscow during that time. 
Under Presidents Nixon and Ford, he 
served as Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for International Affairs. 

During the term of President Carter, 
Nitze played a seminal role as an exter-
nal critic of national security policy. 
His stature was such that his opposi-
tion to the SALT II Treaty negotiated 
by President Carter was an important 
factor in its failure to garner support 
in the U.S. Senate. 

Yet, his reputation as a hard-liner on 
defense was too simplistic a character-
ization for his formidable intellect and 
ability to respond to new realities with 
new strategies to maintain U.S. secu-
rity. 

The most famous example, perhaps, 
of this characteristic was Paul Nitze’s 
famous ‘‘walk in the woods’’ with his 
Soviet counterpart in arms control ne-
gotiations, Yuli Kvitsinsky. His infor-
mal proposal to put drawdowns in in-
termediate-range nuclear missiles in a 
broader context of arms reductions was 
considered too radical at the time, and 
was rejected by both sides. Yet, only a 

few years later, a more comprehensive 
approach is precisely what both sides 
agreed to, for in 1987 the United States 
and the Soviet Union signed the so- 
called ‘‘double zero’’ agreement that 
limited all medium-range missiles in 
Europe as shorter-range missiles as 
well. 

But perhaps the most important les-
sons we can learn is from the pattern 
of Paul Nitze’s life and contributions. 
At this time, when the news headlines 
are dominated with stories of transi-
tions and resignations from the Execu-
tive Branch, covered like a sports story 
of who’s won and who’s lost, the tend-
ency is to think of those leaving public 
service as persons who have had their 
shot, and are not likely to be heard 
from ever again. I think that the exam-
ple of Paul Nitze shows how much the 
United States stands to lose if we were 
to fall into such an unfortunate way of 
thinking with respect to public service. 

I for one hope some of those who are 
now leaving public service will in the 
future find additional ways to serve 
their country, as Paul Nitze found 
ways to serve his country over many 
decades. I hope Paul Nitze’s life and ca-
reer will inspire all of us to a vision of 
how our Nation can benefit from the 
extraordinary expertise of its citizens 
who are willing to respond to the call 
to public service. 

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15 
p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:29 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m., and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. VOINOVICH). 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF FRANCIS J. HAR-
VEY TO BE SECRETARY OF THE 
ARMY 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session for consider-
ation of Executive Calendar No. 915, 
which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nomination of Francis J. Harvey, 
of California, to be Secretary of the 
Army. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the President’s 
nomination of Dr. Francis J. Harvey to 
be Secretary of the U.S. Army. Dr. 
Harvey was nominated by the Presi-
dent to be Secretary of the Army on 
September 15, this year. The Armed 
Services Committee conducted a hear-
ing on Dr. Harvey’s nomination on Oc-
tober 6. The committee voted favorably 
on the nomination on October 7. At 
that meeting there was some expres-
sion in opposition by members of the 

committee, but the majority of the 
committee voted in favor. 

At the hearing, there was a fair ex-
change of viewpoints, recognizing that 
Dr. Harvey is coming to this position 
from outside of the Department of De-
fense and has, during the course of his 
distinguished career, not a specific op-
portunity to form opinions about some 
of the key issues that confront the U.S. 
Army today. 

No one should underestimate the 
challenges that have been faced by the 
Army and in large measure have been 
met by the Army under the distin-
guished leadership of the Acting Sec-
retary of the Army and the current 
Chief of Staff of the Army. I commend 
both of them, who are daily meeting 
the new challenges as they arise. 

There will be today in the course of 
this debate, and I shall await other 
Members coming to the floor, expres-
sions of opinion different from what I 
am providing the Senate today so I will 
wait until such time as they may ap-
pear and then seek under my time the 
opportunity to rebut their views. 

At the hearing of the committee on 
October 6, I indicated that Dr. Harvey 
has had an extraordinary career—and I 
underline very extraordinary career— 
as a business executive with extensive 
experience leading and managing very 
large corporate enterprises, particu-
larly program-based organizations in-
volved in the development and deploy-
ment of technology and systems. 

As the Army goes through its trans-
formation, he will have the oppor-
tunity to provide unique decision-
making ability given his experience in 
those areas. 

Dr. Harvey has a solid record of 
achievement in the private sector in 
areas related to transformation, finan-
cial management, and contracting 
which, as I said, will serve him very 
well if confirmed by the Senate as Sec-
retary of the Army. 

At the nomination hearing, as those 
in attendance will recall, I went to 
some length to emphasize that there is 
another side to the Army and that is 
the human side. I was privileged at one 
time in my lifetime to be in the De-
partment of Defense and to be Sec-
retary of the Navy. It is not all con-
tracts and negotiations and things of 
that nature; there is a very strong fam-
ily side to each of the military depart-
ments. I referred to it in that hearing 
as the human side. That reflects the 
hopes and aspirations and patriotism of 
soldiers, sailors, airmen, marines, and 
their families. 

The family today has an ever increas-
ing role in the life of the uniformed 
member of that family, be he male or 
female. Families now are instrumental 
in the decision process by which mem-
bers of the military at the time they 
are up for consideration elect con-
tinuing service, to retire, or otherwise 
step aside and join the private sector. 
It is often the decision of the family 
that controls that sailor, airman, ma-
rine, as he or she makes that decision. 
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