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MISSILE DEFENSE

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, it
is easy for us to fall into the trap and
the habit of believing the TUnited
States and our friends around the
world are immune from the aggressive
actions of hostile nations. Since the
Cold War has ended, I think we have
come to think that conflicts between
industrialized nations are an historic
relic. I believe one writer who has since
admitted he was in error wrote a book
called ‘“The End of History.” But we
are not beyond history. We are not im-
mune from the threats that have ap-
parently always been out there in the
world. And I wish it were not so, but I
am afraid it is. I believe the world
clearly remains a dangerous and unpre-
dictable place. Significant and serious
threats exist. North Korea and Iran, for
example, seek nuclear capabilities de-
spite all kinds of efforts by the rest of
the world to convince them to the con-
trary. They continue to invest heavily
in the development of long-range mis-
siles that could cause us great harm.
Russia’s recent actions in Georgia re-
mind us that country, which we once
hoped was on a path to greater integra-
tion into the global world community,
might again be seeking to restore old
Soviet ideas of dominance throughout
their neighbors and in Eastern Europe,
all of which should serve as a motiva-
tion to move ahead with the necessary
capabilities to defend ourselves and our
allies from missile attack, in par-
ticular. If a government, by way of the
skills, knowledge, and technical
achievements of its citizens, has the
ability to protect itself from a known
threat, does it not have a moral obliga-
tion to do so?

I remember once former Secretary of
State Henry Kissinger saying:

I never heard of a nation whose policy it is
to keep itself vulnerable to attack.

Why would we want to allow our-
selves to remain vulnerable to a poten-
tial missile attack from North Korea
or Iran? Well, we do not. We have been
working for some time now to develop
a defense system to block any such
missile attack. Although it is highly
technical and complex, we have made
tremendous progress, and we now know
we have a system that fundamentally
works and we are continuing to ad-
vance it every year.

We cannot do this alone, however. We
have our friends in Europe. We asked
them for assistance in developing a
third site there. In fact, perhaps one of
the threats we face would be from a
missile launch from Iran. The Iranians
are continually working on advanced
missiles. I believe they are also openly
moving forward to develop nuclear ca-
pabilities. If they were to launch such
an attack against the United States, it
would pass over Europe. So Europe
would be an important site for us in
protecting the United States.

Indeed, the importance of recent de-
cisions, therefore, taken by the Gov-
ernments of Poland and the Czech Re-
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public to base missile defense assets on
their territory to protect our NATO al-
lies and the United States against
long-range ballistic missile threats is
very important. The United States has
been negotiating with the Czech Re-
public and Poland since early 2007 to
base a missile-tracking radar and 10
long-range interceptors—just 10, but
importantly 10—in those countries. I
am pleased to note that those agree-
ments were signed between the United
States and the Government of the
Czech Republic on July 8 of this year
and with the Government of Poland on
August 20 of this year. Ratification of
these agreements by the allied par-
liaments in those counties is expected
this fall. These deployments are in-
tended to provide protection for the
United States and most of Europe
against long-range ballistic missiles
such as those that might be launched
by Iran.

The strategic objective of extending
missile defense protection to our allies
is to enhance the ability of the alliance
to more effectively deter aggression
and counter the growing threat posed
by Iran. These deployments would send
a strong message to our allies and ad-
versaries alike that the NATO alliance
will not be intimidated or blackmailed
by any missile threat.

You have leaders of Europe, NATO,
and the United States, and if some
country threatens that they will
launch a missile, and we have only 1 or
2—OK, maybe 10—but if we have the
ability to knock those down, that al-
ters the strategic threat capability sig-
nificantly and allows the President of
the United States or any European na-
tion to say: We are prepared to defeat
your missile attack. We will not be
blackmailed. We will not alter our poli-
cies that we believe are in our national
interests as a result of such threats.

So the planned deployments in Po-
land and the Czech Republic are sup-
ported by the NATO alliance. Some of
our Members have wanted that. They
have said that they would feel better
about going forward if the alliance
itself spoke on this, and so we have ob-
tained that now. The system to be de-
ployed will be fully integrated into
NATO’s ongoing plans to provide de-
fense against shorter range ballistic
missile threats.

The April 3, 2008, NATO Bucharest
Summit Declaration notes:

Ballistic missile proliferation poses an in-
creasing threat to allies’ forces, territories
and populations.

They went on to say:

We therefore recognize the substantial con-
tribution to the protection of allies from
long-range ballistic missile to be provided by
the planned deployment of European-based
U.S. missile defense assets.

In May, the Senate Armed Services
Committee, of which I am a member
and its bill is on the floor today, re-
ported out of the committee, I am
proud to say, a bill which authorizes
fully the administration’s $712 million
request for the Polish and Czech mis-
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sile defense sites. I am proud that our
committee did that. It was the right
thing. It is important now that the ap-
propriators recognize the critical im-
portance of following through with
adequate funding for these sites.
Events of the past month reinforce the
decision by the Armed Services Com-
mittee to recommend full funding. Not
only does Iran persist in defying inter-
national calls to end its nuclear pro-
gram, Iran continues to test space
launch vehicles and ballistic missiles
of increasing range, while also con-
ducting military exercises in the gulf
with operational ballistic missiles.

We should not take lightly the coura-
geous action taken by the Govern-
ments of the Czech Republic and Po-
land to agree to establish a missile de-
fense site on their territory, for by sup-
porting the defense of NATO in this
manner, and the defense of the United
States, these countries have earned the
ire of their big neighbor on the east,
Russia.

In an effort to exert pressure on our
allies to not do this, in February of
2008 Prime Minister Putin of Russia
stated that:

If it is deployed, we will have to react ap-
propriately. In that case, we will probably be
forced to target some of our missiles at the
objects threatening us.

Let’s take a moment to analyze that
language. What threat is it to Russia,
let me ask, that an independent, sov-
ereign nation would agree to have a de-
fensive missile system deployed on
their territory—not a hostile missile
system, not a nuclear weapon missile
system, a missile system designed to
protect their own country and other
countries from a potential threat?
What possible threat is that to Russia?
Zero. Of course, we know Russia has
hundreds and hundreds of nuclear-
armed missiles. The 10 silos and mis-
siles we would propose to place in Po-
land would have no ability whatsoever
to resist a massive Russian attack, God
forbid they would ever launch.

So I would suggest something more is
at stake here, and I think it is some-
thing that the Poles and the Czechs
and the Georgians and the Ukrainians
and the Estonians and the Latvians
and the Lithuanians understand full
well, and that is that Putin desires to
reestablish hegemony over the former
Soviet satellites. They think they have
a right to tell Poland whether to un-
dertake a military partnership with
the United States. They have no right
whatsoever to do so. Poland is glad to
be rid of them. They are glad to be out
from under the Soviet boot. They have
no intention whatsoever of allowing
themselves to fall back under their
dominance. They have values that are
close to our values. They want to be
part of our heritage and the Western
heritage.

Just days after the Czech Republic
signed the radar basing agreement with
the United States, Russia reduced its
oil shipments to the Czech Republic
without providing any explanation.
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Boom. The oil shipments have since
been restored, but threats continue.

Despite increasingly bellicose threats
by Russia to cut off energy supplies
and to target Poland and the Czech Re-
public with military means, these al-
lied Governments have maintained
their freedom, their independence,
their sovereignty, and their courage,
and have stood fast with the United
Sates and NATO. So the very least this
Senate could do would be to recognize
the importance of these decisions, to
express our full and strong support for
what these nations have done on behalf
of themselves and the Atlantic alliance
and affirm that with the support of leg-
islation that would move forward with
the third site.

In closing, I would share with my col-
leagues the words of Mirek Topolanek,
the Czech Prime Minister. The Czech
Republic and Poland are such wonder-
ful countries. They are so proud to be
free and independent. They are some of
our best allies in the world.

The Prime Minister placed this issue
in the proper context, when he stated:

The moral challenge is clear and simple. If
we are not willing to accept, in the interest
of the defense of the Euro-Atlantic area,
such a trifle as the elements of a missile de-
fense system, then how shall we be able to
face more difficult challenges that may
come?

Isn’t that a great statement? That is
the right context.

I hope this part of the bill will re-
main intact. I am confident it will. I
hope our appropriators will find the
money necessary to move forward rap-
idly to complete the development of
these systems. Indeed, our NATO allies
and the United States are certain to
face more difficult challenges in the
days ahead, as Iran and other nations
continue to develop weapons of mass
destruction and the ballistic missile
capability to deliver them. As the cri-
sis in the Caucasus suggests, there may
be even greater challenges ahead. By
supporting the European missile de-
fense initiative, we extend missile de-
fense capabilities to our allies while
bolstering the defense of the United
States homeland. In so doing, we
strengthen our partnership and our col-
lective security. We send a strong mes-
sage to potential adversaries that this
alliance will take such actions as nec-
essary to ensure its security against
threats that may occur.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak in morn-
ing business for whatever time I may
consume.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President,
allow me to echo strong agreement
with my colleague from Alabama. We
both serve on the Armed Services Com-
mittee. It is our hope and belief that
we will be able to get a bill tonight.
There are a lot of amendments that we
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would have liked to have had time to
add. Senator SESSIONS talked about the
successes we have had in the Czech Re-
public and in Poland. It is absolutely
necessary. This is a life-threatening
situation. I believe we are in pretty
good shape there. I had several pro-
grams that are going to be included in
this bill expanding the training and
equipment. Sections 1206, 1207, and 1208
are significant. Those are things we
can do in the field in these countries
where we are in a position to train and
equip these people, which is certainly
to our advantage. Expanding what used
to be called the CERP, the Com-
manders Emergency Response Pro-
gram—they changed the name. I can
never keep up with these things. But
instead of having it only apply to Iraq
and Afghanistan, it now applies to
other areas also. It gives the com-
manders in the field a chance to re-
spond immediately rather than go
through all the bureaucratic redtape of
correcting problems back in Wash-
ington.

With the IMET program, which is a
program whereby we bring in officers
and train them in our facilities in the
United States, it used to be that until
they signed an article, we would not
allow them to be trained in the United
States. The assumption was that some-
how we were doing them a favor by
training them. The reverse is true.
They want to come to the TUnited
States to train because they know we
have the best training. If we refuse to
do it, countries such as China will wel-
come them with open arms. One of the
interesting things is, once officers are
trained in this country, they develop
an allegiance that stays.

A lot of these things are in the bill
that are good. I am delighted, because
I understand we will be voting on it
very soon.

———

AFRICA

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, the
main reason I wanted to come to the
floor today is another resolution we
hope we will be able to get passed be-
fore we leave having to do with Darfur.
I have had the habit of bringing atten-
tion to situations and conflicts in
places around the world that get little
attention. However, in the case of
Darfur, it has had all the attention.
When people ask, what are the prob-
lems with Africa, they always talk
about Darfur. So while they have re-
ceived all of the attention, there hasn’t
been any kind of action that has fol-
lowed. It is distressing that the situa-
tion in Darfur has received so much
press and generated so much attention,
with documentaries and advocacy cam-
paigns and waves of public support, but
it has not spurred the international
community to more action.

We have been saddened and horrified
at the pictures we have seen and the
stories we have heard about the geno-
cide in Darfur that has unfolded since
2003. At least 300,000 people have died,

September 17, 2008

and 2% million have been forced from
their homes at the hands of violent mi-
litias called the jingaweit who have
been encouraged and supported by the
Khartoum Government, President
Bashir. One of the things that is inter-
esting about this is, we recall the trag-
ic genocide that took place in the mid-
dle 1990s in Rwanda. People are now
aware of that and wondering why we
couldn’t have done something about it
earlier to prevent it. They have now
killed about a third the number of peo-
ple of the genocide that took place in
Rwanda, and President Kagame is
doing such a great job there. But where
were we when we could have helped
President Kagame and prevented the
genocide from taking place?

It is now up to a third that many in
Darfur. So we can do something and do
something now to avoid it. Last week
we received news that Sudan’s central
government is launching land and air
attacks in Darfur, with many dead and
injured. Last month, in August, the Su-
danese military and police opened fire
on Darfur refugee camps, killing 31
people and injuring a lot of others. The
United Nations/African Union hybrid
peacekeeping force assessed the inci-
dent and concluded that Sudan used an
excessive, disproportionate use of le-
thal force. For the United Nations to
come up with that, it has to be bad.
They also concluded that the refugees
were only carrying sticks and knives
and spears while the Sudanese forces
were armed with guns. Khartoum in-
sisted that they were searching the
camp for drugs and weapons.

In July, The Hague, the Inter-
national Criminal Court, began the
process of indicting President Bashir
on 10 charges, including three counts of
genocide, five crimes against human-
ity, two of murder, and masterminding
the campaign to annihilate the tribes
in Darfur. A senior U.S. official said re-
cently that he expects the ICC, the
International Criminal Court, to issue
an arrest warrant in the next month—
long overdue, I might add. Bashir, who
no doubt is beginning to feel the polit-
ical ground shifting beneath him, con-
tinues to resort to more intimidation
and violence. One major factor in the
ongoing violence in Darfur can be
traced to the continued violations of
the U.N. arms embargo on Sudan.
China is Khartoum’s major source of
weapons used in Darfur. China has em-
barked on a new form of colonialism in
Africa, grabbing as many natural re-
sources as it possibly can while dis-
regarding the effect on the people. I
wish more Members were familiar with
Africa and the history of Africa. There
are so many books written about that,
one of them addressing the Belgium
situation there in the early years.
They came in, raped the country, took
all the natural resources, and left the
people there to die. We should be aware
that that is exactly what China is
doing right now.

Beijing has declared 2006 the year of
Africa. It shows no signs of slowing
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