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appoint the Honorable JEFF MERKLEY, a Sen-
ator from the State of Oregon, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. MERKLEY thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
leader remarks, if any, the Senate will 
proceed to executive session to resume 
consideration of the New START trea-
ty. The treaty is open to amendments. 
Senators are encouraged to come to 
the floor to offer and debate their 
amendments or make statements re-
garding this most important piece of 
legislation. 

I would like to begin today having 
votes on the amendment that has been 
filed. As a reminder, last night I filed 
cloture with respect to the House mes-
sages on the DREAM Act and the don’t 
ask, don’t tell repeal. 

The first cloture vote will occur to-
morrow morning fairly early. If cloture 
is not invoked on the DREAM Act, the 
Senate will proceed immediately to a 
cloture vote on the don’t ask, don’t tell 
repeal. Senators will be notified when 
any votes are scheduled. 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—S.J. RES. 42 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a 
matter I believe is at the desk, S.J. 
Res. 42. I think it is due for a second 
reading. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the joint 
resolution by title for a second time. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 42) to extend 
the continuing resolution until February 18, 
2011. 

Mr. REID. I object to any further 
proceedings with respect to this joint 
resolution. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard. 

The bill will be placed on the cal-
endar. 

f 

FINISHING THE SESSION 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the path is 
clear that we can finish our work rel-
atively soon. As I indicated earlier, we 
are going to have two votes in the 
morning. Even if cloture is invoked on 
one or both of those matters, there is 
no reason we couldn’t complete that 
work tomorrow. There is no reason we 
would have to extend that into Sunday. 
We will be happy to do that because we 

are going to work every day—every 
day—until we finish this legislative 
session. 

If we get those two things out of the 
way, we have minimal things left to do. 
We have to do the health care as it re-
lates to 9/11. Of course, we have to com-
plete the funding for the government. 
We know what happened last night, so 
we are looking forward to doing the 
CR. It is a tremendous disappointment 
as to what it doesn’t do for our coun-
try, but that is where we are. The Re-
publicans made that choice, and the 
American people need to understand 
that. 

I was told 6 or 7 days are needed to 
debate the START treaty. That is easy 
to do. We can complete that very 
quickly. It all depends on our friends 
on the other side of the aisle, whether 
they want to continue, as they have 
this whole Congress, throwing road-
blocks in front of everything we do to 
move forward to a culmination of this 
debate. We have done some very impor-
tant things during this Congress, but 
there is nothing—nothing—more im-
portant than the START treaty be-
cause it has ramifications far greater 
than our own country. So I hope every-
one will be patient. We know this is the 
holiday season, but this is something 
we are going to complete before we 
leave. I have had conversations with a 
number of my Republican friends, and 
they understand the seriousness of this 
matter. 

As I indicated yesterday, the ranking 
member of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, RICHARD LUGAR, has been an 
advocate for this for a long time. We 
know our chairman, Senator KERRY, 
believes fervently in this legislation. 
So I am going to do everything I can to 
expedite the other matters, and that is 
the reason cloture was filed on these 
two issues last night. 

I repeat, there is no reason we can’t 
complete everything by tomorrow in 
the evening. Leaving the days we have 
spent on this already, which are three 
in number, we could do Sunday, Mon-
day, Tuesday; that is 6, 7 days. We are 
set to complete this very quickly. It is 
all up to people who believe in this to 
come down and make their statements 
and to support amendments for the 
strengthening of this and oppose those 
that don’t. So I hope everyone would 
understand the importance of the work 
we have. 

The issues dealing with the DREAM 
Act, I have given many speeches on 
this floor dealing with the importance 
of that. It is legislation supported by 
our Secretary of Defense and the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs. They know 
how important it is to have quality 
people in the military. They know we 
are taking into the military today peo-
ple who have been convicted of crimes, 
people who have not graduated from 
high school, and this would certainly 
be a way of bringing into the military 
people who really want to serve their 
country. So I hope we can get that 
done. 

Don’t ask, don’t tell is another issue 
that is certainly ripe for completion. I 
appreciate the work of the House in 
completing that. There is no reason, no 
matter how they may dislike that leg-
islation, to stand in the way of the 
START treaty. The don’t ask, don’t 
tell, as we all have seen from reading 
the press, we have enough votes to pass 
that. It passed in the House for the sec-
ond time. It picked up 45 votes from 
the first time they voted on it, so it is 
gaining strength. 

The one reason I think it is so impor-
tant to do that, to complete the repeal 
of don’t ask, don’t tell, one of the prob-
lems we have had with the issue of 
abortion around the country is that it 
has been determined by the courts not 
the legislature. There have been nu-
merous articles written about how that 
is one problem that has caused so much 
consternation with the abortion issue— 
because it should have been handled by 
the legislature. I feel the same way 
about don’t ask, don’t tell. We can see 
the courts moving in on this. We 
should have the courage to do what is 
right for the American people and do it 
legislatively, not leave it to the courts. 

The only thing I didn’t mention is we 
have a lot of nominations I am working 
with the Republican leader on to com-
plete. One person we are concerned 
about is Jim Cole, the Deputy Attor-
ney General. That is the No. 2 person 
at the Justice Department. It is a 
shame it has taken so long to com-
plete. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

TREATY WITH RUSSIA ON MEAS-
URES FOR FURTHER REDUCTION 
AND LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC 
OFFENSIVE ARMS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will proceed to executive ses-
sion to resume consideration of the fol-
lowing treaty, which the clerk will re-
port. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Treaty calendar No. 7, treaty with Russia 
on measures for further reduction and limi-
tation of strategic offensive arms. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I note 
the minority leader is here and he may 
wish to use his leader time now. I un-
derstand that. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I would say to my 
friend from Massachusetts, I was going 
to make my opening remarks. I believe 
Senator LEMIEUX is making his fare-
well address, if you could give us a 
chance. 

Mr. REID. I note the absence of a 
quorum. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, as soon 
as the leader wants to take the floor, I 
will see to that. I am not trying to hold 
the floor. I just wish to say to col-
leagues that we are now beginning day 
3 of consideration of the START trea-
ty. We have not yet voted on or moved 
on any amendment. So I hope col-
leagues will take advantage of the 
extra time we now have, given the 
events with respect to the omnibus/CR, 
and we have an opportunity today to 
quickly get there. 

Needless to say, at some point, par-
ticularly in the absence of amend-
ments, there will be a higher motiva-
tion to move to a cloture vote to move 
to bring this to a close if that is what 
it is going to take. We are ready to 
vote on our side of the aisle. We are 
ready to vote today on the START 
treaty. 

So I wish to emphasize to colleagues, 
if there are amendments, now is the 
time to bring them to the floor, and I 
hope we can do that. We look forward 
to a good, robust debate in an effort to 
try to bring this matter to a close. 

I yield the floor to the minority lead-
er at this time. 

RECOGNITION OF THE REPUBLICAN LEADER 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized. 

GOOD NEWS 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

am pleased to report two pieces of good 
news out of Congress today. After 2 
years of policies that lacked public 
support, the tide is beginning to turn. 

Today the President will sign a bill 
that ensures no American—not a single 
one—gets a tax hike on January 1. Re-
publicans have fought hard for this leg-
islation. Up until last week, most 
Democrats resisted. But in the end the 
American people were heard. That is a 
welcome change from the last 2 years. 

The American people have finally 
been heard on another matter as well. 
Yesterday, Republicans united against 
a 2,000-page, $1.2 trillion spending bill 
that Democrats were trying to ram 
through Congress in the final hours of 
this session. The goal of this bill was 
perfectly clear. Its purpose was to lock 
in for another year the same big gov-
ernment policies voters overwhelm-
ingly rejected on November 2. 

By approving this bill, we would have 
helped cement for another year mas-
sive increases in spending and helped 
pave the way for a health care bill 
most Americans are asking us to re-
peal. 

Once those details became clear, it 
was imperative that we reject it. 

The voters don’t want us to wait to 
cut spending and debt and fight the 

health care bill next October—they 
want us to do these things imme-
diately. 

So I am proud of my conference for 
sticking together on these principles. 

Here in these final days of the 111th 
Congress we have held the line on 
taxes. 

We have held the line on spending. 
Next, we turn to cutting spending 

and cutting debt. 
The American people are seeing 

change here in Washington. 
They can expect more in the New 

Year. 
TRIBUTE TO RETIRING SENATORS 

GEORGE LEMIEUX 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

rise to pay tribute to a man who has 
made the most of a short tenure here 
in the Senate. Shortly after GEORGE 
LEMIEUX was sworn in last September 
he said that his goal was to get years 
of work done in 16 months. And I don’t 
think there is any doubt the junior 
Senator from Florida made good on 
that promise. 

In his short tenure, GEORGE has 
served the people of Florida with 
honor, integrity, and purpose. And 
while he may be leaving us soon, I am 
certain this will not be the last time 
we hear from this incredibly gifted 
man. 

GEORGE grew up in Coral Springs, FL, 
or ‘‘God’s country’’ as he refers to it. 
He went on to college at Emory, where 
he graduated magna cum laude and Phi 
Beta Kappa. As an undergraduate, 
GEORGE interned for Congressman Clay 
Shaw and Senator Connie Mack. And 
then it was on to Georgetown for law 
school and then private practice back 
home in Florida. 

GEORGE got his start in local politics 
as chairman of the Broward County 
Young Republicans. He then went on to 
make his own bid for the Florida State 
house in 1998, knocking on more than 
10,000 doors in the heavily Democratic 
district he was hoping to represent. 

Despite GEORGE’s own campaign loss, 
he impressed a lot of Republicans and 
was elected chairman of Broward Coun-
ty Republican Party. In 2003, he was 
asked to serve as deputy attorney gen-
eral. And GEORGE answered the call, 
leaving the law firm he was working in 
at the time. As deputy attorney gen-
eral, GEORGE was responsible for a 
team of 400 lawyers. He also argued and 
won a death penalty case that earned a 
unanimous ruling from the U.S. Su-
preme Court. 

GEORGE would go on to serve as the 
chief of staff to Florida Governor Char-
lie Crist overseeing the Governor’s leg-
islative agenda, policy initiatives, and 
messaging. 

After a year as chief of staff, GEORGE 
wanted to return home to his young 
family. ‘‘I’ve got three little men at 
home,’’ GEORGE said at the time, ‘‘and 
a wife who’s a saint.’’ 

Despite the demands of work, GEORGE 
has always made sure not to lose sight 
of his first priorities. And we have all 
seen and been touched by the special 

pride he has for his wife Meike and 
their three boys Max, Taylor, and 
Chase, and their newborn daughter 
Madeleine. 

After a couple of years of private 
practice, GEORGE got the call again to 
serve when Mel Martinez announced he 
was retiring from the Senate. 

And from the moment he got here, he 
was determined to do the best job he 
could. He wasn’t going to be a 
placeholder or a seat warmer, as he put 
it. Floridians expected vigorous and 
principled representation, and that is 
exactly what they got. At the time of 
his appointment, GEORGE may have 
been the youngest sitting Member of 
the Senate, but that didn’t stop him 
from rolling up his sleeves and getting 
to work. He made an immediate impact 
by inserting himself into the health 
care debate as an eloquent and pas-
sionate opponent of greater govern-
ment intervention and an enemy of 
waste, fraud, and abuse. And the first 
bill he introduced was the Prevent 
Health Care Fraud Act of 2009, which 
proposed a more aggressive approach to 
recovering the billions of dollars that 
are lost each year to health care waste, 
fraud, and abuse. 

GEORGE has been deeply involved in 
efforts to raise awareness about the na-
tional debt and promoting free trade. 
He has been involved in Latin Amer-
ican and Cuban policy. And he was a 
leader on the gulf oilspill. 

He has worked tirelessly to hold BP 
and the administration accountable fo 
the cleanup and the protection of Flor-
ida’s beaches. He has been an out-
spoken critic of the bureaucratic red 
tape that kept more skimmers from 
cleaning up the Florida coast. And 
through his relentless efforts at expos-
ing this lax response, he was able to 
get dozens of skimmers sent to the 
Florida coast for cleanup. As GEORGE 
put it at the time, ‘‘We must ensure 
that BP does not abandon the hard-
working families, businesses, and local 
communities devastated by the spill 
once the media leaves . . .’’ After just 
a few months of on-the-job training as 
U.S. Senator, GEORGE had found his 
voice in the midst of the largest envi-
ronmental disaster in U.S. history. 

Upon arriving in this Chamber, 
George has always maintained a pro- 
business, anti-tax, and anti-waste vot-
ing record, which has made him the re-
cipient of several awards. In August of 
this year, GEORGE was recognized as 
the ‘‘Taxpayer Hero’’ by the Council 
for Citizens Against Government Waste 
for his work to expose and end wasteful 
government spending. The following 
month, GEORGE was honored the 
‘‘Guardian of Small Business’’ by the 
National Federation of Independent 
Business, as well as the ‘‘Tax Fighter’’ 
award by the National Tax Limitation 
Committee. 

While GEORGE’s impressive tenure in 
this Chamber has been brief, we en-
joyed getting to know him and working 
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with him to advance the best interests 
of Floridians and all Americans. He has 
been one of our sharpest and most pas-
sionate spokesmen on some of the most 
important issues we face. He is smart, 
capable, and willing to work hard. He 
should be proud of his service. I know 
I have been proud to call him a col-
league and a friend. 

We thank him for his impressive 
service to this Chamber, the people of 
Florida, and the Nation. And we wish 
him and his young family all the best 
in what I hope will be many years of 
success and happiness ahead. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Massachusetts 
is recognized. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, again, I 
repeat that we are beginning the third 
day of debate on the START treaty. 
Senator LUGAR and I are anxious to 
begin debate on an actual amendment. 
We are prepared to do so as soon as col-
leagues decide to come to the floor and 
bring us those amendments. I will re-
peat that given the press of business 
and the holidays, we are sort of in a 
place where we want to afford people 
that opportunity, but if people don’t 
want to take advantage of that, we are 
certainly prepared to move to a vote. 

I emphasize that there are no amend-
ments from colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side. We are prepared to just 
vote on this treaty. I think perhaps we 
are getting a signal that other col-
leagues may want to likewise try to 
move to conclude this treaty fairly 
rapidly. Certainly, Senator LUGAR and 
I are prepared to do so. Senator LUGAR 
has pressed me to try to see if we can 
proceed with respect to the procedural 
votes that would bring us to that point. 
I have suggested that we ought to per-
haps give that a little more time. We 
are prepared to do so. At some point, I 
think it will be appropriate for us to do 
that. 

I know Senator LUGAR wants to 
speak with respect to some of the 
points that were made yesterday. 
First, would the Senator be agreeable 
to having Senator FRANKEN speak? 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to delay my remarks to listen 
to other Senators who have come to 
the floor. We are eager to try to expe-
dite all of the statements of our Mem-
bers. 

Mr. KERRY. Would the Senator 
agree with me that we have been open 
for business for about 2 days now, and 
this is the third day, and we need to 
get to a substantive amendment or per-
haps to move to close off the debate 
and have our last 30 hours? 

Mr. LUGAR. I agree with the chair-
man. I hope that, having raised that 
issue, Members will come to the floor 
promptly, amendments will be offered, 
and votes will be taken. 

It appears to me that a number of 
our colleagues are prepared to conclude 
business, including our majority leader 
and the Republican leader. I think that 
is the sentiment of the body. As a re-

sult, given the 91⁄2 hours of open time 
yesterday and a number of good state-
ments, we did not progress toward any 
resolution of either amendments or the 
treaty. I think today we must do so. I 
support action to accelerate that. 

Mr. KERRY. I emphasize that if col-
leagues want to be here, the majority 
leader has told me he will keep the 
Senate open Saturday, Sunday, 
through the weekend, in order to do so. 
So it is our choice. But I think, in lieu 
of complaints about the rapidity with 
which the holiday is arriving, we might 
spend time on an actual amendment or 
votes. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Minnesota is 
recognized. 

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, may I 
ask Senator KERRY one question. When 
I was presiding yesterday, a Member 
rose in opposition to the treaty. He was 
complaining about it coming up now. 
He pointed to when we got the treaty 
from the White House, which was in 
May; is that right? 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, that is 
correct, I say to the Senator from Min-
nesota. I think it was April that it was 
signed and May when we actually re-
ceived the submission of the documents 
themselves. 

Mr. FRANKEN. I ask the chairman, 
when this Senator was presiding, an-
other Senator was on the floor saying 
that we got this in May, and now it is 
close to the end of the year, and it is 
outrageous that we are doing it now. 

I ask Senator KERRY, didn’t he ac-
commodate those on the other side of 
this issue several times when they 
asked for delay themselves? 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator is absolutely correct. There was a 
series of requests from Senators on the 
other side—which is totally appro-
priate. I am not suggesting that was 
inappropriate. I think the record needs 
to reflect that on those multiple occa-
sions when people requested time in 
order to be able to prepare, we gave 
them time. 

Senator LUGAR was importuned some 
13 times to specifically slow down the 
treaty process in order to allow for 
more time to be able to address the 
modernization process, which is out-
side the treaty but not unlinked from 
it when you are making judgments 
about this. 

Senator KYL brought up some rel-
evant omissions in that modernization 
process. That extra time allowed us to 
address that—I hope to his satisfaction 
but certainly to the improvement of an 
understanding of where we are pro-
ceeding and to increase the funds. 

Then we delayed even further when 
the committee was prepared to vote. 
There was a request for delay, and we 
delayed that vote. 

Then we delayed even after that in 
order to avoid the appearance of politi-
cizing the treaty for the election. So 
we literally took it out and said: OK, 
we will do it after the election, which 

is why I think people feel so adamantly 
that now is the time. 

There have been an appropriate se-
ries of delays. You cannot come in and 
ask for delay and then say: Oh my 
gosh, we are pushed up against the cal-
endar, and it is difficult to do it now— 
particularly since we are in day 3 and 
we have plenty of time to even exceed 
the amount of time in which we did 
START I. 

I thank the Senator from Minnesota 
for clarifying that. I hope not to get 
locked into a discussion of process now 
or what happens when. Let’s just do 
the substance of the treaty and show 
the country that we have the ability 
to, in a bipartisan way, meet the na-
tional security needs of our Nation. 
Again, I thank the Senator for his 
question. 

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I 
thank the chairman for that clarifica-
tion. 

I rise to discuss missile defense and 
the New START treaty. Missile defense 
is one of the persistent areas of con-
cern of the treaty raised by some of my 
colleagues. However, the reasonable 
questions that have been raised on the 
subject can be answered in a very 
straightforward manner. 

The treatment of missile defense in 
the treaty is no cause to oppose it— 
quite the opposite. It should garner 
support for the treaty. Most of those 
who have raised concerns understand 
that longstanding Russian anxiety 
about our missile defense is misplaced. 
The purpose of our missile defense is 
not to undermine Russia’s deterrent; it 
is to protect us from attack from the 
likes of Iran or North Korea. In fact, 
the Senator who raised the objection 
about it coming up now, after their re-
quest for delay, pointed that out, as if 
our side didn’t understand that, for 
some reason. 

This is longstanding U.S. policy and 
law across administrations and Con-
gresses controlled by both parties, 
going back to at least the administra-
tion of George H.W. Bush. 

Nothing in the treaty bars the devel-
opment and deployment of missile de-
fense from countering those very real 
threats from the likes of Iran and 
North Korea, nor does the treaty give 
the Russians any say over missile de-
fense or any kind of veto over it. 

The fact that we and the Russians re-
main at odds over missile defense is, to 
some degree, nothing new. It has not 
prevented overwhelming support for 
arms control agreements in the past, 
including this treaty’s predecessor, the 
original START treaty. 

A more radical strand of criticism ar-
gues that our missile defense should 
target Russian forces and should, in 
fact, seek to render Russian strategic 
forces useless. I won’t have much to 
say about this criticism. In reality, it 
is criticism of the entire foreign policy 
consensus of the United States that has 
prevailed across party lines at least 
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since the end of the Cold War. Sec-
retary Gates has spoken about the dan-
ger and the needless budget-busting ex-
pense of this perspective. 

Setting this view aside, I want to 
focus on the more reasonable skeptics 
of the New START treaty. They have 
expressed concerns about each of the 
two mentions of missile defense in the 
treaty. 

Article V, section 3 of the treaty 
states: 

Each party shall not convert and shall not 
use ICBM launchers and SLBM launchers— 

That is submarine-launched ballistic 
missiles. 
for placement of missile defense interceptors 
therein. Each party further shall not convert 
and shall not use launchers of missile de-
fense interceptors for replacement of ICBM 
and SLBMs therein. This provision shall not 
apply to ICBM launchers that were con-
verted prior to signature of this treaty for 
placement of missile defense interceptors 
therein. 

In other words, this provision pro-
hibits the conversion and use of ICBM 
and SLBM launchers from missile de-
fense interceptors and vice versa. How-
ever, it grandfathers the five missile 
silos at Vandenberg Air Force Base 
that have already been converted to 
launchers for missile defense intercep-
tors. 

Some have seized on this provision as 
a constraint on our missile defense. In 
reality, this provision effectively keeps 
missile defense outside the scope of the 
treaty—an objective that proponents of 
missile defense surely desire—at no 
real cost to us. 

The ban on conversion of ICBM silos 
or SLBM launchers to missile defense 
is not a meaningful constraint. As LTG 
Patrick O’Reilly, Director of the Mis-
sile Defense Agency, testified, his 
agency has no plans and never had any 
plans to convert additional ICBM silos 
at Vandenberg. It is both less expensive 
and operationally more effective to 
build new ground-based interceptors. 
As General O’Reilly explained, replac-
ing ICBMs with interceptors or adapt-
ing SLBMs to be interceptors would be 
‘‘a major setback to the development 
of our missile defenses.’’ 

Substantial conversion of ICBM silos 
to missile defense would also be unnec-
essarily risky. Mixing interceptors 
with their ICBMs, especially in or near 
ICBM fields, would create an ambi-
guity problem for the Russians that 
risks tragic misunderstanding and dev-
astating miscalculation. As GEN Kevin 
Chilton, Commander of U.S. Strategic 
Command, put it, seeing a missile 
launch, the other side may well be un-
certain whether the launch was of an 
offensive or defensive missile. 

Eliminating conversion of ICBM silos 
to defense is eliminating an unneces-
sary and undesirable option. That is 
why this so-called limitation on mis-
sile defense in article V of the New 
START treaty is—to use Senator 
MCCAIN’s phrase from the committee 
hearings—not a meaningful one. Never-
theless, Senator MCCAIN and others 

have gone on to ask: Even if the limita-
tion is meaningful in itself, why did 
the administration agree to include it 
in the treaty? Why did we make this 
concession on missile defense to the 
Russians? 

The short answer is because we got a 
very good deal on missile defense, gain-
ing several benefits by agreeing not to 
do something we were never going to 
do. That is pretty good negotiating I 
think. 

The five converted missile silos at 
Vandenberg were a major source of 
contention in the context of the exist-
ing original START treaty. The Rus-
sians considered the conversion of 
those silos a compliance problem. They 
worried we would be able to convert 
them back and forth and undermine 
the treaty’s central numerical limits 
on nuclear weapons. Apparently, in ne-
gotiations over this new treaty, the 
Russians pushed us to either undo the 
conversions to missile defense at Van-
denberg or to count the silos under the 
New START central limitations on our 
arsenal. 

We met neither of those Russian de-
mands. Instead, in return for agreeing 
not to perform future conversions that 
are unnecessary and undesirable, we 
got the five existing missile defense 
silos at Vandenberg grandfathered. 
That means not only do they continue 
as defense silos, but Russia can no 
longer raise compliance complaints be-
cause we converted those silos to de-
fense. 

More importantly, with the conver-
sion ban in place, our missile defenses 
are not subject to the treaty and its in-
spection regime. It is true we will ex-
hibit the Vandenberg silos to the Rus-
sians on two occasions in the future, to 
assure them that the five converted 
silos remain unable to launch ICBMs. 
But by keeping Vandenberg out of the 
regular inspection and verification re-
gime established by the new treaty, we 
deprive the Russians of a precedent for 
extending inspections to our defenses 
elsewhere. If conversion were allowed 
under the New START treaty, our mis-
sile defenses at Fort Greely, for in-
stance, would potentially be subject to 
intrusive inspection by the Russians, 
to determine whether any such conver-
sions had taken place. 

Instead, with the conversion ban in 
place, Fort Greely and other missile 
defenses are off limits. I am not en-
tirely sure why the Russians agreed to 
this, but it is very good for us, and our 
negotiators deserve praise for article 
V, section 3. We kept something of 
value—namely the existing Vandenberg 
converted silos—we cleared up a source 
of contention with the Russians, and 
we kept our missile defenses out of the 
New START regime, ensuring they are 
not subject to intrusive inspection by 
the Russians. In exchange, we agreed 
to ban something that, again, we were 
never going to do—further convert 
silos—because that would be unwise in 
the first place. In other words, article 
V is a good reason to support the trea-
ty. 

But I think the deepest concern of 
those who have raised questions about 
missile defense go to the treaty’s other 
reference to missile defense in the pre-
amble, together with the unilateral 
statement Russia issued on its own on 
the subject, and the so-called with-
drawal clause in the treaty. The trea-
ty’s preamble recognizes: 

The existence of the interrelationship be-
tween strategic offensive arms and strategic 
defensive arms, that this interrelationship 
will become more important as strategic nu-
clear arms are reduced, and that current 
strategic defensive arms do not undermine 
the viability and effectiveness of the stra-
tegic offensive arms of the Parties. 

I don’t think anyone would deny that 
there is such an interrelationship. It is 
simply a fact. Nor does the preamble 
impose any obligation on us or on the 
Russians. It is not a binding limit on 
us, it requires nothing of us, and has no 
effect on the nuclear forces limited or 
not limited by the treaty. 

Russia also issued a unilateral state-
ment on missile defense at the time the 
treaty was signed. This is not part of 
the treaty and there is no binding force 
whatsoever on us or on the Russians. 
We issued a statement in response as 
well. 

Russia’s unilateral statement asserts 
the treaty can only be effective and 
viable where there is no qualitative or 
quantitative buildup in our missile de-
fense system capabilities. That is not 
what the actual treaty’s preamble 
says. Beyond that, the statement goes 
on to state that a missile defense build-
up ‘‘such that it would give rise to a 
threat to the strategic nuclear force 
potential of the Russian Federation’’ 
would count as an extraordinary event 
under article XIV of the treaty. Article 
XIV includes the withdrawal clause, 
which is a standard part of arms con-
trol treaties. That clause makes clear 
that each country has the right to 
withdraw from the treaty if it judges 
that extraordinary events related to 
the treaty’s subject matter have jeop-
ardized its supreme interests. 

That judgment cannot be second- 
guessed. Russia or the United States 
can always make a decision that its su-
preme interests require it to withdraw 
from the treaty under article XIV, and 
there is nothing the other party can do 
about it. 

Some of my colleagues on the other 
side are troubled and worried that Rus-
sia will seek to leverage the mention of 
missile defense in the preamble and 
their unilateral statement to pressure 
the United States to limit our missile 
defense. These worries are without 
foundation. The preamble and unilat-
eral statement add no force whatsoever 
to article XIV’s power of withdrawal 
from the treaty. And as Secretary 
Gates testified, we know the Russians 
have hated missile defense for decades, 
since strategic arms talks started. 
There is no surprise here. So it is no 
surprise that the Russians say a funda-
mental change in the strategic balance 
between our countries because of mis-
sile defense might lead them to with-
draw from the treaty. 
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But even that threat is far less than 

it has been made out to be by the trea-
ty’s critics. Even the Russians’ own 
unilateral statements count only a 
missile defense buildup that ‘‘would 
give rise to a threat to the strategic 
nuclear force potential of the Russian 
Federation’’ as potential cause for 
withdrawal. Right now, we have 30 
ground-based interceptors and the Rus-
sians will be able to deploy up to 1,500 
nuclear warheads. It is accepted you 
need at least two interceptors for each 
threat missile. 

We can and will continue to improve 
and deploy our missile defense without 
changing the fundamental situation 
with Russia. We can improve and ex-
pand our missile defense without 
threatening strategic stability with 
Russia. U.S. missile defense simply 
won’t meet the Russians’ own descrip-
tion of cause for withdrawal. 

But suppose the Russians see things 
otherwise. What is it that the Russians 
are actually threatening? Are they 
threatening to withdraw from the trea-
ty? No. Here is what President 
Medvedev said on April 9, the day after 
the treaty was signed, with reference 
to missile defense: 

If events develop in such a way to ulti-
mately change the fundamental situation, 
Russia would be able to raise this issue with 
the USA. This is the sense of the interpreta-
tion and the verbal statement made yester-
day. 

So if the Russians decide there has 
been a change in the fundamental situ-
ation on missile defense and offense, 
then they will ‘‘raise this issue with 
the USA.’’ Not withdraw from the trea-
ty but raise the issue with us. That is 
a threat I think we can handle. 

There is another reason not to be 
overly concerned. Around the time the 
United States and Soviet Union signed 
the original START treaty in 1991, the 
Soviet Union issued a unilateral state-
ment on the antiballistic missile—or 
ABM—treaty, which language is vir-
tually identical to the unilateral state-
ment the Russians just issued in con-
nection with the New START treaty. 

As you know, the United States did 
withdraw from the ABM treaty, and 
Russia, the successor to the U.S.S.R, 
did not in turn withdraw from the 
original START treaty, as they threat-
ened to do in the unilateral statement. 
Why would the Russians structure 
their unilateral statement exactly like 
their previous one if they wanted us to 
take the threat more seriously than 
the last one? The Russian objection to 
missile defense is well known and well 
understood. Their threat to withdraw 
from the treaty, such as it is, is not 
strong and the treaty’s actual pre-
amble imposes no obligation, restraint 
or pressure upon us. 

The bottom line is that whatever de-
cisions the Obama administration and 
Congress make on missile defense pol-
icy can and will be made independent 
of Russian threats. Frankly, our mis-
sile defense will not threaten strategic 
stability with them. The New START 

treaty doesn’t alter our calculations on 
missile defense one iota. 

If this is Russia’s effort to pressure 
us on missile defense, it is very weak 
and easily resisted. I, personally, 
pledge to make judgments about our 
missile defense policy on the basis of 
technical and strategic considerations, 
entirely independent of Russian pres-
sure, and I am sure my colleagues will 
do the same. 

To sum up, the limitation on conver-
sion of launchers in article V of the 
New START treaty is, in fact, a major 
success of our negotiators. In return 
for agreeing not to convert more ICBM 
silos, which we were never going to do 
anyway, we kept our missile defense 
out of the treaty and away from reg-
ular Russian inspection, and we put to 
rest Russian complaints about our ex-
isting converted silos. We got several 
things of value at very low cost. 

Similarly, the mention of missile de-
fense in the preamble and the non-
binding statement made by the Rus-
sians will not allow them to pressure 
us or exercise a veto on our missile de-
fense. There is no meaningful pressure 
there. The threat is exceedingly weak 
and it is hard to see how my colleagues 
would take it seriously. 

There is simply not a missile defense 
problem with this treaty, but don’t just 
take it from me. In addition to the ex-
traordinary support this treaty has 
garnered from foreign policy experts 
across the political spectrum, there is 
remarkable support amongst our de-
fense leadership responsible for missile 
defense. This ranges from the Sec-
retary of Defense to the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs, the service chiefs, the 
commander of U.S. Strategic Command 
responsible for our nuclear deterrent, 
and the Director of the Missile Defense 
Agency. 

What is more, seven former com-
manders of Strategic Air Command and 
U.S. Strategic Command recently 
wrote to the Foreign Relations and 
Armed Services Committees to express 
their support for ratification of the 
treaty and specifically dismissed objec-
tions based on missile defense. 

I hope we consider the resolution of 
ratification on the floor of the Senate 
as soon as possible. The substantive 
case for the treaty could not be strong-
er. It is time to bring it into force. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I have, I 

guess, a parliamentary inquiry. Maybe 
the Senator from Massachusetts, 
through you, might answer. I think we 
are at a point in time where it is time 
for amendments to be offered. I encour-
age people, on our side of the aisle in 
particular, if they have amendments, 
to offer them. At present, I have no 
amendments personally. I was able to 
be involved in the resolution of ratifi-
cation that Senator LUGAR and I draft-
ed early during the committee. But I 
know a number of my colleagues have 
been wanting to offer amendments. It 

seems like there is a lot of time for 
that to occur today. That ought to be 
forthcoming so we can get on. 

I have some comments I would like 
to make about the treaty and I guess 
concerns I have that we would intro-
duce in the middle of this debate some 
political issues regarding the military 
that are unnecessary at this moment 
in time. That can be said later. But it 
is my hope we can move this along. 

I would like to ask the Senator from 
Massachusetts, through the Chair how 
the amendment process is working. I 
know there has been some question on 
our side about whether amendments to 
the treaty and amendments to the res-
olution itself can be offered at the 
same time. I think it would be help-
ful—because everybody is impatient. 
They are wanting to see the amend-
ments come forward and let’s move for-
ward with this process. It would be 
good to know how that process actu-
ally would work. There has been a 
question about the cloture vote and 
how that impacts pending amend-
ments. 

I think, in order to help move this 
along, it would be good if that could be 
answered. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, let me 
say to the Senator it may be we need 
the Parliamentarian on something, but 
here is my understanding. 

There is a distinction, obviously, be-
tween an amendment to the treaty and 
an amendment to the resolution of 
ratification. Under the parliamentary 
rules, there is a vagueness, frankly— 
according, even to the Parliamen-
tarian—as to how you go back and 
forth. I think in the language in the 
particular amendment, you can deal 
with that issue so you can make cer-
tain you are either addressing the reso-
lution of ratification or the treaty 
itself. 

Technically speaking, the treaty has 
to be dealt with first and then the reso-
lution of ratification subsequently. We 
can go back and forth. There is no 
problem in that. Is that accurate, Mr. 
President—I ask, through you, the Par-
liamentarian—that we can take an 
amendment at any time on either the 
resolution of ratification or the treaty? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. By unanimous consent that could 
be achieved. 

Mr. KERRY. So we could take them 
at any time; by unanimous consent we 
could actually be defining what we spe-
cifically would be agreeing to deal 
with. But under the rules, technically, 
you have to do the treaty and then 
move that aside and go to the resolu-
tion of ratification; is that a fair state-
ment? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct. 

The Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I am 

not sure it is my role, because of the 
way the managers manage this bill, to 
ask for unanimous consent in that re-
gard. I think that is probably some-
thing that either the two leaders 
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should ask or the two managers of the 
bill. But it would seem to me that 
would clear up any questions people 
have about the process itself. 

I ask the Senator from Massachu-
setts, through the Chair, if that is the 
way it should work, to get that unani-
mous consent. 

Mr. KERRY. To simplify matters, let 
me say this. We are prepared to take 
any amendment at any time and to 
proceed to it, and at a time the amend-
ment comes to us and we both get a 
chance to look at it, we will address 
the question to the Parliamentarian, 
whether we need to ask for unanimous 
consent or to change the initial lan-
guage of that particular amendment so 
it fits into that moment. What we will 
do is abide by the rules and make sure 
the amendment is appropriate. But we 
will take any amendment at any time 
as we always have in dealing with a 
treaty. We have always been able to re-
solve this question of where it applies. 

In the end, once we have moved onto 
the final 30 hours of debate, it is irrele-
vant anyway; we simply conclude. 

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. I would say I was here last 
night on the floor. I think the Senator 
was, too, when discussions took place 
around the CR. I think emotions 
around here were slightly frayed, and I 
think everybody wants this session to 
end. It is my hope it will end with us 
doing what is necessary on the START 
treaty. 

I think it would be good to clear that 
up. I think the last thing we need right 
now is confusion over that. It seems, 
instead of taking each amendment at a 
time—I am not up to any trickery 
here, I am just trying to clear this up— 
I think it would be much better—again, 
this is maybe beyond my pay grade at 
this moment—if the two bill managers 
would go ahead, by unanimous consent, 
and ask for that and move on with it. 
That way there is no question about 
whether people have the ability to try 
to amend either one, and we can move 
on so people cannot come down here 
later and say they were blocked from 
offering certain types of amendments. 

Mr. KERRY. Let me say to the Sen-
ator, we are working on the appro-
priate language so we do not, in fact, 
wind up inadvertently amending the 
treaty. So we will make certain we pro-
ceed in an appropriate way. 

But I guarantee any Senator, if they 
have an amendment, we will be able to 
take it and we are ready to proceed. 

I thank the Senator from Tennessee 
for his cooperative effort. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I think, hav-

ing spoken to a couple colleagues, it is 
quite likely the first amendment that 
will be offered, relatively soon, will be 
on the treaty itself so that issue will 
not have been—we will have time to 
work the question out that Senator 
KERRY and Senator CORKER have been 
talking about. 

Senator KERRY and I were involved in 
a discussion about missile defense last 
evening. I think that will be probably 
further debated in connection with the 
first amendment that is likely to be of-
fered. So let me turn to another matter 
that is of great concern to some of us 
and I think will require some resolu-
tion, either in an amendment of the 
treaty or preamble or in the resolution 
of ratification, and that is the limita-
tion that was placed on our potential 
prompt global strike—conventional 
global strike weapon. This is a matter 
on which the Senate gave its advice. 
Our role, of course, is advice and con-
sent. In the last Defense bill, section 
1251 of the fiscal year 2010 NDAA, we 
included a statement that the New 
START treaty should not include any 
limitations on advanced conventional 
systems, otherwise known as conven-
tional prompt global strike. 

For the purposes of this, let me refer 
to that now as CPGS. Despite the as-
surances from some in the administra-
tion that wouldn’t happen, it did hap-
pen. There is both limiting language 
and language in the preamble that sets 
the stage for further limitations on 
CPGS. We were clear about this be-
cause I believe we are going to need 
this. General Chilton has said the same 
thing. First, let me make it clear, what 
we are talking about is a conventional 
warhead on top which is a missile that 
has ICBM-like capabilities, that can 
quickly reach a spot a long way away 
to deliver a nonnuclear warhead. 

With the WMD and terrorist and 
other rogue state kinds of threats that 
exist today, our administration and 
many of the rest of us have concluded 
this is a capability we need. 

Let me quote General Chilton: 
To provide the President a better range of 

non-nuclear options against rapidly emerg-
ing threats, we also require a deployed, con-
ventional prompt global strike capability to 
hold at risk targets in denied territory that 
can only be rapidly struck today with nu-
clear weapon platforms. 

That is the rationale for it. That is 
the administration’s statement, and I 
agree with that. 

The Senate provided its advice in 
Section 1251 of the Defense bill, and 
here is what Under Secretary of De-
fense Tauscher assured Senators. She 
said: 

[T]here is no effect for prompt global 
strike in the treaty. 

A March 26, 2010, White House fact 
sheet assured that: 

. . . the treaty does not contain any con-
straints on testing, development, or deploy-
ment of . . . current or planned United 
States long-range strike capabilities. 

Obviously, that statement was meant 
to assure us that CPGS would not be 
constrained or limited. But the kicker 
in there were the words ‘‘current’’ or 
‘‘planned.’’ That is because there is no 
current CPGS, and the administration 
is studying what particular system or 
systems to move forward with. 

So while technically correct that 
there is nothing current or planned, it 

is also true the constraints in the trea-
ty will limit whatever system we even-
tually come up with. The question, 
therefore, is what happens when, as 
General Chilton urges us, we develop a 
CPGS in the future. 

Incidentally, General Chilton is the 
head of our Strategic Command. He is 
the person responsible for under-
standing what the threats are and how 
we can deliver the right ordnance in 
the right place with perishable intel-
ligence in a very constrained atmos-
phere, and that is why his views on this 
are very important. Yet we conceded to 
Russian demands to place limits on 
CPGS. 

How was this done? The Russians 
were very clever about this. They knew 
they were not going to get the United 
States to back off our plan, so what 
they said was: You will have to count 
any of those missiles against the 700 
launcher limit on your nuclear delivery 
vehicles. 

That is not a good deal. Most of us 
believe the 700 is too low to begin with. 
What we will have to do is, for every 
single one of these, we will have to sub-
tract that number from the 700. So if 
you have 25, now you are down to 675 
launchers for nuclear weapons. 

That is a constraint. There is no way 
to describe that in any other terms. 
Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov said, 
on March 29: 

For the first time, this treaty sets the ceil-
ing, not only for strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles, but also for those ones which will 
be fitted with nonnuclear warheads. The U.S. 
is carrying out this work, which is why it 
would be extremely important to set a limit 
precisely on these types of weapons. 

I think he was more straightforward 
about this than the spokesman for the 
administration. He said: Sure, we put 
limits on it, and the United States is 
moving forward on it. That is why we 
wanted to put limits on it. 

So despite the relationship between 
strategic and tactical nuclear weap-
ons—but we would not dare deal with 
tactical weapons either in the pre-
amble or the treaty. Yet in another 
concession to the Russians, the pre-
amble to the treaty notes that the par-
ties are ‘‘mindful of the impact of con-
ventionally armed ICBMs and SLBMs 
on strategic stability.’’ 

Well, first of all, I do not agree with 
that statement. What is the impact? 
The impact assumes that we cannot 
segregate the two, which can be done. 
Second, are we to believe that tactical 
nuclear weapons, which the Russians 
enjoy a huge advantage—some say a 10- 
to-1 advantage over us—have no impact 
on strategic stability while conven-
tionally armed ballistic missiles do? 

What do Russia’s neighbors think of 
that argument, I might wonder. Clear-
ly, these limits on CPGS and the dan-
gerous language in the preamble were 
concessions to the Russians. It is not in 
our interest because we do intend to go 
forward with this. I think, taken to its 
extreme, the treaty could prevent the 
United States from acquiring the non-
nuclear strategic capabilities nec-
essary to counter today’s principal 
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threats, terrorists and regional adver-
saries armed with weapons of mass de-
struction. 

We recognize the resolution of ratifi-
cation has language on this. It does not 
rescind, and could not rescind, the spe-
cific limitation on counting conven-
tionally armed ballistic missiles or 
mitigate the potential for severe dis-
agreement with the Russians over this 
issue in the very near future. 

I do not think we should ratify a 
treaty without knowing what kind of 
CPGS systems may be counted and how 
that will affect the nuclear triad at the 
much reduced levels now of 700 delivery 
vehicles. According to the Department 
of Defense, an assessment on treaty 
implications for CPGS proposals will 
not be ready until 2011. So under the 
resolution approved by the committee, 
Senators will not know until the trea-
ty enters into force, when, obviously, it 
would be too late. 

So the bottom line is, with a 700- 
launch vehicle limit, and CPGS count-
ing against that limit, we will have 
fewer nuclear delivery vehicles than we 
negotiated for in the treaty, and that 
limit will be a disincentive to develop 
the CPGS as a result. 

Second, the language in the preamble 
regarding the impact of CPGS on stra-
tegic stability opens the door to fur-
ther Russian pressure against the 
United States not to develop and de-
ploy these systems. Why should we ac-
cept these constraints in a treaty that 
was about nuclear weapons? 

Now, I think Senator KERRY had 
three main points, if I distilled it cor-
rectly. First was, well, the Russians 
wanted to limit us from doing this at 
all. So, in effect, we should be thankful 
the only limitation was on the number. 
I do not think that is a very good argu-
ment. As I said, we wanted to talk tac-
tical. The Russians said no, so we did 
not talk tactical in the strategic trea-
ty. There is no reason why, in a stra-
tegic nuclear treaty, we need to talk 
conventional arms either. But we 
agreed to do that. 

Another argument that Senator 
KERRY—well, it goes along with some 
in Russia who have said: Well, it would 
be very hard for us to know whether a 
missile launch was a strategic nuclear 
weapon or one of these conventional 
Prompt Global Strike weapons. 

That is sort of a justification for the 
Russian position. But most of the ex-
perts with whom I have talked say that 
is not a limitation we need to worry 
about at all. We could easily agree with 
the Russians in various ways to as-
suage their concerns. For example, we 
can deploy the conventionally armed 
ballistic missiles in areas that are dis-
tinct from our ICBM field, allow them 
to periodically conduct onsite inspec-
tions under separate agreement. That 
could be done. And there are other 
mechanisms as well. The key point is 
that we need these capabilities. I do 
not think we should limit them in an 
arms control treaty dealing with stra-
tegic nuclear weapons. 

The other argument is, well, we are 
not going to develop these for maybe 10 
years, which is outside the life of the 
treaty. First of all, we should not have 
constraints on developing them at any 
point. We should not create the prece-
dent that whatever we do with Prompt 
Global Strike is going to count against 
our nuclear delivery limits, which is 
what this treaty does. 

But, finally, there are programs that 
are being studied right now in the 
United States that would allow us to 
put the Prompt Global Strike capa-
bility into service quite quickly. We 
need it; we need it now. For example, 
there have been proposals for weapons 
on conventional Trident missiles, to 
cite one example, that would count and 
could be deployed in less than 10 years. 
The National Academy notified Con-
gress in May of 2007 that conventional 
Trident missiles could be operationally 
deployed within 2 years of funding. And 
there are others. 

My point is, we should not be saying: 
Well, because certain things are not 
going to happen for 10 years, the treaty 
lasts 10 years, therefore, we do not 
have to worry about it. It takes a long 
time to plan these systems, and if they 
are going to be constrained by what is 
in the treaty today, they are likely 
going to be constrained by provisions 
in future treaties as well. 

This is a bad precedent. It is one of 
the reasons we think before we were to 
proceed with this treaty, we would 
need to have some resolution either in 
the preamble or the treaty or the reso-
lution of ratification that would give 
us assurance that we could develop 
Prompt Global Strike without detract-
ing from our ability to deliver nuclear 
warheads as well. 

I would like to turn to another mat-
ter. I mentioned briefly when I began 
my conversation yesterday morning 
about the treaty—and that is, that 
looked at in a larger context, some 
people have said: Well, this treaty, in 
and of itself, may not put that many 
constraints on the United States. 
Therefore, they are willing to support 
it. I appreciate the rationale behind 
the argument. 

But there is an argument that this 
treaty has to be considered in its con-
text. That is one of the reasons the 
people are concerned about the missile 
defense issue. But another element of 
context is the whole modernization 
issue, which is directly related to, but 
in a slightly different way relevant to 
the consideration of the treaty. 

But the other aspect of context is 
that this is a treaty seen by the admin-
istration as moving a step forward to-
ward the President’s vision of a world 
without nuclear weapons. There are a 
lot of people who disagree with that vi-
sion and who believe if this treaty is 
ratified, then, in effect, the adminis-
tration’s very next step is going to be 
to begin negotiations to do that. 

Indeed, administration spokesmen 
have said precisely that. Secretary 
Clinton, when New START was signed, 

talked about the President’s vision of 
the world without nuclear weapons, 
and said: We are making real progress 
toward that goal. 

There have been numerous adminis-
tration spokesmen who have made the 
same point. I will just mention three. 
Under Secretary Tauscher, whom I re-
ferred to earlier; Assistant Secretary of 
State Rose Gottemoeller, who actually 
negotiated this treaty; and Assistant 
Secretary of Defense Alexander 
Vershbow have all indicated the next 
round of negotiations the administra-
tion intends to engage in, beginning 
immediately after the ratification of 
the START treaty, is the march toward 
the President’s vision of a world with-
out nuclear weapons. 

I said I do not share that vision. I do 
not share it for two reasons: I think it 
is difficult, if not impossible, to 
achieve, and I question whether it is a 
good idea at all. I do not think any-
body believes that is something that is 
achievable in anybody’s lifetime, even 
if it is ever achievable. 

But, right now, focusing on this di-
verts attention, as I think this treaty 
does, from the efforts to deal with the 
true threats of today: countries such as 
Iran and North Korea and nuclear 
weapons falling into the hands of ter-
rorists. As I said—in fact, let me quote 
Dr. Rice, who just recently wrote an 
op-ed in the Wall Street Journal. De-
cember 7 is the date. She said: 

Nuclear weapons will be with us for a long 
time. After this treaty, our focus must be on 
stopping dangerous proliferators, not on fur-
ther reductions in the U.S. and Russian stra-
tegic arsenals, which are really no threat to 
each other or to international stability. 

I agree with that. Let me quote 
George Kennan, who wrote this a long 
time ago, but I think it applies today: 

The evil of these Utopian enthusiasms was 
not only or even primarily the wasted time, 
the misplaced emphasis, the encouragement 
of false hopes. The evil lay primarily in the 
fact that those enthusiasms distracted our 
gaze from the real things that were hap-
pening. The cultivation of these Utopian 
schemes, flattering to our own image of our-
selves, took place at the expense of our feel-
ing for reality. 

I would apply that to today. While we 
make a big hullabaloo about signing a 
treaty between Russia and the United 
States, countries that are no longer en-
emies, who are bringing down our stra-
tegic arsenals because it is in our own 
self-interest to do so, and ignore the 
threats—and I should not say ‘‘ignore’’ 
because that is to suggest the adminis-
tration and others have not spent time 
working on the problem of Iran and 
North Korea. I ask, however, how much 
success we have had and whether we 
need to devote more attention and ef-
fort to resolving those problems that 
are immediately in front of us rather 
than dealing with a nonproblem in the 
START treaty with Russia. 

Also, I would ask my colleagues to 
just reflect for a moment on what such 
a world would be like. You can divide, 
at least in my lifetime, barely, pre-Au-
gust 1945, in the last century, and post- 
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August 1945. World War II claimed be-
tween 56 and 81 million lives. It is as-
tounding to me we cannot even get a 
more accurate count of that. That is 
how destructive and disruptive and cat-
aclysmic World War II was. 

But it was ended with two atomic 
weapons. Since that time, the major 
powers—Russia, the United States, 
China—have not fired a shot in anger 
against each other. Major wars such as 
World War II, World War I—these kinds 
of wars have been avoided at least in 
part because the countries that possess 
these weapons know they cannot be 
used against each other in a conflict. 

That is the deterrent value. Would it 
be nice if they had never been in-
vented? Yes. Except for what they ac-
complished in ending World War II. But 
they cannot be uninvented, and the re-
ality is, today it does provide a deter-
rent for the United States to have 
these weapons, and 31 other countries 
in the world rely on that deterrent. 

So I would just ask those who say it 
would be wonderful if these weapons 
did not exist, what would the world 
look like today, with all of the con-
flicts that exist, and the opportunity 
for conventional warfare, uncon-
strained by the deterrent of a nuclear 
retaliation? 

Nobel Prize winner and arms control 
expert Thomas Schelling recently ob-
served that: In a world without nuclear 
weapons, countries would maintain an 
ability to rearm, and that ‘‘every crisis 
would be a nuclear crisis . . . the urge 
to preempt would dominate. . .it would 
be a nervous world.’’ 

Well, to be sure, and that is an under-
statement. New York Times columnist 
Roger Cohen wrote: 

A world without nuclear weapons sounds 
nice, but of course that was the world that 
brought us World War I and World War II. If 
you like the sound of that, the touchy-feely 
‘Ground Zero’ bandwagon is probably for 
you. 

General Brent Scowcroft, who is ac-
tually a proponent of this treaty wrote: 

Second, given the clear risks and the elu-
sive benefits inherent in additional deep 
cuts, the burden of proof should be on those 
who advocate such reductions to dem-
onstrate exactly how and why such cuts 
would serve to enhance U.S. security. Absent 
such a demonstration, we should not pursue 
additional cuts in the mistaken belief that 
fewer is ipso facto better. 

This is a point that was also made by 
the Bipartisan Congressional Commis-
sion on the Strategic Posture of the 
United States, the so-called Perry- 
Schlesinger Commission, in which they 
concluded: 

All of the commission members all believe 
that reaching the ultimate goal of global nu-
clear elimination would require a funda-
mental change in geopolitics. 

Again, quite an understatement. As I 
said, even the notion that we would be 
immediately pursuing, trying to reach 
this goal after the START treaty is 
ratified is to bring into question—at 
least I would suggest—in the minds of 
the 31 countries that depend on our nu-
clear deterrent for their security, 

whether this is a wise idea. There are 
plenty of folks around the world who 
have commented on this, national lead-
ers who have commented on this. 

Let me just quote a couple to illus-
trate the breadth of concern about it. 

The President of France, Nicolas 
Sarkozy: 

It— 

Referring to the French nuclear de-
terrent— 
is neither a matter of prestige nor a question 
of rank, it is quite simply the nation’s life 
insurance policy. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD, at the conclu-
sion of my remarks, a list of comments 
and quotations by people who have spo-
ken to this. Let me just cite maybe 
one. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(See exhibit 1). 
Mr. KYL. Bill Kristol, who is, I 

think, a very astute observer of these 
matters, wrote in the Washington Post 
in April of last year: 

Yet to justify a world without nuclear 
weapons, what Obama would really have to 
envision is a world without war, or without 
threats of war . . . The danger is that the al-
lure of a world without nuclear weapons can 
be a distraction—even an excuse for not act-
ing against real nuclear threats. So while 
Obama talks of a future without nuclear 
weapons, the trajectory we are on today is 
toward a nuclear- and missile-capable North 
Korea and Iran—and a far more dangerous 
world. 

The point of all of the people whom I 
don’t quote here but will include for 
the RECORD is that the genie will not 
be put back in the bottle. Countries 
will have nuclear weapons. As one of 
them pointed out, if we were ever, by 
some magic, able to rid the world of 
nuclear weapons, the threat of one na-
tion quickly acquiring them would be 
the most destabilizing thing one could 
imagine. The reality is, it is not going 
to happen. The United States moving 
toward that goal is not going to influ-
ence anyone, including North Korea or 
Syria or Iran or other countries that 
may mean the United States harm. 

For those who believe this is a bad 
idea and who would like to see the 
President step back from that goal and 
instead focus more convincingly on 
dealing with the threats that are near 
term, ratification of this treaty pre-
sents a real problem, especially when 
the administration talks about the 
very next thing they want to do after 
beginning those negotiations is to 
bring to the Senate the comprehensive 
test ban treaty which this Senate de-
feated 11 years ago, and there are even 
stronger reasons to reject it today. 

The bottom line is, one can argue 
that the dramatic reduction in the ar-
senals of Russia and United States of 
strategic weapons has been a good 
thing. It certainly has been an eco-
nomically justifiable action for both 
countries because they are costly. But 
it has had no discernible effect on nu-

clear proliferation. We have had more 
proliferation since, after the Cold War, 
we began to reduce these weapons. 
They are unlikely, between the United 
States and Russia, to be a cause of fu-
ture conflict. 

It is time for global disarmament, 
starting with President Obama, to rec-
ognize this reality and channel their 
considerable efforts and good inten-
tions toward the true dangers of which 
I have spoken. 

I would like to address one other sub-
ject, if I may. 

Mr. KERRY. I don’t want to inter-
rupt the Senator, but I wonder if, be-
fore he goes to another area, he would 
like to engage in a discussion on this 
particular one? 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I would be 
happy to do that. 

Mr. KERRY. If he is pressed for time, 
I understand that. 

Mr. KYL. I am always happy to yield 
to my friend, and we always engage in 
interesting colloquies. I had indicated 
that, as a predicate to amendments, 
several of us had opening statements 
we would like to give. I am ready to go 
to amendments, but there are a couple 
of things I would like to say before we 
do. 

Mr. KERRY. Then I will reserve my 
question until later. 

Mr. KYL. I will enjoy the colloquy we 
have when we do get around to it. 

Mr. President, we don’t have time to 
get into a lot of detail, but there is the 
question of verification. This is one of 
the other major matters people have 
written about, including Senator BOND, 
who is the ranking Republican on the 
Intelligence Committee. It is going to 
be important for the Senate to have an 
executive session to go over intel-
ligence, classified information that re-
lates to the question of verification 
and past Russian compliance or non-
compliance with agreements they have 
made with the United States. 

In this short period, I wish to rebut 
something that continues to be re-
peated and is simply not true or at 
least the implication is not true—that 
we have to do this treaty because we 
need the verification provisions. The 
implication is that they are good and 
strong and will be effective. They 
won’t. The verification provisions are 
far less than we had in the START I 
treaty. In the view of many people, 
they are not going to be effective. 

Secretary of State James Baker, who 
testified early on this treaty, said: 

[The verification mechanism in the New 
START treaty] does not appear as rigorous 
or extensive as the one that verified the nu-
merous and diverse treaty obligations and 
prohibitions under START I. This complex 
part of the treaty is even more crucial when 
fewer deployed nuclear warheads are allowed 
than were allowed in the past. 

My colleague Senator MCCAIN said: 
The New START treaty’s permissive ap-

proach to verification will result in less 
transparency and create additional chal-
lenges for our ability to monitor Russia’s 
current and future capabilities. 

Senator BOND said: 
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New START suffers from fundamental ver-

ification flaws that no amount of tinkering 
around the edges can fix. 

He also said: 
The Select Committee on Intelligence has 

been looking at this issue closely over the 
past several months . . . There is no doubt in 
my mind that the United States cannot reli-
ably verify the treaty’s 1,550 limit on de-
ployed warheads. 

In very simple terms, the reason he is 
saying that is that there is no overall 
verification of those warheads. We can 
look at an individual missile and see 
how many warheads are on the top, but 
that doesn’t tell us whether they are in 
compliance with 1,550. That is one of 
the fundamental flaws. 

The amount of telemetry, 
unencrypted telemetry, from Russian 
missile tests is reduced to zero unless 
the Russians decide to give us more 
than zero. 

There is no longer onsite monitoring 
of the mobile missile final assembly fa-
cility at Votkinsk, which has existed 
for all these years under START I. The 
Russians didn’t want us hanging 
around there anymore. We didn’t even 
fight for that. It is a critical verifica-
tion issue with respect to potentially a 
railcar or other mobile missiles the 
Russians will be developing. Secretary 
Gates spoke to that eloquently with re-
spect to the verification provisions in 
START I. There are fewer onsite in-
spections. And I can’t imagine the Rus-
sians would declare a facility, which is 
the only place we get to visit, and then 
be doing something nefarious at that 
particular declared facility. It is the 
undeclared facilities that represent a 
big part of the problem. 

Former CIA Director James Woolsey 
said: 

New START’s verification provisions will 
provide little or no help in detecting illegal 
activity at locations the Russians fail to de-
clare, are off-limits to U.S. inspectors, or are 
underground or otherwise hidden from our 
satellites. 

He makes the point, when he refers 
to satellites, those are sometimes re-
ferred to as our national assets. They 
do good and they tell us a lot, but they 
can’t possibly tell us all we need to 
know. That is why we had much more 
vigorous verification under START I. 

There are other things we will be dis-
cussing when we get into the classified 
session on this, but let me conclude 
this point and my presentation with 
this reality. We will find—I can say 
this much, at least, in open session— 
that the Russians have violated major 
provisions of most of the agreements 
we have entered into with them for a 
long, long time: START I, the Chem-
ical Weapons Convention, the Biologi-
cal Weapons Convention, the conven-
tional forces in Europe treaty, the 
Open Skies Treaty, and, by the way, 
others I won’t mention. 

The concern would be for a breakout. 
Today, Russia and the United States 
are not enemies. That is why a lot of 
this is of less concern than it ordi-
narily would be. The big concern is just 
that ultimate concern of a breakout. 

What if all of a sudden they decided to 
confront us over some issue relating to 
a country on their border or something 
else and we were not aware they had 
gained a significant advantage over us? 
Again, the preparation of the United 
States to deal with that takes a long 
time. I won’t get into it here, but it 
takes a long time. That is why verifica-
tion and intelligence is so important. 

I have talked about two things this 
morning: the conventional global 
strike and the verification issues, as 
well as the general concept of a world 
without nuclear weapons, which, unfor-
tunately, this treaty, at least in the 
minds of a lot of people, is viewed as a 
predicate for and which would be very 
dangerous. 

There are some other issues I eventu-
ally wish to speak to, including the 
whole question of whether, as a ration-
ale for this treaty, the reset relations 
with Russia have really provided very 
much help to the United States and 
whether this treaty should be used as a 
way of assuaging Russian sensitivities 
or convincing them to cooperate with 
us on other things. 

Others have talked about tactical nu-
clear weapons, and there will be 
amendments we will be offering to deal 
with that, and we can discuss that 
later. 

There is also the very important 
matter of the Bilateral Consultative 
Commission, recognizing that this 
group of Russian and American nego-
tiators could in secret change terms of 
the treaty. The resolution of ratifica-
tion provided for a notice provision, 
but it is not adequate. I am hoping my 
colleagues will agree with us on that. 
We will provide a longer term for noti-
fication, with an ability of the Senate 
to reject terms that are deemed central 
to the treaty and for which we really 
need to be providing our consent or 
nonconsent. 

Then finally, something I alluded to 
here, which is that the United States 
really ought to be spending more time 
dealing with the threats that I think 
are more real to us today, threats com-
ing from places such as Iran and North 
Korea, rather than assuming that our 
top priority is to rush it right up to 
Christmas in order to get it done. 

We will have more opportunity to 
talk about all of those matters later. 
Hopefully this afternoon, we can begin 
debating amendments, and we do need 
to get squared away the issue that Sen-
ator CORKER and Senator KERRY talked 
about, which is how we go about doing 
that in a way that does not cut off peo-
ple’s rights to offer amendments which 
are to the resolution of ratification. 

EXHIBIT 1 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS ON THE FOLLY OF 
ZERO 

‘‘The presumption that U.S. movement to-
ward nuclear disarmament will deliver non-
proliferation success is a fantasy. On the 
contrary, the U.S. nuclear arsenal has itself 
been the single most important tool for non-
proliferation in history, and dismantling it 
would be a huge setback.’’ 94 

‘‘The Obama administration’s push for nu-
clear disarmament has a seductive intellec-
tual and political appeal, but its main points 
are in contradiction with reality. And when 
a security policy is built on fantasy, some-
one usually gets hurt.’’ 95 

Kenneth Waltz, leading arms controller 
and professor emeritus of political science at 
UC Berkeley: ‘‘We now have 64 years of expe-
rience since Hiroshima. It’s striking and 
against all historical precedent that for that 
substantial period, there has not been any 
war among nuclear states.’’ 96 

‘‘And even if Russia and China (and 
France, Britain, Israel, India, and Pakistan) 
could be coaxed to abandon their weapons, 
we’d still live with the fear that any of them 
could quickly and secretly rearm.’’ 97 

Secretary James Schlesinger, post-Rey-
kjavik (1986): ‘‘Nuclear arsenals are going to 
be with us as long as there are sovereign 
states with conflicting ideologies. Unlike 
Aladdin with his lamp, we have no way to 
force the nuclear genie back into the bottle. 
A world without nuclear weapons is a uto-
pian dream.’’ 98 

Nicolas Sarkozy, President of France: ‘‘It 
[the French nuclear deterrent] is neither a 
matter of prestige nor a question of rank, it 
is quite simply the nation’s life insurance 
policy.’’ 99 

‘‘The idea of a world free of nuclear weap-
ons is not so much an impossible dream as 
an impossible nightmare.’’ 100 

‘‘A world that was genuinely free of nu-
clear weapons would look very different. War 
between big powers would once again become 
thinkable. In previous eras, the rise and fall 
of great powers has almost always been ac-
companied by war. The main reason for hop-
ing that the rise of China will be an excep-
tion to this grisly rule is that both the U.S. 
and China have nuclear weapons. They will 
have to find other ways to act out their ri-
valries.’’ 101 

William Kristol: ‘‘Yet to justify a world 
without nuclear weapons, what Obama would 
really have to envision is a world without 
war, or without threats of war . . . The dan-
ger is that the allure of a world without nu-
clear weapons can be a distraction—even an 
excuse for not acting against real nuclear 
threats . . . So while Obama talks of a future 
without nuclear weapons, the trajectory we 
are on today is toward a nuclear- and mis-
sile-capable North Korea and Iran—and a far 
more dangerous world.’’ 102 

‘‘As long as a nukeless world remains wish-
ful thinking and pastoral rhetoric, we’ll be 
all right. But if the Nobel Committee truly 
cares about peace, its members will think a 
little harder about trying to make it a re-
ality. Open a history book and you’ll see 
what the modern world looks like without 
nuclear weapons. It is horrible beyond de-
scription.’’ 103 

‘‘So when last we saw a world without nu-
clear weapons, human beings were killing 
one another with such feverish efficiency 
that they couldn’t keep track of the victims 
to the nearest 15 million. Over three decades 
of industrialized war, the planet averaged 
about 3 million dead per year. Why did that 
stop happening?’’ 104 

‘‘A world with nuclear weapons in it is a 
scary, scary place to think about. The indus-
trialized world without nuclear weapons was 
a scary, scary place for real. But there is no 
way to un-ring the nuclear bell. The science 
and technology of nuclear weapons is wide-
spread, and if nukes are outlawed someday, 
only outlaws will have nukes.’’ 105 
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Mr. KYL. I think it is true, Senator 

KERRY said that under the precedents 
of the Senate, we first have to attempt 
to amend the treaty and the preamble, 
and to do otherwise or to mix the two 
up would require unanimous consent. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, we have 
no intention of trying to use any tech-
nicality to deny an ability to offer an 
amendment. When each amendment 
comes up, we will find a way to make 
certain it is appropriate. We obviously 
have to send a signal at this point 
where you have to go off the treaty and 
onto the resolution of ratification. 
That happens automatically when we 
file cloture. So once that is done, it 
really becomes irrelevant. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, when the 
Senator says that happens automati-
cally, if cloture is filed and invoked, 
then both amendments to the treaty, 
the preamble, and the resolution of 
ratification are cut off at that point, 
correct? 

Mr. KERRY. No. There still are ger-
mane amendments allowed to the reso-
lution of ratification at that point, 
providing we have at that point com-
pleted issues on the treaty. 

Mr. KYL. In other words, cloture cuts 
off both the resolution of ratification 
amendments as well as treaty and pre-
amble amendments. 

Mr. KERRY. Correct. Once it has 
been invoked, that is correct. 

Let me say a couple of things to my 
friend, if I may. I know he has to run, 
but in his earlier argument with re-
spect to the prompt global strike—we 
can get into this, and we will a little 
bit later, but he said something about 
how you could eliminate the issue of 
confusion with the Russians because 
you could just agree with them, and 
they could agree, and then you have 
sort of an identification. The whole 
point is, they won’t agree. They are not 
going to agree. You can’t sort of make 
this supposition all of a sudden that 
you can erase a problem simply be-
cause they will agree to something 
they don’t want to agree to, which is 
why we are in the place we are with re-
spect to that issue. That is No. 1. 

No. 2, we made the decision, our gen-
erals made the decision, our defense 
folks, that we are better off with this 
because it, in fact, gives us a greater 
capacity to be able to verify what they 
are doing as well as what we are doing 
and to understand the makeup of 
ICBMs as we go forward. 

I won’t go into this at great length, 
but let me say to the Senator, I urge 
him to reread the resolution of ratifi-
cation. In that resolution, condition 6 
addresses these questions. Condition 7 
addresses these questions. Under-
standing 5 addresses strategic range 
nonnuclear weapons systems and dec-
laration 3 addresses them. I will not go 
through all of that language right now, 
but we have addressed this question. 
Any future treaty with respect to this 
question of global zero that keeps com-
ing back up—I will talk about this 
later with the Senator, but the Senator 
must have a very different vision of 
where he would like to see the world go 
and of what would be in the long-term 
interest globally and of what the im-
pact is of multiple nuclear weapons in 
the world with a lot more fissionable 
material, a lot more ability for terror-
ists to be able to access that fission-
able material. 

The fact is that in testimony before 
our committee, Secretary Baker was 
very clear about the linkage of the 
Nunn-Lugar threat reduction program 
and the START treaty. He said directly 
to the committee that were it not for 
the START treaty, we would not have 
been able to reduce the numbers of nu-
clear weapons and therefore the 
amount of fissionable material that in 
many cases was badly guarded or not 
guarded at all and completely available 
to the possibility of black market sale 
and falling into the hands of terrorists. 
There are many ways to proceed for-
ward. 

I would also say to my friend, with 
respect to this global nuclear zero, it is 
stunning to me that colleagues are 
coming to the floor fighting against an 
organizing principle and concept for 
how you could move the entire world 
to a safer place, ultimately, none of 
which will happen, clearly, without ex-
traordinary changes globally in the 
way nations relate to each other and 
behave, how you control fissionable 
material, and what kind of dispute res-
olution mechanisms might be available 
in the future. 

But, for heaven’s sake, it is incred-
ible to me that you cannot imagine and 
have a vision of the possibility of a 
world in which you ultimately work to 
get this. That is the purpose of human 
endeavor in this field, in a sense. It is 
why we have a United Nations. It is 
why President after President has 
talked about a world without nuclear 
weapons, a world that is safer. 

Does that mean that all of a sudden 
we are discarding the present day no-
tion of deterrence? No. Does that mean 
we are ignoring the reality of how 
countries have made judgments over 
the course of the Cold War about peace 
and war and what the risk is of going 
to war? Obviously not. 

One of the things the Navy did for me 
was send me to nuclear, chemical, bio-
logical warfare school, and I spent an 
interesting time learning about throw 
weight and the concentric circles of 
damage and the extent to which one 

nuclear weapon wreaks havoc in the 
world. The concept, to me, of 1,550 of 
them aimed at each other is still way 
above any sort of reasonable standards, 
in my judgment, about what it takes to 
deter. Do you think we would think 
about bombing China today or going to 
war with them? China has, in pub-
lished, unclassified assessments, one- 
tenth maybe of the number of weapons 
we have. I do not think they are feeling 
particularly threatened by the United 
States in that context, nor we they, be-
cause you arrive at other ways of sort 
of working through these kinds of 
things. 

So I just think this concept of a nu-
clear zero is so irrelevant to this de-
bate, particularly given the fact that 
we are debating a treaty which is the 
only way to agree to reduce the weap-
ons that requires 67 votes in the Sen-
ate. So even if President Obama want-
ed to try to do something in the future, 
this treaty does not open the door to it 
because it would require a next treaty 
in order to accomplish it and that 
would require 67 votes and it is pretty 
obvious you would never get that in 
the Senate in the current world. 

So what are we talking about here? 
It is sort of a distraction. It is one of 
these hobgoblins of some folks who are 
so ideologically narrowly focused that 
they cannot see the forest for the trees. 
The choice is between having a treaty 
that gives you inspection, that every 
Member of our intelligence community 
says can be verified, that helps to pro-
vide security or not having one and 
having no inspection and having no 
verification—none, whatsoever. That is 
the choice. This is not particularly 
complicated, unless you want to make 
it so, for a whole lot of other reasons. 

So the concept that doing this treaty 
is a distraction from dealing with ter-
ror is absolutely contradicted by the 
facts. Witness what Jim Baker and oth-
ers have said about the Nunn-Lugar 
Threat Reduction Program and its 
linkage to START I, not to mention 
the myriad of other benefits that come, 
and there you see what Russia has done 
with the United States in recent 
months to move with respect to Iran. If 
we had not had a reset button, if we 
had not improved the relationship with 
Russia, if we had not been able to share 
information and have a cooperative at-
mosphere, partly increased by virtue of 
this treaty agreement, if we had not 
done that, Russia would not have 
joined with the United States because 
the relationship would not have been 
such that they would have been willing 
to in order to bring greater sanctions 
against Iran and try to deal with Iran’s 
nuclear program. 

So all of these things are linked. To 
suggest somehow that you can walk in 
here and just separate them and treat 
them differently is to ignore the nature 
of government-to-government rela-
tions, to ignore the nature of bilateral 
relationships, to ignore the nature of 
human nature in which people react to 
what other people do, and countries are 
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the same way. They react to the sense 
of where we are headed. By working to-
gether cooperatively, I think we have 
been able to say we are headed in the 
same direction, and that is an impor-
tant message. 

There is a lot more to be said on all 
this, but I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, during 
the debate, several Senators have 
noted concerns about the U.S. triad of 
submarines, land-based missiles, and 
those weapons with which we will 
equip our heavy bombers over the dura-
tion of the treaty. 

Others have cited concerns with the 
administration’s plans for ICBM mod-
ernization in the updated 1251 report. 
They note it could somehow constrain 
our flexibility and serves to meet some 
arms control aspirations rather than 
weapons modernization. 

Our resolution of ratification incor-
porated a declaration concerning the 
so-called triad. This was done in the 
committee with an amendment offered 
by Senator RISCH. 

That declaration, No. 13, states: 
It is the sense of the Senate that United 

States deterrence and flexibility is assured 
by a robust triad of strategic delivery vehi-
cles. To this end, the United States is com-
mitted to accomplishing the modernization 
and replacement of its strategic nuclear de-
livery vehicles, and to ensuring the contin-
ued flexibility of United States conventional 
and nuclear delivery systems. 

That, as I say, was included in our 
committee work. 

Secondly, I wrote to Secretary Gates 
last week, our Secretary of Defense, re-
garding the concerns that many Sen-
ators have noted about the age and 
weaponry for our heavy bombers, nota-
bly the B–52 and its air-launched cruise 
missile, and about modernization plans 
for our ICBMs. I wanted assurances 
that over the duration of the treaty we 
will have a triad of systems that is 
credible, particularly the bomber leg of 
our triad. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
response I received from Secretary 
Gates on December 10. 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
PENTAGON, 

Washington, DC, December 10, 2010. 
Hon. RICHARD G. LUGAR, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Foreign Rela-

tions, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR LUGAR: Thank you for your 

letter of December 6, 2010, regarding future 
U.S. strategic force structure in light of the 
Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), the Section 
1251 Report, and the Update to the 1251 Re-
port. I would like to take this opportunity to 
address the issues raised in your letter re-
garding the continuing viability of the U.S. 
air-launched cruise missile (ALCM) capa-
bility and the heavy bomber force, as well as 
the basing and warhead options for a follow- 
on intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM). 

Regarding your first concern on the viabil-
ity of the ALCM inventory and the heavy- 
bomber leg of the Triad, the Administration 

intends to replace the current ALCM with an 
advanced penetrating long range standoff 
(LRSO) cruise missile. The current ALCM 
will be maintained through 2030 with mul-
tiple service life extension programs to en-
sure viability of the propulsion systems, 
guidance and flight control systems and war-
head arming components. The Department of 
Defense intends to field an advanced LRSO 
capability to replace the ALCM and the Air 
Force has programmed approximately $800 
million for research, development, test, and 
evaluation over the next five years for the 
development of LRSO. As this effort pro-
ceeds, we will work with the National Nu-
clear Security Administration to study op-
tions for a safe, secure, and effective nuclear 
warhead for the LRSO. The Administration 
is committed to providing a sufficient and 
credible nuclear standoff attack capability, 
and ensuring that the bomber leg of the 
Triad remains fully capable of supporting 
U.S. deterrent requirements. This commit-
ment to maintaining an effective nuclear 
standoff attack capability is coupled with 
the Administration’s plans to sustain the 
heavy-bomber leg of the Triad for the indefi-
nite future and its commitment to the mod-
ernization of the heavy bomber force. 

The Administration is also committed to 
sustaining the silo-based Minuteman III 
force through 2030, as mandated by Congress. 
This sustainment includes substantial life 
extension programs and security upgrades, 
which will allow us to sustain up to 420 sin-
gle warhead ICBMs at three bases under the 
New START Treaty. The Administration be-
lieves that preparatory analysis for a follow- 
on ICBM capability in the 2030 timeframe 
should examine a wide range of options. Silo- 
based ICBMs have clear advantages; at the 
same time, considering other alternatives 
will help to determine a cost-effective ap-
proach for a follow-on ICBM that supports 
continued reductions in U.S. nuclear weap-
ons while promoting stable deterrence. It 
should be noted that deployment of the fol-
low-on ICBM, in whatever form it takes, will 
occur well beyond the expiration of New 
START, if it is ratified and enters into force 
in the near term. Finally, neither the Update 
to the 1251 Report nor planning and guidance 
for a follow-on ICBM will constrain the flexi-
bility of a follow-on design with respect to 
warhead loadings. In the meantime, plans 
are currently in work to retain the capa-
bility to deploy multiple warheads on the 
Minuteman III missile, to include periodic 
operational test launches with more than 
one warhead. 

Thank you for the opportunity to address 
the important matters you have raised in 
connection with our Nation’s nuclear deter-
rent, and for your leadership on the New 
START Treaty. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT M. GATES. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I asked 
for an assurance that over the duration 
of the New START treaty the Defense 
Department will not permit a situation 
to arise where heavy bombers lack suf-
ficient and credible nuclear standoff 
attack capability. 

Secretary Gates responded that the 
current air-launched cruise missile will 
be maintained through 2030 with mul-
tiple lifetime extensions and that ‘‘the 
Administration is committed to pro-
viding a sufficient and credible nuclear 
standoff attack capability, and ensure 
that the bomber leg of the Triad re-
mains fully capable of supporting U.S. 
deterrent requirements.’’ 

I also sought assurance that the lan-
guage in the 1251 update will in no way 

modify the basing of the ICBM leg of 
the triad nor constrain its future de-
signs with respect to warhead loadings; 
that is, constraining it to meet some 
arms control goal of fewer warheads for 
ICBMs. 

Secretary Gates responded that ‘‘The 
Administration is also committed to 
sustaining the silo-based Minuteman 
III force through 2030, as mandated by 
Congress’’ and that ‘‘[N]either the Up-
date to the 1251 Report nor planning 
and guidance for a follow-on ICBM will 
constrain the flexibility of a follow-on 
design with respect to warhead load-
ings.’’ 

Bombers will have sufficient nuclear 
weapons under New START. We are not 
going to constrain a future ICBM for 
purposes of arms control. 

With these commitments, and our 
declaration, I am assured by Secretary 
of Defense Gates that we will have a 
credible bomber leg, one that allows us 
sufficient and flexible responses to 
strategic change, and that a future 
ICBM will not be less effective or flexi-
ble than our present ICBMs. 

Moreover, regarding New START 
force levels, the combatant commander 
responsible for executing strategic de-
terrence operations and planning for 
nuclear operations, General Chilton, 
has said this about the New START 
treaty and its force structure: 

Under the New START Treaty, based on 
U.S. Strategic Command analysis, I assess 
that the triad of diverse and complementary 
delivery systems will provide sufficient capa-
bilities to make our deterrent credible and 
effective. . . . Under the New START Treaty, 
the United States will retain the military 
flexibility necessary to ensure each of these 
for the period of the treaty. . . . U.S. Stra-
tegic Command analyzed the required nu-
clear weapons and delivery vehicle force 
structure and posture to meet current guid-
ance and provided options for consideration 
by the Department of Defense . . . this rig-
orous appraisal rooted in both deterrence 
strategy and an assessment of potential ad-
versary capabilities, validated both the 
agreed-upon reductions in the New START 
Treaty and recommendations in the Nuclear 
Posture Review. 

End of quote from General Chilton. 
Note what he said—that this analysis 

take into account potential adversary 
capabilities. General Chilton is con-
fident in our deterrent and that the 
force structure under the treaty and 
our triad will meet our needs. 

I do not think we should dispute ei-
ther General Chilton or Secretary 
Gates—long-serving professionals who 
have served both Presidents Bush and 
Obama so very well. 

I would add, supplementing the excel-
lent comments made by my colleague, 
the chairman, that from the beginning 
of our debates in the Senate on arms 
control treaties or even before that, 
the so-called Nunn-Lugar Cooperative 
Threat Reduction Program, there have 
been many Senators very sincere in 
their viewpoints that they simply do 
not like arms control treaties. Fur-
thermore, they would counsel that you 
cannot trust the Russians. Therefore, 
adding the two together, if you have an 
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aversion to arms control treaties and 
agreements and you do not trust the 
Russians and, furthermore, you do not 
want to trust the Russians or have any 
further dealings with them quite apart 
from treaties on arms control, this 
leads to certain skepticism, if not out-
right opposition, to those of us who 
have been proposing arms control trea-
ties for several years and arms control 
treaties with the Russians in par-
ticular. 

I would simply point out, as I tried to 
yesterday informally, that there are al-
ways extraordinary problems with veri-
fication of any treaty, and much of the 
debate on this treaty, in terms of our 
committee responsibilities and initial 
statements made by Senators on the 
floor, zero in on such points, as to the 
fact that you cannot trust the Rus-
sians, and/or there are other things in 
the world we ought to be paying atten-
tion to, much more important than the 
Russians for that matter, and, further, 
that somehow this treaty, in par-
ticular, will inhibit the defense of our 
country, specifically through missile 
defense. 

Members of administrations past and 
present have affirmed it is important 
to have arms control treaties with the 
Russians. It has not ever been a ques-
tion of trusting the Russians. It has 
been a question of trying to provide 
verification that the provisions of the 
treaties that we have negotiated are, in 
fact, fulfilled. It is a fact, as has been 
suggested by some Senators, that on 
several occasions we have found viola-
tions or very dubious conduct on the 
part of the Russians. I have no idea 
how many times they have testified 
they have found something doubtful 
about our performance, but in any 
event, in the real world of deterrence 
and the real world of verifiability, 
there have been abrasions and argu-
ments and disputes. 

I would simply say one of the values 
of the treaties we have had with the 
Russians, and specifically the START 
treaty regime, is that they have al-
lowed many of us—the distinguished 
chairman has made a good number of 
trips to Russia and to countries that 
surround Russia. I have had that re-
sponsibility and opportunity for many 
years likewise. 

I testified yesterday during our de-
bate that on one occasion, when I was 
invited to come to Sevmash, the sub-
marine base, I saw things no American 
had ever seen before, apparently. When 
we talk about our intelligence facili-
ties, there were no pictures taken by 
our intelligence folks, or very good di-
mensions of what a Typhoon submarine 
actually looked like or what it did. We 
had various suppositions. Incredibly, 
after my visit to Sevmash, where we 
were not allowed to take pictures, a 
Russian sent to me a picture of me 
standing in front of a Typhoon sub-
marine. From our intelligence stand-
point, this was the first time anyone 
had seen a picture of a Typhoon, quite 
apart from a diligent Senator standing 

in front of it. Furthermore, we had 
good opportunities with the Russians 
to discuss the Typhoon. 

I don’t specialize in submarines, but I 
was able to take notes and to make 
known at least my impressions of that 
particular situation. Why in the world 
would someone invite a Senator to 
come see something of that variety? It 
came about because we literally had 
not only boots on the ground in terms 
of our military but some of us even as 
Senators. The relationship was such 
that the Russians, perceiving they 
needed to get rid of the Typhoon sub-
marines and it was going to be very ex-
pensive, technically maybe even dan-
gerous with regard to removal of all of 
the 200 missiles, decided it was time to 
do business. The opportunities that 
come, in other words, from a relation-
ship of that sort sometimes move in di-
rections no one might have antici-
pated—but to the good, in my judg-
ment. I admitted yesterday only three 
of the six Typhoons have, in fact, been 
destroyed. It is a tedious, expensive, 
difficult process. 

But getting back to our debates on 
the floor of the Senate, I can recall not 
only during the initial discussion of 
the Nunn-Lugar Act, but almost annu-
ally as appropriations were sought to 
continue this work, skeptical col-
leagues, first of all, doubting the value 
of any type of arrangement with the 
Russians, and doubting very much 
whether a dime of American taxpayer 
money should ever be spent on the Rus-
sians in this regard. So some of us, as 
reasonably and calmly as possible, 
could say, Well, we think it is probably 
important that if there are, in fact, nu-
clear warheads, thousands of them, 
aimed at our cities as well as our mili-
tary installations, and we have oppor-
tunities and cooperative threat reduc-
tion to work as contractors, as Sen-
ators, as military officials, whoever, 
with the Russians, we ought to take 
those warheads that are aimed at us off 
the missiles. We ought to physically 
take the missiles down. We ought to, in 
fact, destroy the silos in which they 
are located, and we think this is prob-
ably a valuable use of taxpayer money 
in terms of our own defense. 

Each year, by and large, that argu-
ment won, although rarely unani-
mously. On one occasion, incredible as 
it may be, Members of the Senate 
added so many qualifications, so many 
additional reports that had to be filed 
by the Defense Department or the 
State Department or intelligence au-
thorities that the whole fiscal year 
passed without a single dollar being 
available for expenditure on any of this 
armament reduction. In other words, 
Senators were so involved in attempt-
ing to demonstrate their mistrust of 
the Russians, their demand that our 
bureaucracy fulfill all sorts of impos-
sible goals, that nothing got done. 
Eventually over the course of the dec-
ade, we evolved to a point where by and 
large those sorts of debates began to 
taper off—and I am grateful for that— 

and we began to see the possibilities 
not only with regard to the Russians 
but other countries who had strange 
weapons that they reported to us and 
sought our cooperation. This is well be-
yond even the ability to wind up the 
nuclear situation in Ukraine or 
Kazakhstan or Belarus or what have 
you. 

I would cite one more, and that is in 
the year 2004, the first year in which 
the Senate voted that at least $50 mil-
lion—just $50 million of about $500 mil-
lion that year of the Nunn-Lugar pro-
gram could be used outside of Russia. 
So strong were feelings of some in op-
position to the Nunn-Lugar program 
that they saw the fact that it might 
spread outside of Russia almost as a 
contaminant, something that ought to 
be contained. They felt it was bad 
enough that we had ever had such a 
thing in Russia, quite apart that we 
ought to destroy weapons anywhere 
else. But nevertheless, a majority of 
the Senate did allow for $50 million. 
That very summer authorities in Alba-
nia notified the Pentagon that they 
had found some strange drums up 
above the capital city of Tirana in Al-
bania, and they wanted to report that 
to us because they thought they needed 
assistance, probably for safety’s sake 
of the Albanians who had found the 
drums. Our officials, having been in-
vited by the Albanians, went in fact to 
the mountains and they found the 
drums were filled with nerve gas. Very 
quickly, they simply put up a modest 
fence and began to roll the drums in 
behind the fence. 

I was invited to come over at that 
stage and I did, and I had good visits to 
our Ambassador to Albania, with their 
foreign minister and their defense min-
ister, members of their Parliament. Al-
bania at that time was a state that was 
coming out of a terrible dictatorship— 
a dictatorship so adverse that it was 
even difficult for the Soviet Union or 
China to deal with. Where in the world 
the nerve gas came from is a matter of 
conjecture. But in any event, once we 
had indicated our hopes that we could 
work with the Albanians, they invited 
us to do so and to help them destroy it. 

As a matter of fact, as a bonus, while 
we were up in the mountains they took 
us by several sheds where there were 
hundreds of MANPAD missiles—not 
weapons of mass destruction, but mis-
siles we had furnished, as a matter of 
fact, to forces in Afghanistan in an ear-
lier war to drive out the former Soviet 
Union. So we were able to destroy 
those while we were at it. As an added 
bonus, the Defense Minister of Albania 
said, We believe we ought to set up a 
military academy along the same 
standards of your military academy at 
West Point. As a further gesture, we 
are going to have as a requirement 
that each of our cadets must master 
the English language so that we are 
going to be able to deal with you for 
some time to come. I felt that was an 
important gesture. I mention this be-
cause in the course of arms control, a 
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good number of things happen that are 
very important. 

I will conclude by saying that Alba-
nia 2 years later invited all of the 
countries of the world to come to their 
capital and to celebrate the fact that 
Albania claimed to be the first nation 
state to fulfill the chemical weapons 
convention, that all chemical weapons 
in the country had been destroyed, and 
we celebrated with them, and it was 
literally a derivative of the situation 
we are describing today. 

So I ask those who are normally 
skeptical to continue to ask good ques-
tions but likewise to understand the 
history at least of the last two decades 
that has been very constructive for our 
country. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I wish to 

thank the ranking member, Senator 
LUGAR, for sharing that account with 
the Senate. I think it is first of all his-
toric, but secondly I think it is rel-
evant to the interconnectedness be-
tween what we are doing here and the 
long-term ways in which we make our 
country safer. One can only imagine if 
one group or another that we are all 
too familiar with the labels and names 
of these days had gotten hold of those 
barrels. The havoc that could have 
been wreaked somewhere is extraor-
dinary. As the Senator from Indiana 
knows better than anybody here, some 
of these nuclear materials were behind 
creaky old rusty gates; maybe one 
guard, if any guard; a lock that was so 
easy to break—I mean, it was infantile, 
the notion that something was secured. 
Much of that has changed as a con-
sequence of the program that he and 
Senator Nunn began, but also the con-
sciousness that has been raised in a lot 
of countries around the world. This ef-
fort, we believe, continues that. 

So I thank him for his leadership, 
again, on that score. We are awaiting 
amendments from colleagues and we 
look forward to entertaining them 
when they get here. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support for the 
New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, 
also known as the New START treaty, 
which was signed by President Obama 
and Russian President Medvedev on 
April 8, 2010, and would replace the 
START treaty that expired on Decem-
ber 5, 2009. 

As a member of the Armed Services 
Committee, I have had the opportunity 
to review the implications of this trea-
ty over the course of five hearings and 

multiple briefings. I am convinced that 
ratification of this treaty is essential 
to the security of the United States, 
and not simply in the context of our re-
lationship with Russia but also in our 
efforts to counter nuclear proliferation 
throughout the world. 

As a starting point to consider this 
treaty, it is important to recognize 
that since December 5, 2009, when the 
START treaty expired, we have not 
had inspectors on the ground in Russia 
to monitor their nuclear weapons com-
plex. It wasn’t until December 2008 
that the Bush administration and Rus-
sia agreed they wanted to replace 
START before it expired but acknowl-
edged that the task would have to be 
left to the Obama administration, leav-
ing them 1 year before the treaty was 
set to expire so they could begin these 
negotiations. 

The reality is that we have not had a 
verification regime in place or inspec-
tors on the ground in Russia for over a 
year, and every day that goes by with-
out this treaty in place is another day 
that the United States lacks the abil-
ity to verify effectively and inspect 
Russia’s strategic nuclear forces. 

If the Senate rejects this treaty, it 
may be many years, if ever, before we 
once again have American inspectors 
on the ground in Russia. 

President Obama stated: 
In the absence of START, without the New 

START treaty being ratified by the Senate, 
we do not have a verification mechanism to 
ensure that we know what the Russians are 
doing . . . . And when you have uncertainty 
in the area of nuclear weapons, that’s a 
much more dangerous world to live in. 

The bottom line is this: If you don’t 
trust the Russians, then you should be 
voting for this treaty because that is 
the only way we are going to get, in a 
timely, effective way, American in-
spectors back on the ground looking at 
their nuclear complex. 

There is another aspect. Without the 
New START treaty in place, there is 
additional strain on our intelligence 
network to monitor Russia’s activities. 

In his testimony to the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, GEN Kevin Chilton, 
commander of STRATCOM, stated: 

Without New START, we would rapidly 
lose some of our insight into Russian stra-
tegic nuclear force developments and activi-
ties . . . we would be required increasingly 
to focus low-density/high-demand intel-
ligence collection and analysis assets on 
Russian nuclear forces. 

These intelligence assets include our 
satellites, which are already in high de-
mand, particularly in our operations in 
Afghanistan and Iraq, as well as in 
emerging threat locations such as 
Yemen, Somalia, and the Pacific. Fur-
thermore, these national technical 
means can never supplant the quality 
of intelligence gathered from onsite in-
spections by American weapons experts 
in verifying the quantity, type, and lo-
cation of Russia’s nuclear arsenal. 

Dr. James Miller, Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, 
remarked: 

Onsite inspectors are a vital complement 
to the data that the United States will re-

ceive under New START. They provide the 
boots-on-the-ground presence to confirm the 
validity of Russian data declarations and to 
add to our confidence and knowledge regard-
ing Russian strategic forces located at facili-
ties around the country. 

The failure to ratify may present a 
significant operational cost to our ef-
forts in the war on terrorism. To com-
pensate for the lack of a treaty, our 
satellite assets could be shifted to 
maintain some coverage of Russia, 
which, in the short run, would deny the 
capability of looking at other places, 
such as Sudan or Yemen, where we 
know al-Qaida and its affiliates are es-
tablishing sanctuaries. In the longer 
term, we may consider putting up new 
satellites—a tremendous cost that 
would be difficult to bear in a con-
tinuing budget crisis and one that 
would not give us the same kind of in-
formation as having inspectors on the 
ground. 

Let me emphasize this again. If this 
treaty goes unratified, if we don’t have 
inspectors on the ground, then we must 
rely on our national technical means of 
verification, which is significantly sat-
ellites. Those are, as General Chilton 
said, high-demand assets. If they are 
being flown over Russia, I cannot con-
ceive, if we let this treaty elapse over 
several years, that military com-
manders will feel confident in not put-
ting more and more satellites over 
Russia. That takes away from efforts 
right now to monitor troubled spots 
around the globe, and it is a real cost 
to the failure to ratify this treaty. 

Ratifying this treaty is also a vital 
part of our relationship with Russia. It 
is the essential element in the process 
of controlling nuclear weapons between 
the United States and Russia. 

I wish to quote my esteemed col-
league and manager on the other side, 
Senator LUGAR, who has long been not 
only a leader in this effort but someone 
whose vision and actions already—par-
ticularly through his work with Sen-
ator Sam Nunn—have made this world 
a much safer place and one whose debt 
we are all in nationally. I thank him 
for that. 

Senator LUGAR stated: 
We should not be cavalier about allowing 

our relationship with Moscow to drift or 
about letting our knowledge of Russian 
weaponry atrophy. 

He is right, as he has been on so 
many issues with respect to national 
and international policy. 

This process has had a long history of 
bipartisan support—from the first for-
mal agreements with the Soviet Union 
under the Carter administration that 
limited nuclear offensive and defensive 
weapons, through both terms of Presi-
dent Reagan’s administration, which 
produced the original START treaty, 
to the overwhelming support of the 
Senate to ratify these important agree-
ments. All of these agreements had 
strong, bipartisan support. 

This treaty is an important part of 
renewing our relationship with Russia 
and will provide the foundation for fu-
ture negotiations on other nuclear 
issues. 
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Ellen Tauscher, Under Secretary of 

State for Arms Control and Inter-
national Security, stated: 

It’s my calculation that we need to get 
this done now because every day that we 
don’t is a day that not only don’t we have 
boots on the ground, but it’s also a day that 
we can’t move on to other parts of the agen-
da. This was the New START Treaty, but it 
was also the start of the reset of the rela-
tionship, and it is a very big agenda. 

We have other issues to consider, 
such as tactical nuclear devices, which 
the Russians may have and former 
countries of the Soviet Union may 
have. We have a whole set of issues. We 
have issues with respect to Iran and 
North Korea. If we can ratify this trea-
ty, we now have momentum to move 
forward on these other issues. 

We all know the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons threatens more than the 
security of just Russia and the United 
States. Indeed, this treaty is central to 
the continuing need for a worldwide ef-
fort to control nuclear weapons. It is 
every President’s worst nightmare that 
somewhere in the world a nuclear acci-
dent will occur, that a rogue state will 
attain nuclear capability or a nuclear 
weapon or materials will fall into the 
hands of a terrorist group. This treaty 
is an important step toward reducing 
the number of nuclear weapons around 
the world and demonstrates to the 
international community that the 
United States and Russia are com-
mitted to this goal. 

If we don’t ratify this agreement and 
don’t continue this 40-year process of 
working with Russia on limiting nu-
clear weapons, how can we get them to 
assist us effectively in addressing the 
nuclear ambitions of North Korea and 
Iran? What credibility will we have 
among the international community to 
restrain Iran’s development of nuclear 
weapons if it is perceived that we have 
abandoned our longlasting, long-term, 
and mutually beneficial attempts with 
the Russians to limit our nuclear weap-
ons? 

We must do everything possible to 
counter proliferation through protec-
tion, containment, interdiction, and a 
host of different programs. 

I again quote Senator LUGAR: 
This process must continue if we are to an-

swer the existential threat posed by the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruction. 

Every missile destroyed, every war-
head deactivated, and every inspection 
implemented makes us safer. Russia 
and the United States have a choice 
whether to continue this effort, and 
that choice is embodied in the New 
START treaty. 

We also understand, too, that as long 
as we have nuclear weapons, we have to 
have an effective nuclear arsenal. In its 
fiscal year 2011 budget, the Obama ad-
ministration requested $7 billion for 
the National Nuclear Security Admin-
istration—NNSA—which overseas the 
U.S. nuclear complex. This request is 
about 10 percent more than the pre-
vious year’s budget. That is a signifi-
cant increase for any department in 

this government, particularly as we 
face challenging economic times and 
an increased deficit. 

Indeed, Linton Brooks, the former 
NNSA Administrator under President 
George W. Bush, said: ‘‘I’d have killed 
for that budget and that much high- 
level attention in the administration.’’ 

So the issue of dealing with our nu-
clear arsenal is being addressed with 
more energy and more resources and 
more attention than it was in the pre-
ceding administration, and I don’t 
think that argument can be used as an 
attempt to delay the ratification of 
this treaty. 

Many have argued that before we 
consider this treaty, we must commit 
to substantial funding increases in the 
future budgets to modernize the nu-
clear infrastructure. We are doing that. 
While I support the need to ensure a 
safer, more reliable nuclear arsenal— 
and I applaud the Obama administra-
tion’s efforts to commit significant re-
sources to do so—we have to recognize 
this is a recent change. In fact, the 
Obama administration is not only 
bringing this treaty to the Senate, it 
also is bringing to the Congress a level 
of commitment that was lacking pre-
viously. I think both of those are nec-
essary, both of those mutually rein-
force one another and, together, are 
strong support for the ratification of 
this treaty. 

During an Armed Services Com-
mittee hearing in July, I asked Direc-
tors of the national labs about the sig-
nificant commitment of resources this 
administration has made to the nu-
clear enterprise. Dr. George Miller, the 
Director of the Lawrence Livermore 
National Laboratory, responded: 

It is clearly a major step in the right direc-
tion. The budget has been declining since 
about 2005 . . . and this represents a very im-
portant and very significant turnaround. 

The Obama administration has also 
outlined an $85 billion, 10-year plan for 
NNSA’s nuclear weapons activities, 
which includes an additional $4.1 bil-
lion in spending for fiscal years 2012 
through 2016. The $85 billion represents 
a 21-percent rise above the fiscal year 
2011 spending level. As Secretary of De-
fense Robert Gates wrote in his preface 
to the April 2010 Nuclear Posture Re-
view: 

These investments, and the NPR’s strategy 
for warhead life extension, represent a cred-
ible modernization plan necessary to sustain 
the nuclear infrastructure and support our 
Nation’s deterrent. 

Ratifying this treaty presents us 
with the opportunity to recommit our-
selves to preserving and reinvesting in 
our nuclear enterprise, including the 
highly trained workforce, which is so 
necessary. But again, ratifying this 
treaty is such an essential part of our 
national security that it both com-
plements and, in some cases, tran-
scends simply reinvesting in our mod-
ernization efforts. But we are doing 
that, and that should give comfort, I 
think, to those who see that as an 
issue, which may—and I don’t think 

so—present some inhibition in ratify-
ing this treaty. 

In all the discussions we have had on 
the content of this treaty, we have 
often failed to note the caliber and pro-
fessionalism of the American nego-
tiators who have worked tirelessly on 
this treaty. This elite cadre of experts 
have devoted their lives to serving our 
Nation in promoting nuclear arms con-
trol and doing it from very wise, very 
experienced, and I think very critical 
notions of what is necessary to protect 
the United States because that is their 
first and foremost responsibility. 

This impressive team consisted of 
State Department negotiators, rep-
resentatives from the Department of 
Defense’s Joint Staff, and from 
STRATCOM, our military command 
that is responsible for all these nuclear 
devices. Most of them took part in the 
development of START I and the subse-
quent treaties. They have had the expe-
rience of years and years of dealing 
with the Russians, of understanding 
the strengths and the weaknesses of 
our approaches. They captured the les-
sons learned on what we need to know 
about the Russian nuclear enterprise 
and the best means of achieving our 
national strategic objectives. 

This was not the labor of amateurs, 
this was the work of people who have 
devoted their lifetime to try to develop 
an effective nuclear regime involving 
inspections and verification, and they 
know more about what the Russians do 
and vice versa than anyone else. They 
were at the heart of these negotiations. 
Many of the principles behind these 
treaties are, as a result, complex and 
nuanced. Most Americans, frankly— 
and, indeed, many of our colleagues— 
don’t have the means to invest the 
time to become versed in the technical 
aspect of launchers, telemetry, and 
verification regimes. These individuals 
have spent their lives doing that. We 
are quite fortunate they have com-
mitted themselves to this enterprise 
and that they have produced this trea-
ty. 

Furthermore, former Secretaries of 
State and Defense from both Repub-
lican and Democratic administrations 
and military commanders, including 
seven previous commanders of 
STRATCOM these are the military of-
ficers whose professional lives have 
been devoted to protecting America 
and commanding every unit that has a 
nuclear capability—have all urged us 
to support this START treaty. That is 
a very, I think, strong endorsement as 
to the effectiveness of this treaty and 
the need for this treaty. All of them 
understand this is in our best national 
security interest. 

Again, all the commanders, all the 
individuals who have spent every wak-
ing hour and, indeed, probably sleepless 
nights, thinking about their respon-
sibilities for nuclear weapons and their 
use, consider this treaty essential. 
That, I think, should be strong evi-
dence for its ratification. 

As I mentioned before, the New 
START treaty builds upon decades of 
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diplomacy and agreements between the 
United States and Russia. The New 
START treaty is appropriately struc-
tured to address the present conditions 
of our nuclear enterprise and national 
security interests, while building on 
the lessons we have learned from dec-
ades of previous treaty negotiations, 
from decades of implementing past 
treaties, of finding out what works on 
the ground, and setting nonprolifera-
tion goals for the future. It is impor-
tant to understand how we got to this 
point today. 

The United States and the Soviet 
Union signed their first formal agree-
ments limiting nuclear offensive and 
defensive weapons in May 1972. The 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks— 
known as SALT—produced two agree-
ments—the Interim Agreement on Cer-
tain Measures with Respect to the 
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms 
and the Treaty on the Limitation of 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems. In 1979, 
these agreements were followed by the 
signing of the Strategic Arms Limita-
tion Treaty—known as SALT II—which 
sought to codify equal limits on U.S. 
and Soviet strategic offensive nuclear 
forces. However, President Carter even-
tually withdrew this treaty from Sen-
ate consideration due to the Soviet’s 
invasion of Afghanistan. 

Throughout the 1980s, the Reagan ad-
ministration participated in negotia-
tions on the development of the Inter-
mediate-Range Nuclear Forces—INF— 
Treaty, which was ultimately signed in 
1988. At the negotiations, the Reagan 
administration called for a ‘‘double 
zero’’ option, which would eliminate all 
short- as well as long-range INF sys-
tems, a position that, at the time, was 
viewed by most observers as unattrac-
tive to the Soviets. 

President Reagan also worked exten-
sively to reduce the number of nuclear 
warheads, which led to the signing by 
President George Herbert Walker Bush 
of the initial START treaty in 1991. 
Again, the work of President Reagan, 
and the work of President George Her-
bert Walker Bush all led to the historic 
START I treaty. It limited long-range 
nuclear forces—land-based interconti-
nental ballistic missiles—ICBMs sub-
marine-launched ballistic missiles— 
SLBMs and heavy bombers. START 
also contained a complex verification 
regime. Both sides collected most of 
the information needed to verify com-
pliance with their own satellites and 
remote sensing equipment—known as 
the national technical means of verifi-
cation. 

But the parties also used data ex-
changes, notifications, and onsite in-
spections to gather information about 
forces and activities limited by the 
treaty. Taken together, these measures 
were designed to provide each nation 
with the ability to deter and detect 
militarily significant violations. The 
verification regime and the coopera-
tion needed to implement many of 
these measures instilled confidence and 
encouraged openness among the sig-
natories. 

The original START treaty was rati-
fied by the Senate in October 1992 by a 
vote of 93 to 6. We are building literally 
on the pathbreaking work of President 
Ronald Reagan and President George 
Herbert Walker Bush in limiting these 
classes of systems, using a national 
means of technology, and putting in-
spectors on the ground. I find it ironic 
that we might be at the stage of turn-
ing our back on all that work, of walk-
ing away from a bipartisan consensus— 
93 to 6. I don’t think that would be in 
the best interest of this country. 

In January 1993, the United States 
and Russia signed START II, which 
would further limit warheads. After 
some delay, the treaty eventually re-
ceived approval by the Senate in Janu-
ary 1996, but it never entered into 
force, mainly because of the U.S. with-
drawal from the ABM Treaty in June 
2002. But, once again, there was an-
other effort along these same lines to 
limit the numbers of launchers and 
warheads, and in that same spirit 
today we have this New START treaty 
before us. 

During a summit meeting with Presi-
dent Putin in November 2001, President 
George W. Bush announced that the 
United States would reduce its oper-
ationally deployed strategic nuclear 
warheads to a level between 1,700 and 
2,200 warheads during the decade. He 
stated the United States would reduce 
its forces unilaterally without signing 
a formal agreement. However, Presi-
dent Putin indicated Russia wanted to 
use a formal arms control process, em-
phasizing the two sides should focus on 
‘‘reaching a reliable and verifiable 
agreement’’ and a ‘‘legally binding doc-
ument.’’ Yet the Bush administration 
wanted to maintain the flexibility to 
size and structure its nuclear forces in 
response to its own needs and preferred 
a less formal process. 

The United States and Russia ulti-
mately did sign the Strategic Offensive 
Reductions Treaty, also known as the 
Moscow Treaty, on May 24, 2002. The 
Senate ratified the treaty on March 6, 
2003, by a vote of 95 to 0; and the Rus-
sian Duma approved the treaty also. 
Once again, a high-level arms treaty 
negotiated by President George W. 
Bush with the Russians came to this 
floor and was unanimously approved. 

In mid-2006, the United States and 
Russia began to discuss their options 
for arms control after START. How-
ever, the two countries were unable to 
agree on a path forward. Neither side 
wanted to extend START in its origi-
nal form. Russia wanted to replace 
START with a new treaty that would 
further reduce deployed forces while 
using many of the same definitions and 
counting rules in START. The Bush ad-
ministration initially did not want to 
negotiate a new treaty but would have 
been willing to extend some of the 
START monitoring provisions. Presi-
dent Bush and President Putin agreed 
at the Sochi summit in April 2008 they 
would proceed with negotiating a new, 
legally binding treaty. As I mentioned 

before, it wasn’t until December 2008 
that the two sides agreed to replace 
START before it expired but acknowl-
edged this task would fall to the 
Obama administration. This adminis-
tration took that work seriously and 
diligently and produced a treaty and 
now it is not only our opportunity but 
I think our obligation to ratify the 
treaty. 

Some of my colleagues have already 
described measures in the New START 
treaty. Let me suggest some of the im-
portant details. 

Under the New START treaty, the 
United States and Russia must reduce 
the number of their strategic arms 
within 7 years from the date the treaty 
enters into force. This treaty sets a 
limit of 1,550 deployed strategic war-
heads. All warheads on deployed ICBMs 
and deployed SLBMs count toward this 
limit and each deployed heavy bomber 
equipped for nuclear armaments counts 
as one warhead toward the limit. This 
limit is 74 percent lower than the limit 
of the 1991 START treaty. 

Again, let me stop and say, I think if 
you asked every American the ques-
tion: Would we be safer with fewer nu-
clear warheads in the strategic forces 
of Russia and the United States, the 
answer would be yes. I think people all 
recognize the potential danger of the 
existence of more than enough nuclear 
weapons to wreak havoc if they were 
somehow launched. 

The New START treaty also sets a 
limit of 800 deployed and nondeployed 
ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, and 
heavy bombers—which are warheads 
but also launching systems—puts sepa-
rate limits on deployed ICBMs and de-
ployed SLBMs and deployed heavy 
bombers. The limit, again, is less than 
half the limit established by the 1991 
START treaty for deployed delivery ve-
hicles. The sooner we ratify this trea-
ty, the sooner these limitations will be 
in place and can be enforced. 

We are at a point, I think, where we 
can continue the progress that began— 
the breakthrough, really, that began 
with President Reagan, President 
George Herbert Walker Bush, and, to a 
degree at least in spirit, carried on 
with the Moscow Treaty by President 
George W. Bush, and now can be rati-
fied with legally binding terms in this 
New START treaty. Once ratified, the 
new START treaty will be in force for 
10 years unless superseded by a subse-
quent agreement, and of course the 
United States and Russia have the op-
tion to extend the treaty for a period of 
no more than 5 years and there are 
withdrawal clauses if we believe our 
national security requires such a with-
drawal. Furthermore, the 2002 Moscow 
Treaty will terminate with the adop-
tion of this START treaty. 

Like the first START treaty, the 
New START treaty establishes a com-
plex verification and transparency re-
gime that will guard against cheating 
and will enable the United States to 
monitor Russia’s compliance with the 
treaty’s terms. 
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The treaty’s verification measures 

build on the lessons learned during the 
15 years of implementing the 1991 
START treaty and adds new elements 
tailored to the limitations of this trea-
ty and to the application of this treaty. 

Indeed, Assistant Secretary of State 
Rose Gottemoeller, the head of the 
U.S. negotiating delegation, stated, 
‘‘Much was learned over the 15 years in 
which the START treaty verification 
regime was implemented, and the 
United States and Russia sought to 
take advantage of that knowledge in 
formulating the verification regime for 
the new treaty—seeking to maintain 
elements which proved useful, to in-
clude new measures where necessary, 
improve those measures that were an 
unnecessary drag on our strategic 
forces, and eliminate those that were 
not essential for verifying the obliga-
tions of the New START treaty.’’ 

These verification measures include 
onsite inspections—which we do not 
have at the moment—data exchanges— 
which we do not have at the moment— 
and notifications as well as provisions 
to facilitate the use of national tech-
nical means for treaty monitoring. To 
increase confidence and transparency, 
the treaty also provides for the ex-
change of telemetry information. 

Under the terms of the treaty, the 
parties are required to exchange data 
on the numbers, locations, and tech-
nical characteristics of deployed and 
nondeployed strategic arms that are 
subject to the treaty. The parties also 
agreed to assign and exchange unique 
identification numbers for each de-
ployed and nondeployed ICBM, SLBM, 
and nuclear-capable heavy bomber. We 
literally now will have the serial num-
bers with which we can monitor their 
systems. The treaty also establishes a 
notification regime to track the move-
ment and changes in status of strategic 
arms. Through these notifications and 
the unique identification numbers, the 
United States will be better able to 
monitor the status of Russian arms 
throughout their life cycle. 

The New START treaty will also 
allow each nation up to 18 onsite in-
spections each year. These inspections 
will include deployed and nondeployed 
systems at operating bases, as well as 
nondeployed systems at storage sites, 
test ranges, and conversion/elimination 
facilities. These onsite inspections will 
help verify and confirm the informa-
tion provided in the data exchanges 
and notifications, ensuring that Russia 
is staying within the numbers of the 
treaty. 

Some have asked why have a treaty 
if Russia is allowed to cheat? It is im-
portant to remind ourselves of several 
points. First, because of its commit-
ment under the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty, Russia has already been 
operating under tighter constraints 
than the United States. They are sig-
natories to the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty. In 1996, President Clinton 
and President Yeltsin signed the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty. The Rus-

sian Duma approved the treaty in 2000, 
but we have yet to ratify the treaty, so 
Russia, indeed, is operating under more 
constraints with respect to comprehen-
sive testing than we are. 

Second, over a year has passed since 
the expiration of the original START 
treaty. Again, since that time there 
have been no verifications, no inspec-
tions, no process in place to work with 
Russia. 

It seems ironic to me that people who 
are worrying about signing a treaty 
and having the Russians cheat are not 
preoccupied with what the Russians 
are doing today, since we can’t verify. 
It does not seem to me to make sense 
to say the way you can eliminate the 
treaty is eliminate the laws so they 
cannot cheat. 

Again, I think the logic as well as the 
history as well as the details of this 
treaty are so compelling and persua-
sive that we have to ratify this treaty. 

Under Secretary of State Ellen 
Tauscher stated also: 

The urgency to verify the treaty is because 
we currently lack verification measures with 
Russia. The longer that goes on, the more 
opportunity there is for misunderstanding 
and mistrust. 

There is a letter to Senator KERRY 
addressing concerns about cheating 
from Secretary Gates. Let me at this 
point commend the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts for his extraordinary leader-
ship on this issue. No one knows more 
about the details of this treaty, the 
ramifications, the nuances than Sen-
ator KERRY. No one has been more ar-
ticulate, no one has talked with more 
wisdom, more experience, and more 
compelling logic than the Senator from 
Massachusetts when it comes to ratifi-
cation of this treaty. For his leader-
ship, I thank him. Thank you, Senator. 

But Secretary Gates wrote to Sen-
ator KERRY to remind him that: 

[T]he survivable and flexible U.S. strategic 
posture planned for New START will help 
deter any future Russian leaders from cheat-
ing or breakout from the treaty, should they 
ever have such an inclination. 

Finally, ratifying the New START 
treaty will actually provide the right 
incentive structure to prevent cheating 
rather than to encourage it. 

Let me conclude. Let me again re-
mind my colleagues that this treaty 
will provide a significantly increased 
degree of certainty in a very uncertain 
world. It will continue our relationship 
with Russia, one that we forged over 
decades and one that we must use—not 
just for our mutual benefit but to act 
against even more pressing threats 
such as North Korea, such as Iran, and 
such as thousands of other emerging 
threats over the next several years. 

This treaty will allow us to advance 
our counterproliferation initiatives 
across the globe. As such, I urge my 
colleagues to support ratification of 
the New START treaty. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

FRANKEN). The Senator from Massa-
chusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Rhode Island. I first 
of all thank him for his generous com-
ments on a personal level. But let me 
thank him for his work. I think every-
body in the Senate will agree he is, as 
a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, one of the most respected 
voices in the Senate, one of the most 
diligent, hard-working members of that 
committee. He knows and understands 
our weapons systems, our military 
needs, our security concerns as well as 
anybody in the Senate. I have enjoyed 
enormously the history that he pro-
vided in his discussion today. I think it 
is an important predicate to this de-
bate and I thank him for his work very 
much, and for the comments he made 
on the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. I ask unani-

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

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

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I support this treaty. The support 
is overwhelming, and it is bipartisan. 
The fact that the entire defense estab-
lishment and the Pentagon supports 
this treaty should be significant. The 
questions that have been raised about 
the modernization of our, basically, ar-
senal of nuclear weapons are legiti-
mate. But they are questions that are 
constantly tended to not only by the 
appropriate committees in the Con-
gress but by the defense and national 
security establishment. 

The Cold War has now been over for 
two decades. The United States and 
Russia still possess 90 percent of the 
nuclear weapons. The fact is, we need 
stability in these huge arsenals of nu-
clear weapons between our two coun-
tries. To have this stability then al-
lows us to be able to confront the rest 
of the world and the dangers that exist 
with regard to a potential nuclear 
threat. 

While our nuclear triad remains an 
important component to our overall 
national security, it is no longer nec-
essary for us to maintain such a huge 
stockpile. We are facing new threats, 
and we need new answers. 

Here is what we know about the bot-
tom line. This treaty enhances co-
operation with Russia. It allows for on-
site inspections. It allows for verifica-
tion of Russia’s nuclear arsenal. It also 
demonstrates to a worldwide audience 
our commitment to oversight and mon-
itoring of nuclear weapons. This 
START treaty reduces the number of 
nuclear warheads in Russia by 30 per-
cent. Preventing a nuclear terrorist at-
tack is paramount. The more we create 
stability with Russia, it allows us then 
to increase pressure elsewhere on other 
countries that we are always concerned 
about having nuclear weapons. And we 
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are always concerned about those nu-
clear weapons getting out of their con-
trol and getting into the hands of peo-
ple who would do us harm. Of course, 
we are certainly concerned about those 
other countries with nuclear ambi-
tions—one, North Korea, that appar-
ently already possesses nuclear weap-
ons, and the country of Iran, which is 
certainly trying to possess nuclear 
weapons. It is commonsense that what 
you do is take an arsenal of some over 
2,2200 nuclear weapons and reduce 
them. It is just common sense that you 
would, under a treaty between the two 
nuclear powers that have 90 percent of 
the nuclear weapons, that you would 
start to reduce delivery systems. It 
just makes common sense that we 
would be able to have an inspection 
and verification regime so that we can 
have that stability between Russia and 
the United States. 

You can always bring up all kinds of 
things. This does not affect in any way 
our ability to have a national missile 
defense system. If we do not ratify this 
treaty—and it is not only my hope but 
it is my expectation that we are going 
to be able to get the 67 votes to ratify 
this treaty, but if we did not, we would 
put ourselves in a much less safe posi-
tion because the previous START trea-
ty expired a year ago. 

Without START, there is no recourse 
or system to inspect warheads. We 
have been analyzing this treaty now 
for the last 7 months. The bipartisan 
support of this treaty, Senator KERRY 
and Senator LUGAR, along with my col-
leagues on the Senate Armed Services 
Committee and the Senate Intelligence 
Committee, we have been combing 
through these details. 

We constantly have to develop new 
ways to safeguard our national secu-
rity. Developing new state-of-the-art 
systems allows for a more vigorous in-
spection regime. We have built up some 
of that experience since the Cold War 
ended. 

When it comes around to investment, 
the Obama administration has agreed 
to invest $85 billion into the nuclear 
weapons complex. The administration 
agreed to Senator KYL wanting another 
$4 billion increase. That is a mod-
ernization that needs to take place at 
several of our facilities. So let’s move 
on and ratify this treaty. This treaty 
does not limit our missile defense op-
tions. We have clearly and consistently 
heard from Secretary Gates, Secretary 
Clinton, the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and many others in the 
Defense Department state that this is 
the case. 

The treaty’s ratification is long over-
due in order to secure our Nation’s se-
curity. I believe we must ratify this 
treaty now. 

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

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as in leg-
islative session and as in morning busi-
ness for up to 15 minutes. 

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

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—H.R. 6517 
Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise to 

speak about legislation that has broad 
bipartisan support and will have a posi-
tive impact, if we pass it, on job cre-
ation in the United States. This is H.R. 
6517, which is known as the MTB, the 
miscellaneous terror bill. I will provide 
some highlights and then ask my col-
league, Senator BROWN of Ohio, to com-
ment as well. Then we have a consent 
request. 

First, this bill supports manufac-
turing jobs. The National Association 
of Manufacturers supports the bill. 
When the last bill was signed into law 
earlier this year, the last MTB bill, at 
that time it passed the House by a vote 
of 378 to 43. This was in July. The na-
tional manufacturers praised it as ‘‘a 
victory for job creation.’’ This bill, 
combined with the last bill of the same 
kind, is expected to increase U.S. pro-
duction by at least $4.6 billion over the 
next 3 years and to support 90,000— 
imagine that—manufacturing jobs, ac-
cording to a study. 

As I said before, and should repeat 
again, it has strong bipartisan support. 
The bill has 40 Republican-sponsored 
provisions and 40 Democratic-spon-
sored provisions. It has not just bipar-
tisan support but the support of manu-
facturers across the country. Domestic 
producers in the United States are re-
lying on the new provisions in the bill 
to remain competitive, and these same 
producers are more likely to grow and 
support good-paying manufacturing 
jobs, just at a time when we need jobs 
in general, but in particular, there is a 
crying need for manufacturing jobs in 
the United States as well as a State 
such as the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania. 

A couple of words about one aspect of 
the bill and then I will turn to Senator 
BROWN. 

One of the provisions, of course, is 
trade adjustment assistance. The 2009 
trade adjustment assistance—known 
by the acronym TAA—those reforms 
made significant improvements in this 
program for workers. Since these 
changes were implemented, more than 
155,000 additional trade-impacted work-
ers who would not have been certified 
under the former program became eli-
gible for trade adjustment assistance 
for worker benefits and training oppor-
tunities. In total, more than 367,000 
workers were certified as eligible for 
that support in that same timeframe. 

A word about Pennsylvania. We have 
lost—and I think the corresponding 
number is similar in other States—but 
imagine this: Since 2001, less than a 
decade, our State has lost 200,000 man-
ufacturing jobs. This program, the 
Trade Adjustment Assistance Program, 
has played a vital role in helping those 
workers who have lost their jobs in 
that time period. 

There is much more I could say about 
Pennsylvania, and I will hold that for 
later. But I did want to turn to my col-

league from Ohio, who has worked tire-
lessly on this issue here in the Senate 
and in the years when he was a Member 
of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Pennsylvania. 
I agree with him that this bill has as 
broad a public support as you get on a 
trade bill, a bill that deals directly 
with tariffs and trade relationships and 
manufacturing and help for workers 
who are laid off and help both with 
training dollars and with health care 
dollars and health care tax incentives. 

It is supported—that is why it passed, 
I believe, by a voice vote in the House 
of Representatives last night, meaning 
nobody spoke out against it when it 
was passed overwhelmingly by voice 
vote. There may have been a few scat-
tered ‘‘nos.’’ I am not even sure there 
was that. 

The ranking member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, who will be chair-
man, Congressman CAMP, from Michi-
gan, was supporting it. The Ways and 
Means outgoing chairman, also from 
Michigan, Congressman LEVIN, also 
supported this. 

The AFL–CIO supports it. The Na-
tional Retail Federation and the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce recognize this is 
good for the country. That is why I am 
so hopeful my colleagues will not block 
this legislation. 

One person standing up in this Cham-
ber and blocking legislation because it 
is late in the year—I do not know if 
they are trying to cut some deal or 
what the reason is they would use for 
blocking it. But forget the politics of 
the support for it around the country, 
but look what it does that is so impor-
tant: trade adjustment assistance. 
Since 2009, 367,000 workers were cer-
tified eligible for TAA, trade adjust-
ment assistance. These workers use 
TAA to acquire new skills. When a 
worker is laid off, in Erie or right 
across the State line in Ashtabula, OH, 
you want to encourage them to go back 
to school and become, for example, a 
nurse, if they were working in a plant, 
and they are 45 years old, or you want 
them to go back to school and become 
a computer operator or to have some 
kind of job that you would hope would 
pay something comparable to the job 
they lost. This legislation is essential 
to do that. 

The health care tax credit program 
helps these trade-affected workers and 
retirees purchase private health insur-
ance to replace the employer-sponsored 
coverage they lost. We want people to 
be able to get back on their feet. 

An objection to this motion by Sen-
ator CASEY, a ‘‘no’’ vote on this, really 
does say: Stop. We are not interested in 
helping you do this. 

If we allow the program to go back, if 
this is defeated, the jobs that are 
shipped to China or India or other 
countries we do not have a trade agree-
ment with would no longer be eligible. 

I can name by name factories in 
places such as Cleveland and Mansfield 
and Toledo and Dayton—and Senator 
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