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the fiscal consequences will be when
the bottom drops out. Instead, what we
need are genuine progrowth policies de-
signed to help small businesses and
middle-class families.

We don’t need more government
intervention; we need more entrepre-
neurship and more innovation. Govern-
ment must simply take its boot off the
neck of the great American jobs en-
gine. After all, this is still the most dy-
namic economy on Earth, and America
continues to attract the best and
brightest from around the world who
want to come to America to achieve
their own version of the American
dream. With better leadership—par-
ticularly from the President, whose
leadership is required—there is no rea-
son we cannot turn this slow economic
growth around and turn it into fast
growth, which in turn will increase pri-
vate sector job creation. It will create
more taxpayers who will pay more
money into the Treasury, which will
help us close that deficit. In the proc-
ess, we need to expand economic oppor-
tunity for all Americans.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

———
HAGEL NOMINATION

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, even
though the confirmation hearing re-
garding the nomination of former Sen-
ator Chuck Hagel for Secretary of De-
fense is going on before the Armed
Services Committee, I would like to
make some comments in terms of my
thoughts regarding his potential ap-
pointment and the conclusion I have
come to based on the 130 pages of writ-
ten answers to questions posed to Sen-
ator Hagel by the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee and some of the infor-
mation I have gleaned, as my schedule
has allowed, from his testimony before
the SASC—ongoing, as I said.

Based on his written answers and
what I have heard so far, it is clear
that Senator Hagel is willing to exe-
cute the policies established and en-
dorsed by the President. But the idea
floated out of the White House, what
the President has described as bipar-
tisan balance—that is why Senator
Hagel was selected—to consideration of
these critical issues before us regarding
the role of the next Secretary of De-
fense, doesn’t hold water.

As I said, Senator Hagel has essen-
tially indicated on a number of occa-
sions—through his written answers and
through his answers to the SASC com-
mittee—that he is in line with the
President’s policies and, in fact, in
some cases, to the left of some of those
policies.

It is obvious that I and many of my
Republican colleagues disagree with
many of the views and policy positions
taken by the administration and Sen-
ator Hagel. This is to be expected. Most
policy differences should not be suffi-
cient reason to oppose a nomination of
a President’s preferred Cabinet ap-
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pointment. Elections have con-
sequences, and the President does have
the right to his own advisers. However,
this wusual tolerance of alternative
views has its limits. For me, the limit
is when a nominee is of such a high po-
sition, such as the Secretary of De-
fense, and that nominee has a point of
view which places the United States in
greater danger, which I believe is the
case for this nominee, then I think we
have to ask ourselves a number of
questions before we give our support
and before we make our decision.

Senator Hagel’s views about the
threat posed by Iran’s nuclear ambi-
tions and the best way to counter that
threat are significantly inconsistent
with my own, inconsistent with Amer-
ica’s responsibilities, I believe, at this
moment in history, and inconsistent
with the security needs of our country
and the survival of our friends.

I have been focused on the Iranian
nuclear threat for more than 5 years.
After I left my position as Ambassador
to Germany and returned to the pri-
vate sector, I joined the Bipartisan
Policy Center. Together with former
Democrat Senator Chuck Robb, we co-
chaired a project on Iran. The Bipar-
tisan Policy Center has been on the
front lines of those ringing alarm bells
about the situation in Iran and its pur-
suit of nuclear weapons. We issued our
first report in 2008 entitled ‘‘Meeting
the Challenge: U.S. Policy Toward Ira-
nian Nuclear Development.” I was in-
volved in producing a second, more ur-
gent report in 2009 entitled, ‘‘Meeting
the Challenge: Time is Running Out.”

After I left the Bipartisan Policy
Center and returned to the Senate, the
organization produced two more re-
ports on the subject, each more urgent
than the last, and each demanding
clearer, more vigorous, and more deter-
mined U.S. policy to avert this ever
present danger. Each year since the be-
ginning of my involvement in this Bi-
partisan Policy Committee project, I
have become increasingly worried
about Iran’s continuing irresponsible
and dangerous behavior and the admin-
istration’s inconsistent, unsure policies
to respond to this growing threat.

Preventing Iran from gaining nuclear
weapons capability is the most urgent
foreign policy matter facing the United
States and international security. The
consequences of a nuclear weapons-ca-
pable Iran are not tolerable, not ac-
ceptable, and must motivate the most
powerful and effective methods and ef-
forts possible to prevent this from hap-
pening. Based on his record as a Sen-
ator and subsequent public statements,
I do not believe Senator Hagel agrees
with this assessment.

Since returning to the Senate, I have
joined many colleagues in pressing for
a robust, comprehensive, three-track
effort to raise the stakes for the Ira-
nian regime and compel it to live up to
its commitments and halt its weapons
program. The first track is enhanced
diplomatic efforts—and I mean en-
hanced. We have pressed the adminis-
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tration to create, invigorate, and moti-
vate a much enhanced international
coalition devoted to one single objec-
tive: to prevent Iran from gaining nu-
clear weapons.

This doesn’t mean simply repeated
outreaches to the Iranian regime itself
to engage in dialogue. The Obama ad-
ministration came into office prom-
ising such discussions, but this has
gone nowhere, nor have other diplo-
matic efforts, either unilateral or mul-
tilateral. All such diplomatic efforts
have failed—all such diplomatic efforts
have failed—for nearly a decade in
achieving the goal of preventing Iran
from its continuous and relentless pur-
suit of developing nuclear weapons.

Senator Hagel, whose life story
brings him to a justifiable reliance on
dialogue before the use of force—a pref-
erence which we all understand and we
all share—has, in my opinion, an exag-
gerated and unrealistic belief in what
dialogue and diplomacy can accom-
plish. This is especially so when the
dialogue partner is a revolutionary re-
gime of zealots with a self-declared his-
torical mission rather than rational
leaders of a nation state—a huge dis-
tinction between dialogue with ration-
al states and dialogue with Iran and its
irrational leadership.

Senator Hagel has long called for di-
rect, unconditional talks with the Ira-
nian regime, not to mention direct
talks with Hamas, Hezbollah, and
Syria as well. He has pressed that such
talks should proceed without the back-
ing gained from other, more forceful,
credible options. This approach is far
too weak to be effective and reveals a
person less committed to results than
this critical moment demands.

The second track of a comprehensive
search for a solution is sanctions. I
have supported all legislative efforts to
create and impose both unilateral and
multilateral sanctions on Iran,
leveraging similar commitments from
our friends and allies when possible,
and pursuing unilateral sanctions when
necessary. Indeed, it has been our will-
ingness to impose sanctions by unilat-
eral action that arguably has stiffened
the spine of the international commu-
nity and made increasingly harsh mul-
tilateral sanctions regimes possible.

Senator Hagel does not see it that
way. He repeatedly voted against sanc-
tions legislation, even opposing those
aimed at the Iranian Revolutionary
Guard Corps, which at the time was
killing our troops in Iraq. He has long
argued against sanctions imposed by
the United States absent an inter-
national judgment by others that we
are doing the right thing. He has not
seen the connection between America’s
firmness, determination and leader-
ship, and international acquiescence. It
is his instinct to give a veto to Brus-
sels or Paris or even Moscow and Bei-
jing, and I cannot support the nomina-
tion of a Secretary of Defense who
shows such deference to foreign politi-
cians.

Senator Hagel has famously agreed
publicly that the United States is a
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bully. I assume our reliance on unilat-
eral sanctions when necessary may fit
his definition of bully. I cannot pos-
sibly agree.

The third track of a comprehensive
approach to this crucial problem is
open discussion of, and early prepara-
tion for, military options. It has be-
come increasingly clear over the past
several years that diplomacy and sanc-
tions alone are too weak to compel Ira-
nian compliance with the international
communities’ demands. A frank discus-
sion of military options and prepara-
tions give credibility to the rest of our
strategy. No one should suppose these
steps mean anything other than pre-
paring the ground for the logical and
necessary access to measures of last re-
sort.

At the Bipartisan Policy Center, I
participated in an exhaustive analysis
of all of the means and consequences of
a potential military action against
Iran’s nuclear weapons program. There
were no war advocates among us. Nev-
ertheless, if it is true that a nuclear
weapons-capable Iran is unacceptable,
as now four U.S. Presidents have pub-
licly declared, including the current
President, then our Nation and the
international community as a whole
must see with vivid clarity what meas-
ures remain should the first two tracks
fail to achieve the objective.

The Iranian regime must be espe-
cially clear-eyed and nondelusional
about those potential consequences
should it not change its behavior. In-
deed, to give the diplomatic and sanc-
tions tracks the essential credibility
they require, then a military option
must be entirely believable if, as the
President has repeatedly said, Iranian
possession of nuclear arms capability is
unacceptable.

I cannot conclude that Senator Hagel
views the military option in this cred-
ible way. Indeed, he has maintained in
recent years that ‘“‘a military strike
against Iran is not a viable, feasible,
responsible option.”

Many of us have examined Senator
Hagel’s on-the-record comments care-
fully and parsed each one to determine
what his views on these important sub-
jects actually are. In the meantime, he
has hastened to apparently amend the
record so that his advocates can point
to more recent statements that seem
to negate the earlier ones. But this is
not a court of law, and we are not look-
ing for admissible evidence. Rather, we
are defining the basis for our own judg-
ments on how the full pattern of words
and behavior define the views and like-
ly future behavior of the nominee.

In so doing, I have concluded that
when Senator Hagel pays lipservice
now to the contention that ‘‘all options
are on the table,” it does not reveal his
real, extinctive, and strong disinclina-
tion to consider military force if it be-
comes necessary. For me, that is very
nearly a disqualifying position for any
Secretary of Defense.

A related concern is what I believe to
be Senator Hagel’s views about the so-
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called containment option. This is re-
lated to his nearly notorious views
about nuclear proliferation in general.
He has famously said ‘‘the genie of nu-
clear weapons is already out of the bot-
tle, no matter what Iran does.” I fear
Senator Hagel holds the mistaken view
that a nuclear-armed Iran is more pal-
atable than the consequences of going
to war to prevent it. That is a dan-
gerously corrosive idea.

Indeed, my concern was heightened
this morning when Senator Hagel, in
testimony before the Armed Services
Committee, referred twice to his sup-
port for containment. It was only when
someone handed him a note, presum-
ably reminding him the administra-
tion’s formal position did not support
containment, did he correct himself
and say he didn’t support it either.

So what are we to conclude relative
to what he truly believes and where he
actually stands on a number of issues
vital to our national security? The su-
preme fallacy of the containment op-
tion as modified is that it severs the
spine of all of our friends and allies
who are justifiably appalled by the con-
templation of real military action.
They will eagerly lead toward a con-
tainment option should others fail. But
we must all see clearly that, in fact,
containment means toleration.

A nuclear weapons-capable Iran that
we believe can be contained is one that
we are, therefore, prepared to tolerate.
This is an illusion and one that makes
our task all that much harder. If oth-
ers—especially Iran, but also including
our allies and other coalition part-
ners—come to believe that we would
consider ever tolerating a nuclear Iran
because it can somehow be contained,
then none of our efforts to prevent it
will work. This is why a nominee for
Secretary of Defense who is less than
firm on this key point is, in my opin-
ion, a dangerous choice.

It has been said by Senator Hagel’s
supporters that whatever his personal
views and past statements on these im-
portant issues, as Secretary he will toe
the line; he will not be making these
basic policies himself. In other words,
those of us who find his policies objec-
tionable are encouraged to support the
nominee despite his views, not because
of them.

I cannot bring myself to support a
nominee based on the assumption that
his own views will become irrelevant
once he is under the policy yoke im-
posed by the White House.

Finally, the most worrisome con-
sequence of confirming Senator Hagel
to be Secretary of Defense is something
on which the ayatollahs in Tehran and
I can agree: The confirmation will tell
the Iranian regime that their fear of
U.S. military action in Iran is now un-
justified. They can rest more com-
fortably that their pursuit of nuclear
weapons is less likely to provoke the
military option that, until recently,
may have seemed more credible.

The Iranians will, therefore, feel less
constrained in pursuing their dan-
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gerous nuclear ambitions. That, more
than any other reason, is why I am vot-
ing no on the Hagel nomination.

Mr. President, with that, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

TRIBUTE TO ADELE HALL

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, all of us
in our lives from time to time hear of
the passing, the death of someone we
know. Sometimes it is family, often
friends, or perhaps someone we are
only vaguely acquainted with. This
past week, we learned of the death of a
Kansas City resident, Adele Hall. Her
passing so personally saddens me be-
cause Adele Hall was a person with
such optimism and so engaged in im-
proving the lives of others.

Kansas City, in fact, lost one of their
greatest champions when Adele Hall
passed away. Adele was a longtime
resident of Kansas City and was well
known and well loved, highly respected
for her acts of service and kindness to
others. When she wasn’t serving on a
board of a nonprofit, she was raising
funds for a worthy cause or volun-
teering with children. My guess is that
she probably was doing all of those
things at once.

Adele, I am sure, had the financial
resources to live a life different than in
service to others, but she chose to com-
mit her life to making sure others had
the chance for the success that she
had.

She grew up in Lincoln, NE, and she
was—I read today, in her honor, that
she was an avid Nebraska fan.

In Nebraska, Adele learned the im-
portance of giving back by watching
her own parents volunteer, especially
with the Salvation Army. As a young
woman, she developed a love for chil-
dren and later became involved in so
many organizations that cared for
their health and education and well-
being. Adele never lost faith in the po-
tential of a young person’s life. One of
her greatest passions was working with
children at Children’s Mercy Hospital.
Adele served as chairman of the board
there and together with the help of
professional golfer Tom Watson, she es-
tablished the Children’s Mercy Golf
Classic, which over a quarter of a cen-
tury has raised more than $10 million
for Children’s Mercy. Adele also used
her expertise to bless children nation-
wide through her work as a member of
National Commission for Children.

Those boards and that service was
important to her, but it was always the
personal touch, not just serving on a
board and making decisions about a
hospital or the children it cared for,
but personally caring for the children
in the hospital.

Her actions were guided by a belief in
the value of each and every individual.
She lived out that Biblical teaching
“love your mneighbor as yourself,”
through her service as the first woman
president of the United Way of Greater
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