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blindness, traumatic brain injury, and other 
health impairments; 

Whereas special education teachers— 
(1) are dedicated; 
(2) possess the ability to understand the 

needs of a diverse group of students; 
(3) have the capacity to use innovative 

teaching methods tailored to a unique group 
of students; and 

(4) understand the differences of the chil-
dren in their care; 

Whereas special education teachers must 
have the ability to interact and coordinate 
with a child’s parents or legal guardians, so-
cial workers, school psychologists, occupa-
tional and physical therapists, and school 
administrators, as well as other educators to 
provide the best quality education for their 
students; 

Whereas special education teachers help to 
develop an individualized education program 
for every special education student based on 
the needs and abilities of the student; and 

Whereas special education teachers dedi-
cate themselves to preparing special edu-
cation students for success in school and be-
yond: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Congress— 
(1) recognizes the amount of work required 

to be a special education teacher; and 
(2) commends special education teachers 

for their sacrifices and dedication to pre-
paring individuals with special needs for 
high school graduation, college success, and 
rewarding careers. 
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MEASURE READ FIRST TIME—S.J. 
RES. 42 

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I 
understand there is a joint resolution 
at the desk. I ask for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the title of the joint 
resolution for the first time. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 42) to extend 

the continuing resolution until February 18, 
2011. 

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I 
now ask for its second reading, and in 
order to place the joint resolution on 
the calendar under the provisions of 
rule XIV, I object to my own request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The joint resolution will 
receive its second reading on the next 
legislative day. 

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi is recognized. 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION 

TREATY WITH RUSSIA ON MEAS-
URES FOR FURTHER REDUCTION 
AND LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC 
OFFENSIVE WEAPONS—Continued 

Mr. WICKER. Madam President, 
America had an election on November 
2. Let me begin by reminding my col-
leagues that the American people 
spoke loudly and clearly in November 
and chose a far different team to serve 
in Washington. A vastly different lead-

ership will soon take over in the House 
of Representatives, and a substantially 
different group of Senators was chosen 
by the American people in the election 
on November 2. 

It seems the leadership of this lame-
duck Senate is determined, in the wan-
ing days of 2010, to pack quite a bit of 
legislation that normally is debated 
over a considerable amount of time 
into just a few days—not only the 
START treaty that we are on now but 
also don’t ask, don’t tell and sup-
posedly the majority leader has not 
given up on the DREAM Act, which 
would provide amnesty to many illegal 
immigrants, and also there is the mas-
sive Omnibus appropriations bill with 
2,000-plus pages. 

So we are here at this time, realizing 
that if the Congress doesn’t act, the 
government will run out of money on 
Saturday. I assume a short-term CR 
will be done to address that. But cer-
tainly, it would be much easier if we 
passed what the minority leader sug-
gested today; that is, a reasonable 
short-term resolution, so the govern-
ment can be funded and the lights can 
stay on until mid-February, and the 
newly elected Congress—the people’s 
choice—can best decide these great 
issues that are facing our country. 

I did find it interesting, a few mo-
ments ago, to hear the chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee scold the 
Senate about the number of filibusters 
we have supposedly had in this term of 
Congress. I believe the statement was 
made that we have had more filibusters 
in the last 2 years than we have had in 
decades or since World War II or words 
to that effect. Here is why that state-
ment is only true in a very technical 
sense. 

It has been the practice of the major-
ity, during the 3 years I have been in 
the Senate—and from what I under-
stand much longer before that—to 
bring a bill to the floor of the Senate. 
He immediately fills the amendment 
tree; that is, he offers all the amend-
ments that are allowed under the par-
liamentary rules of the Senate. That is 
called filling the tree. It is so nobody 
else has an opportunity to file an 
amendment. Then, the majority leader 
files cloture on that bill. Technically, 
yes, that is considered a filibuster. But 
I do not believe that is what most of 
the American people consider a fili-
buster and a delaying tactic, with ex-
cessive speechifying, when they hear 
the term ‘‘filibuster.’’ 

So let’s be clear that there has been 
an unusual practice—at least in the 
last 3 or 4 years—of calling up a bill, 
filling the tree, filing for cloture, and 
then that goes down in history as a fili-
buster. With all we have to do and all 
our leadership has determined we must 
consider during these waning days of 
December 2010, we must divide our at-
tention between an expensive 2,000- 
page omnibus bill and the consider-

ation of a very complicated arms con-
trol agreement. It is that agreement I 
will discuss. 

It is hard to imagine a more impor-
tant, more serious issue than our nu-
clear weapons stockpile. In my view, 
such a debate deserves our undivided 
attention. But we will pivot in a few 
moments and move to the omnibus bill. 

I wish to take what time I have at 
this point to begin sharing my con-
cerns over this treaty and the effect it 
might have on national security. 

Article II of the Constitution re-
quires that the Senate ratify any trea-
ty the President signs with a two- 
thirds vote. I take this responsibility 
very seriously, as I am sure all my col-
leagues do. This responsibility requires 
us to review any proposed treaty to en-
sure it is in the national interest of the 
United States of America. 

As a member of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee and a member of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, I 
have participated in the review of this 
treaty to date. While I appreciate the 
efforts of my chairman and my ranking 
member, I am not convinced that the 
treaty, in its current form, is in the na-
tional interests of the United States of 
America. 

I might add I am not alone in this 
view. To hear debate on the floor from 
time to time today, one would think 
all the learned authorities, all the col-
lective wisdom of the United States of 
America, present and past, are in favor 
of the hasty ratification of this treaty. 
I simply point out that there is a wide 
variety of information and opinion out 
there that should be brought to the at-
tention of Members of the Senate and 
the American people. 

First of all, I point out to my col-
leagues an op-ed by former Secretary 
of State Condoleezza Rice, which ap-
peared in the December 7, 2010, issue of 
the Wall Street Journal, entitled ‘‘New 
Start: Ratify, with Caveats.’’ Secretary 
Rice is generally in favor of the direc-
tion we are headed in the ratification 
of the START treaty. But she does say 
we need two caveats before ratification 
takes place. First, she states that 
smaller forces make the modernization 
of our nuclear infrastructure even 
more urgent. She commends the val-
iant efforts of Members of the Senate, 
including Senator JON KYL, to gain 
more robust modernization of our nu-
clear weapons. Secondly, the former 
Secretary of State says the Senate 
must make absolutely clear that in 
ratifying this treaty, the United States 
is not reestablishing the Cold War link 
between offensive forces and missile 
defenses. She says it is troubling that 
New START’s preamble is unclear in 
this respect. 

I wonder, if we do decide as a Senate 
to move toward consideration of this 
treaty, if we will be allowed to offer 
amendments to the preamble to ad-
dress the concerns of our immediate 
past Secretary of State. 
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