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and have worked very hard on in the 
past Congress. 

First, then, let me emphasize that I 
remain committed to passing a strong 
lobbying reform and ethics bill. I have 
said before and I will repeat that before 
we can conduct the business of the peo-
ple of this country, it is important that 
we reform our practices. 

We need to strengthen the lobbying 
rules and the ethics rules to increase 
disclosure and to ban practices that 
might call into question the integrity 
of the decisions we make. 

We need to assure the American peo-
ple that the decisions we make are in 
their interests, that they are not taint-
ed by undue influence or influence by 
special interests. 

The underlying bill, S. 1, is the same 
bill that last year was the bipartisan 
product of the Senate Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs, which I was privileged to chair. 
It is a good bill and it remains a good 
bill. 

Over the past week and a half, we 
have debated and voted on amendments 
that have further improved the legisla-
tion before us, and the Senate is mak-
ing good progress. However, as much 
progress as we have made, this bill has 
not reached the point where we should 
invoke cloture and cut off debate. 

Some observers of the Senate may 
not understand that invoking cloture 
means that all amendments to this bill 
that are not germane can no longer be 
considered. The term and test for ger-
maneness severely limits the types of 
amendments that can be considered, 
and many of these amendments—al-
though they are not technically ger-
mane to the bill—are nevertheless very 
relevant to the bill. And perhaps the 
most important of these amendments 
is the Collins-Lieberman amendment 
that would create an Office of Public 
Integrity. 

I know the Presiding Officer has been 
a strong supporter of an Office of Pub-
lic Integrity as well, as has the Senator 
from Arizona, Mr. MCCAIN. The four of 
us have worked very hard on that con-
cept. 

I strongly believe we will have failed 
our test of producing a truly strong 
and complete ethics bill if we leave out 
the enforcement angle, if we do not 
create an Office of Public Integrity to 
conduct impartial, independent inves-
tigations of allegations against Mem-
bers of Congress. 

The other provisions of this bill are 
very important and very good, but we 
cannot ignore the enforcement piece. 
We need an Office of Public Integrity. 

I realize that leaders on both sides of 
the aisle disagree with me on this 
issue. I realize I am not likely to pre-
vail. But surely we deserve a vote. But 
if we invoke cloture before there is a 
vote on the amendment that Senator 
LIEBERMAN, the Senator from Illinois 
and the Senator from Arizona and I 

have offered, our amendment will fall. 
It will not pass the strict germaneness 
test, even though it clearly is relevant 
to the underlying bill. I think that is 
wrong. I think we deserve a vote on the 
Office of Public Integrity. People feel 
strongly on both sides about this issue. 
It doesn’t break down along party 
lines. As I said, the two leaders of the 
Senate are both opposed to the con-
cept. But surely they ought to give us 
a vote. That is all I am asking. Let’s 
have the Senate go on record on wheth-
er this independent office should be in-
cluded in this bill. 

I wish to make sure, since there was 
a lot of debate about this last year, 
that everyone understands the key role 
that the Ethics Committee would con-
tinue to play. All the Office of Public 
Integrity would do is to handle the in-
vestigative stage. It would still be up 
to the Ethics Committee to make crit-
ical decisions on whether to proceed 
with the case. The Ethics Committee 
would decide what is reported publicly. 
The Ethics Committee would decide 
whether action to penalize a Member 
should be taken. It would be the Ethics 
Committee that would still have tre-
mendous authority in this whole proc-
ess, but it would be combined with this 
independent Office of Public Integrity 
that would ensure an impartial inves-
tigation of allegations and, thus, would 
help restore public confidence in our 
ethics system. Isn’t that what this de-
bate is all about? It is about restoring 
public confidence that the decisions we 
are making are made in the best inter-
ests of the American people. I believe 
that an ethics bill without the Office of 
Public Integrity is an incomplete re-
sponse to the concerns so clearly ex-
pressed by the American people in the 
elections last fall. 

Again, the underlying bill is a good 
bill. It is essentially the bill that was 
reported by the Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs Committee last 
year. We have made it even better with 
some of the amendments we have 
adopted. Let’s complete the task. Let’s 
go the rest of the way down the road. 
Let’s create an Office of Public Integ-
rity. But if it is the will of this body 
not to create an Office of Public Integ-
rity, the American people deserve to 
know that also. 

So I want a vote. I am not going to 
vote to cut off debate on this bill until 
we get a vote on the Office of Public In-
tegrity. The American people deserve 
to know where every Member of this 
body stands on this important issue. 
There are different views. There are le-
gitimate views both for and against the 
office, but we deserve a vote on this 
issue. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PRYOR). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to speak for up to 15 minutes. 

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

f 

IRAQ 

Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, I would 
like to speak briefly on what is a 
roiling debate not only in the Senate 
but across the country and that is the 
President’s policy with respect to Iraq. 
There are countless reasons the Amer-
ican people have lost confidence in the 
President’s Iraq policy, but chief 
among them has been the administra-
tion’s insistence on making promises 
and assurances about progress and vic-
tory that do not appear to be grounded 
in the reality of the facts. We have 
been told we would be greeted as lib-
erators. We have been promised the in-
surgency was in its last throes. We 
have been assured again and again that 
we are making progress and that the 
Iraqis would soon stand up so we could 
stand down and our brave sons and 
daughters could start coming home. We 
have been asked to wait, we have been 
asked to be patient, and we have been 
asked to give the President and the 
new Iraqi Government 6 more months 
and then 6 more months after that and 
then 6 more months after that. 

Now, after the loss of more than 3,000 
American lives, after spending almost 
$400 billion after Iraq has descended 
into civil war, we have been promised, 
once again, that the President’s plan to 
escalate the war in Iraq will, this time, 
be well planned, well coordinated, and 
well supported by the Iraqi Govern-
ment. This time, we didn’t have to wait 
to find out that none of this seems to 
be the case. Already, American mili-
tary officials have told the New York 
Times that there is no clear chain of 
command between Iraqis and U.S. com-
manders and no real indication that 
the Iraqis even want such a partner-
ship. Yesterday, Prime Minister al- 
Maliki, the person whom the President 
said had brought this plan to us, the 
man who is supposed to be our partner 
in chief for this new plan, told foreign 
journalists that if the United States 
would only give his Army better weap-
ons and equipment, our soldiers could 
go home. 

The President’s decision to move for-
ward with this escalation anyway, de-
spite all evidence and military advice 
to the contrary, is the terrible con-
sequence of the decision to give him 
the broad, open-ended authority to 
wage this war back in 2002. Over 4 years 
later, we can’t revisit that decision or 
reverse some of the tragic outcomes, 
but what we can do is make sure we 
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provide the kind of oversight and con-
straints on the President this time 
that we failed to do the last time. 

I cannot in good conscience support 
this escalation. It is a policy which has 
already been tried and a policy which 
has failed. Just this morning, I had 
veterans of the Iraq war visit my office 
to explain to me that this surge con-
cept is, in fact, no different from what 
we have repeatedly tried, but with 
20,000 troops we will not in any imag-
inable way be able to accomplish any 
new progress. 

The fact is that we have tried this 
road before. In the end, no amount of 
American forces can solve the political 
differences that lie at the heart of 
somebody else’s civil war. As the Presi-
dent’s own military commanders have 
said, escalation only prevents the 
Iraqis from taking more responsibility 
for their own future. It is even eroding 
our efforts in the wider war on terror 
as some of the extra soldiers will come 
directly from Afghanistan where the 
Taliban has become resurgent. 

The President has offered no evidence 
that more U.S. troops will be able to 
pressure Shias, Sunnis, and Kurds to-
ward the necessary political settle-
ment, and he has attached no con-
sequences to his plan should the Iraqis 
fail to make progress. In fact, just last 
week, when I repeatedly asked Sec-
retary Rice what would happen if the 
Iraqi Government failed to meet the 
benchmarks the President has called 
for and says are an integral part of 
their rationale for escalation, she 
couldn’t give me an answer. When I 
asked her if there were any cir-
cumstances whatsoever in which we 
would tell the Iraqis that their failure 
to make progress means the end of our 
military commitment, she could not 
give me an answer. This is simply not 
good enough. When you ask how many 
more months and how many more dol-
lars and how many more lives it will 
take to end the policy that everyone 
now knows has not succeeded, ‘‘I don’t 
know’’ isn’t good enough. 

Over the past 4 years, we have given 
this administration every chance to 
get this right, and they have dis-
appointed us many times. But ulti-
mately it is our brave men and women 
in uniform and their families who bear 
the greatest burden for these mistakes. 
They have performed in an exemplary 
fashion. At no stage have they faltered 
in the mission that has been presented 
to them. 

Unfortunately, the strategy, the tac-
tics, and the mission itself have been 
flawed. That is why Congress now has 
the duty to prevent even more mis-
takes and bring this war to a respon-
sible end. That is why I plan to intro-
duce legislation which I believe will 
stop the escalation of this war by plac-
ing a cap on the number of soldiers in 
Iraq. I wish to emphasize that I am not 
unique in taking this approach. I know 

Senator DODD has crafted similar legis-
lation. Senator CLINTON, I believe, yes-
terday indicated she shared similar 
views. The cap would not affect the 
money spent on the war or on our 
troops, but it would write into law that 
the number of U.S. forces in Iraq 
should not exceed the number that 
were there on January 10, 2007, the day 
the President announced his escalation 
policy. 

This measure would stop the esca-
lation of the war in Iraq, but it is my 
belief that simply opposing the surge is 
not good enough. If we truly believe 
the only solution in Iraq is a political 
one—and I fervently believe that—if we 
believe a phased redeployment of U.S. 
forces in Iraq is the best—perhaps 
only—leverage we have to force a set-
tlement between the country’s warring 
factions, then we should act on that. 
That is why the second part of my leg-
islation is a plan for phased redeploy-
ment that I called for in a speech in 
Chicago 2 months ago. It is a respon-
sible plan that protects American 
troops without causing Iraq to sud-
denly descend into chaos. The Presi-
dent must announce to the Iraqi people 
that, within 2 to 4 months, under this 
plan, U.S. policy will include a gradual 
and substantial reduction in U.S. 
forces. The President should then work 
with our military commanders to map 
out the best plan for such a redeploy-
ment and determine precise levels and 
dates. 

Drawing down our troops in Iraq will 
put pressure on Iraqis to arrive at the 
political settlement that is needed and 
allow us to redeploy additional troops 
in Afghanistan and elsewhere in the re-
gion, as well as bring some back home. 
The forces redeployed elsewhere in the 
region could then help to prevent the 
conflict in Iraq from becoming a wider 
war, something that every inter-
national observer is beginning to worry 
about. It will also reassure our allies in 
the gulf. It will allow our troops to 
strike directly at al-Qaida wherever it 
may exist and demonstrate to inter-
national terrorist organizations that 
they have not driven us from the re-
gion. 

My plan would couple this phased re-
deployment with an enhanced effort to 
train Iraqi security forces and would 
expand the number of our personnel— 
especially special forces—who are de-
ployed with Iraqis as unit advisers and 
would finally link continued economic 
aid in Iraq with the existence of tan-
gible progress toward reducing sec-
tarian violence and reaching a political 
settlement. 

One final aspect of this plan that I 
believe is critical is it would call for 
the engagement by the United States 
of a regional conference with other 
countries that are involved in the Mid-
dle East—particularly our allies but in-
cluding Syria and Iran—to find a solu-
tion to the war in Iraq. We have to re-

alize that neither Iran nor Syria wants 
to see the security vacuum in Iraq 
filled with chaos, terrorism, refugees, 
and violence, as it could have a desta-
bilizing effect throughout the entire re-
gion and within their own countries. 
So as odious as the behavior of those 
regimes may be at times, it is impor-
tant that we include them in a broader 
conversation about how we can sta-
bilize Iraq. 

In closing, let me say this: I have 
been a consistent and strong opponent 
of this war. I have also tried to act re-
sponsibly in that opposition to ensure 
that, having made the decision to go 
into Iraq, we provide our troops, who 
perform valiantly, the support they 
need to complete their mission. I have 
also stated publicly that I think we 
have both strategic interests and hu-
manitarian responsibilities in ensuring 
that Iraqi is as stable as possible under 
the circumstances. 

Finally, I said publicly that it is my 
preference not to micromanage the 
Commander in Chief in the prosecution 
of war. Ultimately, I do not believe 
that is the ideal role for Congress to 
play. But at a certain point, we have to 
draw a line. At a certain point, the 
American people have to have some 
confidence that we are not simply 
going down this blind alley in per-
petuity. 

When it comes to the war in Iraq, the 
time for promises and assurances, for 
waiting and patience is over. Too many 
lives have been lost and too many bil-
lions have been spent for us to trust 
the President on another tried-and- 
failed policy, opposed by generals and 
experts, opposed by Democrats and Re-
publicans, opposed by Americans and 
even the Iraqis themselves. It is time 
to change our policy. It is time to give 
Iraqis their country back, and it is 
time to refocus America’s effort on the 
wider struggle against terror yet to be 
won. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. WYDEN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak as if in morning business 
for up to 15 minutes. 

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

f 

DRUG BARGAINING POWER 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, we all 
understand there has been an awful lot 
of heated rhetoric about this issue of 
Medicare and negotiating drug prices 
and how much savings will come about 
for the consumer. 
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