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relief program to feed those left home-
less and without food by World War II. 
Perhaps his most far-reaching con-
tribution was as the head of the State 
Department’s policy planning staff in 
the Truman administration. Working 
under Dean Acheson and along with 
other influential thinkers such as 
Charles Bohlen and George Kennan, 
Nitze was the principal author of the 
National Security Council document, 
entitled ‘‘United States Objectives and 
Programs for National Security,’’ but 
more commonly known as NSC–68, that 
provided the strategic outline for the 
conduct of deterrence during the Cold 
War. 

Key insights from NSC–68 still ring 
true today. 

For example, NSC–68 situated our 
strategy towards the former Soviet 
Union in a broader world context. It 
stated, in part: 

Our overall policy at the present time may 
be described as one designed to foster a world 
environment in which the American system 
can survive and flourish. It therefore rejects 
the concept of isolation and affirms the ne-
cessity of our positive participation in the 
world community. This broad intention em-
braces two subsidiary policies. One is a pol-
icy which we would probably pursue even if 
there were no Soviet threat. It is a policy of 
attempting to develop a healthy inter-
national community. The other is the policy 
of ‘‘containing’’ the Soviet system. These 
two policies are closely interrelated and 
interact on one another. Nevertheless, the 
distinction between them is basically valid 
and contributes to a clearer understanding of 
what we are trying to do. 

Paul Nitze continued to make signifi-
cant contributions to out national se-
curity through the 1960s, as Secretary 
of the Navy under Presidents Kennedy 
and Johnson and Deputy Secretary of 
Defense under President Johnson. 

President Nixon appointed Nitze to 
the U.S. delegation to the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks with the Soviet 
Union in 1969, and he played an impor-
tant role in negotiating the ABM Trea-
ty with Moscow during that time. 
Under Presidents Nixon and Ford, he 
served as Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for International Affairs. 

During the term of President Carter, 
Nitze played a seminal role as an exter-
nal critic of national security policy. 
His stature was such that his opposi-
tion to the SALT II Treaty negotiated 
by President Carter was an important 
factor in its failure to garner support 
in the U.S. Senate. 

Yet, his reputation as a hard-liner on 
defense was too simplistic a character-
ization for his formidable intellect and 
ability to respond to new realities with 
new strategies to maintain U.S. secu-
rity. 

The most famous example, perhaps, 
of this characteristic was Paul Nitze’s 
famous ‘‘walk in the woods’’ with his 
Soviet counterpart in arms control ne-
gotiations, Yuli Kvitsinsky. His infor-
mal proposal to put drawdowns in in-
termediate-range nuclear missiles in a 
broader context of arms reductions was 
considered too radical at the time, and 
was rejected by both sides. Yet, only a 

few years later, a more comprehensive 
approach is precisely what both sides 
agreed to, for in 1987 the United States 
and the Soviet Union signed the so- 
called ‘‘double zero’’ agreement that 
limited all medium-range missiles in 
Europe as shorter-range missiles as 
well. 

But perhaps the most important les-
sons we can learn is from the pattern 
of Paul Nitze’s life and contributions. 
At this time, when the news headlines 
are dominated with stories of transi-
tions and resignations from the Execu-
tive Branch, covered like a sports story 
of who’s won and who’s lost, the tend-
ency is to think of those leaving public 
service as persons who have had their 
shot, and are not likely to be heard 
from ever again. I think that the exam-
ple of Paul Nitze shows how much the 
United States stands to lose if we were 
to fall into such an unfortunate way of 
thinking with respect to public service. 

I for one hope some of those who are 
now leaving public service will in the 
future find additional ways to serve 
their country, as Paul Nitze found 
ways to serve his country over many 
decades. I hope Paul Nitze’s life and ca-
reer will inspire all of us to a vision of 
how our Nation can benefit from the 
extraordinary expertise of its citizens 
who are willing to respond to the call 
to public service. 

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15 
p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:29 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m., and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. VOINOVICH). 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF FRANCIS J. HAR-
VEY TO BE SECRETARY OF THE 
ARMY 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session for consider-
ation of Executive Calendar No. 915, 
which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nomination of Francis J. Harvey, 
of California, to be Secretary of the 
Army. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the President’s 
nomination of Dr. Francis J. Harvey to 
be Secretary of the U.S. Army. Dr. 
Harvey was nominated by the Presi-
dent to be Secretary of the Army on 
September 15, this year. The Armed 
Services Committee conducted a hear-
ing on Dr. Harvey’s nomination on Oc-
tober 6. The committee voted favorably 
on the nomination on October 7. At 
that meeting there was some expres-
sion in opposition by members of the 

committee, but the majority of the 
committee voted in favor. 

At the hearing, there was a fair ex-
change of viewpoints, recognizing that 
Dr. Harvey is coming to this position 
from outside of the Department of De-
fense and has, during the course of his 
distinguished career, not a specific op-
portunity to form opinions about some 
of the key issues that confront the U.S. 
Army today. 

No one should underestimate the 
challenges that have been faced by the 
Army and in large measure have been 
met by the Army under the distin-
guished leadership of the Acting Sec-
retary of the Army and the current 
Chief of Staff of the Army. I commend 
both of them, who are daily meeting 
the new challenges as they arise. 

There will be today in the course of 
this debate, and I shall await other 
Members coming to the floor, expres-
sions of opinion different from what I 
am providing the Senate today so I will 
wait until such time as they may ap-
pear and then seek under my time the 
opportunity to rebut their views. 

At the hearing of the committee on 
October 6, I indicated that Dr. Harvey 
has had an extraordinary career—and I 
underline very extraordinary career— 
as a business executive with extensive 
experience leading and managing very 
large corporate enterprises, particu-
larly program-based organizations in-
volved in the development and deploy-
ment of technology and systems. 

As the Army goes through its trans-
formation, he will have the oppor-
tunity to provide unique decision-
making ability given his experience in 
those areas. 

Dr. Harvey has a solid record of 
achievement in the private sector in 
areas related to transformation, finan-
cial management, and contracting 
which, as I said, will serve him very 
well if confirmed by the Senate as Sec-
retary of the Army. 

At the nomination hearing, as those 
in attendance will recall, I went to 
some length to emphasize that there is 
another side to the Army and that is 
the human side. I was privileged at one 
time in my lifetime to be in the De-
partment of Defense and to be Sec-
retary of the Navy. It is not all con-
tracts and negotiations and things of 
that nature; there is a very strong fam-
ily side to each of the military depart-
ments. I referred to it in that hearing 
as the human side. That reflects the 
hopes and aspirations and patriotism of 
soldiers, sailors, airmen, marines, and 
their families. 

The family today has an ever increas-
ing role in the life of the uniformed 
member of that family, be he male or 
female. Families now are instrumental 
in the decision process by which mem-
bers of the military at the time they 
are up for consideration elect con-
tinuing service, to retire, or otherwise 
step aside and join the private sector. 
It is often the decision of the family 
that controls that sailor, airman, ma-
rine, as he or she makes that decision. 
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I urged Dr. Harvey to travel as soon 

as possible to Iraq, Afghanistan, the 
Republic of Korea, in order to gain 
firsthand appreciation for the sacrifice 
being made by the soldiers and the 
stress being placed upon them and 
their families. Soldiers must be con-
fident that the civilian leader of the 
department he represents is truly 
aware of their specific meanings and 
the emphasis on the family role. 

The Army is facing a great challenge 
today for which there are few prece-
dents in a long, distinguished history. 
Dr. Harvey assured the committee on 
October 6 he would undertake this mis-
sion of familiarizing himself with the 
people who make up the Regular Army, 
the Army Reserve, and the National 
Guard. It is extraordinary, with over 
400,000 who have been in this particular 
cycle of conflicts in Afghanistan and 
Iraq from the Guard and Reserve. 

At the hearing, Dr. Harvey com-
mitted that he would put people first. 
He emphasized that even as the Army 
carries out its responsibilities in the 
near term, it must also develop a fu-
ture force that is better able to meet 
the challenges of this dangerous secu-
rity environment by implementing the 
key element of defense strategy. He is 
committed to this transformation that 
has been laid down in the years pre-
vious by the Secretary of Defense, 
whom I commend for his undertaking 
and transforming the Army, and the 
Chief of Staff who currently serves and, 
indeed, the accomplishments to date by 
the distinguished Acting Secretary, 
Secretary Brownlee. 

Before I yield, I will say a few words 
about Secretary Brownlee. I was privi-
leged to have the services of Secretary 
Brownlee on my personal staff and as a 
member of the committee staff. I note 
that he served as the senior member of 
the Armed Services Committee staff, 
chief of that staff, at the time our dis-
tinguished late colleague Strom Thur-
mond was chairman. He was a superb 
combat soldier. He brought to his work 
on behalf of the Senate an extraor-
dinary record of a highly decorated of-
ficer. He had a tremendous inner con-
fidence in his ability to understand the 
men and women in the Armed Forces 
and to understand particularly those 
who are experiencing the stress of com-
bat, wherever that may be in the 
world—an extraordinary man: Two Sil-
ver Stars, three Bronze Stars, and the 
Purple Heart. He was a marvelous staff 
director not only for Senator Thur-
mond but to me. He is highly revered 
and respected and always will be by the 
Senate as a whole. 

Many colleagues came up to me dur-
ing the course of the vacancy at the 
Secretary of the Army position in ex-
pressing hopes that he would be consid-
ered. Indeed, I talked to the Secretary 
of Defense on several occasions about 
it. On behalf of myself, most particu-
larly, and other colleagues, I advocated 
consideration be given to him, but the 
Secretary and the President made a de-
cision. I am urging the Senate to go 

forward with that decision today and 
to confirm the nomination of Dr. Har-
vey. 

I will yield the floor as I see the pres-
ence of my distinguished ranking mem-
ber and the Senator from Rhode Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, let me 
first 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. LEVIN. 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. LEVIN. Mr. President, the 
Army’s current situation is approach-
ing crisis proportions. The Army is 
bearing the largest burden of the war 
in Iraq and of the larger war on terror 
worldwide as well as maintaining for-
ward-deployed forces to deter a pos-
sible conflict in Korea. The intense op-
erations and personnel tempo are hav-
ing a severe impact on both people and 
equipment, and relief is currently not 
in sight. 

There are nearly 270,000 soldiers de-
ployed overseas in 120 countries. Sol-
diers make up 90,000 of the 135,000 U.S. 
troops in Iraq and 15,000 of the 20,000 in 
Afghanistan. The 495,000 active-duty 
soldiers have been stretched to the 
limit. The Army National Guard and 
Army Reserve soldiers have been called 
upon to shoulder the ever-increasing 
burden. 

For instance, the first rotation in 
Iraq consisted of 75-percent active and 
25-percent reserve component soldiers. 
In the current rotation, the Active 
Force has dropped to 61 percent and the 
Reserve Force has risen to 39 percent 
and the next rotation is projected to 
continue that trend, with about 57,000 
percent active and 43 percent reserve. 

This trend is simply not sustainable. 
Many reserve component soldiers are 
approaching their 24-month limit on 
active duty and many more will reach 
that limit as the war in Iraq drags on. 
The stress on reserve component sol-
diers, family members, and civilian 
employees will only grow worse, as 
Senator REED has pointed out to this 
body on many occasions and in the 
Armed Services Committee, has al-
ready had an adverse effect on reserve 
component recruitment, and greater 
problems are predicted for the future. 

Further, as reserve component units 
have been mobilized, personnel and 
equipment shortages have been ad-
dressed by tasking other units to fill 
those shortfalls. This is a snowballing 
effect as those units that were tasked 
to provide personnel and equipment are 
then alerted and deployed to subse-
quent rotations and have to fill ever- 
increasing personnel and equipment 
shortfalls. 

Ultimately, units lose cohesion and 
effectiveness as they are cobbled to-
gether from disparate pieces with peo-

ple who do not know each other, have 
not trained together, and are short of 
required equipment, or unfamiliar with 
the equipment provided. 

This could have disastrous con-
sequences, as evidenced by the leader-
ship and performance failures wit-
nessed in the 800th MP Brigade, a bri-
gade formed in that manner during the 
Abu Ghraib incidents. 

The Active component is and will be 
under increasing stress as the Reserve 
component commitments become 
unsustainable. The Army’s 33 active 
combat brigades have all been deployed 
to Iraq or Afghanistan since those two 
operations began. Some units, includ-
ing the 3rd Infantry, which led the ini-
tial attack into Iraq, have been alerted 
or deployed for a second 12-month com-
bat tour. Two of these combat brigades 
had Iraq combat tours extended to 15 
months last April during the Shiite up-
rising instigated by Moqtada Sadr. I 
understand that contingency plans 
exist to extend the combat tours of 
other Army brigades currently in Iraq 
to similarly build up troop levels prior 
to the Iraqi elections. 

Army policy is that soldiers should 
have at least 12 months between com-
bat rotations or 1 month for each 
month deployed. However, there are al-
ready soldiers who are returning to 
Iraq or Afghanistan, having left there 
only 9 to 10 months ago. And during 
those 9 to 10 months, the soldiers are 
working long hours to repair equip-
ment and spending several months 
away from their families as they train 
in preparation for their unit’s return to 
combat. 

The Army is creating 10 additional 
combat brigades in an attempt to ad-
dress the problems created by the high 
rotation rate. However, as the Army 
creates those additional brigades, it is 
reorganizing all of its brigades into bri-
gade combat teams which are some-
what smaller than current brigades 
with respect to direct combat maneu-
ver forces. Although the Army asserts 
that these brigade combat teams are 
more lethal because they have added 
artillery and reconnaissance assets 
that were previously located at the di-
vision level, it is not at all certain that 
the increased effectiveness that the 
Army expects from these redesigned 
brigades will make up for fewer combat 
troops on the ground. If more brigades 
than are currently deployed to Iraq and 
Afghanistan are then required to make 
up for the fewer number of combat 
troops in the new brigade structure, 
the operation and personnel tempo of 
the Active Force will not be much im-
proved. 

The Army is also addressing the per-
sonnel problem by imposing a stop-loss 
policy on soldiers in units alerted to 
deploy on combat rotations, forcing 
many to remain in the service well be-
yond their contracted time in the serv-
ice. Additionally, the Army has had to 
recall over 5,600 members of the indi-
vidual Ready Reserve, soldiers who 
have already served their contracted 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:13 Jan 29, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2004SENATE\S16NO4.REC S16NO4m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11340 November 16, 2004 
Active-Duty time, for involuntary 
tours of duty. Clearly, many of the sol-
diers in the ‘‘All-Volunteer Army’’ are 
no longer volunteers. As several critics 
have pointed out, this can be consid-
ered tantamount to a ‘‘backdoor’’ 
draft. 

The Army has also been suffering 
from the failure of the Department of 
Defense requirements generation and 
planning processes. The Department of 
Defense and the Army greatly under-
estimated the requirements for up-ar-
mored high-mobility multipurpose 
wheeled vehicles—Humvees—and indi-
vidual body armor for the war in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, and have continually 
lagged behind in meeting those re-
quirements, as well as requirements for 
armor for the entire truck fleet. 

Similarly, the Army has had to im-
plement a crash program to equip its 
helicopters with aviation survivability 
equipment. For instance, the require-
ment for individual body armor was 
originally limited to combat arms sol-
diers only, even though for years the 
Army has been predicting a battlefield 
where there would be no distinct front 
and rear areas and where support sol-
diers would also find themselves in 
combat situations. 

The Army similarly failed to antici-
pate the need for armor for its trucks, 
again even though it had been pre-
dicting such a fluid battlefield. The 
Central Command requirement for up- 
armored Humvees was originally set at 
only 253. That requirement has been 
continually increased throughout the 
last year from 253 to 1,233 to 1,407 to 
2,957 to 4,149 to 4,388 to 4,454, and now 
to 8,105. The Army and Congress have 
poured over a billion dollars in the last 
year into armor for trucks, but as of 
last month, the Army was still report-
ing a shortfall of $380 million to meet 
its requirement for armored trucks, 
and that is simply unconscionable. 
There is no one in this Congress who 
would deny the Army the funding need-
ed to meet its requirements for force 
protection. 

However, force protection items are 
not the only funding shortfalls. The 
Army has had $1.6 billion in equipment 
combat losses, $1.4 billion of which are 
aviation losses. Much of that loss oc-
curred in fiscal year 2003, and much of 
it has not been addressed in any of the 
supplemental appropriations bills to 
date because the Department of De-
fense did not choose to include all of 
those combat losses in its requests. 
This does not bode well for the Army 
as it continues its heavy engagement 
in Iraq. 

Similarly, Army equipment repair 
and replacement is not keeping up with 
the increased wear and tear induced by 
such a high operations tempo. The 
Army’s requirement for fiscal year 2003 
was $4.4 billion, of which none was 
funded. The cumulative requirement in 
fiscal year 2004 was $11.1 billion, of 
which only $3.4 billion was funded. If 
this trend continues at those emerging 
requirements and anticipated funding 

rates, by fiscal year 2007 the Army cu-
mulative equipment repair and replace-
ment requirement will be $28.8 billion, 
of which only $12.1 billion will have 
been funded. At that point, the Army 
will face a $16.7 billion maintenance 
backlog. This may have a severe im-
pact on the Army’s ability to sustain 
combat operations in the future. 

Several months ago, the Army esti-
mated that it would cost over $20 bil-
lion to create the additional 10 combat 
brigades and reorganize the existing 33 
in the Active Force into the new mod-
ular design. No estimate was provided 
Congress for the cost of similarly reor-
ganizing the Reserve component. The 
Army expects the new and reorganized 
brigades for the Active Force to be 
completed by the end of fiscal years 
2006 and 2007 respectively, and paid for 
through supplemental funding. It is my 
understanding that the Army, having 
received $15 billion from the initial $25 
billion fiscal year 2005 supplemental 
appropriation provided by Congress, 
will send the Department of Defense a 
request for an additional $45 billion, a 
fiscal year 2005 supplemental total of 
$60 billion. Of this amount, only $10 bil-
lion is expected to be for equipment. 
How far that will go toward meeting 
the Army’s requirement is not clear at 
this time. Nor is it clear the Depart-
ment of Defense will actually request 
that larger supplemental for the Army 
alone. Past history does not bode well 
for the Army in that regard either. 

The challenges for the Army are 
huge, and the civilian leadership in the 
Department of Defense has certainly 
not been supportive of the Army’s uni-
form leadership. In fact, it has often 
been hostile and vindictive. When Gen-
eral Shinseki, the former Chief of 
Staff, in answering my prewar hearing 
question concerning the troop level re-
quired for postwar stability and sup-
port, opined that it would take several 
hundred thousand troops, he was pub-
licly ridiculed by the Secretary and 
Deputy Secretary of Defense and effec-
tively sidelined. When Army Secretary 
White defended the Chief of Staff, he 
was fired. 

Dr. Harvey, the nominee for Sec-
retary of the Army, appears to have a 
wealth of industry experience but ap-
pears to have virtually no experience 
with regard to Army issues. In respond-
ing to questions for the record on his 
nomination before the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, Dr. Harvey an-
swered one question concerning wheth-
er the Army had enough authorized Ac-
tive-Duty end strength to sustain its 
commitments by saying he would use 
his ‘‘independent judgment and past 
experience’’ to determine the viability 
of Army initiatives to increase combat 
power and to ‘‘reach conclusions and 
make recommendations accordingly.’’ 

I have no reason to question his abil-
ity to make an independent judgment. 
I am concerned as to whether his past 
experience qualifies him to reach ap-
propriate conclusions, under the cir-
cumstances which I have just outlined, 

with an Army which is under so much 
stress and strain. I also question 
whether he would be willing to make 
recommendations contrary to the 
known positions of the Department of 
Defense leadership given the treatment 
received by his predecessors when they 
did so. 

In answering a question concerning 
the problems in the Army’s require-
ments generation and planning proc-
esses that resulted in such a large 
shortfall in individual body armor, 
armor for trucks, and aviation surviv-
ability equipment, Dr. Harvey said 
that his ‘‘current understanding is that 
the underestimation of the total re-
quirement for armor protection for our 
Nation’s service members was not the 
result of problems with the require-
ments generation process. The primary 
cause of the initial underestimation 
was a change in the hostile conditions 
under which military forces are now 
operating in Iraq.’’ 

Dr. Harvey apparently did not realize 
that is exactly the kind of hostile con-
ditions which the Army for several 
years has been predicting for the future 
operational environment. It is an ex-
ample of why I am concerned about Dr. 
Harvey’s lack of experience as to 
whether he would be in a position to 
ask the hard questions and arrive at 
the appropriate recommendations 
under the very extraordinary and dif-
ficult circumstances in which the 
Army finds itself. 

There are numerous challenges that 
the Army faces, and it would be pref-
erable that the Secretary of the Army 
be one more knowledgeable of the serv-
ice that he will lead. 

Finally, I wish to comment on the 
comments of my good friend, Senator 
WARNER, about Les Brownlee. I thor-
oughly and totally concur with Sen-
ator WARNER’s thoughts and feelings 
about Les Brownlee. He has served this 
Nation extremely well. He served our 
committee well before he went over to 
be the Under Secretary and then the 
Acting Secretary of the Army. I add 
my support for his service and for him 
personally on the RECORD today, as his 
former boss and employer has already 
done so eloquently and thoughtfully. I 
want to let Les Brownlee know, if he is 
listening, but more importantly let my 
friend, Senator WARNER, know that he 
was right on the mark when he ex-
pressed the thoughts he did about Les 
Brownlee. 

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

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will 

yield the floor momentarily, but I do 
thank my colleague for his comments 
with regard to Les Brownlee. 

I remember the privilege I had intro-
ducing him at the confirmation hear-
ing before our committee as Under Sec-
retary of the Army. I went back and 
reread that introduction. I said he rep-
resented a tower of strength, dedica-
tion, and expertise that few could 
match. And, indeed, he has shown that 
in his exemplary manner in handling 
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the very difficult challenges that have 
been presented by the conflicts in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq. I thank my col-
league for those remarks. 

Mr. President, the distinguished 
ranking member and I are trying to ad-
vise our leadership with regard to a 
procedural matter. So at this time, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum and 
ask that it be charged to both sides 
equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, 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 the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I thank 
Chairman WARNER for his consider-
ation in arranging this opportunity to 
discuss the nomination of Dr. Harvey 
to be the Secretary of the Army. First, 
let me say it is obvious Dr. Harvey is 
an admirable person with experience 
and skill. In my view, this debate is 
less about Dr. Harvey and more about 
the United States Army; whether he is 
prepared to take the necessary steps to 
respond to severe crises that affect the 
Army today. The Army is extended 
across the globe. The Army is engaged 
in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

I just returned from a trip to both 
Iraq and Afghanistan. I have seen these 
magnificent soldiers serve us with dis-
tinction and courage, but it is a very 
stressful and demanding responsibility 
that each day they discharge, and, in-
deed, for the Army the stresses are be-
ginning to build. 

I think we have to recognize affirma-
tively that the Army must be bigger, 
not on a temporary basis but on a per-
manent basis. I think we also need to 
recognize the Army needs additional 
resources. Senator LEVIN, in his com-
ments, pointed out the shortfall be-
tween the money the Army has esti-
mated is necessary to recoup and re-
pair their equipment and the actual 
funds they have available. If we do not 
address these issues, I believe we will 
begin to expose the Army to irrevers-
ible damage which certainly no one 
here in this body wants to see happen. 

One inescapable conclusion of my 
trip to Afghanistan and Iraq is that we 
will be in these countries for years; not 
months but for years. The cost, the 
human cost and the financial cost to 
the country and to the Army particu-
larly, will be substantial. 

I have no doubt Dr. Harvey is a con-
summate professional. He is very 
skilled in managing organizations. I 
know he is committed to doing his best 
as Secretary of the Army, but I believe 
the Army needs a leader, not nec-
essarily a manager. Also, I think we 
need an aggressive advocate for the 
Army. I hope that perhaps the result of 
this debate, if Dr. Harvey is confirmed, 
is that he will become that aggressive 
advocate for the Army. I know advo-
cacy has to be appropriate. He has to 

be loyal to his civilian superiors. But 
he has to be someone who will take the 
case of the Army to the Secretary and, 
if necessary, beyond. Also, I believe 
any Secretary of the Army has to be 
cooperative with this Congress. He has 
to respond candidly and directly to our 
questions and our comments. 

One of the issues we all have as lead-
ers is the necessity to speak truth to 
power on occasion. One of the observa-
tions I would make is that we have 
seen, in the experiences of General 
Shinseki and Secretary Tommy White, 
occasions where they gave us their best 
opinion and they effectively were pun-
ished for those views. 

I think that is wrong. I think that at-
titude has to be corrected. That is an-
other responsibility of the Secretary of 
the Army, to ensure that uniformed of-
ficers have the opportunity to express 
themselves appropriately and not fear 
retribution. All of us will benefit from 
the advice the uniformed officers of 
this country can so wisely give to us. 

Secretary White was discharged 
many months ago as Secretary of the 
Army. It took a very long time for the 
Secretary of Defense and the President 
to nominate Dr. Harvey. In the interim 
we were extremely well served by Act-
ing Secretary Les Brownlee. I don’t 
have to add more than what the chair-
man and the ranking member have said 
about the qualities of that individual. I 
just had the privilege about 10 days ago 
to be with Secretary Brownlee up in 
West Point where he represented the 
Army at the Board of Visitors meeting. 
He is a consummate professional, 
someone who has rendered extraor-
dinary service to the Army and to the 
Nation. But one of the issues I find 
somewhat disturbing is that even 
though we were well represented by 
Secretary Brownlee, it took so long for 
the Secretary of Defense to nominate a 
permanent Secretary. I think that I 
can put it this way: I find that doesn’t 
suggest the importance the job must 
bear. That is another reason I found it 
somewhat unusual, at the very end of 
our session, before the election, there 
was a sudden rush to confirm Dr. Har-
vey. 

I had the occasion to speak with Dr. 
Harvey. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in the 
interest of accuracy, I wonder if the 
Senator will yield? 

Mr. REED. Yes. 
Mr. WARNER. I know you want to be 

accurate. You are known on the com-
mittee as being a very accurate person, 
but you know the Secretary of Defense 
did forward the name of Secretary 
Roche, Secretary of the Air Force, to 
the Senate. Therein we discovered 
other situations that dictated in good, 
common sense that nomination should 
be withdrawn. But it did show action 
by the Secretary, and I wanted that 
part of the record. 

Mr. REED. I thank the chairman. I 
reclaim my time, and I thank him for 
that important and accurate input. I 
think, though, we have been so many 

months without a Secretary, and even 
when the nomination of Secretary 
Roche seemed to be in doubt, there was 
not the kind of response I thought nec-
essary to show we had a permanent 
Secretary in place. 

Then, of course, Dr. Harvey was nom-
inated in July. The chairman is abso-
lutely right. After it became apparent 
that Secretary Roche would not lead 
the Air Force—but, July until, again, 
September or October, there was no 
movement to get someone confirmed in 
an office that is vital. The chairman is 
correct. He is entirely accurate and I 
accept that gratefully. 

One of the real issues that we have to 
deal with is the situation in the Army, 
and I think there are three areas that 
are of critical importance. First is end 
strength. Senator LEVIN has spoken to 
that. Second is the recapitalization 
issue, how do we repair this equipment 
and how do we buy new equipment. 
Again, Senator LEVIN has talked to 
that. Finally, there is this issue of 
leadership, of making sure that the 
Army is accountable to its peers in the 
legislative branch, accountable to Con-
gress, and accountable to the values 
that we have all seen as the hallmark 
of the military. 

These are critical issues that the 
next Secretary will have to address. 

On the issue of end strength, during 
the last several months it has become 
increasingly clear to me, at least, that 
the Army needs to increase defense. It 
needs more Active-Duty soldiers in its 
ranks. 

Since 1989, the Army military end 
strength has been cut by more than 34 
percent, and civilian end strength by 
more than 45 percent, while undergoing 
a 300-percent increase in mission rate. 
That is not illogical. 

At the end of the Cold War—1989– 
1990—with the vanishing of the Soviet 
threat, the notion that we needed a 
heavy-armored corps in Europe to stop 
the potential thrust into Central Eu-
rope was no longer operative. So the 
Army was reduced. That logic was ap-
parent. 

Then mission rate began to increase 
not just a few years ago but through 
Somalia, Haiti, and the Balkan threat. 
Just as there was logic in the early 
1990s to reduce the size of our Army, I 
believe there is a compelling logic 
today to increase the size of our Army. 

For the past several years, the Army 
end strength has been virtually con-
stant at 418,400. In December 2001, for 
example, with the 482,400 end strength, 
there were about 100,000 Army per-
sonnel stationed abroad. Today, there 
are about 330,000 Army personnel sta-
tioned abroad. 

You can see the tremendous increase 
in demand for these troops to be taken 
from home stations and deployed over-
seas. 

Similarly, in 2004, 26 of the Army’s 33 
active combat brigades were deployed 
overseas at least once, and in 2003 and 
2004 all 33 of the active Army combat 
brigades will have been deployed. 
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We all recognize that our operations 

in Iraq were conducted by extraor-
dinarily brave troops, and extraor-
dinarily effectively in the opening 
phases. In a matter of days, the Iraqi 
military was destroyed. Saddam was 
toppled from power. Then we began 
what in retrospect was the most crit-
ical part of the campaign—the occupa-
tion and reestablishment of civil soci-
ety in Iraq. 

One of the aspects of this phase is the 
growing recognition that it was not 
well planned. And we are indeed paying 
for that in terms of American military 
on the ground. Mistakes were made in 
the planning process. 

According to a recent article in the 
Philadelphia Inquirer, when a lieuten-
ant colonel briefed war planners and 
intelligence officers about phase 4–C— 
not the combat but the occupation op-
erations, both civilian and military op-
erations after the battle is won—he 
was briefing them in March 2003. But 
he was a little bit reticent because the 
slide he had simply said this: ‘‘To be 
provided.’’ 

We did not have good plans to occupy 
the country of Iraq. Today, we are pay-
ing for that lack of planning. 

The same Philadelphia Inquirer arti-
cle pointed out that it is not because 
we didn’t recognize there were poten-
tial problems in Iraq, but in the words 
of the article, there was a ‘‘foot high 
stack of material’’ discussing the prob-
ability of stiff resistance in Iraq. A 
former senior intelligence official stat-
ed, ‘‘It was disseminated. And ig-
nored.’’ 

But we see at least some indication 
of the difficult path ahead when the of-
fice referred to the comments General 
Shinseki made in February 2003. Sen-
ator LEVIN asked him how many troops 
it would take. He said, ‘‘Something on 
the order of several hundred thousand 
soldiers.’’ He was immediately casti-
gated by Secretary Rumsfeld, saying 
this estimate was ‘‘far from the mark.’’ 
Secretary Wolfowitz called it ‘‘out-
landish.’’ 

And, once again, it raises another 
challenge for the next Secretary of the 
Army to deal with. 

How do we ensure that military offi-
cers will give their best advice and not 
suffer adverse consequences when they 
are asked by the Congress? We have a 
role to play. In fact, I think when 
many of us looked back, we hoped we 
had played a more significant role, par-
ticularly about the postwar occupation 
of Iraq. 

I think it is important for this next 
Secretary to develop a situation where 
these officers feel confident of being 
candid with their superiors in uniform 
and with Members of Congress. 

I know it has been pointed out that 
General Shinseki already had an-
nounced his plans to retire, or the Sec-
retary had announced his plans for 
him. But, nevertheless, I think the 
treatment he received after his candid 
response to the committee was shabby 
and not comparable with the service 

this gentleman rendered the U.S. Army 
and the Nation. 

We understand, given the occupation 
unanticipated in many respects, we are 
going to require a significant number 
of soldiers in Iraq. This, again, should 
not come as a surprise to many people. 

This chart is illustrative. It basically 
compares the ratio of soldiers in Iraq 
with historical records. The first line— 
the blue line—is the occupation of Ger-
many. Again, we had huge numbers of 
soldiers on the ground in Germany. 
The red line shows the troop level for 
Japan. The next is the Somalia level, 
then Haiti, and noticeably the success-
ful operations in the Balkans. This hor-
izontal line represents our troop levels 
in Iraq today, 142,000. 

History should have shown us that 
we would need a much larger Army to 
carry off this occupation in Iraq. 

You might say, Well, we succeeded in 
Japan. But we succeeded by essentially 
preempting the entire Japanese Gov-
ernment. Once the Emperor made his 
fateful visit to General MacArthur and 
bowed to him, our problems with insur-
gency and rehabilitation of the Japa-
nese were all but over. It took years 
but not militarily successful; again, in 
Somalia and Haiti. In Somalia, we left 
abruptly without a great deal of grace 
despite the courage of soldiers who per-
formed magnificently there. Haiti 
might be a special case. But it should 
be clear that we need more troops on 
the ground. 

If you need more troops on the 
ground, then you just simply need a 
larger Army. 

That is something that we have to 
confront. That is just one. 

Last summer, Secretary Rumsfeld 
asked the Defense Science Board, an 
independent group of experts, to study 
the transition from hostilities. Do we 
need more troops or less? Can we rely 
on technology or troops? They took a 
comprehensive look at missions and 
initiatives to reduce strain on the 
Army. Again, these are very sophisti-
cated individuals selected by Secretary 
Rumsfeld. Their conclusion: 

A smaller force may be needed to defeat 
opponents than that needed for stabilization 
and reconstruction operations. Technology 
has not had the same leverage in stabiliza-
tion sales and reconstruction that it has in 
conflict. Warfighting transformation is not 
likely to save manpower needed for stabiliza-
tion and reconstruction. 

Consistent with history, consistent 
with what military officers tell us and 
presumably telling the Department of 
Defense, we need more troops for oper-
ations such as stabilization operations. 

We also understand that there are 
roughly 138,000 troops stationed in the 
country today. And in anticipation of 
the election, in January the Pentagon 
announced they were going to try to 
increase that size. 

Again, I think the inescapable con-
clusion from history and from uni-
formed military leaders candidly tell-
ing us their best judgment and from 
the result of the Defense Science Board 

is that we need more troops. We need a 
larger Army for these missions. 

But there are other issues that 
should suggest to us that we could use 
more troops effectively. We recently 
heard about a huge ammo dump that 
was discovered. It was apparently 
looted, and apparently unguarded for 
many months. 

When I was in Iraq traveling with the 
chairman and ranking member in July, 
we were in Kirkuk. I was amazed to 
hear a general of the 4th Infantry Divi-
sion talk about the hundreds and hun-
dreds of unsecured American ammo 
dumps. I don’t believe they were unse-
cured because we believed there was no 
danger. It is simply because they did 
not have sufficient forces then to guard 
every ammo dump. They didn’t have 
loyal Iraqi forces to support their ef-
forts. 

Again, we have seen a situation in 
the last few days where we have con-
ducted very successful and very dif-
ficult operations in Fallujah. Once 
again, the courage of the marines and 
the soldiers has been extraordinary— 
house-to-house fighting, difficult fight-
ing. They have endeavored and suc-
ceeded in many respects not only in 
taking valuable terrain but also spar-
ing innocent civilians with extraor-
dinary demonstration of courage and 
skill. 

But as they reduce Fallujah, the in-
surgents again move operations into 
Mosul and Bogoba. They span out and 
spread out and hit us. Frankly, one of 
the reasons they were successful in 
Mosul was because there was no signifi-
cant American forces there. And the 
local police—some fought valiantly and 
a few others disappeared. Over a period 
of time, the whole town was under the 
control of the insurgents. 

When we went into Mosul and started 
injecting American forces and more re-
liable Iraqi forces, they now hit Bogoba 
and other parts of the Sunni triangle. 
That is another strong suggestion that 
more American forces might be useful 
in country. 

Finally, the borders of Iraq remain 
very porous. Smuggling is a venerable 
tradition in that part of the world, and 
the smuggling trade continues to oper-
ate. 

Could we use more troops? Yes. The 
administration and the Department of 
Defense have said that our future and 
our salvation is with the Iraqi security 
forces. I believe they are right, but 
that is the long term. That is years 
from now. We are training an Iraqi na-
tional army force. And, frankly, the 
training is at the level of squads and 
platoons. They haven’t reached the 
level of companies or battalions that 
can effectively replace American units. 
They do not have the kind of equip-
ment we have. The prospect of reliable, 
well-trained and well-disciplined Iraqi 
forces is many months if not years 
away. 

We have a large number in Iraq al-
ready. Some might say: Goodness gra-
cious, you have a bigger army than the 
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130,000 troops that are there right 
now—140,000 troops. But I don’t think 
people recognize that the troops that 
are deployed are just, if you will, the 
tip of the spear. They are behind in ad-
ministration, behind in troops that are 
training there, and there are troops 
that are recovering from being there. 

It is important to recognize that 
even though there are roughly 140,000 
troops in Iraq, it is clearly tasking our 
Army. 

An observer of the scene, former 
Army officer Phillip Carter, tried to 
put this in perspective. Even the sim-
plest military task, such as moving a 
unit from point A to point B, requires 
a Herculean logistical effort. Planes 
have to be scheduled; trains have to be 
contracted and loaded; ships must be 
diverted and filled with equipment. 
Just consider what it takes to move a 
single tank company from Fort Stew-
art to Fallujah. Soldiers have to spend 
days inspecting and packing their vehi-
cles before loading them onto trains to 
take them to port. The trains will be 
met by more soldiers at dockside, who 
will work with longshoremen and con-
tractors to put the tanks on a ship. 
Then the ship has to sail across to Ku-
wait where it will be met by more 
troops and contractors. Only then can 
they roll them north to Iraq. Moving 
one tank company costs a fortune and 
requires hundreds of people. 

Now imagine you want to move an 
entire unit such as the 3rd Infantry Di-
vision with hundreds of tanks and 
thousands of other vehicles. The size 
and complexity of the task is stag-
gering. It may cost as much as $1 bil-
lion to send a division to Iraq. And it 
can’t be done quickly. 

Major bases in the United States 
have a finite ‘‘throughput’’ capacity, 
meaning that they can only squeeze so 
many pieces of equipment out the door 
any given day. 

The tip of this spear is in Iraq. But 
whatever we have there, we need many 
more back here, again raising, I think, 
the obvious need for additional end 
strength for our Army. 

In January 2004, LTG John Riggs, in 
charge of the Army of the future, stat-
ed: 

I have been in the Army 39 years, and I’ve 
never seen the Army as stretched in that 39 
years as I have today. 

In July, LTG Jay Garner, who was 
the Bush administration’s first genera-
tion in postwar Iraq, stated: 

I think people are worn out, equipment is 
run down, and we’ve overstressed the re-
serves. We’re drastically short [of] infantry 
and MPs because the Army is too small. 

But all of this seems to have not 
made an impression on the Department 
of Defense with respect to the need to 
increase the size of the Army. 

I think it is not just a question of 
numbers. It is a question of the stress 
being borne by soldiers and their fami-
lies. 

Approximately 16,000 Active-Duty 
soldiers have had two tours in Iraq, and 
if they stay in the service longer, they 
will have another. 

That is a very significant statement. 
In June of 2004, DOD projected that 

over the next 3 to 5 years it will con-
tinuously have 100,000 to 150,000 Re-
serve component members mobilized. 

It has been estimated that if we do 
not increase the Army size, forces that 
have already been deployed to Iraq will 
have to return two more times. Mr. 
President, 3,600 troops normally sta-
tioned in Korea to protect us against 
North Korea, a country that arguably 
is a dangerous threat to us with their 
nuclear weapons and their mentality, 
have been redeployed to Iraq. 

On July 6, the Defense Department 
stated it was calling up 5,674 members 
of the Individual Ready Reserve sol-
diers who have completed active duty, 
were in an 8-year period to be recalled, 
and they are being recalled, but they 
do not drill on a regular basis and some 
have not put on a uniform in 3, 4, 5, 6 
years. 

The DOD also implemented a series 
of stop-loss policies, what some might 
call a backdoor draft. Since September 
11, DOD has announced six stop-loss 
policies for the Army, two for the 
Navy, five for the Air Force, and two 
for the Marine Corps. Only the Army 
still has a stop-loss policy, which 
means, effectively, once the unit is 
alerted, until 90 days after they return, 
that individual soldier cannot leave the 
Army even if his enlistment is up. 
These tours are increasingly longer. It 
is not just 12 months in-country; it is 
also the training beforehand and the 
demobilization after. 

As many have pointed out, a great 
burden is falling on our Reserve and 
National Guard units. Men and women 
who have full-time jobs, men and 
women who have families far away 
from their mobilization point. Today, 
frankly, we cannot meet our require-
ments in the Army without the Guard 
and Reserve. These are extraordinarily 
talented, consummate professionals. 
The citizen soldiers have done a re-
markable job for us, but the strain is 
immense on the Reserve and National 
Guard, once again suggesting we need a 
larger regular force. We have adopted 
all sorts of measures, stop-loss, relying 
heavily on the Reserves, but the under-
lying point which has to be confronted 
by the next Secretary is how do we in-
crease permanently, with regular budg-
et authority, the Regular Forces of the 
United States. The average mobiliza-
tion for members of the Reserves and 
National Guard has increased to 342 
days this year from 156 during the Per-
sian Gulf, again corresponding to the 
increased reliance we are placing on 
the Reserve soldiers. 

As we pointed out previously, the 
DOD mobilization authority states 
that the members of the Reserve com-
ponent can be mobilized for no more 
than 24 months. Currently, 30,000 Re-
serve component members are up 
against this 24-month cap. But in 2005, 
indeed, a large portion next year will 
bump up against this cap. So we are 
using the Reserves and National Guard, 

and they are performing well, but this 
underscores the need for a large reg-
ular force. A larger regular force is in-
cluded in the budget, but not funded by 
emergency provisions through supple-
mental appropriations. 

We are beginning to see, as a result 
of the stress on the Guard particularly, 
an erosion in terms of recruitment and 
retention. The Army National Guard 
ended fiscal year 2003 approximately 
7,800 soldiers below the recruiting goal. 
Last month, the Army National Guard 
announced it expected to fall 5,000 
short of the goal of 56,000 soldiers. A 
survey by the Army Research Institute 
for Behavioral and Social Sciences re-
ported to us that more than one in 
three Army reservists plan to leave or 
transfer to the inactive reserve when 
the current enlistment ended; only a 
quarter will reenlist. 

The Active Army made the reporting 
goal, but they did this by pulling for-
ward one-half of the delayed entry pro-
gram. Each year, they sign up young 
men and women who do not expect to 
report until the next year. In order to 
make the goal, they counted those sol-
diers in this year’s accounting. So they 
start off essentially in a hole for this 
year because they cannot double-count 
those soldiers. 

The other factor I see potentially 
damaging in the longer run, for the 
first time in a very long time, a small 
fraction of soldiers is being led into the 
Army who are normally rejected be-
cause of lower qualifications. It is 
roughly 2,000 out of 100,000, but that is 
a trend that certainly we do not want 
do see grow or continue, and it is illus-
trative of the need to make the totals 
because of the stress our military is 
under. 

The other aspect is we are committed 
to making sure that the Army is there 
and we are trying to do that through 
incentives and bonuses, which puts ad-
ditional financial stress on the budget 
of the Army. Again, this is something 
we can’t avoid. That is the way we 
have to fund and maintain a volunteer 
force, but it is an issue in terms of 
long-term ability of the Army to find 
the resources so that they can pay 
these bonuses, they can pay the bene-
fits, they can enlist the force. 

One other final aspect of this issue of 
reliance upon a force which I believe is 
too small. We have seen, for the first 
time in a notable way in Iraq, reliance 
and overreliance on contractors—not 
contractors who do the mess halls. By 
the way, they are doing a magnificent 
job over there. The quality of life of 
soldiers is first-rate. But I am taken 
aback when I see private contractors 
providing security. We all recall that 
even Ambassador Bremer’s security 
was provided not by military people 
but by private civilian contractors. 
That is another indication to me that 
we have to increase the Regular Army. 

Part of this was a result of a plan 
that did not anticipate a long-term, in-
tensive involvement in Iraq. As men-
tioned before, this has been pointed out 
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by others. In December of 2003, Jeffrey 
Record, of the Army’s own Strategic 
Studies Institute, published a report 
that stated the ground force require-
ments in Iraq have forced the U.S. 
Army to the breaking point. He says 
the Army appears incapable of sus-
taining a commitment of 16 of its 33 ac-
tive-duty combat brigades in Iraq ab-
sent a reduction elsewhere or expan-
sion of its force structure. 

Again, the Defense Science Board 
stated that current and projected force 
structure will not sustain our current 
projected globalization. There are inad-
equate total numbers of troops and a 
lack of long-term endurance. The board 
recommended adding troops or cutting 
back missions. It is very difficult to 
cut back missions. 

I should point out that the board was 
aware of the attempts to reform the 
military, the modularity that is going 
on within the military. Again, this is a 
very positive development. I commend 
the Chief of Staff, General 
Schoomaker, and those who are trying 
to reforge the Army to be more effi-
cient, but the Defense Science Board 
recognized these efficiencies and still 
stated that we need more troops. 

We have in the Senate, with the co-
operation of the chairman and ranking 
member, tried to do this. Again, going 
back a year or so ago, together with 
Senator HAGEL, we introduced legisla-
tion that would increase the Army by 
10,000. It passed this Senate, but the 
Department of Defense objected to it, 
and it fell out of the conference report. 
We were successful in the last author-
ization to include an increase of 20,000 
end strength, but once again the De-
partment of Defense insisted that these 
troops be paid through emergency pro-
cedure. 

We have to have a situation where 
the end strength is increased but it is 
also paid for through the regular budg-
et process. My fear is that eventually 
it will get more difficult to pass 
supplementals. Senator LEVIN pointed 
out how the Army will rethink the de-
mand of a significant amount of money 
next year in the supplemental for 2005. 
Yet even with that money they might 
not be able to sustain all their needs, 
equipment, or otherwise. 

Unless we have an authorized end 
strength that is paid for through the 
regular budget process, we may end up 
leaving the Army in the lurch in the 
years ahead. When the budget comes 
down, the supplementals are not as ro-
bust, and they still have the missions 
and the troops they need to conduct 
those missions. That is a critical issue 
that the Secretary must address. I 
raised these issues with Dr. Harvey. He 
certainly listened attentively, but I re-
ceived no commitment that he was 
going to move aggressively to do this. 

The other issue of equipment, which 
has been addressed by the ranking 
member, is the Army has sustained 1.6 
billion in equipment battle losses in 
Afghanistan and Iraq. Presently it has 
an unfunded requirement of 1.3 billion 

for ammunition. The Army estimates a 
third of the equipment is either al-
ready in Southwest Asia or en route. In 
fiscal year 2005, approximately 1.6 mil-
lion pieces of Army equipment will be 
sent back to the United States from 
Iraq and Afghanistan for repairs, up-
grade, or replacement. The Army ex-
pects to need $7 billion for this effort. 

We have an extraordinary demand to 
keep Army equipment going, and the 
requests, so far, the supplemental re-
quests have not met those demands. I 
personally believe we have to have a 
robust, dedicated fund from sources 
outside the Army so we can fund the 
simple recapitalization of the equip-
ment needs of the military. 

There is another aspect of the equip-
ment demand. We have taken a great 
deal of equipment from the National 
Guard and forces in the United States, 
moved it overseas, leaving our Na-
tional Guard back here with a fraction 
of their critical equipment. As my col-
leagues recognize, the National Guard 
plays a critical role in homeland secu-
rity, a critical role in aiding States and 
localities with disaster assistance, and 
they are not only deployed overseas 
but many of the guardsmen left behind 
do not have the full complement of 
equipment—another issue we have to 
deal with. 

I could go on at great length talking 
about recurring equipment needs. 
There are other examples that are 
critically important. Nearly all the 
equipment, for example, in our stock-
piles in Southwest Asia has already 
been deployed forward. We do not have 
those robust stockpiles of equipment 
necessary if there is another contin-
gency in the area. The only area where 
stocks appear to be untouched is 
Korea, which I think is a very prudent 
decision. This is another example of 
the issues we are facing in terms of 
equipment. 

As we go forward, we have endeav-
ored to provide the resources to our 
military to conduct the important op-
erations overseas. In the past 17 
months, President Bush has requested 
and Congress has appropriated $187 bil-
lion for Afghanistan and Iraq. We also 
anticipate an additional request of $70 
billion in the next few weeks or 
months. We are spending a great deal 
of money, but still the needs of the 
Army are unmet. We have to provide 
for the needs. We have to provide for 
the necessary equipment. 

We have a crisis in end strength. We 
have a crisis in recapitalization of 
equipment, and we also have an issue 
of leadership. I have stressed this be-
fore so I will be brief. 

We have had two individuals serving 
the Army in this administration. Gen-
eral Shinseki and Secretary White 
were called upon to give their best 
views to the Congress. They did, and 
essentially they were punished for 
those views. That, to me, is not an ef-
fective way to use the offices of the 
Army or to get the kind of cooperation 
within the executive branch and the 

kind of cooperation between the Con-
gress and the military service that is 
so necessary. Again, I feel the inhibi-
tions that resulted from that very dra-
matic public behavior might have pre-
vented individuals from appropriately 
sharing with us information about the 
planning problems for postwar Iraq, 
about the need for additional forces, 
about the need for recapitalization of 
equipment. In the long run, it is a very 
destructive and corrosive force. The 
next Secretary has to deal with that on 
an individual basis and on a collective 
basis in the Army and within the De-
partment of Defense. 

Also, too, an issue that has concerned 
many, and one that we were shocked 
by, was the scenes of the Abu Ghraib 
prison, where individual soldiers have 
been held accountable, enlisted people, 
E–5s, E–6s, E–4s, but anyone who has 
read the reports and anyone who has 
been in the area in which the chairman 
has conducted it in a very professional 
and very courageous fashion has to un-
derstand that accountability does not 
stop here. 

We have had numerous reports by the 
IG, by General Taguba, by General 
Kern, and by others which suggests at 
least people at ranks beyond non-
commissioned officer have to be held 
accountable. Yet to date there has been 
no accountability, in my mind. 

I was curious as to just simply who 
had the responsibility to press court- 
martial charges against some of the in-
dividuals notified in the report by Gen-
eral Karpinski. Now, that is, I am told 
no general officer can go before a 
court-martial without an IG report. 
The IG has conducted a report. I found 
out that the IG, General Mikolashek, is 
scheduled to retire in a few days. I 
don’t know what the status of his re-
port is, whether he forwarded it to the 
convening authority and whether the 
convening authority is taking steps. 
The convening authority is General 
Helmsley, who is the Reserve compo-
nent commander. Colonel Pappas, who 
is out of the 5th Military Intelligence 
Brigade, and General Sanchez was 
originally the convening authority—he 
decided because of appearances, and I 
think appropriately, that he shouldn’t 
be involved. It was then sent to Gen-
eral Bell, the USAREUR commander, 
and now it has been delegated to Gen-
eral Benny Williams. It seems to me in 
the course of trying to establish re-
sponsibility beyond the company grade 
level that we have not made much 
progress. 

I believe the next Secretary of the 
Army has to deal with this issue di-
rectly because it would be unfortu-
nate—more than unfortunate—if indi-
vidual soldiers were punished and it ap-
peared that seniors who might be cul-
pable—not directly involved in bru-
tality but for dereliction of duty or for 
failure to follow the law of warfare— 
simply walked away or were lost in the 
shuffle of paperwork and reports. That 
is the challenge this Secretary has to 
deal with because the essence, in my 
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mind, of a military officer is account-
ability and responsibility, and you do 
not get that by pushing reports and 
pushing paper and suddenly trying to 
make it go away. 

Maybe I am just premature in my de-
mands for some type of finality to this 
situation. I don’t think so. Again, I be-
lieve the next Secretary of the Army 
has to establish a very simple rule: Sol-
diers are responsible for what they do 
and commanders are responsible for 
their commands. I hope that is done be-
cause, if not, all the issues I have 
talked about—the lack of troops, the 
need for new equipment and refurbish-
ment of equipment—will pale in com-
parison if people can draw the lesson 
that only soldiers are punished and su-
periors are somehow able to escape, at 
least the opportunity to be held ac-
countable. 

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator 
yield? He brings up a subject of great 
importance to the committee. Indeed, I 
commend the committee as a whole for 
the manner in which it pursued its 
look into this situation. We are await-
ing what is described as maybe the 
final report—the Senator is aware of 
that—which is to be a compendium 
analysis of previous reports and such 
other factors deemed relevant. 

There is also an outstanding request 
that I put to General Kern and his 
group in the course of the hearing that 
we would like to have them, once 
again, assess the full meaning of ac-
countability as they use that. 

I thank the Senator for raising the 
question. I assure him it is something 
I will continue as chairman in the com-
ing Congress. This is a matter which 
the committee will once again address. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I reclaim 
my time. Let me, once again, commend 
the chairman because he took a posi-
tion that was very difficult. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the distin-
guished Senator. The ranking member 
was a full working partner, together 
with all Members of the committee. 

Mr. REED. Let me add, honestly, 
without his sensitivity to the impor-
tance of this issue, to the long run val-
ues of the military, it would not have 
received any attention. I commend the 
chairman for continuing his efforts. 

I just point out, all this might be co-
incidental. General Kern retired on 
Saturday, I believe. I hope the report 
and response is ready and en route to 
the chairman. I hope he, too, agrees 
with me that this is not an issue that 
we can ignore. 

I must say also this is not just an 
Army issue. I think there was a tend-
ency initially to portray this as the ab-
errant behavior of young soldiers. As 
we now know, there was much more 
complicated and high-level involve-
ment. What involvement is still un-
clear, but we cannot walk away from 
this issue. And because the next Sec-
retary of the Army will have so much 
authority with respect to reports, with 
respect to reviewing at least court- 
martial proceedings or involved in 

these decisions, this issue has to be ad-
dressed. And that is one of the major 
challenges I think Dr. Harvey will ad-
dress, I hope, if he is confirmed. 

Let me again conclude by thanking 
the chairman not only for his leader-
ship but for the gracious way he has 
helped today to illustrate these issues 
and to assist me in my presentation. I 
thank him. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAPO). The Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, before 
recognizing the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado, I would like to respond 
to two issues raised by our colleague 
from Rhode Island in the course of 
what I think has been a very construc-
tive debate today. 

The first is on the issue of end 
strength. 

Senator REED has argued that the 
Regular Army—the active duty force— 
needs to be larger, and I would agree 
with him. 

In the Ronald Reagan National De-
fense Authorization Act for fiscal year 
2005, signed by the President on Octo-
ber 28, Congress required that the 
Army increase its active-duty strength 
by 20,000 soldiers over fiscal year 2004 
levels. 

The conference report, while noting 
that in a time of national emergency 
the President may direct even higher 
levels, specifically authorized an in-
crease of 30,000 soldiers between 2005 
and 2009. 

These increased numbers reflect the 
recommendations of General Peter 
Schoomaker, the Chief of Staff of the 
Army, who is a great soldier. He has 
proven to be a superb Chief of Staff of 
the Army. 

In the committee hearing on General 
Schoomaker’s nomination last year, I 
recall very well the questions asked of 
him as to whether he thought that the 
Army needed to have more soldiers. 
General Schoomaker responded can-
didly that his intuition told him that 
he thought the Army needed to be larg-
er. 

He was right. Following his con-
firmation and appointment in August 
2003, he has testified on several occa-
sions about the end strength issues and 
communicated his views about what 
needs to be done to ensure the Army is 
prepared and ready in all respects for 
its current missions. 

The Army laid out a plan to tempo-
rarily increase end strength by 30,000 
over the next 5 years as it was trans-
forming to ‘‘modular units of action.’’ 

General Schoomaker, for example, 
testified on November 19, 2003, in a full 
committee hearing on ‘‘Current Army 
Issues.’’ I questioned him about the 
force level of the Army, asking General 
Schoomaker about whether we need ad-
ditional troops. 

His response was that as a result of 
stop-loss and stop-movement, which 
currently serves to ensure unit man-
ning and cohesion, the Army was oper-
ating with 20,000 more soldiers in the 
regular Army than in 2002. He went on 
to emphasize that 

the greatest move we can make is to get the 
proper utilization of the soldiers within the 
Army that we have authorized and we are 
paying for right now. This is going to require 
significant active-Guard and Reserve rebal-
ancing and significant restructuring of poli-
cies that will give us access to more of the 
force that we are paying for and have on 
hand right now. 

General Schoomaker reiterated this 
point in February 2004 when he testi-
fied with the Secretary of Defense on 
the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget. 
General Schoomaker shared his ‘‘rain 
barrel’’ and ‘‘spigot’’ analogy with us 
in which he noted that because of the 
Army’s current organization and com-
position, the Army cannot make use of 
the bulk of its manpower. 

General Schoomaker has called for 
transformational changes in Army per-
sonnel planning, such as conversion of 
billets from military to civilian em-
ployees; he has advocated rebalancing 
of reserve and active skills to improve 
readiness; he has called for greater 
numbers of soldiers with essential oc-
cupational skills, and implementation 
of new technology. In doing so, he con-
sistently has argued throughout the 
past year that precipitous increases in 
end strength were not the answer to 
the Army’s readiness challenges. 

In a recent interview last month, 
General Schoomaker stated: 

We all agree the Army should grow. The 
issue is how to pay for it. Right now we have 
supplemental funding to increase numbers 
we’re bringing in and retaining. . . . We are 
growing through increased accessions and re-
tention. We have grown to 495,000 on active 
duty, up from 480,000 last year. We are mak-
ing the Army as big as we can, as fast as we 
can. But paying for it is another issue. 

In summary then, three points need 
to be made: 

First, the Army is increasing in size. 
The Army active-duty strength on Sep-
tember 30 of this year was 499,530. That 
was about 17,000 above the authorized 
end strength for fiscal year 2004. The 
Army is projecting that it will meet 
the requirement to expand by 20,000 
soldiers by the end of fiscal year 2005. 

Second, while all agree that the 
Army is stretched, the Department of 
Defense has been clear that if the com-
batant commander in U.S. Central 
Command calls for more troops, he will 
receive them. 

And, third, the cost of 10,000 addi-
tional active-duty soldiers has been es-
timated to be $1.2 billion. It is essential 
that budgeting realities be taken into 
account and that the Army not be re-
quired to absorb additional soldiers 
‘‘out of hide.’’ To do otherwise would 
undermine General Schoomaker’s criti-
cally important transformational vi-
sion. 

I draw to my colleagues’ attention 
that General Schoomaker, the current 
Chief of Staff of the Army, has ad-
dressed this issue. I questioned him in 
the course of the hearing on November 
19 about the force level of the Army. I 
asked him how he felt about the need 
for additional troops. His response was 
that as a result of the stop-loss and 
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stop-movement which currently serves 
to ensure unit manning and cohesion, 
the Army was operating with 20,000 
more soldiers in the Regular Army 
than in 2002. 

In a subsequent interview last 
month, he stated: 

We all agree that the Army should grow. 
The issue is how to pay for it. 

The Senator from Rhode Island 
raised that point. 

General Schoomaker went on to say: 
Right now we have supplemental funding 

to increase numbers we’re brining in and re-
taining. . . . 

I think he has looked at this in a 
very responsible way, recognizing that 
the supplemental, hopefully, has cared 
for the immediate needs of the Army 
and will provide funds to implement 
the legislation the committee incor-
porated in the Ronald Reagan Defense 
Act of 2004 that we put through. 

Also, the Senator raised a question 
about General Shinseki, and that is 
one in which I have been increasingly 
interested through the years. And ac-
tually, on this floor, I stated to the 
Senate that so much has been said 
about this distinguished officer’s ca-
reer and how he concluded, which I al-
ways thought was the regular way, 
that the Chief of Staff would step down 
at the conclusion of his term. But oth-
ers have views about that, and I am not 
going to get into that. 

I would like to put in the RECORD the 
colloquy between Senator LEVIN and 
General Shinseki on February 25, 2003, 
when he addressed this question of the 
forces that could be used or required. It 
is interesting to go back and read it be-
cause I think people have seized on this 
so often to refer to it as a basis for 
their observations. But here is what he 
said. Senator LEVIN asked the question: 

General Shinseki, could you give us some 
idea as to the Army’s force requirement for 
an occupation of Iraq following the success-
ful completion of the war? 

Bear in mind, the operation had not 
even started at that time, and this 
question was put to General Shinseki 
after all the chiefs had made opening 
statements. General Shinseki had put 
into the record his full statement and 
then testified in open session to most 
of that statement. 

General Shinseki said: ‘‘In specific 
number, I would have to rely on com-
batant commanders’ exact require-
ments,’’ which is much what the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Defense have 
said each time this issue is up. If the 
combatant commanders made requests, 
indeed he, the President, would con-
sider it and, in all probability, meet 
those requests. 

Then he went on. It is very inter-
esting. He is a most distinguished offi-
cer, and I share the Senator’s views 
about him. There are moments in our 
Senate career that we never forget, but 
I remember in the course of the con-
firmation of General Shinseki, our dis-
tinguished colleague from Hawaii, Sen-
ator INOUYE, rose and gave one of the 
most magnificent speeches on the floor 

of the Senate I have ever heard about 
any individual in the 26 years I have 
been privileged to serve here. I share in 
the full respect for this officer. 

Here is what he said again to Senator 
LEVIN: 

I would say that what has been mobilized 
to this point, something in the order of sev-
eral hundred thousand soldiers, is probably a 
figure that would be required. 

In other words, it was not a finite 
statement. It was more or less a gener-
alized statement. He continued: 

We are talking about post-hostilities con-
trol over a piece of geography that is fairly 
significant with the ethnic tensions that 
could lead to other problems. 

That is showing a lot of foresight. 
It takes a significant ground presence to 

maintain a safe and secure environment to 
make sure that people are fed, that water is 
distributed, all with the responsibilities that 
go along with administering a situation like 
this. 

But he makes no reference at that 
point that he ever anticipated the level 
of insurgency, the infiltration of these 
terrorists from other nations to come 
in and fuel this fight. 

In fairness to him, I think the exact 
text that he responded to that ques-
tion, which, again, was referred to by 
my distinguished colleague, the rank-
ing member, and myself today should 
be made a part of this RECORD. 

I inquire of the Presiding Officer as 
to the time remaining under the con-
trol of the Senator from Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia has 40 minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. And the distinguished 
ranking member, I believe, has roughly 
an hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
ranking member has 56 minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. I notice the presence 
on the floor momentarily of our distin-
guished colleague from South Carolina 
and, indeed, the current junior Senator 
from South Carolina. I know the Sen-
ate is anxious to hear from both our 
colleagues with regard to the forth-
coming retirement of our distinguished 
colleague, Senator HOLLINGS. 

I also see my colleague from Colo-
rado who desires to speak to the mat-
ter before the Senate. I say to the Sen-
ate that I think this debate and discus-
sion among the members of the com-
mittee as relating to the nomination is 
about to come to a close, and subject 
to the ranking member’s views, which I 
ask he provide the Senate at this time, 
I would like to give—how much time 
would the Senator from Colorado de-
sire? 

Mr. ALLARD. I request from the 
chairman 10 minutes. I probably will 
not use that amount, but if there is a 
minute or two, I will yield that back. 

Mr. WARNER. I think the Senator 
from Oklahoma, Mr. INHOFE, wants 
about 5 minutes. Perhaps 15 minutes on 
this side, I say to my colleagues, is the 
remainder of the time we would seek 
on this nomination. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield for a unanimous consent 

request first. I am glad the Senator put 
in the RECORD the remarks of General 
Shinseki. I think they fully support 
what Senator REED was saying and 
what I was saying. I also ask unani-
mous consent at this point in the 
RECORD that the reaction of Secretary 
Wolfowitz to those remarks be printed. 
We will provide those for the RECORD, 
to the effect General Shinseki was 
widely off the mark and that it is hard 
to believe it would take more troops to 
occupy a country than it would be to 
win the war. I ask those remarks be 
made part of the RECORD. We will sup-
ply those remarks to the clerk, if that 
meets with the agreement of the Sen-
ator. 

Mr. WARNER. I certainly would not 
impose any objection to a colleague 
wishing to expand the remarks. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
THE STATEMENT OF U.S. DEPUTY SECRETARY 

OF DEFENSE PAUL WOLFOWITZ BEFORE THE 
HOUSE BUDGET COMMITTEE ON FEBRUARY 27, 
2003 
If I might digress for a moment, Mr. Chair-

man, from my prepared testimony, because 
there’s been a good deal of comment, some of 
it quite outlandish, about what our post-war 
requirements might be in Iraq. . . . 

But some of the higher-end predictions 
that we have been hearing recently, such as 
the notion that it will take several hundred 
thousand U.S. troops to provide stability in 
post-Saddam Iraq, are wildly off the mark. 

First, it is hard to conceive that it would 
take more forces to provide stability in post- 
Saddam Iraq than it would take to conduct 
the war itself and to secure the surrender of 
Saddam’s security forces and his army. Hard 
to imagine. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I call 
to the attention of my colleague that 
this issue of General Shinseki’s re-
marks has been and perhaps will con-
tinue to be debated and discussed. 

But actually, on the floor of the Sen-
ate—and my recollection is it was last 
fall from this fall in connection with 
the conference report—I said to the 
Senate that I had asked repeatedly of 
the Army, of members of the Army: 
Was there any staff work done on this 
issue of the troop levels required in a 
post-conflict situation, either in the 
Department of the Army or in the joint 
staff? I urged that that be forthcoming 
and that information be given to the 
committee. 

To the best of my knowledge, no one 
has come forward to show any staff 
workup that provided the basis for the 
General’s reply. As I point out, the 
General did not, in the course of these 
opening remarks, in a prepared state-
ment, make any reference to that. As a 
matter of fact, he was supportive of the 
figure that was in the budget. 

Mr. LEVIN. If the Senator will yield, 
though, again, for a comment on that. 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. 
Mr. LEVIN. If there was no staff 

workup on that issue, it would be 
shocking. There surely should have 
been staff work on the question of how 
many troops it would take to secure a 
country after its occupation. There 
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have been a number of press reports to 
the effect that there in fact were some 
assessments as to how many troops, 
but I have never seen that assessment. 
If it did not exist, it would be pretty 
serious mismanagement, it seems to 
me, and if it does exist, we ought to get 
a copy of it. 

Either way, I think General Shinseki 
was mistreated. He was the subject of 
calumny, almost, inside the civilian 
part of the Defense Department, for ex-
pressing an opinion. 

I know my friend, the chairman, 
would agree with me that when a mili-
tary officer is asked a question, he is 
required by a commitment that he 
makes to us when he is before us for 
confirmation to give us his honest pro-
fessional judgment, and he was pressed 
by me to give us that judgment. He 
said he couldn’t be specific, and then I 
pressed him to give us a range and he 
said: Several hundred thousand. The 
reaction to that amongst the civilians 
is that is widely off the mark. He paid 
a price he never should have paid for 
giving an honest opinion to a congres-
sional committee. 

Mr. WARNER. You address this thing 
in a very broad context, which you are 
free to do. I was very specific. When he 
said several hundred thousand, I in-
quired as to whether there is any docu-
ment, either in the Department of the 
Army or the joint staff, which sup-
ported that several hundred thousand 
individuals would be needed in a post- 
conflict situation. 

Mr. LEVIN. Is there a document that 
supports 130,000 would be needed? I 
would like to see a document that sup-
ports any analysis of what would be 
needed. That is the problem with the 
failure to plan for the aftermath. It is 
that there was no plan for the after-
math. If there is a document that says 
130,000—and maybe my good friend 
from Rhode Island has the document 
we are referring to? 

Mr. REED. I don’t have the docu-
ment, but an article in the Philadel-
phia Inquirer of October 17, 2004 made 
several references. First: 

Franks’ Central Command did have an ex-
tensive plan to restore order and begin re-
building the country, called Operation 
Desert Crossing, said retired Marine Gen. 
Anthony Zinni, who drew up the plan and up-
dated it continuously when he led Centcom 
until 2000. It was never used. 

Further in the story: 
Central Command originally proposed a 

force of 380,000 to attack and occupy Iraq. 
Rumsfeld’s opening bid was about 40,000, ‘‘a 
division-plus,’’ said three senior military of-
ficials who participated in the discussions. 
Bush and his top advisers finally approved 
the 250,000 troops the commanders requested 
to launch the invasion. But the additional 
troops that the military wanted to secure 
Iraq after Hussein’s regime fell were either 
delayed or never sent. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, Oct. 17, 
2004] 

THE IRAQ WAR: MISCALCULATION AND MISSTEP 
WASHINGTON.—In March 2003, days before 

the start of the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq, 
American war planners and intelligence offi-
cials met at Shaw Air Force Base in South 
Carolina to review the Bush administration’s 
plans to oust Saddam Hussein and implant 
democracy in Iraq. 

Near the end of his presentation, an Army 
lieutenant colonel who was giving a briefing 
showed a slide describing the Pentagon’s 
plans for rebuilding Iraq after the war, 
known in the planners’ parlance as Phase 
4–C. He was uncomfortable with his mate-
rial—and for good reason. The slide said: ‘‘To 
Be Provided.’’ 

An Inquirer Washington Bureau review of 
the Iraq policy and decisions of the adminis-
tration has found that it invaded Iraq with-
out a comprehensive plan in place to secure 
and rebuild the country. The administration 
also failed to provide about 100,000 additional 
U.S. troops that American military com-
manders originally wanted to help restore 
order and reconstruct a country shattered by 
war, a brutal dictatorship, and economic 
sanctions. 

In fact, some senior Pentagon officials had 
thought they could bring most American sol-
diers home from Iraq by September 2003. In-
stead, more than a year later, 138,000 U.S. 
troops are still fighting insurgents who slip 
easily across Iraq’s long borders, diehards 
from the old regime, and Iraqis angered by 
their country’s widespread crime and unem-
ployment and the United States’ sometimes 
heavy boots. 

‘‘We didn’t go in with a plan. We went in 
with a theory,’’ said a veteran State Depart-
ment officer who was directly involved in 
Iraq policy. 

The military’s plan to defeat Hussein’s 
army worked brilliantly and U.S. troops 
have distinguished themselves on the battle-
field. 

However, the review found that the Presi-
dent and many of his advisers ignored re-
peated warnings that rebuilding Iraq would 
be harder than ousting Saddam Hussein, and 
they tossed out years of planning about how 
to rebuild Iraq, in part because they thought 
pro-American Iraqi exiles and Iraqi ‘‘patri-
ots’’ would quickly pick up the pieces. 

The CIA predicted up until the war’s open-
ing days that the Iraqi army would turn 
against Hussein, which never happened. 

This report is based on official documents 
and on interviews with more than three 
dozen current and former civilian and mili-
tary officials who participated directly in 
planning for the war and its aftermath. Most 
still support the decision to go to war but 
say many of the subsequent problems could 
have been avoided. 

Every effort was made to get those who 
were interviewed to speak for the record, but 
many officials requested anonymity because 
they didn’t want to criticize the administra-
tion publicly or because they feared retalia-
tion. 

President Bush and top officials in Sec-
retary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld’s of-
fice did not respond to repeated requests for 
interviews. They have publicly defended 
their plans for the invasion and its after-
math, and now some top officials are blam-
ing the CIA for failing to predict the messy 
aftermath of Hussein’s fall. 

The United States and interim Iraqi Prime 
Minister Ayad Allawi are now taking steps 
to defeat the Iraqi insurgency and will have 
national elections in January. They have ne-
gotiated an agreement to disarm some of the 
militia led by radical Shiite Muslim cleric 
Muqtada al-Sadr and are pressing an offen-

sive against Sunni rebels. After more than a 
year of internal squabbling, U.S. military 
commanders, intelligence officers, and dip-
lomats in Baghdad are acting as a team. 

But the hole created by the absence of an 
adequate plan to rebuild Iraq, the failure to 
provide enough troops to secure the country, 
the misplaced faith in Iraqi exiles, and other 
mistakes made after Baghdad fell is a deep 
one. 

‘‘We’ve finally got our act together, but 
we’re all afraid it may be too late,’’ said one 
senior official who is engaged daily in Iraq 
policy. 

The Bush administration’s failure to plan 
to win the peace in Iraq was the product of 
many of the same problems that plagued the 
administration’s case for war, including 
wishful thinking, bad information from Iraqi 
exiles who said Iraqis would welcome U.S. 
troops as liberators, and contempt for dis-
senting opinions. 

However, the administration’s planning for 
postwar Iraq differed in one crucial respect 
from its erroneous prewar claims about 
Iraq’s nuclear, chemical and biological weap-
ons programs and links to al-Qaeda. 

The U.S. intelligence community had been 
divided about the state of Hussein’s weapons 
programs, but there was little disagreement 
among experts throughout the government 
that winning the peace in Iraq could be much 
harder than winning a war. 

‘‘The possibility of the United States win-
ning the war and losing the peace in Iraq is 
real and serious,’’ warned an Army War Col-
lege report that was completed in February 
2003, a month before the invasion. 

Without an ‘‘overwhelming’’ effort to pre-
pare for the U.S. occupation of Iraq, the re-
port warned, ‘‘The United States may find 
itself in a radically different world over the 
next few years, a world in which the threat 
of Saddam Hussein seems like a pale shadow 
of new problems of America’s own making.’’ 

A half-dozen intelligence reports also 
warned that U.S. troops could face signifi-
cant postwar resistance. This foot-high stack 
of material was distributed at White House 
meetings of Bush’s top foreign policy advis-
ers, but there’s no evidence that anyone ever 
acted on it. 

‘‘It was disseminated. And ignored,’’ said a 
former senior intelligence official. 

The Pentagon’s Defense Intelligence Agen-
cy was particularly aggressive in its fore-
casts, officials said. One briefing occurred in 
January 2003. Another, in April 2003, weeks 
after the war began, discussed Hussein’s 
plans for attacking U.S. forces after his 
troops had been defeated on the battlefield. 

Similar warnings came from the Penta-
gon’s Joint Staff, the State Department’s 
Bureau of Intelligence and Research, and the 
CIA’s National Intelligence Council. The 
council produced reports in January 2003 ti-
tled ‘‘Principal Challenges in Post-Saddam 
Iraq’’ and ‘‘Regional Consequences of Regime 
Change in Iraq.’’ 

Unlike the 1991 Persian Gulf War, in which 
Iraqi troops were trying to maintain their 
grip on Kuwait, ‘‘they are now defending 
their country,’’ said a senior defense official, 
summarizing the Joint Staff’s warnings. 
‘‘You are going to get serious resistance. 
This idea that everyone will join you is balo-
ney. But it was dismissed.’’ 

Retired Army Lt. Gen. Jay Garner wasn’t 
named to lead Iraq’s reconstruction until 
January 2003 and didn’t oversee the first 
major interagency conference on postwar 
Iraq until Feb. 21, less than a month before 
the invasion. 

At the Pentagon, the director of the Joint 
Staff, Army Gen. George Casey, repeatedly 
pressed Gen. Tommy Franks, the head of the 
Central Command, for a ‘‘Phase 4,’’ or post-
war, plan, the senior defense official said. 
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‘‘Casey was screaming. ‘Where is our Phase 

4 plan?’ ’’ the official said. It never arrived. 
Casey is now the commander of U.S.-led coa-
lition forces in Iraq. 

Franks’ Central Command did have an ex-
tensive plan to restore order and begin re-
building the country, called Operation 
Desert Crossing, said retired Marine Gen. 
Anthony Zinni, who drew up the plan and up-
dated it continuously when he led Centcom 
until 2000. It was never used. 

The same officials who saw no need for a 
plan to secure and rebuild a defeated Iraq 
also saw no need to position thousands of 
U.S. soldiers, including military police, engi-
neers, ordnance disposal teams, and civil af-
fairs specialists, to begin taking control in 
Iraq even before the war against Hussein was 
over. 

Long-standing Army doctrine calls for be-
ginning reconstruction in freed areas of a 
country while fighting rages elsewhere. It 
also calls for a shift in military forces from 
combat troops to civil affairs, military po-
lice and the like. 

‘‘Unfortunately, this did not occur despite 
clear guidance to the contrary,’’ Army Col. 
Paul F. Dicker wrote in an assessment. 

Bush, Rumsfeld, and other top officials in-
sist that their military commanders were 
given everything they requested, and Franks 
wrote in his book, American Soldier, that 
Rumsfeld supported his war plan. 

Technically, that’s accurate. However, 
three top officials who served with Franks at 
the time said the plan was the product of a 
lengthy and sometimes heated negotiation 
between the Central Command and the Pen-
tagon, in which Rumsfeld constantly pressed 
Franks and other senior officers to commit 
fewer troops to Operation Iraqi Freedom. 

At one point, Secretary of State Colin 
Powell, a former chairman of the joint 
chiefs, weighed in on Franks’ side and helped 
persuade Rumsfeld to commit more troops, a 
senior administration official said. 

Rumsfeld and his aides wisely wanted to 
keep the U.S. footprint in Iraq as small as 
possible, realizing that more troops would 
likely breed more Iraqi resentment, and they 
wanted a smaller, faster force that could 
overwhelm the Iraqi military before it could 
torch the country’s oil fields, retreat into 
the cities and create a humanitarian dis-
aster. 

‘‘There were different motivations by dif-
ferent people in this administration for 
going after Iraq, but they all came together 
. . . in a way that blotted out prudence and 
caution,’’ said a senior intelligence official. 

Central Command originally proposed a 
force of 380,000 to attack and occupy Iraq. 
Rumsfeld’s opening bid was about 40,000, ‘‘a 
division-plus,’’ said three senior military of-
ficials who participated in the discussions. 
Bush and his top advisers finally approved 
the 250,000 troops the commanders requested 
to launch the invasion. But the additional 
troops that the military wanted to secure 
Iraq after Hussein’s regime fell were either 
delayed or never sent. 

As a result, the two Army divisions that 
Centcom wanted to help secure the country 
weren’t on hand when Baghdad fell and the 
country lapsed into anarchy, and a third, the 
First Cavalry from Fort Hood, Texas, fell so 
far behind schedule that on April 21 Franks 
and Rumsfeld dropped it from the plan. 

Moreover, one senior military official said, 
there was a realization that fresh troops 
would eventually be needed to replace worn- 
out units in Iraq. 

‘‘We could not burn the candle on the Cav 
prematurely,’’ he said. 

Others said that civilian officials in the 
Pentagon were so convinced that these ‘‘fol-
low-on forces’’ wouldn’t be needed in Iraq 
that they thought they could withdraw 50,000 

troops from Iraq in June 2003; 50,000 more in 
July; and a final 50,000 in August. By Sep-
tember 2003, Rumsfeld and his aides thought, 
there would be very few American troops left 
in Iraq. 

Instead of providing a plan and enough 
troops to take control of Iraq, officials, ad-
visers and consultants in and around the 
Pentagon and Vice President Dick Cheney’s 
office bet on Iraqi exiles such as Ahmed 
Chalabi of the Iraqi National Congress, who 
assured them that Iraqis would welcome U.S. 
troops as liberators. 

Gen. John Keane, the vice chief of the 
Army staff during the war, said some defense 
officials believed the exiles’ promises. 

‘‘We did not see it [the insurgency] coming. 
And we were not properly prepared and orga-
nized to deal with it. . . . Many of us got se-
duced by the Iraqi exiles in terms of what 
the outcome would be,’’ Keane told a House 
committee in July. 

Rumsfeld’s office ‘‘was utterly, arrogantly, 
ignorantly and negligently unprepared’’ for 
the aftermath of the war, said Larry Dia-
mond, who was a political adviser in Bagh-
dad from January to March of this year. 

Douglas Feith, the Defense Department’s 
number-three official, and former Pentagon 
consultant Richard Perle both acknowledged 
that their vision for post-Hussein Iraq in-
cluded putting pro-Western exiles in power. 

‘‘We had a theme in our minds, a strategic 
idea, of liberation rather than occupation, 
giving them [Iraqis] more authority even at 
the expense of having things done with 
greater efficiency’’ by coalition military 
forces, Feith told The Philadelphia Inquirer 
last month. 

Perle, in an interview, said he and others 
had for years advocated ‘‘helping the Iraqis 
liberate themselves—which was a completely 
different approach than we settled on.’’ 

‘‘We’ll never now how it would have come 
out if we did it the way we wanted to do it,’’ 
he said. 

The CIA, the Defense Intelligence Agency, 
and the State Department all warned that 
Chalabi was a charlatan, and the uniformed 
military dragged its heels in training exiles 
to join the fight against Hussein. 

The battle over Chalabi was one of numer-
ous bitter interagency fights about Iraq that 
Bush and his national security adviser, 
Condoleezza Rice, never resolved. 

‘‘I’m not going to put my thumb on the 
scale,’’ Bush said at a White House meeting 
in which Chalabi’s bona fides were hotly de-
bated, according to an official who was 
present. 

That left Pentagon officials to plow ahead 
with their attempt to position Chalabi and 
his militia, the Free Iraqi Fighting Forces, 
to take power after Saddam’s fall. 

Within 48 hours of their arrival in Baghdad 
in April, some of Chalabi’s men, including 
members of his personal bodyguard force, 
began taking cars, bank accounts and real 
estate, said a senior military officer who re-
ceived reports of the events. It became evi-
dent almost as quickly that Chalabi and 
other exiles had a larger political following 
in the Pentagon than they did in Iraq. 

Intelligence officials now charge that 
Chalabi or some of his senior aides were paid 
agents of Iran’s intelligence service, and that 
Chalabi or his security chief provided classi-
fied U.S. military information to Iran. 
Chalabi has denied the allegation. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, at this 
point I further ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD testi-
mony by General Franks in response to 
questioning by Senator LEVIN on this 
issue. 

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

Senator LEVIN. Could you give us just a 
range of troops? I mean, would it be from 
100–150,000 for many years? I’m not asking 
for any kind of precise figure, but what’s 
your current best estimate? 

General FRANKS. Senator Levin, that actu-
ally is not as hard to answer as it might 
seem. We have about 145,000 troops in there 
right now. As I have talked to commanders 
at every level inside Iraq, one finds that that 
footprint appears to us on the operational 
side to be about what that footprint needs to 
look like. There has been suggestion that 
perhaps there should be more troops, and, in 
fact, I can tell you in the presence of this 
Secretary that if more troops are necessary, 
this Secretary is going to say yes. We have 
talked about this on a number of occasions, 
and when the tactical commanders on the 
ground determine that they need to raise 
force levels, then those forces in fact will be 
provided. The Secretary may want to com-
ment on that, but what we—— 

Mr. WARNER. That concludes the de-
bate at this point. I wonder if Senator 
ALLARD and Senator INHOFE—I see Sen-
ator SESSIONS—we are trying, if I 
might, to acquaint my colleagues who 
have arrived on the floor—the distin-
guished senior Senator from South 
Carolina desires to speak to his forth-
coming retirement. The senior Senator 
wishes to speak to that. Yet this issue 
has been fully debated by those who 
have been on the floor. I judge my col-
leagues here wish to take some time. 

If my colleague could indicate that 
to me, I would like to allocate the time 
you would like to have. 

First, Senator ALLARD. 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, if I 

might have 10 minutes. I am not sure I 
would use that time, but I appreciate 
that. 

Mr. WARNER. Other Senators? 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, I will 

be pleased—2 minutes will be sufficient 
to me. 

Mr. WARNER. Let’s say 5. He is the 
chairman on the subcommittee for the 
Army and I think that is important. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I also have a 4 
o’clock commitment I will need to be 
in. 

Mr. WARNER. I say to the Senator 
from Oklahoma—— 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Chairman, if there 
is 10 minutes, I would like to have 
that. If not, I will downgrade that. 

Mr. WARNER. I will leave that to the 
Senator’s judgment. For the moment I 
will say 7 minutes. Is that agreeable? 

Mr. INHOFE. That is agreeable. 
Mr. WARNER. Does the Senator from 

Colorado wish to allow our distin-
guished colleague from Alabama to 
proceed? 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
if the Senator from Colorado will give 
me 2 to 3 minutes. I want to say a cou-
ple of things. 

Mr. WARNER. For that purpose, I 
ask unanimous consent for the Senator 
from Alabama, to be followed by the 
Senator from Colorado, followed by the 
Senator from Oklahoma, to address the 
Senate in the confines of the time allo-
cated. 

Mr. ALLARD. That is all right with 
me. I yield 3 minutes. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:13 Jan 29, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2004SENATE\S16NO4.REC S16NO4m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11349 November 16, 2004 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Alabama is recog-

nized. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I was 

present when Dr. Harvey came before 
the Armed Services Committee for the 
nomination hearing on his appoint-
ment as Secretary of the Army. As the 
hearing went along, I became more and 
more impressed with this extraor-
dinary man. This is not the time to de-
bate somebody’s differing opinions 
about how General Franks and others 
should have handled the war in Iraq. 
They did a dadgum good job of it, as far 
as I am concerned, in achieving the 
victory over there and in Afghanistan 
also. There will always be people to 
second-guess it. 

But Dr. Harvey has extraordinary ex-
perience of remarkable breadth. He has 
his B.S. from Notre Dame and Ph.D. 
from the University of Pennsylvania in 
metallurgy and materials science. He 
has been CEO of some of the country’s 
largest corporations. He has been a 
COO of two high-tech startup compa-
nies in recent years. He is high-tech 
oriented. He is management oriented. 
He will bring those skills to the De-
partment of Defense. 

As he goes through it, he will be able 
to help us decide how big the Army 
should be and how the transformation 
should go forward to help us transform 
our great Army, which is doing mag-
nificent work this very moment in a 
hostile environment in Iraq. He will 
help us make it better. I am convinced 
of that. 

He is not a uniform man himself, nor 
should he be. He will bring his talents 
to bear to that subject. I am excited by 
his nomination. I believe he will do an 
outstanding job. 

I thank Senator WARNER for his lead-
ership and I yield the remainder of my 
time to Senator ALLARD and Senator 
INHOFE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I have 
the utmost confidence in Dr. Francis 
Harvey and I do believe he will act on 
behalf of our men and women in the 
field. I think he has a sincere concern 
about what happens to them and that 
they have the adequate equipment and 
manpower and whatnot to do their job. 
Frankly, it boils down to the fact that 
we can always anticipate what the 
force size has to be. That has to be de-
termined basically by the men in the 
field, the commanders in the field. To 
try to run a war out of the Pentagon is 
a mistake. I happen to be rising in sup-
port of the nomination of Dr. Francis 
Harvey for the post of Secretary of the 
Army because I think he understands 
that. 

I will say a few things here to com-
ment on Dr. Harvey’s qualifications. 

In addition to the time Dr. Harvey 
spent with us in committee hearings, I 
spoke with him individually on a vari-
ety of Army issues, critical not only to 
our overall national security but also 

the citizens of Colorado. I believe Dr. 
Harvey to be fully qualified for this 
post. My distinguished colleague from 
Alabama, I think, went over some of 
his qualifications. I thank our distin-
guished chairman from Virginia for 
this timely debate and confirmation. 

Let me first acknowledge the out-
standing performance of the current 
Acting Secretary of the Army, Les 
Brownlee. Secretary Brownlee, to-
gether with General Schoomaker, the 
Army Chief of Staff, has successfully 
directed the Army through this time of 
challenge and change. The Army is 
leading our Nation in the global war 
against extremist terrorists, and is 
making giant strides in transforming 
warfighting, logistics, and business 
management capabilities. 

Additionally, I know the Nation 
greatly appreciates the significant im-
provements in the quality of life of our 
Active Duty, Reserve, and National 
Guard soldiers. This includes our retir-
ees, veterans, and dedicated spouses 
and families. I applaud Secretary 
Brownlee for these achievements and 
am thankful for his continued service 
to our country. 

The challenges and pace of change in 
the Army remain steady and are top 
national priorities. Based on my con-
versation with Dr. Harvey, I am con-
fident he has the right skills and expe-
rience to lead this next period of trans-
formation. Dr. Harvey demonstrated a 
record of management success in both 
public and private enterprise that will 
enable him to develop prudent choices 
and solutions for several strategic 
Army outcomes. Among the key stra-
tegic evaluations are force structure 
and force sizing reviews in pursuit of 
Army transformation objectives; glob-
al posture and ‘‘mission needs’’ evalua-
tions to improve Army mobility and 
responsiveness regarding future de-
mands at home and abroad; and, fi-
nally, manpower studies to assess and 
balance both the military, civilian, and 
the Active-Reserve distribution of 
skills to ensure we are optimally em-
ploying our military personnel and re-
sources. These critical activities will 
define the composition and capability 
of the U.S. Army for the foreseeable fu-
ture, and will improve the recruitment, 
retention, and motivation of our men 
and women and families throughout 
the Army family. 

Another high priority I covered with 
Dr. Harvey is the Army’s commitment 
to, and funding for, our obligations to 
eliminate our chemical weapons stock-
piles. The Army is the executive agent 
to carry out the chemical demilitariza-
tion and disposal program at various 
sites across the country. Unfortu-
nately, the program is falling behind 
schedule and costing more money than 
originally planned. 

Dr. Harvey’s qualifications and expe-
rience are well suited to address the 
problems associated with the chemical 
demilitarization program. In my per-
sonal conversations with the nominee, 
and again in public testimony, I re-

ceived Dr. Harvey’s assurances and 
commitment for Army leadership to 
pay close attention to and fix the prob-
lems within the technology and demili-
tarization programs at all of our chem-
ical weapons facilities. I am convinced 
Dr. Harvey is as dedicated as I am to 
seeing the United States fulfill our 
chemical weapons treaty obligations. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the op-
portunity to speak in support of Dr. 
Harvey’s nomination. I believe Dr. Har-
vey is well qualified for the significant 
challenges facing him and I look for-
ward to working with him to keep our 
Army the greatest the world has ever 
known. 

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

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, how 

much time do we have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 23 minutes, of which 10 min-
utes has been allocated to the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

First of all, let me address some of 
the things that have been talked about 
today. We have had a drawdown in the 
military, starting with the Cold War. 
When it was over, all of us heard so 
many people say the Cold War is over, 
we have no need to have the strength 
we had before. Then after the 1991 gulf 
war, the drawdown continued. The 
Army is on the right track right now 
to regain the manpower they lost dur-
ing that drawdown. I agree with the 
Senator from Rhode Island, who has 
been concerned about the end strength. 
I have joined him in that, and feel the 
same way. 

But I agree the drawdown in force 
that took place at the end of the Cold 
War went too far. We cut 365,000 troops, 
too many for the force we had. We 
should have stayed with the original 
number provided by General Powell 
during the first Bush administration. 

During the Clinton administration, 
we took a procurement holiday that 
cost us dearly. Budgets were woefully 
inadequate to sustain our force. Readi-
ness suffered. The euphoria was around 
the fact that ‘‘the Cold War is over,’’ 
we no longer need this much military. 
We found out we were wrong. From fis-
cal year 1994 to 2001, we did not keep up 
with inflation. Defense spending lost 
$430.2 billion in constant 2002 dollars. 
This was an average of $53.8 billion a 
year. We are talking about a loss of 
that amount. The deterioration would 
have been $53.2 billion greater if not for 
the Congress plus-up of the Clinton 
budget from fiscal year 1996 onward. 

The Republicans gained control of 
both the House and the Senate in 1994. 
To turn this positive from fiscal year 
1996 onward, it would have been $58.1 
billion or $9.7 billion a year average. 

The Democratic Congress had even 
reduced the Clinton request from 1994 
to 1996 by $4.8 billion, or $2.4 billion a 
year average, and reduced the last fis-
cal 1993 year Bush budget request by a 
whopping $8.1 billion. 
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The Republican Congress was able to 

flatten this trend by fiscal year 1997 
and turn the trend upward from fiscal 
year 1999 to fiscal year 2004 but never 
recovered the shortfall. 

When George W. Bush took office, the 
military readiness was in decline. We 
had not made the proper investment in 
modernization, readiness, and standard 
of living for our soldiers. 

I know it is true. I chaired the readi-
ness subcommittee of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee during that 
timeframe. We desperately needed to 
reorganize the military to cope with 
this post-world war era. 

Just short of 9 months after taking 
office, George W. Bush was faced with 
9/11. He was faced with mobilizing the 
military to protect the United States 
in a new kind of war, a new kind of war 
we never experienced before, one not 
properly dealt with by previous admin-
istrations, and one the military had 
not been funded to cope with. 

We are now paying for that mistake. 
We have been playing catchup. We need 
to put the Army back on the right 
track. And General Shoomaker and 
Acting Secretary Brownlee have done 
just that. We are reorganizing the 
Army to retrain soldiers from skills 
needed in today’s threatened environ-
ment to skills more appropriate to 
those threats. 

We are adding 30,000 soldiers to the 
force and turning many noncombat 
jobs being performed by soldiers today 
into civilian positions. 

We are stabilizing families and rotat-
ing units rather than individual sol-
diers through Iraq and Afghanistan. 

We are accelerating equipment field-
ing to incorporate the latest innova-
tions to defend against EIDs, the 
threat that we really didn’t know 
about in years past. 

We are committed to providing the 
Army with anything and everything 
they need, but we can’t waste resources 
by throwing money at the problem. We 
have to respond to the requests of our 
leaders in the field. I think we have 
done that, and I am committed to mak-
ing sure we continue to do that. 

I am confident that Secretary Har-
vey, as has been said by so many peo-
ple, will also continue to do that. I am 
confident he will be successful because 
he understands industry. Today, we 
need industry to give their best and as 
fast and as affordable as possible. It is 
important to have someone of Dr. Har-
vey’s character and ability to provide 
the guiding hand and make this part-
nership between Government and in-
dustry work for the maximum benefit 
of our soldiers. 

You have to keep in mind that is one 
of the serious problems we face right 
now. The number of defense contrac-
tors is about one-fifth of what it was 20 
years ago. It is important that we have 
someone who understands industry, 
and certainly Dr. Harvey will be such a 
person. 

We are playing catchup in the world. 
It is changing daily before our eyes. 

The Army must reorganize and mod-
ernize. 

How many people in America know 
we are sending our troops out many 
times with equipment that is not as 
good as that of our potential adver-
saries? In the area of artillery, five 
countries make a better artillery piece 
than we have, including South Africa. 
We found out from a very courageous 
general back in 1998 that in fact our 
best strike vehicles—F–15 and F–16— 
are not as good as some of the SU se-
ries being sold by Russia to many of 
our potential adversaries in the future. 
We must mobilize our Guard and Re-
serve in ways we haven’t seen since 
World War II to fight this world war. 

We have a great team to accomplish 
all of that. General Shoomaker and Dr. 
Harvey and Les Brownlee and the brave 
men and women of our Army, both uni-
formed and civilian. What a task they 
have and what a team we have. 

Senator AKAKA and I are both vet-
erans of the Army. We started the 
Army Caucus. Up to that time they had 
not been given the proper attention as 
to how we are reliant on our Army for 
our ability to sustain this war against 
terrorism. 

I look forward to the confirmation of 
Dr. Harvey as the next Secretary of the 
Army, and support the Army’s advice 
to end this war. 

We want to give, I believe, 10 minutes 
for the Senator from South Carolina. Is 
there more than 10 minutes remaining 
at this time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At this 
time, the majority has 15 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, does 
the Senator from Oklahoma desire ad-
ditional time? 

Mr. INHOFE. I will take only maybe 
3 or 4 minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator 3 more minutes. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, a lot of 
things have been said about the condi-
tion of the soldiers in Iraq and about 
their attitudes. I can tell you that I 
don’t think there is any Member of this 
body who has spent more time in Iraq 
and Afghanistan than I have. I hear 
statements of individuals. They are 
proud of the mission. They are proud of 
what they are doing. They have a spirit 
I have never seen before. 

I would like to quote Secretary 
Brownlee. He said: 

Some in this country have charged that 
the situation in Iraq is getting progressively 
worse. You who have been there know the 
truth, and so do the people of Iraq. Things 
are getting better, not worse. Though the in-
surgents have caused immense pain and suf-
fering and delayed reconstruction efforts in 
some parts of Iraq, most Iraqis are looking 
at the future with hope, hope they lacked 
under the former regime. 

These successes constitute signifi-
cant milestones of which the people of 
our Nation should be proud and hope-
ful. But the fight is by no means over 
to ensure that Afghanistan and Iraq at-
tain stability and success and the tran-
sition into the democracies is very key. 

I think we have seen this with the 
election in Afghanistan. I personally 
was there when officials turned over to 
the Iraqis the training of the Iraqi Na-
tional Army. I see the successes over 
there. The media has not done a good 
job and I feel they need to spend more 
time congratulating and talking about 
the great job we are doing. 

As Mr. Brownlee said, the Army is 
decisively engaged in fighting ter-
rorism. But our soldiers are also build-
ing alliances, training other militaries 
with tenets of democracy and civilian 
control, executing counter drug oper-
ations and providing disaster relief and 
humanitarian assistance. These mis-
sions are equally important to our na-
tional security. They help to increase 
mobile stability to prevent the devel-
opment of serious crises and to dem-
onstrate the goodwill of the American 
people. 

In light of the potential for terrorism 
to spread, the Army remains com-
mitted to participate. That is exactly 
what they are doing. 

I just got back from eight countries 
in Africa. There is a concern there. 
There is terrorism. As the squeeze 
comes in, terrorism is now infiltrating 
into the continent of Africa, and we are 
in the process of doing something with 
four brigades or five African brigades. 
So we will have them trained to face 
this when that time comes. 

I see other Senators waiting. 
I yield the floor. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to offer my support for the Presi-
dent’s nomination of Dr. Fran Harvey 
to the post of Secretary of the Army. 

Our forces are deployed around the 
world as they have never been before. 
They are fighting hard and they are 
fighting well to defend Americans in 
the war on terror, and the Army is at 
the front line of that fight. 

Gone are the days when massive and 
overwhelming force was all this coun-
try needed to ensure victory. The 
threats we face and the stresses they 
cause on our force require visionary so-
lutions. Fran Harvey is the visionary 
we need at the head of our largest 
force. 

Fran Harvey knows how to look at a 
large organization where the bureauc-
racy is an overwhelming force in its 
own right, and mold it to meet future 
threats. Dr. Harvey is a successful ex-
ecutive who has extensive experience 
in leading and managing large organi-
zations, particularly program based or-
ganizations involved in the develop-
ment and deployment of technology 
and systems. 

He will bring a results oriented man-
agement approach to an organization 
where results matter more than any-
where else. As part of this approach, 
Dr. Harvey places major emphasis on 
business transformation through proc-
ess improvement in combination with 
the application of information tech-
nology. 

Fran Harvey’s broad base of experi-
ence has been multi-dimensional in 
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terms of industries, functions, and 
markets. His industrial experience is 
very diverse and includes aerospace 
and defense, environmental and infra-
structure, energy, government facili-
ties management, communications and 
information systems and electronics. 

Fran Harvey has the requisite experi-
ence to be Secretary of the Army, but 
what is more important, he is a vision-
ary where long-term vision is badly 
needed. It is my great pleasure to sup-
port what I am sure will be a successful 
tenure leading our Army. 
∑ Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, due 
to a prior commitment, I will not be 
able to vote in the Senate today on 
President Bush’s nomination of Dr. 
Francis J. Harvey of California to be 
the next Secretary of the Army. 

I wish to state for the record that, 
had I been able to cast my vote today 
in the Senate, I would have voted in 
favor of Dr. Harvey. As he noted in his 
appearance before the Senate’s Com-
mittee on Armed Services, Dr. Harvey 
has experience in leading, managing 
and fostering change in large organiza-
tions. In addition, I also appreciate 
that Dr. Harvey has experience in the 
defense industry, experience that 
should help him as he oversees the 
Army’s important process of trans-
forming to meet 21st century threats. 

On this last point, I hope that Dr. 
Harvey will devote considerable time 
and effort to the Army’s trans-
formation initiative. If the Army is to 
be a relevant force in future combat 
operations, it must have the resources 
and the commitment from senior lead-
ership necessary to transform. This 
means that Dr. Harvey and others will 
need to fight for critical science and 
technology funds to enable key trans-
formational programs, such as the Fu-
ture Combat System, to succeed. While 
the Army does have current needs that 
require critical funds, it cannot sac-
rifice its future if it hopes to success-
fully transform. 

In addition, transformation encom-
passes more than just equipment and 
weapons platforms. I am hopeful that 
Dr. Harvey will continue to make sure 
that we achieve the proper balance of 
skills located in the Active Duty with 
those located in the Reserve compo-
nent. Too many Low Density/High De-
mand capabilities, such as military po-
lice and civil affairs, are found in 
Army’s Reserve component. I am hope-
ful that the Army, under Dr. Harvey’s 
leadership, will be able to strike the 
right balance so that Operational 
Tempo problems—highlighted by the 
war on terrorism—are not exacerbated. 

Again, had I been present in the Sen-
ate today, I would have voted in favor 
of confirming Dr. Francis J. Harvey as 
the next Secretary of the Army. I wish 
Dr. Harvey good luck on his new re-
sponsibilities and duties as Secretary 
of the Army.∑ 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of Dr. Fran Har-
vey to be the next Secretary of the 
Army. I have met with Mr. Harvey and 

discussed the responsibilities of this 
position with him, and I believe he is 
well qualified to lead the Army during 
this critical time. 

As I stand here today, the U.S. Army 
is succeeding in the global war on ter-
rorism despite continued stress on and 
transformation of the force. It is re-
markable that the Army is succeeding 
to the extent that they are while—at 
the same time—undergoing a signifi-
cant reshaping of the force. Many of 
my colleagues have suggested that a 
simple increase in the number of troops 
in the Army will solve the Army’s 
challenges. While I believe that the 
Army does, at least in the near-term, 
need additional troops, I believe the 
Army’s largest and most promising 
challenge is to continue transforming 
itself into a 21st century fighting force 
with 21st century tools and a 21st cen-
tury management structure. I believe 
that Francis Harvey will help lead the 
Army in this direction. 

As I see it, to relieve the stress on 
the force, we have to create a more 
flexible force, and I commend Sec-
retary Rumsfeld on the steps he has 
taken to achieve this. To implement 
these reforms, the Army needs a leader 
who has experience with leading, man-
aging, and reforming large organiza-
tions. Mr. Francis Harvey has that ex-
perience, and the necessary business 
acumen and results oriented approach 
to get the job done. 

I have confidence in Mr. Harvey’s 
ability to lead the men and women of 
the U.S. Army as they meet the chal-
lenges of the next decade. He will be an 
effective, forward-thinking leader who 
will take the Army where it needs to 
go in the coming years. 

In closing, I would also like to recog-
nize the outstanding leadership and 
contribution of the Acting Secretary of 
the Army over the last 18 months, my 
good friend Les Brownlee. Les has led 
the Army during an extraordinary time 
in the Army’s history and deserves to 
be commended for his professionalism 
and his selfless service to our country 
and to the men and women of the U.S. 
Army. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 
to conclude this debate on the nomi-
nee. The nomination will be voted on, I 
am told, at 5:15, subject to modifica-
tions at that time. 

I say in conclusion that I think we 
have had a very good debate on this 
nomination and also the serious issues 
affecting the Department of the Army. 
I think it has been helpful in many re-
spects. 

I am prepared to yield back all the 
remaining time which I have in the de-
bate. I understand the distinguished 
ranking member is prepared to do like-
wise. 

Mr. LEVIN. We yield back the re-
mainder of our time. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in that 
case, I yield the floor with the under-
standing that the distinguished col-
league from South Carolina can now 
proceed as he desires with regard to a 

very important set of remarks the Sen-
ate is anxious to receive. I say that in 
all sincerity. 

I thank colleagues for their partici-
pation in this debate. I strongly urge 
Members of the Senate to vote for con-
firmation of the nominee. This par-
ticular individual who is nominated to 
be Assistant Secretary of Defense came 
before the Armed Services Committee. 
He was reported out favorably to the 
floor and had been waiting for some pe-
riod of time for confirmation to that 
position. The Secretary of Defense 
made the decision to resubmit his 
name in connection with the Secretary 
of the Army. 

I strongly urge colleagues to support 
this nominee. This is the nomination of 
the President of the United States. 

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

ator from South Carolina. 
Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Mr. 

President, I thank the chairman and 
Senator LEVIN for allowing us to use 
the time, and I appreciate it very 
much. 

FAREWELL TO SENATOR HOLLINGS 
Mr. President, the task at hand for 

me is a difficult one. I want to take 
some time to talk about my senior 
Senator, Senator HOLLINGS, who is re-
tiring. Trying to do justice to his ca-
reer is going to be a difficult task for 
me, but I will do my best. 

I want the people of South Carolina 
to understand that whatever dif-
ferences I may have with Senator HOL-
LINGS, they are political in nature. 
They have never been personal, and I 
cannot thank him enough for the time 
he has dedicated to the transition from 
the House to the Senate for our office. 
Senator HOLLINGS has been a tremen-
dous benefit to me personally. He has 
made the transition from the House to 
the Senate very enjoyable. He has 
helped my staff. He has been indispen-
sable in our getting started in the Sen-
ate. I want to thank him personally 
and thank him for the kindnesses he 
has shown to me. 

Trying to follow Senator Thurmond 
and Senator HOLLINGS is a tough act. 
South Carolinians have relied on these 
two great gentlemen for literally my 
entire lifetime. With the retirement of 
Senator HOLLINGS, I think it is going 
to be hard to put in words how much he 
will be missed by the Senate and South 
Carolina. 

But when you start talking about a 
man, trying to give tribute to him, I 
think the first thing you have to start 
with is what means most to that per-
son, to the man himself, and to his 
family. His wife Peatsy is one of the 
most delightful people you ever hope to 
meet. She is beloved by the colleagues 
in this Chamber and their spouses on 
both sides of the aisle. She is a joy to 
be with. She is a lot of fun, and she has 
been a great soulmate to Senator HOL-
LINGS for many years. I know he is 
equally proud of his children. He lost a 
daughter. It is a terrible thing to have 
happen. He has four children and I 
think seven grandchildren. 
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