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those benchmarks, those results, can
be achieved. Without such a timetable,
and without -clear, realistic bench-
marks. we cannot hold ourselves ac-
countable for meeting our goals. Nor
can we give our troops and the Amer-
ican people the clarity they deserve
about their mission.

The Bush administration, with all
these arguments, has succeeded in one
thing: in intimidating people into not
uttering the words ‘‘timetable,” or
“timeframe,” or ‘‘target date’ for fin-
ishing the military mission. But with
the words of Republicans like Melvin
Laird and military leaders like General
Casey, more and more people under-
stand that having a flexible timetable
will strengthen our national security.
This is not a timetable where the ob-
jective is troop withdrawal, the objec-
tive is to focus on our national secu-
rity needs and the timetable is one step
towards that goal. A timetable is not
about domestic politics—it’s about un-
dercutting insurgency recruiting and
unity, encouraging more Iraqi owner-
ship and responsibility, and creating
space for other important U.S. national
security efforts.

I again emphasize that the timeframe
I have proposed is a flexible one—not a
drop-dead date, not a deadline, not a
formula for ‘‘cut and run.” It is linked
with a call for more clarity about what
we want the U.S. military to achieve in
Iraq.

Please note that I am only referring
to a timeframe for the military mis-
sion in Iraq, not for our broader polit-
ical and other missions in Iraq. We all
understand that our engagement in
Iraq will not end with the U.S. military
mission. We will still have a great deal
of tough diplomatic work to do in Iraq
well after the bulk of U.S. troops leave,
and probably some serious security co-
operation as well.

We will continue to devote resources
to Iraq, without a doubt. But as it
stands today, we have focused on Iraq
to the exclusion of critically important
national security priorities. And we
have done so at great cost to the out-
standing men and women of the U.S.
military, and to their families. When I
speak to service men and women in
Wisconsin and in Iraq, and when I
speak to their families, their pride in
their service is evident and it is well
earned. But their frustration with this
open-ended commitment, with the
stop-loss orders and the multiple de-
ployments, with the extensions and the
uncertainties, is equally evident, and it
is very painful. We can do better by
them, by insisting on clarity, by insist-
ing on accountability, and by assuring
them that we have a plan with clear
and achievable goals.

We must stop feeding the insurgency
in Iraq, and focus on the fight against
the terrorist networks that threaten
the security of the American people. A
timetable can make us stronger, and
our enemies weaker. That is the strat-
egy we must pursue, and I look forward
to working with colleagues here in the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Senate to move such a proposal for-
ward. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to set aside the
pending business.

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

Mr. DAYTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent, the previous order notwith-
standing, that I might speak for up to
15 minutes as in morning business to
eulogize my former colleague, Senator
Paul Wellstone.

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

HONORING THE LATE SENATOR
PAUL WELLSTONE

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, 3 years
ago today a chartered plane crashed in
northeastern Minnesota killing Min-
nesota’s senior Senator, Paul
Wellstone, his wife Sheila, and their
daughter Marcia. Also on board were
Mary McEvoy, our State Democratic
Party’s associate chair; Tom Lapic, a
long-time Senate staffer; a young aide,
Will McLaughlin; and two pilots. There
were no survivors.

They were flying to Minnesota’s
famed Iron Range to attend a friend’s
father’s funeral when the plane crashed
just before landing and before Senator
Wellstone’s reelection just 11 days
away.

Paul and I were political allies and
personal friends for over 20 years, and
he was my colleague and mentor dur-
ing my first 2 years in the Senate. In
1982, Paul was the Democratic Farmer-
Labor or DFL candidate for State audi-
tor in Minnesota, while I was its can-
didate for the Senate. We both lost.

Eight years later, we switched. Paul
ran for the Senate; I ran for auditor.
We both won. In between, we officed
and worked together on energy and
economic development programs for
the Governor of Minnesota and became
good friends. When Paul ran for reelec-
tion to the Senate in 1996, I agreed to
be his finance chair. Paul hated fund-
raising as much as I did, so we made
quite a team. Fortunately, Paul’s great
popularity in Minnesota and his na-
tionwide reputation as champion for
important, progressive causes pre-
vailed, and he won a decisive reelection
victory. Four years later, Paul helped
me win my election to the Senate.

Everyone who knew Paul and Sheila
Wellstone knows that they were ex-
traordinary, unmatchable, and irre-
placeable. Marcia, Mary, Tom, and Will
were very accomplished and special
people in their own rights, and their
losses were as searing to their families
and friends as Paul’s and Sheila’s.

Senator Paul Wellstone was unique.
He was the leader, the heart, and the
soul of Minnesota’s Democratic Party.
He had more passionately devoted fol-
lowers, supporters, and political orga-
nizers than anyone else in Minnesota,
perhaps more than anyone in our
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State’s political history, for Paul
Wellstone was truly a man of, by, and
for the people, especially, as he jok-
ingly referred to himself and to them,
the little fellers. He stood for, spoke
for, and worked for the many against
the powerful, the wealthy, and the nar-
row special interests.

In 1990, he pulled one of the greatest
political upsets ever by defeating a
well-entrenched Republican incum-
bent, despite being outspent by 7 to 1
and being 40 percent behind in the polls
at Labor Day. He came to Washington,
immersed himself in the work of the
Senate, and over his 12 years, won re-
spect and friendships on both sides of
the aisle.

Whether they agreed or disagreed
with Paul, everyone knew that he truly
believed his position was right, that he
passionately cared about the people he
was trying to help, and that he had the
unflinching courage of his convictions.
He also had the oratory eloquence to
win skeptics to his side and the gen-
uine good humor to keep even his oppo-
nents his friends.

He used his skills, his terrific mind
always absorbing new ideas, his nation-
wide network of friends and advisers,
his growing seniority in the Senate,
and his passion and persistence to ac-
complish much more than time permits
me to recount. During his first term,
he authored and passed the landmark
“gift ban’ legislation that virtually
eliminated all lobbyist gifts to Mem-
bers of Congress and staffers. He was
an original cosponsor of the McCain-
Feingold campaign finance reform bill.
In Paul’s own words, he said:

I am proud to be a politician because I be-
lieve strongly in democracy. My father, a
Jewish immigrant from Russia whose family
had to move from town to town because of
czarist persecution, taught me to cherish
free elections and the idea of ‘‘government
of, by, and for the people.” But I am not
proud of the current state of campaigns and
politics in our country.

The ethical issue in our time is that money
has come to dominate politics and the de-
mocracy my father so deeply believed in is
so severely compromised. Campaigns match
image-makers against image-makers, poll-
sters against pollsters, and millions of dol-
lars against millions of dollars. It is a super-
ficial, trivialized politics of attack ads, ma-
nipulated advertising and 9 second sound
bites. Most importantly, money corrupts the
process. This is a much more serious corrup-
tion than the wrongdoing of a single indi-
vidual. This is the kind of corruption which
results in too few people having too much
wealth, power, and say and too many people
being denied a voice. It is the politics of de-
mocracy for the few, not democracy for the
many.

Paul also worked tirelessly for years
in partnership with Senator DOMENICI
to enact mental health parity, requir-
ing that mental illness be treated simi-
lar to any other illness. This important
cause pitted Senators WELLSTONE and
DOMENICI against very powerful and
profitable special interests—insurance
companies and for-profit health pro-
viders, whose profits increased by not
providing or not paying for needed
health care services.
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The two Senators succeeded in win-
ning Senate passage of their amend-
ment to the Kennedy-Kassebaum
health insurance health protection bill
with 70 votes in favor. Unfortunately,
their amendment was defeated in the
conference committee.

The two Senators continued working
together to enact their historic legisla-
tion. Tragically, the Senate effort has
lagged since Senator Wellstone’s death,
despite the present majority leader’s
pledge in his remarks on the Senate
floor of October 24, 2003 ‘‘to ensure that
mental health is appropriately ad-
dressed in this Congress.” That legisla-
tion has not been voted on in the Sen-
ate, either in the last session of Con-
gress or in this one.

It would be the best possible com-
memoration of Senator Wellstone’s
life, and the giving of his life in the
service of his country, for the Senate
to pass that legislation and insist that
it becomes law.

There is so much more that Paul
Wellstone achieved, such as protecting
women and children from domestic
abuse, on which he and his wife Sheila
worked closely together, and which he
wanted to achieve before his life was
tragically ended.

His uniqueness recalls the words of
Ernest Hemingway:

Few men are willing to brave the dis-
approval of their fellows, the censure of their
colleagues, the wrath of their society. Moral
courage is a rarer quality than bravery in
battle or great intelligence. Yet it is the one
essential, vital quality of those who would
seek to change a world which yields most
painfully to change.

Paul Wellstone dedicated his life to
change the world for the betterment of
people. That is why he and Sheila
meant so much to so many people in
Minnesota and across the country.

All of us—their family, friends, and
admirers—still feel their loss. They and
Marcia, Mary, Tom, and Will all had so
much life left to live. We will cherish
them forever.

I close with a brief passage from Paul
Wellstone’s political autobiography,
“The Conscience of a Liberal.”

When I am in coffeeshops with people, no
one asks, Are you left, right or center? No
one cares. What people want is that your pol-
itics be about them.

Tip O’Neill once declared, ‘‘All politics is
local.” But I would go further. All politics is
personal. These are people who more than
anything else yearn for a politics they can
believe in. They want politicians whom they
can trust and who are at least most of the
time on their side.

With Paul Wellstone, people had the
very best on their side all of the time.
He will always be missed. May his
life—all of their lives—be an example
and inspiration to us all.

I yield the floor.

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour
of 12:30 having arrived, the Senate
stands in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:32 p.m.,
recessed until the hour of 2:16 p.m., and
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reassembled when called to order by
the Presiding Officer (Mr. ENSIGN).

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2006—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 2213

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 2
minutes of debate equally divided on
the motion to waive the Congressional
Budget Act with respect to Kennedy
amendment No. 2213.

The Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this
amendment is a very modest amend-
ment. It effectively adds $200 for stu-
dents who receive Pell grants. These
are students who come from families
with low incomes. Pell grants have
been a backbone of our education pol-
icy and are essential to providing these
students an opportunity.

We initially passed in the budget a
$5.4 billion increase in funding for high-
er education. All of that was elimi-
nated. We have an opportunity this
afternoon to make a small difference
for those who receive Pell grants.

This amendment is about education.
Education is about opportunity. This
amendment is about competitiveness
because in today’s global economy we
need well-educated individuals.

This amendment is about national
security because education is the key
to having a strong national security.

Finally, it is about fairness. Ameri-
cans understand fairness. They believe
in education.

I hope this amendment will succeed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VOINOVICH). The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I agree
with everything Senator KENNEDY has
said about the importance of increas-
ing Pell grants. But the difficulty is, in
adding this appropriated fund, in his ef-
fort to add additional money, there is
no offset. We have a budget of $145 bil-
lion. We have made the allocations as
best we can.

Since I took over the chairmanship
of the Appropriations subcommittee, in
1995 we have increased the Pell grants
on an annual basis from $2,340 to $4,050.
I would like to increase them more, but
there simply is not enough money to
do so. If the Senator from Massachu-
setts has a suggestion as to some other
priority which is of lesser importance,
I would be glad to listen. This is a care-
fully crafted bill. Much as I would like
to increase the Pell grants, there sim-
ply are not the funds to do so.

I am constrained to ask my col-
leagues to support the point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. What is the issue be-
fore the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is to waive the Congressional
Budget Act in relation to the Kennedy
amendment.
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Mr. KENNEDY. Further inquiry: An
aye vote effectively would be related to
keeping the pending amendment alive?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to waive the Budget Act. The
yveas and nays have been ordered. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CORZINE)
is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 48,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 268 Leg.]

YEAS—48
Akaka Dorgan Lincoln
Baucus Durbin Mikulski
Bayh Feingold Murray
Biden Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Harkin Obama
Boxer Inouye Pryor
Byrd Jeffords Reed
Cantwell Johnson Reid
Carper Kennedy Rockefeller
Chafee Kerry Salazar
Clinton Kohl Sarbanes
Coleman Landrieu Schumer
Collins Lautenberg Snowe
Dayton Leahy Stabenow
DeWine Levin Talent
Dodd Lieberman Wyden
NAYS—51
Alexander Dole McCain
Allard Domenici McConnell
Allen Ensign Murkowski
Bennett Enzi Nelson (NE)
Bond Frist Roberts
Brownback Graham Santorum
Bunning Grassley Sessions
Burns Gregg Shelby
Burr Hagel Smith
Chambliss Hatch Specter
Coburn Hutchison Stevens
Cochran Inhofe Sununu
Conrad Isakson Thomas
Cornyn Kyl Thune
Craig Lott Vitter
Crapo Lugar Voinovich
DeMint Martinez Warner
NOT VOTING—1
Corzine

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 48, the nays are 51.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained and the
amendment falls.

Mr. SPECTER. I move to reconsider
the vote and I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues for their prompt
arrival in the Chamber to vote. We had
an 18%-minute vote. I don’t think we
have had too many under 20 minutes,
recently, at least, so we are moving
right along. I thank my colleagues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

AMENDMENT NO. 2222

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.
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