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California. It ends with this reference
to the Rice nomination—assertions and
allegations about Dr. Rice.

So while I raise my voice on the Senate
floor, I hope you will join us on the cam-
paign trail and the loudest message of all,
one that all Republicans will not be able to
ignore, unseating them in the midterm elec-
tions and sending more Democrats to the
Senate.

Several times through this letter, it
says contribute to the DSCC.

It is fine to have a debate. There
should be the concept of advice and
consent, but it ought not to be solic-
iting and politicking. Clearly to be
using something as serious as the nom-
ination and confirmation of our Sec-
retary of State to solicit campaign
fund is particularly deplorable, espe-
cially during our global war on terror
when we are trying to get more allies
and friends to join with us.

I hope as we get to this vote in about
one hour that this sort of political chi-
canery, political maneuvering and so-
licitation of funds, and using some-
thing as important as this nomination
will cease and desist.

I thank you, Mr. President, and my
colleagues for allowing me this time to
say this.

I hope my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle will rein in this sort of
behavior. I don’t want to say each and
every one of them condones it, but it is
deplorable behavior that must cease.

I yield the floor.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF CONDOLEEZZA
RICE TO BE SECRETARY OF STATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 10:30
a.m. having arrived, the Senate will
proceed to executive session for the
consideration of Executive Calendar
No. 4, which the clerk will now report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Condoleezza Rice, of
California, to be Secretary of State.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the time until 11:30
a.m. shall be allocated in the following
order: The Senator from Indiana, Mr.
LUGAR; the Senator from Delaware, Mr.
BIDEN; the Senator from California,
Mrs. BOXER; the Senator from Con-
necticut, Mr. LIEBERMAN; the Senator
from Nevada, Mr. REID; and the Sen-
ator from Tennessee, Mr. FRIST; with
the last 5 minutes reserved for the Sen-
ator from Indiana or his designee.

The Senator from Indiana is recog-
nized.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I have
the pleasure and the honor to commend
the nomination of Dr. Condoleezza
Rice. Soon, the Senate will carry out
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its constitutional duty to provide ad-
vice and consent on President Bush’s
nominee for the office of Secretary of
State. We will be participants in an
historic moment that will reaffirm the
Senate’s role in foreign policy and un-
derscore the brilliance of the constitu-
tional design.

Last week, the Committee on For-
eign Relations held exhaustive hear-
ings on this nomination. Dr. Rice field-
ed questions on dozens of subjects for
more than 10% hours over 2 days. All 18
members of the Committee took ad-
vantage of the opportunity to ask Dr.
Rice questions. At the hearings, she re-
sponded to 199 questions—129 from
Democrats and 70 from Republicans. In
addition, in advance of the hearings,
members of the Committee submitted
191 detailed questions for the record to
Dr. Rice. Members received answers to
each of these questions. Thus, Dr. Rice
responded to a total of 390 questions
from Senators. In American history,
few cabinet nominees have provided as
much information or answered as many
questions during the confirmation
process. She demonstrated that her un-
derstanding of U.S. foreign policy is
comprehensive and insightful.

Our hearings and yesterday’s floor
action served not only as an examina-
tion of Dr. Rice’s substantial qualifica-
tions, but also as a fundamental debate
on the direction of U.S. foreign policy.
This debate was useful to the Senate
and to the American people. Having
the opportunity to question a Sec-
retary of State nominee is a key aspect
of Congressional oversight of any ad-
ministration’s foreign policy. Dr. Rice
enthusiastically embraced this func-
tion of the hearings.

In my judgment she is extraor-
dinarily well-qualified to become Sec-
retary of State. Even Dr. Rice’s oppo-
nents have taken the time to admire
her accomplishments and her qualifica-
tions. She is a person of conviction,
loyalty, integrity, and ability. As a re-
sult of her distinguished service as Na-
tional Security Advisor to President
Bush and her earlier assignments on
the NSC, she is well known to many
Members of the Senate. We have ob-
served her energy, her expertise, and
her devotion to this country. I appre-
ciate the cooperation that she has pro-
vided to the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee and to me personally.

I had the good fortune to visit Dr.
Rice before she assumed the post of Na-
tional Security Adviser. Before Presi-
dent George W. Bush was elected, I par-
ticipated with Dr. Rice at Stanford
University meetings on foreign policy
hosted by former Secretary of State,
George Shultz. Secretary Shultz, a
close friend of many in the Senate, was
an early supporter of then Governor
Bush. He recognized Dr. Rice’s pro-
digious talent and encouraged her lead-
ership within the Bush foreign policy
team. At the Stanford University
meetings, Dr. Rice demonstrated ana-
lytical brilliance and broad knowledge
of world affairs. During the 2000 Presi-
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dential campaign, she established a
trusted relationship with Governor
Bush that has carried through in her
work as National Security Adviser.

The enormously complex job before
Dr. Rice will require all of her talents
and experience. American credibility in
the world, progress in the war on ter-
rorism, and our relationships with our
allies will be greatly affected by the
Secretary of State’s leadership and the
effectiveness of the State Department
in the coming years. We recognize the
deep personal commitment necessary
to undertake this difficult assignment,
and we are grateful that a leader of her
stature is willing to step forward.

Opponents of the nomination have fo-
cused primarily on individual state-
ments made by the nominee during her
tenure as National Security Adviser. I
simply observe that Dr. Rice has spent
4 years in one of the most intense cru-
cibles of leadership imaginable. The
scrutiny that National Security Advis-
ers must live under is unrelenting, and
their responsibility for foreign policy
outcomes often is exceeded only by the
President, who makes the final deci-
sion. Dr. Rice has been in the arena
making tough decisions and answering
tough questions on a daily basis for 4
years. I do not remember any National
Security Adviser who did not have
bruises to show for stepping into this
arena. The attachment of controversies
to a National Security Adviser is inevi-
table. Even as Senators scrutinize Dr.
Rice’s record, we must not fail to rec-
ognize the level of sacrifice, courage,
and discipline that is required to be
National Security Adviser. Her proven
fortitude in meeting these challenges
and in sustaining herself physically
and mentally through the pressures of
responsibility is impressive.

Dr. Rice is not just a survivor. Even
under intense pressure, she has per-
formed her duties successfully with
thoughtfulness, fairness, and magna-
nimity. These are exactly the qualities
that we want in our top diplomat. And
these qualities already have produced
results. Dr. Rice has contributed to nu-
merous policy successes in the Bush
administration. These successes have
involved issues as diverse as our non-
proliferation policies, our campaign
against global AIDS, and reform of our
post-conflict stabilization and recon-
struction mechanisms. Befitting the
role of National Security Adviser, she
has not been in the limelight claiming
credit for successes. Instead, she has
performed without ego, while pre-
serving the trust of the President. This
close relationship will serve her well at
the State Department.

The Secretary of State serves as the
President’s top foreign policy advisor,
as our Nation’s most visible emissary
to the rest of the world, and as man-
ager of one of the most important De-
partments in our Government. Any one
of these jobs would be a challenge for
even the most talented public servant.
The Secretary of State, at this critical
time in our history, must excel in all
three roles.
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From my own conversations with Dr.
Rice, I am confident that she under-
stands that the President’s foreign pol-
icy can be enhanced in the second term
by a closer working relationship with
Congress. In moving to head the State
Department, she understands that
much of this communication will de-
pend on her. Last week’s hearings were
an excellent start. Her attitude
throughout these arduous hearings was
always accommodating and always re-
spectful of the Senate’s Constitutional
role in the nomination process. From
the beginning she made clear her desire
to have a wide-ranging discussion of
U.S. foreign policy and to take all the
questions that members wanted to ask.

If confirmed, it will be her duty to
use the foundation of these hearings to
build a consistent bridge of commu-
nication to the Congress. As legisla-
tors, we have equal responsibility in
this process. We have the responsibility
of educating ourselves about national
security issues, even when they are not
the top issues in headlines or polls. We
have the responsibility to maintain
good foreign affairs law, even when
taking care of this duty yields little
credit back home. We have the respon-
sibility to ensure that our first impulse
in foreign affairs is one of bipartisan-
ship. And we have the responsibility to
speak plainly when we disagree with
the administration, but to avoid in-
flammatory rhetoric that is designed
merely to create partisan advantage or
settle partisan scores.

We have the opportunity with the be-
ginning of a new presidential term to
enhance the constructive role of Con-
gress in foreign policy. We have made
an excellent start during the past
week. I thank all 19 Senators who par-
ticipated in the Foreign Relations
Committee hearings and all 22 Sen-
ators who have joined in the floor de-
bate. I urge Members to vote in favor
of the nomination of Dr. Rice to be
Secretary of State.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum, and I ask that the
quorum count equally against both
sides of the aisle.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BIDEN. 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. BIDEN. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry: How much time is
allotted to the Senator from Delaware
on the Rice nomination?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is allotted 20 minutes.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise
today to support Dr. Rice’s nomination
to be Secretary of State. I don’t do it
as fulsomely as I rose to support the
nomination of the previous Secretary
of State. I will explain why.

I believe the President of the United
States is entitled to his Cabinet unless
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the person he selects is so far out of
the mainstream, incompetent, clearly
of questionable character, or, as some
in the past have been, dedicated to the
express purpose of dismantling the
very agency to which they were being
assigned, such as President Reagan—as
my mother would say, God love him—
who wanted to do away with the De-
partment of Education and assigned
two people to be the head of the De-
partment of Education for the express
purpose of eliminating an agency that
I thought needed to remain, or in the
special case when the office calls for an
unusually different relation, as the At-
torney General does. The Attorney
General does not work for the Presi-
dent. He is the people’s lawyer. He is
hired by the President, but he or she is
the people’s lawyer and, in the worst of
all cases, sometimes required to inves-
tigate the President himself and in the
best of cases is required to interpret
the constitutional laws of the land.

I very reluctantly voted against At-
torney General Gonzales’s nomination
to be Attorney General because I be-
lieve he has so wrongly interpreted law
on torture and did such great damage
as a consequence of that decision.
There were significant consequences.
There is a fundamentally different re-
lationship and a fundamentally dif-
ferent constitutional obligation. It is
his judgment that I question, and I cur-
rently believe he should not be Attor-
ney General.

Dr. Rice does not fit in any of those
categories. I have known and worked
with her for the past 4 years. She is
knowledgeable, she is smart, she is
honorable, and her relationship with
the President is essentially to be the
public face of the President of the
United States here.

As the ranking member of the For-
eign Relations Committee, I have a
special responsibility to work with Dr.
Rice, so I am going to vote for Dr.
Rice, but I am going to do so with some
frustration and reservations. Let me
explain why. I have said this to Dr.
Rice, so she is not hearing this for the
first time.

Last week, we gave Dr. Rice an op-
portunity to acknowledge the mistakes
and misjudgments of the past 4 years.
The point is not to play the game
“gotcha.” It is not about embarrassing
the President. It is about learning from
our mistakes so we do not repeat them.
A second term is also a second chance.

Instead of seizing that opportunity,
Dr. Rice stuck to the administration’s
party line: Always right; never wrong.
It is as if acknowledging mistakes or
misjudgments is a sign of weakness. 1
do not think it is. I think it is powerful
evidence of strength and maturity.

But during the hearing, Dr. Rice
claimed that my colleague, BARBARA
BOXER, was impugning her integrity
when she asked about her changing ra-
tionale for the war in Iraq.

Now, I wish instead that Dr. Rice had
acknowledged the facts. This adminis-
tration secured the support of the
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American people, and of Congress, for
going to war based on what it insisted
was an imminent threat posed by Iraq’s
weapons of mass destruction.

Now, when it turns out there are no
such weapons, Dr. Rice and the Presi-
dent claim the war was now about re-
moving a dictator. I am glad Saddam is
gone. He deserves his own special place
in hell, but removing him from power
was not the justification initially of-
fered by this administration to go to
war. Again, it is an example of what
BARBARA BOXER was talking about: a
changing rationale for war. Why Dr.
Rice would not acknowledge that is be-
yond me.

Reading the resolution that Congress
passed giving the President the author-
ity to use force if necessary, it was
about ‘‘disarming’’ Saddam. And reread
the words of the President and other
senior officials. In speech after speech,
television appearance after television
appearance, they left the American
people with the impression that Iraq
was on the verge of reconstituting nu-
clear weapons. In fact, Vice President
CHENEY said they already had them.

The administration left the Amer-
ican people with the impression, even
today, that Saddam had other weapons
of mass destruction, and that he was
complicit in the events of 9/11 and that
he collaborated with al-Qaida—I as-
sume collaborated with al-Qaida for
purposes of the 9/11 attack. Back then
the administration liked to claim that
President Bush never said Iraq was ‘“‘an
imminent threat.” Well, this is what
he and other senior officials did say.
They referred to it as an ‘“‘immediate
threat,” a ‘“‘mortal threat,” an ‘‘urgent
threat,” a ‘‘grave threat,” a ‘‘serious
and mounting threat,” a ‘‘unique
threat.”” And it would be funny, the de-
nial that they did not say ‘“‘imminent
threat’ if it were not so deadly serious.

This is my point: HEspecially in mat-
ters of war and peace, we have to level
with the American people if we want
not only to secure their support but to
sustain their support.

My poor colleagues are tired of hear-
ing me say, for the last 2 years, the fol-
lowing: No foreign policy can be sus-
tained without the informed consent of
the American people. And this adminis-
tration has been very reluctant to keep
them informed. Informed means all the
information and a truthful rendition of
the balance of the information they
have.

During the time I was criticizing
President Bush for his assertions about
aluminum tubes and his administra-
tion’s assertions about other things,
the press kept saying to me: Why won’t
you say the President is a liar? He was
not lying. But what the President did—
he got the intelligence, as we did on
the committee. We can argue whether
a minority or a majority, but a signifi-
cant number of the intelligence assets
in the U.S. Government said: We think
those aluminum tubes are or could be
used for gas centrifuges. A significant
number said: No, they are not used for
that. They are for artillery.



January 26, 2005

Well, my criticism of the President
was not that he, in fact, chose to be-
lieve that portion of the intelligence
community which said they were used
for gas centrifuge systems, which is
needed to build a nuclear capability
and if you are going to use uranium;
my problem with it was, both he and
Dr. Rice implied there was no dissent,
that this was the view of the intel-
ligence community, when it was not.
There was, at a minimum, a significant
dissent both in Energy and at the CIA,
and other places. So they did not lie.
They chose to pick the portion—I am
not saying they did it for any reason
other than they believed it, but they
chose to pick the portion of the intel-
ligence community’s assessment which
fit with their objectives, without ever
mentioning, acknowledging, or sug-
gesting there was any dissent within
the intelligence community.

I love my colleagues now who keep
saying: Don’t blame it on Rice. Don’t
blame it on Gonzales. Blame it on the
intelligence community. I think our
former Director of the CIA is getting a
bad rap here.

The fact is, we have to be honest
with ourselves and the world; other-
wise, we are going to do terrible dam-
age to our most valuable asset, our
credibility. After Iraq, it is going to be
much harder to rally the world to our
side if we have to face a truly immi-
nent threat to our security from, say,
Iran or North Korea.

The same goes for the way Dr. Rice
answered my questions about training
Iraqi security forces. Time and again,
this administration has tried to leave
the American people with the impres-
sion that Iraq has well over 100,000—as
high as 120,000; or I think there was
even a higher number offered—of fully
competent police and military. They
don’t say fully competent; they say
trained.

Now again, it is like that story I have
told. We Catholic kids go to Catholic
school. We learn to go to one of the
Sacraments in the Catholic Church,
Penance. You go to confession. They
explain to us that when we go to con-
fession, we should confess all our sins.
My nuns told me the story about John-
ny, who said to the priest: Bless me fa-
ther for I have sinned. I stole a gold
chain. And he failed to tell the priest
that attached to that gold chain was an
antique gold watch. He did not lie. He
stole the chain. But when you say what
you did, you should say all of what you
did.

Failure to acknowledge, as my grand-
father used to say, the ‘“‘hull” of it,
failure to do that is, at a minimum,
misleading—at a minimum, mis-
leading. That is what has happened
here.

So 120,000 troops trained. There may
be 120,000 people who we put uniforms
on—and I will not go through it in the
limited time I have; I will submit for
the RECORD the facts as I believe them
based on talking to our military and
police trainers—but the real question
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is, How many American forces doing
the job of policing the streets, going
after insurgents, guarding the borders,
whatever functions we are now pro-
viding, how many of those could be re-
placed with an Iraqi now? I think the
number is closer to somewhere between
4,000 and 18,000.

Now, the good news—when I asked
the question, I thought she would say
we have made mistakes. We went for
quantity not quality. We realize we had
to fundamentally change our training
programs. We brought in General
Patraeus, who is a first-rate guy. He is
well underway of doing that—which he
is—and we are going to get it right.
But, no, we have 120,000 trained forces
out there.

Well, the fact is, we are months, if
not years, from reaching the target we
need of putting uniformed soldiers, uni-
formed cops, and uniformed National
Guard with Iraqi uniforms into Iraq.

The bottom line is, we should focus
on real standards, not raw numbers. To
my mind, there is a real simple stand-
ard. An Iraqi soldier and policeman
should be considered fully trained when
he or she is capable of doing the job we
are now asking an American young
man or woman to do. How many meet
that standard today? Nowhere near, as
I said, 120,000. In my judgment, it is
closer to 14,000 total. Army trained is
probably closer to 5,000.

So last week’s hearing was a chance
for Dr. Rice to wipe the slate clean
with the American people and with our
allies. I wish she had seized it.

This is not about revisiting the past.
It is about how Dr. Rice and the admin-
istration will meet the challenges of
the future.

I notice, in the defense of Dr. Rice, I
no longer hear on the floor disagree-
ments—I don’t want to get him in trou-
ble—disagreements with the position
taken by my friend, the chairman of
our committee, or by my friend, Mr.
HAGEL, or Mr. McCAIN, or myself, or
others. I do not hear people saying we
have conducted this postwar policy
very well. I do not hear anybody de-
fending that. They are now saying,
which is good: Hey, wait a minute, I
guess we have made mistakes.

Why the administration cannot do
that is beyond me. They are not up for
reelection again. It would seem to me
it would be a way to coalesce support.

In my judgment, America faces two
overriding national security challenges
in this new century. First and fore-
most, we must win the struggle be-
tween freedom and radical Islamic fun-
damentalism. Secondly, we must keep
the world’s most dangerous weapons
away from its most dangerous people.

On the latter point, the man we owe
the greatest debt of gratitude to on
making progress on that score is my
friend and colleague, Senator LUGAR,
and former Senator Nunn. Senator
LUGAR is the guy who is following up
on this and the guy forcing us all to
face the reality that much more is
needed to be done.

S517

To prevail, we have to be strong. We
also have to be smart, wielding the
force of our ideas and ideals together
with the force of our arms.

Today, after a necessary war in Af-
ghanistan and an optional war in Iraq,
we are rightly confident in the example
of our power. But we have forgotten
the power of our example.

Foreign policy is not a popularity
contest. We must confront hard issues.
Sometimes they require us to make
hard choices that other countries do
not like. But above all, they require
American leadership, the kind of per-
suasion that brings along others to our
side.

We have been having a tough time
doing just that the past few years. So
despite our great military might, in
my view, we are more alone in the
world than we have been in recent
memory. As a result, we are much less
secure than we could or should be.

That is because virtually all the
threats we face—from terrorism, to the
spread of weapons of mass destruction,
to rogue states that flout the rules, to
endemic and pandemic diseases—can-
not be solely met by the unilateral use
of force.

I had hoped to hear from Dr. Rice
how she planned to help rebuild Amer-
ica’s power to persuade, and to restore
our Nation’s respect that it once en-
joyed. For she said, now is the time for
diplomacy. Parenthetically, I think di-
plomacy was needed 4 years ago. I am
happy now is the time for diplomacy.

I also had hoped to hear her ideas for
contending with a series of problems
the administration has put on the back
burner but whose pots are boiling over,
such as the nuclear programs in North
Korea and Iran, the dangerous back-
sliding of democracy in Russia, and the
genocide in Sudan, to only name a few.

Over the past few years, North Korea
has increased its nuclear weapons ca-
pacity by as much as 400 percent. It
may now have as many as eight nu-
clear weapons to test, hide, or sell to
the highest bidder.

Dr. Rice told us it is ‘‘unacceptable”
for North Korea to have these nuclear
weapons, but she did not tell us what
that meant or how the administration
proposed to stop this growing threat.

Over the past few years, the reform
movement in Iran has been crushed and
the regime has accelerated its own nu-
clear program. There may be nothing
we can do to persuade Iran not to de-
velop these weapons by diplomacy, but
our European allies are trying through
a combination of carrots and sticks.
They believe they cannot succeed,
though, unless the United States en-
gages directly in this effort.

I asked Dr. Rice whether we should
be a party to a deal in which the Ira-
nians agreed—if there was a way to
verify—that they would stop their at-
tempts to build a nuclear weapon and
end their missile program. She said:
Well, we have a lot of other problems
with Iran.

Of course we do. But our No. 1 prob-
lem is the growing danger they will de-
velop nuclear weapons. Our best chance
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of stopping that is to work with the
Europeans in showing Iran it can get
more if it does the right thing, and
what it risks if it does not. But we are
sitting on the sidelines, in my view.
Nothing Dr. Rice said gave me con-
fidence we are really going to get on
the playing field.

Mr. President, parliamentary
quiry: How much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
4 minutes remaining.

Mr. BIDEN. Over the past few years,
President Putin has reversed the
course of democratic development and
the rule of law in Russia. The adminis-
tration has been largely silent. How
can we be so concerned about the ad-
vancement of democracy in the Middle
East and so unconcerned about the re-
gression in Russia?

The President gave a powerful, elo-
quent inaugural address about expand-
ing freedom around the world. Every
American shares that ideal—it goes to
who we are as a people, to our experi-
ence, and to our interests.

The question isn’t the goal, it’s how
you achieve it. I wonder if the Presi-
dent plans on bringing a signed copy of
his address to President Putin when he
meets with him next month. I fear that
in Russia and many other places, the
gap between the administration’s rhet-
oric and the reality of its policies is
only going to get wider.

At the same time, we have gotten lit-
tle in return for turning a blind eye to
Russia’s regression. One of the most
important programs to protect Amer-
ica’ security—the effort to help Russia
account for, secure and destroy weap-
ons of mass destruction and related
materials—has become mired in red-
tape that the two Presidents need to
cut through.

Finally, in Darfur, Sudan we have
watched a terrible tragedy unfold. Mi-
litia supported by the government have
killed as many as 100,000 civilians and
chased as many as 2 million from their
homes.

Four months ago, before the Foreign
Relations Committee, Secretary Pow-
ell rightly called it genocide. Since
then, the situation has gotten even
worse. Yet we heard virtually nothing
from Dr. Rice about what the adminis-
tration and Congress can do, now, to
stop this slaughter and to help African
allies develop their own peacekeeping
capacity.

Let me end with something hopeful
that Dr. Rice talked about: putting di-
plomacy back at the center of Amer-
ica’s foreign policy.

That effort is long overdue. Be that
as it may, I strongly agree with Dr.
Rice that this is the time for a new dip-
lomatic offensive with old allies, rising
powers, and even hostile regimes.

But our diplomacy has to be sus-
tained. It has to do as much listening
as it does talking. And it has to use all
the tools at our disposal.

Our military might is critical. It
gives credibility to our diplomacy. And
it gives us the most powerful tool in

in-
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the world to act, if necessary, against
dictators who are systematically abus-
ing the rights of their people, or
against regimes with no democratic
checks that are harboring terrorists
and amassing weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

But there are many other critical
tools that have atrophied under this
administration—our intelligence, our
public diplomacy, our alliances, inter-
national organizations, treaties and
agreements, development assistance,
trade and investment. We need to wield
them with the same determination
with which we use force—even if it can
be frustrating and even if the payoff
takes years, even a generation.

That is what we did after World War
II. That is why we prevailed in the Cold
War.

Now, faced with a new but no less
dangerous set of challenges, we must
recapture the totality of America’s
strength.

Mr. President, I will conclude by sug-
gesting that we are now faced with a
new but no less dangerous set of chal-
lenges than we were in World War II,
and we have to recapture the totality
of America’s strength.

Above all, we have to understand
that those who spread radical Islamic
fundamentalism and weapons of mass
destruction, although they may be be-
yond our reach and there is no choice
but to confront them and to defeat
them, there are still hundreds of mil-
lions of hearts and minds around the
world who practice Islam who are open
to American ideas and ideals, and we
have to reach them.

Dr. Rice says she is going to make di-
plomacy her primary task. I will work
with her in that effort.

One of my colleagues said—by the
way, I want to note parenthetically
that I think it is totally appropriate
for Senator DAYTON and Senator KEN-
NEDY and my friend from California to
say what they have said, to take the
positions they have taken. It is con-
sistent with the facts as they see them.
They choose to view one side of the
coin. I am viewing the other side of the
coin.

One of my colleagues said he is vot-
ing his notion that this is going to get
worse. I forget the exact phrase my
friend from Massachusetts, Senator
KERRY, used. Well, it reminded me of a
comment by Samuel Johnson who de-
scribed second marriages as the tri-
umph of hope over experience. Well, I
may be guilty in this second term of
choosing hope over experience, because
my experience thus far with this ad-
ministration on foreign policy has been
very disquieting. My hope is that the
new—and I suspect she will be; I hope
she will be confirmed—the new Sec-
retary of State will, in fact, play a role
in trying to change that policy, engage
in diplomacy, and use the totality of
our strength, which includes our ideas
and our ideals, as well as our military
power.

I reserve whatever time I may have
and thank the Chair.
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I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAHAM). Under the previous order, the
Senator from California is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I want to begin today
by again thanking Chairman LUGAR
and Senator BIDEN, our ranking mem-
ber, for a very fair debate on the nomi-
nation of Dr. Condoleezza Rice as Sec-
retary of State. I know these votes
usually go overwhelmingly for the
nominee. The last time there was any
vote against a nominee, I think the
most votes were Kissinger at 7 votes.
So I know that what I am doing is not
about winning a vote; it is simply
about telling the truth as I see it and
other Members telling it as they see it.

At the end of the day, when Senators
vote, some will be very enthusiastic
about the nominee and feel very good
about their vote. Others will be a little
anxious. I sense with Senator BIDEN, he
certainly has anxieties over it, but he
is very hopeful. And knowing JOE
BIDEN as I do, that definitely fits his
character because I think he gave
Condoleezza Rice opportunity after op-
portunity after opportunity to set the
record straight, to level with the com-
mittee. Senator BIDEN was not on the
floor yesterday, but I kind of replayed
his give and take with future Secretary
Rice on the issue of how many troops
were trained, and he was literally beg-
ging her to please be candid. It is inter-
esting because after that give and take,
which was picked up by the news
media, Ambassador Negroponte came
into it and said: Clearly, there are not
120,000, but there are more than 4,000.

All this dancing around is not aca-
demic because, as Senator BIDEN clear-
ly stated and as we all know, our exit
strategy in Iraq is based upon the abil-
ity of the Iraqis to defend themselves
certainly. We all are working toward
that day, but we can’t do it if we are
not going to be honest about how it is
going, and we can’t help the adminis-
tration if they don’t level with us as to
how things are going.

I found it interesting—and this has
nothing to do with this particular nom-
ination—that the White House Chief of
Staff called those of us who wanted to
debate this “‘petty.” I saw one clip of
him saying that the two Senators—he
didn’t mention the names—who were
trying to get this nomination to the
Senate floor and have some time to
talk about it were ‘‘small.” I don’t
think he was talking about my height.
That is showing such a disrespect to
the American people, as we go around
the world trying to bring democracy. It
is something we all want to do. We
may have different ways of going about
it, but we want to do it. How do we
stand tall if we don’t uphold our Con-
stitution? Our Founders believed it was
crucial for the Senate to play a strong
role in the selection of these very im-
portant and powerful positions.

Well, thanks to Senators LUGAR and
BIDEN, we have done that. I am glad.
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The reason I am going to be voting
no is clear to anyone who has followed
this debate. I asked Condoleezza Rice a
series of questions in five different
areas. I gave her every opportunity to
correct the record. I asked her about
her statements that the aluminum
tubes Saddam was buying could only be
used for nuclear weapons, and she
talked about the mushroom cloud and
frightened the American people at a
time when we know she had the infor-
mation that there was a very strong
dispute going on in the intelligence
community and that, in fact, she had
known in 2001 about this issue. She re-
fused to budge.

I asked her about her continual
statements that al-Qaida and Saddam
were close. It was not true. At the time
she made those comments, the State
Department itself put out a very im-
portant map—this was 1 month after 9/
11—saying that in fact there was no al-
Qaida whatsoever in Iraq. They were
nowhere in Iraq. She refused to budge.

I ask unanimous consent that I may
have an additional 4 minutes.

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

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair.

I asked Dr. Rice about my concerns
in five areas. I don’t fault the Presi-
dent for picking someone who believes
in this war, who helped him in her posi-
tion. That is not the issue. The issue
has to do with the lack of candor that
continues to come from Dr. Rice.

As recently as a few months ago she
wrote a letter which resulted in a very
important amendment in the Intel-
ligence bill being stripped from that
bill. This was a bill by Senators
McCAIN and LIEBERMAN, and this provi-
sion was written in part by Senator
DURBIN. It was an antitorture provi-
sion. She opposed it. She wrote that
she opposed it. When I asked her about
it, she denied that she opposed it, when
she had opposed it in writing.

I know there are other Senators com-
ing to the floor of the Senate and say-
ing this argument doesn’t hold because
she made statements that came from
faulty intelligence. If that were the
case, I would have no problem with Dr.
Rice. Everybody knows there was
faulty intelligence. But she continues
to put out these misstatements. As a
matter of fact, in front of the com-
mittee, if one listened closely, she
muddied the waters even more. So I
gave her the chance to clear it up, and
she didn’t. That is bad for the Senate.
It is bad for the American people.

Dr. King said—and I often repeat it—
our lives begin to end the day we be-
come silent about things that matter.
This debate mattered. Responsibility
matters. Accountability matters. It
matters when you give someone a
chance to correct the record that is re-
plete with half-truths and misstate-
ments, and they don’t take that oppor-
tunity.

Dr. Rice is a role model. She is
smart. She is intelligent. She is quali-
fied. She is loyal to this President. I
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don’t question any of that. All of that
makes everyone proud. The fact is, it
would have been very condescending
and inappropriate to have someone as
skilled as Dr. Rice before a committee,
someone as involved in setting the
course of this war as Dr. Rice before
the Foreign Relations Committee, and
not ask her the kind of questions we all
did.

I don’t know whether we will have
two votes against this nominee or four
or seven or eight. I really don’t know
because I haven’t asked one colleague
how they are going to vote. This has
not been the point of what I have done.
I have simply tried to say that holding
people accountable is important, that
this war matters, that we need to look
at the mistakes of the past so we don’t
repeat them, so we don’t send our
young people into another war based
on hyped-up rhetoric and half-truths.

I thank my colleagues all and again
say to my chairman how much I appre-
ciate him. I look forward to moving
past this on to the other work of our
committee and the other work of the
Senate.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, yes-
terday I came to the Senate floor to
announce my support for the nomina-
tion of Dr. Rice to be our Secretary of
State and explained why I thought she
was more than qualified to take on this
critical position at this critical stage
in our Nation’s history. In the time and
the hours that followed, several of my
colleagues came to the floor and an-
nounced that they would not support
this nomination and explained why. I
wanted to return very briefly this
morning to simply say that I consid-
ered the arguments made against her
nomination and they do not alter my
conclusion that Dr. Condoleezza Rice is
more than qualified to be Secretary of
State at this time in our Nation’s his-
tory.

Some of the criticisms of the admin-
istration’s policy, particularly post-
Saddam in Iraq, I agree with. Others
about Dr. Rice personally, I vehe-
mently disagree with. But as I see our
role here in advising and consenting,
the question is not whether we agree
with everything the nominee has ever
done or said but whether the nominee
is qualified to be Secretary of State.
This nominee is more than qualified.

Implicit in this, of course, is that the
President has won the right, by virtue
of his election, to have around him peo-
ple who have his confidence. This
nominee certainly does.

Secondly, I want to make a state-
ment about how I read the criticisms
that have been expressed. They are all
about the past, either about past be-
havior of Dr. Rice or, more particu-
larly, about past administration judg-
ments or actions with regard to foreign
policy generally and particularly about
the war in Iraq. I want to make clear
that I don’t hear criticisms about
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where we are now or where we should
g0 in the future. It is important that
the American people understand that
but more important that our friends
and foes in Iraq, throughout the Is-
lamic world, and the world generally
understand that. There is not substan-
tial dissent in the Senate of the United
States about the policy we are fol-
lowing in Iraq today. It is to train the
Iraqis to better secure themselves. It is
to give them the opportunity, which
they will exercise bravely and I believe
successfully this Sunday, to elect their
own leaders. It is to invest in their own
economic well-being so they can create
a model within the Arab world of not
only a self-governing state but a mod-
ernizing state connected to the modern
world.

I have listened to my colleagues who
oppose this nomination, and I have spo-
ken to them off the floor. I want to
make clear to people around the world,
there is not a single one of these col-
leagues who wants us to cut and run
from Iraq. There is not a single one of
these colleagues who does not fully
support our troops there. I want our
troops to understand that. There is not
a single one of these colleagues who is
not supportive of the election this Sun-
day and hopeful that people will turn
out in large numbers. There is no ques-
tion about which side we are on. We are
on the side of the people of Iraq, strug-
gling bravely for a better future, and
we are against that minority there,
composed largely of leftovers from
Saddam Hussein and foreign terrorists
associated with al-Qaida, who are Kill-
ers, murderers, fascists, who want to
stop 256 million Iraqis from having a
better life.

Finally, if my colleagues believe that
Condoleezza Rice is not qualified to be
Secretary of State of the United
States, then, of course, they must vote
against her. But if they are—I hate to
use the word ‘‘just”—just upset about
some of the things this administration
has done in Iraq, but if they believe
otherwise, that what we are doing now
is all we can do to make the situation
better, then I appeal to them to vote
for Dr. Rice. Give her the benefit of the
doubt. In some sense, give the Presi-
dent the benefit of the doubt that I be-
lieve the Constitution entitles him.
Give America’s national interests the
benefit of the doubt. Give our soldiers
fighting in Iraq the benefit of the
doubt.

This nominee has the President’s
confidence. I want people around the
world to know—and I hope with a re-
sounding vote—that though there are
disagreements about what the adminis-
tration has done in regard to our Iraq
policy and other elements of foreign
policy, that in the final analysis we are
together. We are together for what we
are pursuing, which is the successful
conclusion to our involvement in Iraq
and to the spread of freedom and de-
mocracy throughout the world.

I thank the Chair and urge a strong
vote for Dr. Condoleezza Rice to be our
next Secretary of State.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAR-
TINEZ). Who yields time?

Mr. LUGAR. Will the Chair please
recognize Senator DOMENICI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank Senator LUGAR for finding time
for me to express my views to the Sen-
ate and to those who might be listen-
ing or viewing the Senate proceedings.

I say to Senator LIEBERMAN, I appre-
ciate very much the broad scope of his
statement with reference to America
and the world, and I thank him for
stating his views, which are my views,
and I think the views of an over-
whelming number of Senators—77 of
them who voted for us to proceed with
this approach to Iraq.

I think we all know our intentions,
regardless of what some may say, are
good and that the objective is that
something good happen for the people
of Iraq and for America and the world.

Having said that, I have been dis-
mayed to hear—not everyone on the
other side—but some use words such as
“liar,” to use words as to this nomi-
nee—Condoleezza Rice—that called her
a liar, implied she was a liar, who im-
plied the President intentionally mis-
led. I would like to zero in on that for
a minute and those who have been put-
ting forth that accusation—I am not
talking about those who oppose the
war. I am talking about those who say
the policy was fraught with intentional
misleading information about weapons
of mass destruction.

I want to step back and say to my
fellow Senators and those listening:
What if today we were considering for
Senate approval Secretary of State
Colin Powell? Just think with me. He
is the nominee. He is being reconfirmed
for Secretary of State. What would the
Senators who were here talking about
Condoleezza Rice or our President in-
tentionally misleading, being a liar,
implying they had information they
withheld, what would they say about
Colin Powell?

On a certain day, Colin Powell ap-
peared before the United Nations. Re-
member that day? February 5, 2003. I
remember it. I think millions and mil-
lions of people remember it: maps,
overviews, a firm statement by him
about weapons of mass destruction.
Now I ask: Where did he get his infor-
mation? Was he lying? Did he mislead
the American people? Was he inten-
tionally trying to force upon us a pol-
icy that was not based upon what he
said but that those facts were dreamed
up? I believe that neither Senators nor
the people of America would believe he
was not telling the truth.

My point is, he got his information
from exactly the same source that our
President did, that the Prime Minister
of Great Britain did, that all leaders at
that point did, that we the Congress
did. The President did not get his infor-
mation from someplace in the sky, nor
did Colin Powell. There was only one
source: the accumulation of intel-
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ligence by the United States intel-
ligence-gathering institutions. They
told our President, Condoleezza Rice,
and Colin Powell what was going on,
and they all said, what? That there
were weapons of mass destruction in
Iraq, and that Saddam was a danger—
an exceptional danger—because he had
weapons of mass destruction.

Frankly, I believe there are those
who have become partisan on this
issue, and I almost would say, and
should say, extremely partisan, who
have become totally political on this
issue and totally personal. There is no
evidence whatsoever that Colin Powell
lied, that he was misleading us, that
Condoleezza Rice was a part of a policy
to mislead the American people, nor
that the President was. They all had
the same information. One would not
think that from what we have heard on
the floor. One would not think that as
you hear those who want to deny her
this nomination.

Frankly, that argument does not
wash. It is not consistent with reality.
It is dreamed up. It is political. It is for
no other reason than to insert false and
untrue information and facts into this
discussion. She deserves the nomina-
tion.

The President did not intentionally
mislead. Those who oppose the war
ought to say it and quit exaggerating
and being political and personal about
their attacks.

Mr. President, I thank Senator
LUGAR, and I yield the floor.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
take very seriously the United States
Senate’s responsibility to provide ad-
vice and consent for the President’s
nominees. Generally, I believe that the
President of the United States should
be allowed to have the people he choos-
es in his cabinet to implement the poli-
cies he has been elected to put in
place—providing they are qualified to
do the job. The vote should not be
about the ideology of the nominee—
that decision is up to the President—
but rather about the nominee’s ability
to perform the job.

Condoleezza Rice certainly has the
academic training and the professional
credentials to be Secretary of State.
She is bright, articulate, and well
versed in diplomatic procedures. She
works extremely hard, is dedicated to
her job, and is very close to the Presi-
dent. In many respects, she was the
natural choice to succeed Secretary
Colin Powell.

But, I am afraid there is a
showstopper here. As National Secu-
rity Advisor, Ms. Rice has been one of
the most public faces of this adminis-
tration’s policy in Iraq. She has been
the public face of this administration’s
crusade to generate American support
for an invasion. In her effort to do this,
Ms. Rice has made many of the most
categorical statements on Iraq, claim-
ing that we had evidence that Saddam
Hussein was pursuing weapons of mass
destruction, that Saddam had ties to
the al Qaeda terrorists, that we were
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threatened by a mushroom cloud from
Iraq, or a little vial that Saddam might
give to terrorists to poison us. Over
and over again, Ms. Rice has used every
shred of evidence she could find, even
evidence that the CIA urged her to re-
tract, in order to make the case that
Iraq was a direct and immediate threat
to the United States.

We now know that most of the intel-
ligence information that led the Presi-
dent to conclude Iraq was an imme-
diate threat to the United States was
wrong. Not only have no weapons of
mass destruction been found in Iraq,
but no evidence has surfaced of any re-
cent attempt by Saddam to develop
these weapons. No ties with al Qaeda
have come to light. Ironically, it now
appears that since the U.S. invasion,
terrorists groups are enjoying a surge
in recruitment and have even set up
training camps in Iraq. Hatred of
America’s actions in Iraq has surged
throughout the Muslim world and be-
yond. Condoleezza Rice is not solely re-
sponsible for this dangerous turn of
events, but she is inextricably linked
to this policy, and refuses to admit
that any mistakes have been made by
this administration.

A hallmark of the administration’s
Iraq policy has been a refusal to work
with the international community.
President Bush preferred to go it alone
rather than be hampered by the con-
straints of the United Nations or make
the concessions necessary to form a
broad coalition. Ms. Rice was a prime
spokesperson for this policy. She re-
peatedly justified the doctrine of pre-
emption and defended the wisdom of
going it alone, even if it meant losing
the support of our closest allies. She
was the public face of this policy of
contempt for the role of diplomacy.

The Secretary of State is America’s
second most visible face to the world.
If he or she is to be effective, the Sec-
retary must be seen as truthful, forth-
right, and respectful of other nations.
The hallmark of this administration’s
foreign policy has been its willingness
to distort information in the service of
its political objectives, and its failure
to tell the truth. It has viewed other
nations as either naive or cowardly if
they have disagreed with our policy.
Ms. Rice has been the public face of
this policy and this ‘“‘modus operendi’.
Nothing could be more detrimental to
her ability to be a successful Secretary
of State.

I have said all along that this war is
wrong, that the administration’s ra-
tionale for this war was faulty, and
that the consequences of this war may
be very detrimental to our national in-
terest and our national security. Un-
fortunately, it looks like these obser-
vations are proving correct.

More than 1,370 American soldiers
have died in this war, and over 10,000
have been wounded, many of them
maimed for life. Countless thousands of
Iraqis have died—we will probably
never know how many. Their country
has been devastated, and as of now, it
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appears this Sunday’s elections are un-
likely to bring about any resolution of
the internal strife. Civil war is a real
possibility, and today it is hard to see
how progress is going to be made to-
ward the administration’s goal of sta-
bility in Iraq.

Condoleezza Rice has been a lead ar-
chitect of our Nation’s failed foreign
policy and of the war in Iraq. Therefore
I believe she is severely handicapped in
her ability to be America’s chief dip-
lomat and the chief architect of Amer-
ica’s effort to resolve these problems.
This administration has not hesitated
to play loose with the truth and show
contempt for international opinion.
These are not the tools of successful di-
plomacy, the primary responsibility of
the Secretary of State.

Therefore, sadly, for the first time in
my Senate career, I must cast my vote
against a Cabinet-level nominee. I will
vote no on the nomination of
Condoleezza Rice to be Secretary of
State.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I speak
today in response to some things I have
heard a few of my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle say about Dr.
Condoleezza Rice. I want to set the
record straight and express my full
support for her confirmation.

Dr. Rice is without question one of
the most qualified people ever to be
chosen as Secretary of State. She is
more qualified to be Secretary of State
than all 100 Senators are for their jobs.

It is not surprising to me that I have
not heard any of my colleagues ques-
tion Dr. Rice’s qualifications. She is
one of the most well-rounded foreign
policy experts in the nation, having
spent some 25 years in Government,
the private sector, and academics.

In Government, she has served three
Presidents, including service at the Na-
tional Security Council and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff at the Pentagon. As Na-
tional Security Advisor, one of the
most important foreign policy posi-
tions in our Government, she has been
a key architect of our Nation’s re-
sponse to terrorism and threats abroad.
Since she joined the Bush administra-
tion as National Security Advisor, this
administration has reached an agree-
ment with Russia to reduce nuclear
weapons, successfully achieved the re-
turn of our military personnel from
China when their plane was taken hos-
tage, engaged North Korea in multilat-
eral talks to end their nuclear weapons
program, launched an effort to fight
AIDS around the world, and freed mil-
lions of people living under the tyr-
anny of Saddam Hussein and the
Taliban.

In addition to her Government serv-
ice, Dr. Rice has spent time in the busi-
ness world where she gained the man-
agement experience needed to run an
organization as large and diverse as the
State Department. She has served on
numerous corporate boards, and was
the top budget official at Stanford Uni-
versity when she served as Provost.

While I do not think that academic
achievement alone qualifies someone
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for a job as important as Secretary of
State, there is no question Dr. Rice has
proven her intelligence, Kknowledge,
and hard work through her academic
career. She has three degrees, includ-
ing a doctorate, in Government and
foreign policy. She has written numer-
ous books and articles on national de-
fense and foreign policy topics. And
while serving as Provost at Stanford,
she was also the top academic officer of
that prestigious university.

Rather than questioning Dr. Rice’s
qualifications, the few Senators who
have come to the floor to speak against
her are simply playing politics. I fear
the Senators I listened to all day yes-
terday are acting out of Dbitterness
from the rejection of their ideas and
candidates at the polls last fall. They
are attacking Dr. Rice in a continuing
effort to tear down our great President
and to tear down his policies that are
bringing freedom and democracy to
those who have never experienced it.
Worse yet, I fear some of my colleagues
are attacking Dr. Rice to paint a false
picture of her because they believe she
may one day seek elected office, or
even be an opponent at the ballot box.

Well, I have no such concerns about
Dr. Rice, and I have no problems sup-
porting her. Late last year I had the
pleasure to sit down with Dr. Rice and
discuss her vision for our foreign policy
and the State Department. I was im-
pressed by how clearly she discussed
the war on terrorism and our involve-
ment in the Middle East. We are in-
volved in an effort to bring freedom,
democracy, and individual rights to a
region of the world that has never
known any of those things. Dr. Rice
understands that those changes will
not happen in just a few months or
years. It will take decades, if not gen-
erations, to see the Middle East trans-
form into a peaceful and stable region.
The next few years are critical to that
effort, and I believe Dr. Rice is the
right person to lead our relations with
Middle Eastern nations as well as all
nations around the world.

Mr. President, I am confident the
Senate will overwhelmingly confirm
Dr. Rice, and I wish her well. She has
a huge task ahead of her, including
bringing accountability to the United
Nations and getting to the bottom of
the Oil-for-Food scandal, and I hope
this body will be responsive to her
needs as she works to promote freedom
and our national security.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, the
vote on whether to confirm
Condoleezza Rice as Secretary of State
is a difficult decision. The administra-
tion and Defense Department’s Iraq
policy has been, by any reasonable
measure, riddled with errors,
misstatements, and misjudgments.
From the beginning of the Iraqi war,
we were inadequately prepared for the
aftermath of the invasion with too few
troops and an inadequate plan to sta-
bilize Iraq. Today, we are reaping the
consequences of those decisions with
continuing tragic losses of American
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and Iraqi lives, a full-fledged insur-
gency in Iraq and a lack of security
and stability in many areas. In fact,
the National Intelligence Council, the
CIA’s own think tank, recently stated
that Iraq has now replaced Afghanistan
as the prime international terrorist
haven—a deeply disturbing result of
our problematic policies.

In her role as National Security Ad-
visor, Dr. Rice was a member of the
team responsible for our flawed Iraq
policy. She made several misleading
statements about the presence of weap-
ons of mass destruction in the lead up
to the war. And in the almost 2 years
since the Iraq invasion, the flawed poli-
cies on Iraq have not been corrected.
Indeed, Dr. Rice has tremendous dif-
ficulty in even admitting error though
obvious errors abound. In addition, $18
billion has been appropriated for the
reconstruction of Iraq, but only a tiny
percentage of that money has actually
been spent because of the violence in
Iraq.

Although I profoundly disagree and
deeply regret how this war has been
conducted, my concern has less to do
with Dr. Rice and more to do with
President Bush, Vice President CHE-
NEY, and Secretary Rumsfeld. The fact
is that the President was reelected,
and, though I was strongly opposed to
his reelection, he was reelected none-
theless. I do not believe, however, that
accountability ends with an election.
We are all public servants, including
the President and his team, and we are
all therefore accountable to the public
for our achievements and mistakes on
a continual basis. We are also account-
able to the future and to history.

So while I, and many of my col-
leagues, have strong concerns about
her role in the development of a flawed
Iraq policy, an overwhelming majority
on the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, including a large majority of
committee Democrats, voted in favor
of forwarding her nomination to the
full Senate. While many of my Demo-
cratic colleagues on the committee, in-
cluding the ranking member, share my
concern over her role in our Iraqg pol-
icy, they think it worthwhile to give
her a chance in this new role. That
judgment, from Senators who had the
opportunity to probe and question Dr.
Rice on her qualifications, tips the bal-
ance in favor of voting for Dr. Rice’s
nomination to be Secretary of State, in
my mind.

I am hopeful that Dr. Rice’s back-
ground and training will enable her to
serve as Secretary of State with dis-
tinction and that she will carry the les-
sons of our policy failures in Iraq with
her as she leads the Department of
State. She does have the President’s
ear and I hope she will use her role to
direct the President’s attention to ad-
dressing our frayed alliances in Europe,
our relationships with Latin America,
our policy toward Russia, nuclear pro-
liferation around the world, especially
in Iran and North Korea, personal sus-
tained attention to new opportunities
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for lasting security and peace in the
Middle East, problems and opportuni-
ties posed by China, Afghanistan, India
and Pakistan and to lead the world’s
efforts to address the global crises of
AIDS and other diseases, environ-
mental degradation, poverty, education
and health care in the developing
world, and human rights.

As National Security Advisor, Dr.
Rice’s role was to advise the President.
The Secretary of State has a different
role as the Nation’s chief diplomat. Dr.
Rice’s proposed appointments to senior
positions within the State Department
are well-qualified experienced per-
sonnel.

I am hopeful that Dr. Rice’s state-
ments during the recent hearings in
support of reaching out to allies, public
diplomacy and building coalitions will
be more than words, but instead de-
scribe a genuine effort to ensure that
our country leads the world though its
strong alliances, values and example.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am glad
that we have had a few more days to
consider and hours to discuss this nom-
ination. Some have suggested that we
should have simply ‘‘voice voted’ Dr.
Rice’s nomination so she could be con-
firmed in time for the inauguration.
Senators are here to advise and con-
sent, not rubber stamp for the White
House’s convenience.

We needed this extra time for debate.
The Secretary of State is the chief for-
eign policy adviser to the President
and fourth in the line of Presidential
succession. And, like some other Sen-
ators, I was disappointed by Dr. Rice’s
testimony before the Foreign Relations
Committee last week.

I had hoped that her testimony would
demonstrate the kind of forthright, ob-
jective analysis that I believe we need
in a Secretary of State. Unfortunately,
it did not. I share the serious concerns
expressed by Senator BOXER and Sen-
ator KERRY, and I commend them and
other Senators for voicing them.

I have not been impressed with Dr.
Rice’s performance as National Secu-
rity Adviser. Strong leadership, open-
ness, and sound judgment have been far
less evident at the National Security
Council during her tenure than I would
have liked.

I also believe that she has not always
been forthright with Congress or the
American people. She contributed to
the exaggerated public statements,
false information in the President’s
State of the Union speech about Iraq’s
supposed attempts to acquire nuclear
material, and the selective declas-
sification of intelligence, which helped
to create an atmosphere of hysteria
that led us into war in Iraq. She and
others created the false—the false—im-
pression that Iraq posed an imminent
threat to the United States.

These were serious failures, made
worse by Dr. Rice’s unwavering advo-
cacy and support for the administra-
tion’s policies that have cost the lives
of over 1,300 American soldiers and an
estimated 100,000 Iraqis, many of them
noncombatants.
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It has alienated our friends and allies
and convinced many of the world’s
Muslims that we are at war with Islam
itself. It led to the atrocities at Abu
Ghraib. It has added $200 billion to the
Federal deficit and at the rate we are
going that is only a down payment.

There are now 150,000 American
troops, many of them National Guard
and Reserve, bogged down in an
unwinnable war in Iraq that has be-
come a haven for terrorists.

Yet Dr. Rice refuses to own up to the
Administration’s failures. When con-
fronted with her own glaringly incon-
sistent statements regarding weapons
of mass destruction which were the pri-
mary justification for the war, she re-
sponded that the question unfairly im-
pugned her integrity.

She had an opportunity to reassure
her detractors, and believe me there
are many in my State of Vermont,
when she testified last week. She de-
clined to do so, and that was dis-
appointing and frustrating to those of
us who want her to succeed in her new
position.

My vote in favor of Dr. Rice is dif-
ficult to explain. It is more the product
of a belief than a cold analysis of her
record. I believe that Dr. Rice is capa-
ble of learning from her mistakes and
changing her ways. That she will rise
to this new challenge. That she can be
a good Secretary of State.

The other major reason I am voting
in favor of Dr. Rice’s nomination is
that I am the ranking member of the
Foreign Operations Subcommittee. In
this capacity, I have a responsibility to
work with the Secretary of State, on a
daily basis, to tackle a full range of
international issues critical to the
United States and the rest of the
world: AIDS and other global health
issues, human rights, the United Na-
tions, terrorism, the environment,
women’s rights, poverty, corruption, to
name just a few.

By voting for Dr. Rice’s nomination,
I am sending a clear message: I want to
get this important working relation-
ship started on the right track. I hope
that my vote will be a step towards a
more constructive U.S. foreign policy.
After all, it is these policies that ulti-
mately impact the lives of billions of
people around the world.

During the first term, the Bush ad-
ministration dug a deep hole: relation-
ships with our oldest allies are badly
strained, Iraq is a mess, and our own
country is badly divided.

We need to come together as a Na-
tion to deal with these and many other
problems. But coming together does
not mean ignoring valid criticism, em-
barking on a policy that pleases only
one side of the aisle, and accusing
those opposed of being un-American or
unpatriotic. Criticism and dissent are
the essence of democracy, the essence
of patriotism.

Coming together means genuine con-
sultations with members of both polit-
ical parties, and policies which reflect
a range of views even if they do not fit
into preconceived ideologies.
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As I said, I hope that my vote here
today will, in some small way, help
begin this process. I hope it will allow
us to get back to the real practice of
the Vandenberg rule—that politics end
at the water’s edge—and away from the
slash and burn politics practiced dur-
ing the first term of the Bush adminis-
tration.

I hope that Dr. Rice will meet me
half way. I want to work with her on
the many pressing issues that concern
both Democrats and Republicans, in-
cluding the issues of freedom and
human rights that the President spoke
of in his inaugural address that are so
important not only to Americans, but
to people everywhere.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of Dr. Condoleezza Rice
to be our next Secretary of State. I am
pleased to echo the sentiments of many
of my colleagues—Dr. Rice’s accom-
plishments are inspirational, and she
sets an amazing role model for young
people in our Nation today.

We are considering a person for Sec-
retary of State with an impressive edu-
cational resume, a person who has
lived through some of the most trying
eras of our history and who represents
the best of America. Dr. Condoleezza
Rice is more than well qualified to be
Secretary of State. She served 6 years
as the Provost of Stanford University.
Under President George H. W. Bush,
she was Director and Senior Director of
Soviet and East European Affairs in
the National Security Council, and a
Special Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs.

With her experience the last 4 years
as National Security Adviser to Presi-
dent Bush, she comes prepared for this
position like no other person could.
She knows our President and his for-
eign policy and national security
issues. She will arrive at a new job
with a full understanding of the Presi-
dent’s plan for our chief diplomat.

I have had the privilege of working
with Dr. Rice during her tenure as Na-
tional Security Adviser. In 2001, Dr.
Rice played an instrumental role in the
Senate’s passage of S. 149, the Export
Administration Act of 2001, a bill I in-
troduced in 2000. S. 149 was a strong bill
that would have modernized our na-
tional export control system for dual-
use items and technology. The bill,
which required a risk-based analysis of
proposed exports and emphasized trans-
parency and accountability, garnered
vocal support from the President, the
Secretaries of Defense and State, and
our National Security Adviser, Dr.
Condoleeza Rice. The support of Dr.
Rice underscored the strength of the
bill’s national security provisions. Un-
fortunately, Congress failed to pass S.
149 into law before adjourning the 106th
Congress.

As such, I look forward to working
again with Dr. Rice in her new capac-
ity as Secretary of State on issues re-
lated to export controls. In her new
role, I believe she will be a leader with-
in the interagency process on dual-use
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exports, as well as an effective leader
for the Office of Defense Trade Con-
trols, ODTC, which administers the
International Traffic in Arms Regula-
tions, ITAR, and maintains the muni-
tions list—a list of items controlled for
defense purposes. Dr. Rice’s experience
on the National Security Council has
well prepared her for a job that will re-
quire a fair and realistic approach to
controlling both defense and dual-use
exports.

We must ensure that our export con-
trol system Kkeeps sensitive items and
technology out of the hands of the ter-
rorists and other bad actors. At the
same time, we must also make sure our
troops and allies, who are fighting
every day for freedom and democracy,
have access to the best and most tech-
nologically advanced tools of our time.
This will take forward thinking from
all the Departments responsible for
controlling defense and dual-use items,
including the Department of State. Our
export control policy must take into
consideration the fact that the U.S.
military and private high-tech compa-
nies are codependent Private compa-
nies are pushing the technological en-
velope for both militarily critical and
civilian products. And we must work
toward a system that allows these
companies to continue growing and de-
veloping so as not to stifle the mili-
tary’s rate of technological advance-
ment. I believe Dr. Rice will provide an
intelligent and knowledgeable voice in
this endeavor.

I have been disappointed with the
comments made by some of my col-
leagues. While we all certainly have
the right and duty to disagree on pol-
icy and procedures, the nature of some
comments have gone beyond what is
appropriate for this body. I strongly
believe the character of Dr. Rice and
her integrity are above reproach. The
criticism heard here, unfortunately,
reaches beyond the Senate and far be-
yond Washington.

I remind my colleagues that when we
speak on the Senate floor, our words
are heard by brave men and women
serving overseas. Our words are heard
by their families and their friends who
make it possible for them to serve our
Nation so well. I hope we all remember
that as we debate the merits of our for-
eign policy and the nomination of Dr.
Rice.

I am pleased to again state my sup-
port for the nomination of Dr. Rice.
Her experience, her dedication, her in-
tegrity, and her character will make
her a good representative of our Na-
tion.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have
serious reservations about the nomina-
tion of Condoleezza Rice for Secretary
of State.

While I believe that the President de-
serves the opportunity to select his
own team in the construction of his
Cabinet, the confirmation process is
one which gives the U.S. Senate the op-
portunity to reject a selection that it
feels would not be in the best interest
of our country.
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The nomination of National Security
Advisor Rice to become Secretary of
State has been troubling to me because
she was a part of the dispensing of in-
telligence information to justify the
war in Iraq. That intelligence turned
out to be fundamentally wrong.

There is no question that Ms. Rice
has the intellect, the academic back-
ground, and the work history to justify
this nomination. She is extraordinarily
talented and skilled. But even so, I
have significant reservations about her
role in the use of intelligence leading
up to the Iraq war.

I recognize she was working for and
representing the President, the Vice
President, and others in the adminis-
tration, but nonetheless she too must
bear responsibility for some very sig-
nificant mistakes.

I sought out Condoleezza Rice yester-
day for a personal conversation about a
number of the issues that concerned
me. We had a full and lengthy discus-
sion about those matters, especially
the use of intelligence leading up to
the war.

I’ve decided after much reflection
that I will cast a vote for her confirma-
tion, but it is a close call for me. I fer-
vently hope that this administration,
including the President and the new
Secretary of State, will rethink some
of the foreign policy initiatives that I
believe have made our country less se-
cure—not more secure.

So I will cast a yes vote with reserva-
tions and hope that this administra-
tion has learned from the serious mis-
takes in foreign policy it has made in
its first term.

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, today
we are considering the nomination of
Condoleezza Rice to be Secretary of
State. Dr. Rice is professionally com-
petent and accomplished. Her academic
background is impressive and she has
the diplomatic skills necessary to
serve as Secretary of State. I intend to
vote in favor of her nomination, but
not without expressing serious reserva-
tions and concerns. This administra-
tion’s first term was marked by a se-
ries of failures and miscalculations
that have cost this country dearly. Dr.
Rice, as National Security Adviser,
must bear some of the responsibility
for these mistakes. Now, however, she
also has an opportunity to correct
them. I will therefore cast this vote
with the hope and expectation that she
will work with the Congress to forge a
new approach to our foreign policy.

Dr. Rice’s tasks, if she is eventually
confirmed, are numerous and daunting.

The administration should be rapidly
expanding efforts to stop the prolifera-
tion of nuclear materials in the former
Soviet Union and throughout the
world. The prospect of these materials
in the hands of terrorists is truly the
greatest risk to our national security.
Mobilizing our allies in a concerted and
coordinated effort to stop Iran’s nu-
clear program must also be at the top
of the new Secretary’s agenda.

Additionally, the administration
must finally engage with the rest of
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the world in addressing global climate
change. Almost every day, new sci-
entific evidence raises the world’s con-
cern and challenges our fate.

The administration should also ex-
pand efforts to combat HIV/AIDS to in-
clude India and other second-tier coun-
tries. Thus far, its words have been
right, but the financial reality has fall-
en short.

We should fully fund our develop-
ment and disaster assistance accounts
and finally meet the promises of the
Millennium Challenge Account.

The administration, working with
our allies, needs to broaden nation-
building efforts in Afghanistan so that
warlords and narcotics do not destroy
the hope of Afghan democracy.

And it must confront human rights
abusers, not just in the ‘‘outposts of
tyranny’’ mentioned by Dr. Rice in her
testimony to the Foreign Relations
Committee, but in Saudi Arabia,
China, Central Asia and throughout
the world.

And, we must address these and
many other challenges with a new com-
mitment to our alliances. For 50 years,
American leadership helped build
international institutions to fight com-
mon threats and promote the common
good. We drafted treaties to articulate
universal values and entrench them in
international law. And we constructed
great military alliances to protect not
just ourselves but our friends overseas.
With a renewed commitment to alli-
ance building and real engagement
around the world, we can begin to end
our own current isolation, rescue the
reputation of U.S. policy overseas, and
bring the resources of our friends and
allies to bear on the global challenges
we all face.

While Dr. Rice will face many chal-
lenges ahead, I intend to speak in de-
tail today on two topics: Iraq and
Darfur.

The administration’s approach to
Iraq has been disastrous from the start.
The intelligence used by the adminis-
tration on weapons of mass destruction
and links to al Qaeda were flat wrong.
We must begin to learn the lesson of
this colossal failure and ensure that we
have accurate, objective intelligence. 1
have and will continue to call for a full
accounting of the development and use
of the intelligence that led us into
Iraq. But in the coming years, I also
expect our Secretary of State to join in
demanding real intelligence reform.
Without it, we will be unable to sta-
bilize Iraq or confront other current
and future threats. Our foreign policy
must be based on an understanding of
our enemies. And our policies and the
intelligence behind them must be cred-
ible with our friends.

The Administration’s approach to
the war in Iraq was disastrously unilat-
eral. It ignored the weapons inspectors,
rejected our allies, and ended up iso-
lating America. The result of these
policies is now borne by our troops,
who are fighting nearly alone in Iraq,
and by American taxpayers, who are
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paying 90 percent of the costs of the
war. We cannot afford to continue in
this vein. I hope that, in this second
term, the administration will recognize
the heavy costs of unilateralism and
place a priority on diplomacy and alli-
ances. With Iraqi elections less than a
week away, the new Secretary of State
can begin by acknowledging that bal-
lots do not equal democracy, and that
the hard work of stabilizing Iraq will
require a concerted global effort. Intel-
lectual honesty is a must for this ad-
ministration and for our Secretary of
State.

There have been a series of mis-
calculations with regard to almost
every aspect of the occupation. The ad-
ministration failed to commit suffi-
cient troops. It did not consider the po-
litical, military and economic chal-
lenges inherent in occupying a foreign
country. It anticipated neither an in-
surgency nor sectarian and ethnic con-
flict. It permitted looting and chaos,
when order was so critical. It failed to
raise an Iraqi security force before the
insurgency was already raging. And its
confused policies regarding detention
and interrogation led to the abuses at
Abu Ghraib. On the international stage
and in Iraq itself, the damage caused
by these mistakes must be addressed
head on. Trust must be rebuilt,
through candor and through real
changes in policy.

Another great challenge facing the
new Secretary of State is Darfur. Sec-
retary of State Powell’s declaration of
September 9, 2004 that genocide was oc-
curring was appropriate, and I ap-
plauded the administration at the
time. But having made that declara-
tion, we cannot allow genocide to con-
tinue. Nor is the reluctance of other
nations to take a tougher position an
excuse for inaction. In her testimony
to the Foreign Relations Committee,
Dr. Rice stated that the reason the
U.N. Security Council resolutions on
Darfur have been so weak was because
other members of the Council opposed
sanctions against Khartoum. While
this is true, it is time to put real pres-
sure on those countries. Hundreds of
thousands of lives are at stake in
Darfur. We cannot accept business as
usual at the U.N. If our bilateral rela-
tions with countries that oppose action
to stop the genocide suffer, then that is
how it should be. Saving lives, stopping
genocide is the high ground. It is a
moral imperative.

But through principled and sustained
leadership, we have an opportunity to
find common ground with our allies
and partners. Next week, a U.N. Com-
mission is expected to identify those in
Sudan responsible for crimes against
humanity. This is the time for ac-
countability. All parties need to put
aside their own agendas and do what is
right for the sake of stopping this
genocide, and deterring future crimes
against humanity. Those countries who
have opposed sanctions against Sudan
need to accept the findings of the Com-
mission and change course. And the ad-
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ministration should be open to all
forms of justice and accountability, in-
cluding the International Criminal
Court.

This week, the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly is holding a special ses-
sion to commemorate the 60th anniver-
sary of the liberation of the Nazi death
camps. This session is convening in the
spirit of ‘“‘never again.”” Soon we have
the names of those committing geno-
cide, brought to us by a U.N. Commis-
sion established thanks to pressure
from the United States. We must not
allow ideology to stand in the way of
accountability. Referring this case to
the ICC will not threaten any Ameri-
cans. Rather, it will push the ICC to-
ward the purpose for which it was cre-
ated and affirm America’s leadership
with regard to universal values of jus-
tice and accountability.

Finally, on Darfur, we must push
harder for the full deployment of Afri-
can Union troops. Dr. Rice testified
that only a third of a 3,300 person AU
force is currently in Darfur. It has been
more than 4 months since the U.N. Se-
curity Council called for the ‘“‘rapid ex-
pansion’ of the AU force. Congress has
appropriated $75 million specifically
for this expansion. Getting those
troops in place immediately and pro-
viding them with all the resources they
need to succeed must be a top priority
for the new Secretary of State.

And if they succeed, this success will
ripple outward across Africa. Having
stopped a genocide, visionary African
leaders will be positioned to address fu-
ture crises on the continent and the AU
will have taken an important step for-
ward as a credible and forceful institu-
tion.

Darfur represents an opportunity for
this administration to live up to the
words articulated by the President in
his inaugural address.

The President said, ‘“‘All who live in
tyranny and hopelessness can KkKnow:
the United States will not ignore your
oppression, or excuse your oppressors.”’
How, then, can we stand by in the face
of genocide?

The President, quoting Abraham Lin-
coln, said, ‘““Those who deny freedom to
others deserve it not for themselves;
and, under the rule of a just God, can-
not long retain it.” With the names of
those responsible for the Kkilling in
Darfur, are we not obligated to see jus-
tice served?

And the President, speaking to our
allies, said, ‘““We honor your friendship,
we rely on your counsel, and we depend
on your help.” When the African Union
expresses a desire to deploy an effec-
tive force in Darfur, how can we not do
everything in our power to make sure
that they succeed?

The challenges ahead our many. And
this administration, in its first term,
has made many mistakes. But the col-
lective wisdom of America is great. Our
new Secretary of State and the rest of
the Administration’s national security
team can, if it chooses, work together
with Congress and forge a new ap-
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proach—one that will make us safer
and create a better world.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak about the pending nom-
ination of Condoleezza Rice to be Sec-
retary of State. First, I start off by
commending the distinguished chair-
man and ranking member of the For-
eign Relations Committee, Senators
LUuGAR and BIDEN, for their efforts to
ensure that all members had the time
to engage Dr. Rice and to express their
thoughts on this very important nomi-
nation. I would also like to thank Dr.
Rice for her willingness to devote as
much time as necessary to answer our
questions.

Unlike many other confirmation
hearings for Secretary of State, the
nominee before us is well known to
Congress and to the American people.
She has a distinguished record as an
academic and has served in many im-
portant positions as a public servant.
Clearly, she has the requisite skills and
experience for this post.

Rightly, the focus of last Tuesday’s
and Wednesday’s committee hearings
concerned in great part her role as the
President’s National Security Advisor
in the first term and her vision of what
our foreign policy should be in the sec-
ond term. It is no secret that many of
us on the committee have had our dif-
ferences with the Bush administra-
tion’s foreign policy agenda during
these past 4 years. Nonetheless, I had
hoped that the hearings with Dr. Rice
would demonstrate that she had grown
somewhat intellectually and would be
prepared be more analytical about the
strengthens and weaknesses of U.S.
policy over the past, 4 years. Sadly
that has not been the case.

Instead, I have come away with the
impression that when it comes to our
foreign policy agenda, it is likely that
we can expect more of the same when
it comes to policy priorities. As well, 1
have every reason to believe following
these interactions that the lack of
transparency and accountability which
was the hallmark of this administra-
tion in the first term will continue into
the foreseeable future. These flaws
have led the United States to have a
negative image both domestically and
abroad.

It now appears that little will change
in that regard.

For example, Dr. Rice’s comments, or
lack thereof, on the issue of torture
were startling to this Senator, as I pre-
sume they were to many of my col-
leagues. I asked her a simple question,
whether or not she felt that on the
issue of certain interrogation tech-
niques such as water boarding, forced
nudity, and the use of stress positions
are tantamount to torture. I asked her
to consider this not in the context of
whether or not members of al-Qaida
are covered by the Geneva Conventions
but as a human being reflecting on the
actions of one person against another.
My question was straightforward; how-
ever, Dr. Rice’s answer was anything
but. In fact, at no point did she provide
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a clear answer to the question I posed.
Disturbingly, her lack of a clear an-
swer implies that she neither defines
these methods as torture nor opposes
their use in the war on terror.

International laws and treaties exist
for the protection of all parties. They
contribute to security and to a more
humane world. Agreements such as the
Geneva Convention project to the
world the values we hold so dear in
America, liberty, freedom, the rule of
law. We are better intrinsically for
abiding by them, and we are better
off —Americans are safer—when we suc-
cessfully protect the values they en-
shrine.

After all, following World War II, our
Nation insisted on trying Nazi war
criminals, people who were guilty of
the most heinous crimes ever com-
mitted against humanity.

We insisted on this because we under-
stood the importance of the rule of law,
of being better than the enemy, and
that this was the most effective way to
spread our values, our common cause
against tyranny. Of all the memories 1
hold dear, I am proud of none more
than that of the role my father played
as a prosecutor at those trials in
Nuremburg.

Dr. Rice chose not to answer my sim-
ple question. She had a chance to speak
to the whole world yesterday and today
to convey the message as to how she
will address this issue. I think she is
off to a poor start. And I would rec-
ommend, for the sake of our national
security and American citizens glob-
ally that she should reflect upon this
subject matter when she assumes her
duties as Secretary of State.

I am also troubled by her unwilling-
ness to admit that there were any mis-
takes made by the Bush administration
with respect to the preparation for the
war and its aftermath. Even after all
the deaths and instability that have
plagued Iraq since the U.S. invasion of
2003, Dr. Rice does not appear to have
any second thoughts about decisions
taken with respect to Iraq. Surely,
mistakes have been made. But Dr. Rice
appears inclined to follow in the Presi-
dent’s footsteps of not being willing to
admit mistakes. She was reluctant to
admit even the most glaring mistake,
that Iraq did not possess WMD, even
though that was the fundamental ra-
tionale behind the Bush administra-
tion’s original drive to go to war.

In addition, it was painfully obvious
that Dr. Rice does not currently have
much of a feel for policy in the Western
Hemisphere. With respect to Ven-
ezuela, she seems determined to pursue
the same path that has done nothing to
further democracy, and which has in-
stead made it easy for President Hugo
Chavez to vilify the United States.
With respect to Cuba, she seems stuck
in a 40-year-old fixation on a 78-year-
old man, a mode of thought that is out-
dated, counterintuitive, and ultimately
has proven itself unsuccessful. Our
inane policy toward that island nation
is exemplified by the fact that it is the
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only country in the entire world to
which the U.S. Government prevents
its citizens from traveling. Americans
can travel to Iran and North Korea,
two nations that are unarguably more
threatening, but not to Cuba. Yet, Dr.
Rice seems intent on retaining these
failed policies.

I also took note of her refusal to pro-
vide a straight answer to questions she
was asked regarding a recent article
about U.S. plans for military action
against Iran, which was written by the
respected journalist Seymour Hersh
and published in the most recent edi-
tion of the New Yorker magazine. Dr.
Rice contended that the article was
full of inaccuracies. However, the ques-
tion put to her by Senator KERRY was
quite specific, is the article’s conten-
tion about U.S. plans with respect to
Iran true or false. That is a simple
question with a one word answer. If
that particular part of the article is in-
accurate, it would have been easy and
painless to say so. Her lack of candor
did not appear to have anything to do
with the information being classified.
Had that been the case, Dr. Rice could
simply have responded that any infor-
mation regarding the matter would
have to be discussed in a classified
briefing. But she did not.

All of these issues I have discussed
are troubling to say the least. They
raise very serious concerns about the
direction our foreign policy will take
over the next 4 years. Nonetheless, I
believe that except in extraordinary
circumstances, the President has the
right to choose his or her Secretary of
State. Therefore it is with serious res-
ervations that I voted to report this
nomination favorably to the full Sen-
ate and will support her confirmation
when the full Senate votes on this mat-
ter. However, I would offer some words
of advice to Dr. Rice. First, that she re-
flect upon some of the issues and con-
cerns raised during her confirmation
hearings. And second, that she never
forget as Secretary of State that she is
not just the President’s representative,
she is the representative of the Amer-
ican people. She should never forget
that.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, Presi-
dent Bush made an excellent choice in
nominating Dr. Condoleezza Rice to be
America’s next Secretary of State. She
has both the professional experience
and the personal integrity to make a
great Secretary of State.

I cannot think of a candidate more
qualified to be Secretary of State than
Condoleezza Rice. Dr. Rice’s experience
and expertise are truly multi-facted.
She is a distinguished public servant
and has led one of our country’s most
distinguished universities. She has 25
years of experience in foreign policy,
having served three Presidents as a key
advisor.

She has led the President’s national
security team with strength and exper-
tise. A short list of her many accom-
plishments include developing six-
party talks aimed at ending North Ko-
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rea’s nuclear program, helping to de-
sign the President’s landmark emer-
gency AIDS relief package, and
strengthening relations with Russia
and China. In her capacity as National
Security Advisor, Dr. Rice has devel-
oped personal working relationships
with international leaders and govern-
ments that will enable her to nurture
alliances and conduct effective diplo-
macy around the world. She was in-
strumental in developing the adminis-
tration’s response to 9/11 and a new
framework for United States policy in
the Middle East.

Most important, Condoleezza Rice
has the trust and confidence of the
President. She has served the President
as a loyal and trusted advisor. When
she speaks to foreign leaders as Sec-
retary of State, they will know that
Dr. Rice is speaking on behalf of the
President.

I have had the honor of working
closely with Dr. Rice on many occa-
sions over the past 4 years. In par-
ticular, Dr. Rice’s support was ex-
tremely helpful to me and to my col-
league Senator LIEBERMAN as we under-
took the Herculean task of reforming
our intelligence community in the last
Congress. Dr. Rice helped us overcome
the obstacles we faced to ensure the
bill became law, and for that, she has
my gratitude.

Having a strong foreign policy vision
is critical to success in the war on ter-
rorism. Condoleezza Rice is the right
person for the job. Dr. Rice will make
an outstanding Secretary of State, and
I look forward to working with her in
the coming years.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I will be
casting my vote in support of the nom-
ination of Dr. Condoleezza Rice as our
next Secretary of State. Dr. Rice cur-
rently serves as President Bush’s Na-
tional Security Advisor. In that posi-
tion, she has earned the trust and the
confidence of the President. Her stellar
credentials and her remarkable success
story, despite the barriers of segrega-
tion in Birmingham, AL, are an inspi-
ration.

Dr. Rice will assume the job of our
Nation’s top diplomat not only during
a time of war but also during a time in
which the United States faces count-
less other challenges. In short, Dr. Rice
will have her work cut out for her. As
she noted in her opening statement to
the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, “We must use American diplo-
macy to help create a balance of power
in the world that favors freedom. And
the time for diplomacy is now.”” Indeed.
The extent to which we have alienated
our allies and aroused suspicion about
our policies is breathtaking in contrast
to the tremendous support and sym-
pathy we experienced in the aftermath
of 9/11. Even as we pour hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars into our efforts in the
Middle East, there is much that needs
to be done to win the war of ideas in
the Muslim world and beyond.

There are many lofty ideals which
the President extolled in his inaugural
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address—democracy and freedom, lib-
erty for all—these are ideals we all
share. Our Secretary of State must rec-
ognize, however, that ideals are mean-
ingless if they do not inform the spe-
cifics of our policies. Where we must
work to find common ground is in how
to realize these ideals. I look forward
to working with the next Secretary of
State as we craft the State Depart-
ment’s budget and as we strive for a
foreign policy we can all embrace.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
today on the nomination of Dr.
Condoleezza Rice to serve as Secretary
of State.

I have three criteria I use to evaluate
all executive branch nominees: com-
petence, integrity and commitment to
the core mission of the Department. On
the basis of those criteria, I will vote
to confirm Dr. Rice.

Yet I do have concerns. This vote is
not an endorsement of President
Bush’s foreign and defense policy as we
saw it during Dr. Rice’s tenure as Na-
tional Security Advisor.

I have serious concerns with the way
we went to war with Iraq: With the
overblown assertions of the threat to
the United States; with the deeply
flawed intelligence analysis from a few
biased sources presented as facts; with
the failure to build a strong inter-
national coalition; with the failure to
prepare and send sufficient forces to
deal with the aftermath of removing
Saddam from power; and with the fail-
ure to prepare by providing our own
troops the protective equipment they
needed to carry out their missions and
come home safe.

I know a lot of the responsibility for
those failures rests with the Secretary
of Defense.

I hope that Dr. Rice’s service as Sec-
retary of State will be historic not
only because she will be the first Afri-
can American woman to hold that of-
fice. I hope that Dr. Rice will make his-
tory by exercising true leadership at
the State Department: Rebuilding our
tattered international relationships
and alliances; seeking to achieve last-
ing peace in the Middle East and other
conflicts; mobilizing the world to meet
humanitarian and development needs;
and serving as an effective CEO of the
State Department to ensure that our
dedicated public servants have safe em-
bassies and the resources they need to
effectively formulate policy and rep-
resent the United States around the
world.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
today is a very sad day when we hear
that we lost somewhere around 37 or 38
of our finest in the Marine Corps with
the crash of a helicopter and additional
deaths from the ground fight.

Like everyone here, this information
is very painful to me. I have had the
experience, as most of my colleagues
have, to visit with families as their
sons and daughters are buried as a re-
sult of their exposure in Afghanistan
and Iraq in the military.

Most recently, about 2 weeks ago, 1
went to a funeral in New Jersey for a
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19-year-old marine corporal. I sat with
the family who was very proud of their
son’s contribution to his country. Twin
brothers, young men were making com-
ments at the funeral, participating in
the eulogy, and the parents, grief
stricken about the loss of this wonder-
ful, apparently, young man. I did not
know him, but the history of his short
years was resplendent with good ac-
complishments in school.

I mention that because it sets the
tone for my feelings about how we por-
tray this war to the American public.

I am a veteran of a war a long time
ago. As a matter of fact, I think I am
one of three remaining here from
World War II. The experiences are,
though such a long time ago, still vivid
in my mind. I remember the enthu-
siasm of my friends in high school—I
was 18 when I enlisted in the Army—
and those in the community and how
spirited the support was for everything
we did.

I do not see any failing of support for
our troops in the theater. We are ready
to do whatever we have to to make
sure they have the materiel they need.
On a visit I made in March of this past
year with four other Senators, it was
distressful to learn, as we visited with
the young people who were doing the
fighting there, that they did not have
everything they needed. I talked with a
small group from New Jersey—eight
enlisted personnel and one young cap-
tain. I asked if there was anything
they needed to conduct their service
that would help them.

They were reluctant to complain, but
finally this young captain stood up and
said: Senator, the flack vest you are
wearing is the best that money can
buy. I see these vests on some members
of the coalition, but we don’t have
them, Senator, and I would like to ask
why.

He said further: When one of our
humvees is hit with a rocket grenade
or other weapon, very often they will
go up in flames, like a firecracker.

He talked about a rifle that was
issued to some of the other troops and
how much more reliable it was, how
much lighter it was, how much easier
it was to carry.

I was very upset at hearing that news
because the last thing that any of our
soldiers should have to do is worry
about whether they have the best
equipment or whether their lives are
going to be protected.

I went to visit at Walter Reed Hos-
pital and saw a fellow who was banged
up a little bit. His companion friend
with whom he had been injured in Iraq
said: You know, if we had not had the
new vests, my friend here would have
been dead. But he had one of those new
vests, and it really helped. He is alive
and recovering.

When I saw that families, in many in-
stances, sent gifts of an article or funds
to buy a vest that would protect their
loved omnes, privately raised money to
send a vest for a soldier that we sent
over there to fight for our views, and
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we can’t provide the equipment? That
set a tone for me, and I must say that
many questions arose in my mind as to
whether the information we were get-
ting was credible information about all
of these commitments that were being
talked about from the administration
about how we were going to do every-
thing we could to protect our troops. It
was not true. No, it was not true.

We did not have enough soldiers over
there to do the job starting early in
this campaign. We have been reminded
on this floor a dozen times that Gen-
eral Shinseki, Chief of the Army, said
we needed 300,000 troops to do this job.
And, instead, we skinnied it on down
and sent 130,000. They could not protect
themselves. The cost was a horrible
cost. Lots of young ones died. And now
over 1,400 have died as a result of the
effort in Iraq and Afghanistan, over 40
people from the State of New Jersey. I
care about those. I am sure all of our
colleagues care about the casualties
that we have suffered in this war. One
cannot be indifferent to a reminder
that we are deep in the mud and we do
not know when our troops are coming
home and we do not know how many
more we are going to lose before this
endeavor is over.

So for me, the question centers
around the information supply that we
had: How did we make so many mis-
takes about weapons of mass destruc-
tion? How did we make so many mis-
takes about how we were going to be
treated when we got there? How did we
make so many mistakes when it was
said we would be there for a short stay,
that we would turn this job over to the
Iraqis and they would take care of it
and we would get out of there in time?

It was not true. No, it was not true.
Unfortunately, when Dr. Condoleezza
Rice’s credentials were presented it
was quite a review, quite a hearing, in
the committee of jurisdiction. When
they tried to find out more about how
she would be acting as the Secretary of
State, the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee did their job very well.

I do not question her extensive and
impressive experience in academia and
foreign policy. What I question today is
her judgment and her ability to be can-
did with the American people and the
Congress about critical information.
No, those are not the things we ques-
tion. What we question is the attention
being given to detail. What we question
is the attention being given to the
commentary that arose in that com-
mittee.

During her confirmation, she had
many opportunities to reflect on early
decisions that were made in statements
on Iraq in her position as National Se-
curity Adviser to the President, but
when Dr. Rice was confronted with her
misstatements and inaccuracies she re-
fused to acknowledge any errors or
take responsibility. I found that very
disappointing.

During her hearing, Dr. Rice was
given a chance to correct the record
about what she said about Iraq being a
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nuclear threat to the United States.
Prior to the war, Dr. Rice stated that
the smoking gun in Iraq could come in
the form of a mushroom cloud. What
an assertion that is, a mushroom
cloud. That means a nuclear bomb. It
means perhaps millions being Kkilled.
There was this specter of that kind of
damage, that kind of catastrophe, be-
cause there were weapons of mass de-
struction in play there that were avail-
able to Saddam Hussein, but we know
the evidence to that effect was not
there.

In January 2004, the U.S. chief weap-
ons inspector David Kay announced his
group found no evidence that Iraq had
stockpiled any weapons of mass de-
struction before our invasion. In Octo-
ber 2004, less than 6 months ago, the
Duelfer report was released and contra-
dicted the administration’s prewar con-
tention that Iraq had a strong WMD,
weapons of mass destruction, program.
The Duelfer report’s conclusions are so
definitive they compelled the adminis-
tration to announce earlier this month
that the search for WMD had officially
ended.

Despite all of that information, Dr.
Rice refused to admit at her hearing
that she made serious mistakes in con-
tinuously overstating Iraq’s nuclear
capabilities. At her hearing, Dr. Rice
was also given the chance to speak
honestly about the current size of
Iraq’s security forces. She said that
120,000 Iraqis have been trained so far,
but a much more accurate on-the-
ground assessment reveals that only
4,000 have been trained. Imagine, on
the one hand Dr. Rice said 120,000 Iraqis
have been trained and we are trying to
get out of there and what we need is a
force that is able and large enough and
trained well enough so we can bring
our kids home, reunite our families.

Four thousand have been trained. We
are so far away from having that force
ready to take over that no one can tell
what the timeframe might be.

When I was in Iraq, I went to a train-
ing facility for police officers. About
every 6 weeks they graduated 80 offi-
cers, and we needed 53,000. So that
meant, using the 6-week factor and cal-
culating that by 10, we might be train-
ing 800 of these police officers a year,
and we need 53,000. Yet we cannot now
even find the truth out about what it is
that is required.

Dr. Rice also could not explain or at
least she would not explain to the com-
mittee what our exit strategy is or
should be for Iraq. Here she simply
chose not to answer the question at all.
With more than 1,400 of our brave
young men and women in uniform
killed, including 48 with ties to my
home State of New Jersey, I believe we
deserved an answer. Instead, Dr. Rice
chose silence.

When it comes to Iraq, unfortunately
this administration has lost its credi-
bility with the American people and
with the global community, and it is
the job of the Secretary of State to re-
store our credibility abroad, especially
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with our allies. In my view, promoting
Dr. Rice to the position of Secretary of
State puts a stamp of approval on the
administration’s policies and actions,
and I cannot, in good faith, go along
with that. Despite ample opportunity,
Dr. Rice has shown no inclination to be
more forthright about any of the mis-
takes she and this administration
made and continue to make in Iraq or
indicate that any change in course
might be necessary. I find that very
troubling.

Therefore, I feel compelled to vote
against her confirmation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, how
much time remains on both sides at
this stage?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana has 14 minutes re-
maining, and the Senator from Dela-
ware has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. LUGAR. There is 14 minutes and
1 minute?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Correct.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, my un-
derstanding is the majority leader is en
route to the floor. He had responsibil-
ities in the House of Representatives
for a period of time. The distinguished
Democratic leader is on the floor. It is
his desire to wait until the majority
leader is present, and both, as I under-
stand, will make final comments, if
necessary using leader time. Therefore,
Mr. President, I will speak at this
point, utilizing the time allotted to our
side with a final argument.

Mr. President, I appreciated, as did
the Senator from New Mexico, the
comments of our distinguished col-
league from Connecticut, Senator
LIEBERMAN, when he discussed really
the long debate we have had with re-
gard to the conduct of the war in Iraaq,
of the conduct of the war against ter-
rorism, which involves Iraq. Clearly,
Senator LIEBERMAN is accurate when
he points out that essentially we have
had many disagreements about the pre-
war planning, the problems of the dis-
location of all of the Iraqi security
forces, the great dilemmas we have had
as we approach now the elections and
the fledgling democracy we hope Iraqis
will be able to fashion as they formu-
late a constitution and elect the offi-
cials of their country.

The security situation remains ex-
tremely precarious for American
troops and those who are with us in
Iraq attempting to help Iraqis provide
security for their villages and for their
countryside. There are clearly dif-
ferences of opinion as to how well all of
these activities have been conducted,
but I think, in recognition of how very
difficult it has been for decision-
makers, a general consensus is that the
batting average has been good, even if
not perfect. But Senator LIEBERMAN
made the point that now, at this par-
ticular moment, as we vote today to
confirm a Secretary of State, we are a
united group in this Senate on the need
for success in Iraq.
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There should be no doubt on the part
of all who are about to cast their bal-
lots in Iraq and take the chances that
are posed when they are threatened
really with loss of life for their willing-
ness to exercise a franchise, it should
be clear we are united back here.

This is not a fractious group, I hope,
today that gives any sustenance of
hope to the insurgents, to those who
are attempting to formulate disaster in
the Middle East that the face of Amer-
ica is not a united face.

I make this point because the person
we are about to confirm as Secretary of
State will be, aside from the President
of the United States, the most promi-
nent spokesperson, the most prominent
diplomat making the case for the
United States of America and for each
of us on this Senate floor as proud
Americans. And it is very important,
now that we have had a full discussion
of arguments on deficiencies, things we
must do better, institutions we must
improve, simply to note how important
it is to the world to have confidence we
know what we are doing and that we
are prepared at least to continually
discuss this in the same candid way we
have done, but then to come together
and say this is our President, this is
our Secretary of State, this is our pol-
icy.

I am very hopeful that the vote for
Dr. Rice will be a very strong vote. I do
not depreciate for a moment the right
or desire of those who may have a
heartfelt need to say no. That is a
great privilege we all exercise. But a
lot is at stake today in saying yes, and
saying yes together in as large a num-
ber as we can muster when the roll is
called is important because this is a
person who will be Secretary of State,
and this is a vote that will be memo-
rable. It is not in any way a trivial pur-
suit or time of fractious odds or a time
to be spoilers. This is for our country
at a time to be the very best we can be
as Senators.

I have reiterated the record of our
hearings and I have appreciated very
much the cooperation and, beyond
that, the friendship of the distin-
guished ranking member, Senator
BIDEN, because the both of us have
shared from time to time with wit-
nesses who have come before our com-
mittee considerable anxieties about
the policies they were pursuing or
some they were not pursuing, or ques-
tions we were raising we felt they per-
haps had not been raising and that
they should. By my best count, in the
last 2 years, we have had 23 hearings on
Iraq. That is a lot of quality time de-
voted by good administration witnesses
and other experts, as well as by Sen-
ators, as I mentioned, in the long hear-
ings we had with Dr. Rice, and in the
almost 200 questions raised before the
hearing and another 200 during the
hearing. This is a lot of questioning, a
lot of information, a big record. So we
took this seriously, all 18 of us, plus
Senator FEINSTEIN of California, who
introduced Dr. Rice to the committee
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to begin with. Senators have taken it
very seriously on the floor.

In my opening comments, I men-
tioned that at least 22 Senators spoke
yesterday and many spoke at length,
with very sincere tributes to Dr. Rice.
Some of the Senators had very sincere
questions about where we are going
and what we ought to be doing. But
those preliminaries are over. We come
now to the moment of decision, and I
hope and pray that the vote will be a
strong one for a candidate who in fact
can be a champion for us. Her entire
life story, which has been touched
upon, but only barely—and perhaps
this is a tribute to our next Secretary
of State, that we did not dwell on biog-
raphy, although it is a dramatic one
out of Birmingham, AL. We did not
dwell on racial background or on the
fact that a lady is going to be Sec-
retary of State. We did not get into
many of the divisive arguments we
often have as to where somebody comes
from and what their background is.

Dr. Rice was taken seriously from
the beginning of the hearings and
throughout this debate as a world
statesperson who knows a great deal,
who is extraordinarily intelligent and
dedicated to this country and extraor-
dinarily courageous in speaking out as
she has.

I add all this simply to say that I am
hopeful Senators will vote for Dr. Rice
when we vote soon.

I will yield the floor in the hopes
that our leader and the distinguished
minority leader will have an oppor-
tunity to make comments before the
Chair calls for the roll.

I yield the floor.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute of leader time to the Senator
from Delaware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I don’t
speak for those who are going to vote
no today. But I think the irony here is
that their no vote is a demonstration
of how clearly we are united on one
point: We want to win in Iraq.

The reason they are voting no is they
believe Dr. Rice has misled, in many
ways, and as a consequence under-
mined our ability to succeed. I choose
to believe and take the opposite view.
But I want to make it clear that those
who say no today are actually doing a
service to the Senate and possibly
making it less likely that the Sec-
retary of State will be less candid with
us, or not as candid as she has been in
the past. I think the no votes are likely
to encourage candor, because that is
what it is about. They are voting no in
large part because they think she has
not been candid and has undermined
our ability to succeed.

I look forward to working with Dr.
Rice. I suspect there will be an over-
whelming vote. Please don’t read a no
vote as not being united in the effort to
win in Iraq. That is why some of my
colleagues are voting no; they think
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she has undermined our ability to win
in Iraq. I choose to differ with them,
but we do not differ on the point that
we need to succeed in Iraq.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, is all time
used or yielded back?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana has 5% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the Chair
has noted we have 5 minutes. We are
hopeful of seeing our leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, he is here.
He is waiting for my remarks to con-
clude.

Mr. LUGAR. I will yield back our
time and then the leaders may proceed.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senator
LUGAR and Senator BIDEN set a great
example for the rest of the Senate in
the way they handled this most impor-
tant issue before this body and the way
they handled that committee in gen-
eral. I admire and respect both of
them.

But I do say to the distinguished
Senator from Indiana, I listened close-
ly yesterday to the remarks and I read
some of them today. The remarks yes-
terday were troubling to me because
most all of the remarks yesterday
criticized us—that is, the minority—for
having this debate, saying why didn’t
we complete the debate last Thursday
when the President was inaugurated.

The philosopher Voltaire once said,
“I may disagree with what you have to
say, but I shall defend, to the death,
your right to say it.”” Every American
who goes to school has seen that quote
because it reflects our most deeply
cherished values and beliefs. Ameri-
cans believe in freedom of expression.
We believe in democracy. We believe in
debate. That is why I have been dis-
appointed that the administration and
most of the Republicans in this body
have attempted to stifle debate on the
nomination of Condoleezza Rice to be
Secretary of State. This job, this Cabi-
net office, is the most powerful and im-
portant position in this or any admin-
istration. In my years in the Senate, I
have studied our rules and procedures,
and I have studied them closely. I have
come to know them pretty well.

In my years on this Earth, I have
studied the qualities and values that I
believe will help us become better peo-
ple. One of those is fairness—basic fair-
ness. I have tried to uphold that value
the best I can. So between my knowl-
edge of the Senate rules and my belief
in the importance of fairness, I know
that we should be debating this nomi-
nation. It is our job in the Senate to
debate matters of importance to the
American people.

We are a deliberative body. We are
the Senate of the United States. Our
Founding Fathers meant for us to care-
fully consider the matters brought be-
fore us and make sure that our Govern-
ment does not act irrationally and
without a plan and a vision for this
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country’s future. It is a matter of fair-
ness that those who have concerns
about Dr. Rice be allowed to express
them. Silence is not an important part
of American history, but debate is.
“Shut up and vote” is not democracy.
It is especially important that we hold
debate on Dr. Rice’s nomination be-
cause of the importance of the job for
which she is being considered.

Our Secretary of State will be han-
dling our foreign policy at a time when
we are at war and when our friendships
and traditional allies have been
strained. In Iraq and Afghanistan and
around the world, Americans face enor-
mous threats and challenges every day.
About 1,400 Americans have died so far
in Iraq, and more than 10,000 have been
wounded, many grievously wounded.
Today, 31 Marines died in 1 incident in
Iraq. An estimated 40 troops have died
in the last 2 days.

The American people have questions
and should have questions, and have
concerns and should have concerns,
about our plan in Iraq. Those questions
deserve answers and those concerns de-
serve to be addressed. That is what the
Senate should be doing. That is what
we are all about—asking questions on
behalf of the American people. Instead,
people such as the Senator from West
Virginia and the Senator from Cali-
fornia have been criticized for not
rubberstamping this nomination. I
don’t think that is appropriate.

Nothing will matter more to the safe-
ty and security of our country than our
foreign policy decisions over the next
few years. If any nominee deserves
scrutiny and rigorous debate, it is the
nominee for Secretary of State,
Condoleezza Rice.

Democrats have had 4 hours of debate
on Condoleezza Rice—4 hours of debate
on the most important Cabinet nomi-
nation the President, or any President,
can have. Can anyone say that 4 hours
of debate dealing with Condoleezza
Rice for Secretary of State of the
United States is too much? The Amer-
ican people all take longer to buy a car
than what we have debated on this
nomination. If you want to buy a TV
set, you look around Circuit City and
other places, and it takes 4 hours.
Shouldn’t we be able to spend 4 hours
on a decision of this magnitude? I
think so.

Republicans say a 4-hour debate has
been a burden to the country and has
been unreasonable. On the contrary, it
is exactly what the Founding Fathers
contemplated with the advise and con-
sent clause of our Constitution. De-
bate—vigorous debate—is an American
principle of democracy, a principle
that is in our national interest, our na-
tional security interest and, of course,
our foreign policy interests.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, in 2 or 3
minutes, we will have a historic vote in
the Senate Chamber. We are about to
confirm Dr. Condoleezza Rice, the first
African-American woman to become



January 26, 2005

Secretary of State. It is a proud mo-
ment for this Senate and indeed for the
American people. Dr. Rice has served
her country with distinction and she
has served her country with honor. She
has been a steady and a trusted con-
fidant to two Presidents, and as Sec-
retary of State she will apply her long
experience and extraordinary skill to
meet the greatest challenges of our
time—fighting the war on terror and
advancing democracy around the globe.

Dr. Rice possesses this rare combina-
tion of management and administra-
tive experience, policy expertise, aca-
demic scholarship and, not least impor-
tant, personal integrity and character.
Yes, I am disappointed that Dr. Rice’s
nomination was caught up in partisan
politics. While I recognize my col-
leagues’ right to debate the President’s
nominees, Dr. Rice’s obvious qualifica-
tions have never, ever been in doubt.
Nor was it ever in doubt that a large
bipartisan majority would vote to con-
firm her, which we will see in a few mo-
ments. Partisanship has its time and
place, but we are at this point in time
a nation at war. We need the strength
of all of our resources to fight and win.
I am disappointed that others on the
other side of the aisle have taken this
moment to wage a partisan campaign.
But it is time for all of us to move on,
and we indeed will move forward with
this vote.

I look forward to working with Dr.
Rice to meet those challenges ahead
and I congratulate her on a historic
achievement.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAHAM). Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

Mr. FRIST. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Will the Senate advise and
consent to the nomination of
Condoleezza Rice, of California, to be
Secretary of State?

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ators were necessarily absent. The Sen-
ator from Montana (Mr. BURNS) and
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
GREGG).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Montana (Mr. BURNS)
would have voted ‘‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
wishing to vote?

The result was announced—yeas, 85,
nays, 13, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 2 Ex.]

YEAS—85
Alexander Bunning Coleman
Allard Burr Collins
Allen Cantwell Conrad
Baucus Carper Cornyn
Bennett Chafee Corzine
Biden Chambliss Craig
Bingaman Clinton Crapo
Bond Coburn DeMint
Brownback Cochran DeWine
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Dodd Landrieu Santorum
Dole Leahy Sarbanes
Domenici Lieberman Schumer
Dorgan Lincoln Sessions
Ensign Lott Shelby
Enzi Lugar Smith
Rl e snowe
Frist McConnell :f:szzf)w
Graham Mikulski

: Stevens
Grassley Murkowski
Hagel Murray Sununu
Hatch Nelson (FL) Talent
Hutchison Nelson (NE) Thomas
Inhofe Obama Thune
Inouye Pryor Vitter
Isakson Reid Voinovich
Johnson Roberts Warner
Kohl Rockefeller Wyden
Kyl Salazar

NAYS—13
Akaka Durbin Lautenberg
Bayh Harkin Levin
Boxer Jeffords Reed
Byrd Kennedy
Dayton Kerry
NOT VOTING—2

Burns Gregg

The nomination was confirmed.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, we have
just had a historic vote in the Senate.
By an overwhelming bipartisan major-
ity, 85 to 13, the Senate has voted to
confirm Dr. Condoleezza Rice, the first
African-American woman to become
Secretary of State. It is a proud mo-
ment for the Senate and for the Amer-
ican people.

For the information of our col-
leagues, under our previous agreement
we will proceed with Secretary-des-
ignate Nicholson. We have a short time
agreement. Then we will have a voice
vote, followed by Secretary-designate
Leavitt. Then, shortly after that, I am
hopeful we can proceed with Secretary-
designate Bodman.

There have been no requests for roll-
call votes on any of those three. If that
is the case, we would not expect to
have rollcall votes later today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). Under the previous order, the
President will be notified that the
nominee has been confirmed.

————

NOMINATION JIM NICHOLSON TO
BE SECRETARY OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of Executive
Calendar No. 5, which the clerk will re-
port.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Jim Nicholson, of Colorado,
to be Secretary of Veterans Affairs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 30
minutes equally divided between the
Senator from Idaho and the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I have
been joined by my colleague, Senator
AKAKA, the ranking member of the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, to
comment briefly on the President’s
nomination of Ambassador Jim Nichol-
son to serve as Secretary of Veterans
Affairs.

Mr. Nicholson is a man of consider-
able character and accomplishment. I
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am pleased to speak in support of his
nomination to serve in this critical
post. I am pleased the Senate Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, a com-
mittee of which I am the newly elected
chairman, approved this nomination
Monday at the committee’s initial
meeting of the 109th Congress.

The President has asked Jim Nichol-
son to accept one of the more difficult
jobs in Washington; that is, running
the Department of Veterans Affairs. In
the best of times this is a tough assign-
ment. In times like the ones we are
now entering, times within which the
rate of the growth of the VA’s budget
will likely slow, but also within which
the needs of the service members re-
turning from Iraq and Afghanistan,
must and will be met, is a tougher as-
signment, still. I am highly confident,
however, that the President has found
the right person for this job.

Let me summarize Jim Nicholson’s
background. He was born in 1938 to
modest circumstances on a farm in
Iowa. He left that farm in 1957 to at-
tend the U.S. Military Academy at
West Point. After graduation in 1961,
he served for 8 years in active service
in the Army. He was a ranger and a
paratrooper and served a tour in Viet-
nam from 1965 through 1966 where he
earned, among other declarations, the
Bronze Star, the Combat Infantry-
man’s badge, the Air Medal, and the
Vietnamese Cross of Gallantry.

After returning from Vietnam in
1966, then-Captain Nicholson continued
to serve on Active Duty for more than
4 years, followed by an additional 22
years as a Reserve officer. He retired
from the Army Reserve in 1991 at the
rank of colonel.

While in Active and Reserve service,
Mr. Nicholson obtained two advanced
degrees, a BA in public policy from Co-
lumbia University and a JD from the
University of Denver. After practicing
law for a relatively brief period in Den-
ver in the 1970s, he launched a very
successful real estate development ca-
reer. Among other positions, he served
as chairman and president of Renais-
sance Homes of Colorado. His business
career was also marked with extensive
community and charitable activity.

In 1986, Jim Nicholson became a com-
mitteeman for the Republican Party’s
national committee. In 1993, he was
elected the Republican National Com-
mittee’s vice chairman, and then he
was elected for a 4-year term as chair-
man of the Republican National Com-
mittee. It was during these years at
the helm of the RNC, I grew to know
and admire Jim Nicholson. His accom-
plishments since that time have only
increased my respect for the man.

In August of 2001, President Bush ap-
pointed Mr. Nicholson U.S. Ambas-
sador to the Holy See, the Vatican.
From that post he has advocated for
religious reconciliation, for religious
freedom in China and Russia, and
against the international exploitation
and enslavement of defenseless persons,
commonly referred to as human traf-
ficking.
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