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issues they believe are important. The
Senate will get better with more
women. It is a unique body, and we are
all very fortunate to be able to serve in
the Senate. But just speaking from per-
sonal experience, the Senate, I repeat,
is a much better place because of the
women who serve in the Senate.

———
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2007

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of S.
2766, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 2766) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2007 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

Pending:

McCain amendment No. 4241, to name the
Act after John Warner, a Senator from Vir-
ginia.

Levin amendment No. 4320, to state the
sense of Congress on the United States pol-
icy on Iraq.

Kerry amendment No. 4442, to require the
redeployment of United States Armed Forces
from Iraq in order to further a political solu-
tion in Iraq, encourage the people of Iraq to
provide for their own security, and achieve
victory in the war on terror.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will be 60 minutes for debate, divided
as follows: Senator WARNER, 30 min-
utes; Senator LEVIN, 15 minutes; and
Senator KERRY, 15 minutes.

Who yields time? The Senator from
Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, on behalf of
Senator WARNER, would the Chair
please advise me when I have consumed
10 minutes?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, since last
Tuesday, scores of my constituents
have called my office and otherwise
communicated with us, asking a very
poignant question. Since last Tuesday,
this country has mourned the deaths of
two brave soldiers who were kidnapped
and mutilated and killed, both Army
PFC Kristian Menchaca, from Texas,
and Thomas Tucker, of Oregon. The
question my constituents are asking
me is, How on Earth could the Senate
be debating resolutions of withdrawal
from Iraq in the same week that we
discovered the mutilated bodies of
these two American soldiers? Shouldn’t
our debate, rather, recall the famous
words of Abraham Lincoln in his Get-
tysburg address, ‘‘That they shall not
have died in vain,” and motivate us to
redouble our efforts to support our
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troops in carrying out the unfinished
business that remains in Iraq?

There is unfinished business there, to
bring to justice the people who com-
mitted these heinous acts and to rid
that country and the region once and
for all of the evildoers who support
that kind of violence against both
Americans and Iraqis and who promise
in the future to commit that same kind
of violence against us until they have
become victorious. These are the ter-
rorists.

I found it interesting that one of our
colleagues was arguing, wrongly, that
there were no terrorists in Iraq before
we invaded the country and eliminated
Saddam Hussein. The evidence is over-
whelming that is not true. But in any
event, of what importance is it, given
the fact that they are there now, muti-
lating and killing American soldiers
and Iraqi citizens? What do the terror-
ists have in mind if we pull out?

The President recently and suc-
cinctly described the plans of the ter-
rorists, directly quoting from a letter
that Ayman al-Zawahiri, who is the
second in command of al-Qaida behind
Osama bin Laden, wrote to Abu Mus’ab
al-Zarqawi, who recently, of course,
was brought to justice by American
troops and was bin Laden’s designated
leader of al-Qaida in Iraq:

Their objective is to drive the TUnited
States and coalition forces out of Iraq, and
use the vacuum that would be created by an
American retreat to gain control of that
country. They would then use Iraq as a base
from which to launch attacks against Amer-
ica, and overthrow moderate governments in
the Middle East, and try to establish a to-
talitarian Islamic empire.

In that same letter, Zawahiri stated
that the battle in Iraq ‘‘is now the
place for the greatest battle of Islam in
this era.”

It doesn’t matter if we are fighting
them. They are going to fight us. The
point is, they are going to fight us
wherever the point of the battle is,
based upon their choosing. Today they
chose that battle to be in Iraq. In some
respects, given the quality of American
forces, that is a better place for us to
be confronting this enemy, these
evildoers, than waiting for them to
come back and attack us in the United
States. That is why we owe so much to
the soldiers and to the sailors and to
the airmen and to the Marines whom
we have sent into harm’s way to con-
front the enemy there. We owe them
not just the best training and the best
equipment and the best planning in the
world to enable them to carry out their
missions but support here at home.

The question my constituents are
asking me is, What message does it
send to our troops, to our allies, and to
our enemies, when we begin talk of
withdrawal? You can sugarcoat it all
you want. You can call it phased with-
drawal, you can call it timelines, but
whatever you call it, it pretty much
amounts to the same thing.

The distinguished minority leader, as
a matter of fact, said just a couple of
days ago, and I am quoting:
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I think that even though we have at least
two positions, I think if you look at them
closely, they’re both basically the same, that
there should be redeployment of troops. It’s
a question of when.

Indeed. One resolution says: Right
away; it has to be done this year. That
is a time certain, this year. And an-
other one talks about submission of a
plan with estimated dates. Dates, of
course, are times certain. Whenever
they are established, you have a spe-
cific time within which the withdrawal
is to occur, whether it is in a phased
way or all at once, right next door or
1,000 miles away. The bottom line,
whatever you want to call it, is with-
drawal of American troops within cer-
tain timeframes to no longer be able to
perform their mission there.

Why would you take that kind of po-
sition when there is work yet to be
done? It has to be based upon the guess
that by the time that time comes the
work will be finished, that we will have
done sufficient work in Iraq and train-
ing up the Iraqi soldiers and per-
forming, ourselves, that we will no
longer be needed. But nobody sup-
porting these resolutions knows that.
The military commanders on the
ground will tell you that they do not
know it. No one can know what the cir-
cumstances on the ground will be by
the end of 2006 or by the middle of 2007.

All wars are based upon the cir-
cumstances at a given time on the
ground. It would have been folly, for
example, simply because we were los-
ing significant numbers of American
soldiers in World War II, for the U.S.
Congress to pass a resolution, sending
it to President Roosevelt, saying you
have to be out of Germany by a date
certain and you have to begin a phased
withdrawal of our Pacific troops by a
date certain.

At that time, America was com-
mitted to performing the mission, to
getting the job done, to winning the
war. What should the condition for
withdrawal be? Victory; the ability to
say we have accomplished our mission,
we have pacified the country to a suffi-
cient extent that we can leave without
creating a power vacuum into which
the Iranians and the Syrians and per-
haps the Turks or others might come
into Iraq because of their interests in
the area, not sending a message to our
allies in the region that, instead of
being on the winning side, it turned
out that they chose the wrong side, the
side that wanted to leave the battle-
field before the battle was won.

Think about the Iraqis who are sup-
plying intelligence to us right now.
They have calculated that we are the
winning side and that they can give us
information to help get these evildoers
without fear of retribution—that when
we leave they are going to be vulner-
able to attacks by the insurgents and
the terrorists who remain. They cal-
culate that we will stay long enough to
do the job. The same thing for the 12
million Iraqi people who elected their
Government and the same thing for the
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Government that has now stood up in
that country that does not want us to
leave precipitously. Yes, of course they
get the message that they have to
eventually be responsible for their own
security. Yes, of course they are par-
ticipating in the training of their army
so that they can eventually do this job
themselves. They don’t need to receive
a message from the United States that
this is ultimately going to be their re-
sponsibility.

They understand that. What we can-
not do is send to the Iraqi people, who
are now very increasingly cooperating
with us, send a message to our allies in
the region that they chose the wrong
side, and send a message to our Amer-
ican troops that we are not willing to
back them all the way to victory.

That would be the way to lose this
war. It has been said many times that
the insurgents and terrorists cannot
defeat our troops. The only way they
can win the conflict is if they defeat us
here at home by undermining our con-
fidence, by undermining our credi-
bility, and by undermining our support
for our troops.

Mr. President, this is the most seri-
ous business that the Senate could be
debating. It has to do not just with the
freedom of Iraqis in the future, or the
lives of American soldiers, important
as they are; it has to do with the secu-
rity of the people of the United States
of America from terrorists who are
seeking places in the world from which
to operate. We need to deny them that
territory and that support and, in the
process, persuade the neighbors of Iraq
in the region that they need to stay
with us, to continue to get the terror-
ists out of their country, continue to
stop funding the terrorists, and to con-
tinue to support our efforts, so that the
words of Osama bin Laden will be dem-
onstrated as absolutely false. Remem-
ber what he said—that we are the weak
horse, he’s the strong horse. Where did
he get that idea? Because of previous
times in which we have withdrawn.

We cannot make that same mistake
again. I urge my colleagues to defeat
both of these amendments when they
are presented this morning.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia is rec-
ognized.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield
to myself such time as I may require. 1
thank the Senator from Arizona. He
has been a very strong voice, not only
in this debate but all debates.

Once again, to me, the debate today
hinges around getting this new Govern-
ment, in which we have invested an
awful lot over these 18 months in life
and limb, dollars, and in every other
way, up and running. It is now running,
Mr. President. I have just left a meet-
ing with the Secretary of Defense, the
chairman of the Joint Chiefs, and Gen-
eral Casey, the field commander in
Iraq, who were briefing a few of us this
morning. Clearly, that Government is
setting down its roots, getting sta-
bilized, operating as a sovereign entity.
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We must give them that support and
not send a signal that we are going to
pull, possibly, the rug out from under
them because it is our security envi-
ronment, together with the coalition
partners, that is enabling that Govern-
ment to function.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 5 minutes from the time allotted.

Mr. President, we should take heed of
what the Government of Iraq is doing
and saying. We should take heed of the
fact that it has made progress in estab-
lishing itself and making significant
steps forward. In this context, let me
again remind my colleagues of what
the National Security Adviser for Iraq
has said. He suggested we should begin
withdrawing troops by the end of this
year. That is what the Reed-Levin
amendment would require. He also sug-
gests and predicts that by the end of
2007 most American combat forces
would be out of the country. He says,
in his words:

The eventual removal of coalition troops
from Iraqi streets will help the Iraqis, who
now see foreign troops as occupiers rather
than the liberators they were meant to be.
Moreover, the removal of foreign troops will
legitimize Iraq’s government in the eyes of
the people.

I concur with Senator WARNER that
we should support the Iraqi Govern-
ment, pay attention to what they are
saying. I think we should pay par-
ticular attention to what Iraq’s secu-
rity advisor has said. This was not a
casual off-the-cuff remark. He said it
first on CNN, where he knew he was
speaking to a world audience, particu-
larly an American one. Then he crafted
a very careful op ed opinion for the
Washington Post. If that is what one of
the key leaders of the Iraqi Govern-
ment is saying, then I think that sup-
ports our efforts for the Reed-Levin
amendment.

Also, this amendment has been
mischaracterized grotesquely. This is
not some arbitrary fixed timetable.
This is not something where dates
mean dates specific. We say precisely
that the President shall submit to the
Congress a plan by the end of 2006, with
estimated dates for the continued,
phased redeployment of U.S. forces,
with the understanding that unex-
pected contingencies may arise. I think
my colleagues demonstrate a lack of
confidence in the ability of the Presi-
dent, listening to his commanders in
the field to prepare an estimate of our
posture in Iraq over the next several
years. There is no end point in our
amendment because we recognize, as so
many others, that this process could
take an indefinite time but a time that
at least could be estimated by the
President.

Let me also suggest that the Levin-
Reed amendment recognizes there will
be a residual force in Iraq of American
trainers, American logisticians, and of
special operations troops to seek out

S6325

these terrorists, rather than having
young Americans at checkpoints who
are subject, because of a lack, appar-
ently, of coordinated support, to being
attacked successfully by Iraqis. That
mission should be done by the Iraqis.
But we cannot give up the right and ca-
pability of striking at terrorists in
Iraq. This amendment clearly states
that. It is something else, too, because
we have a lot of people coming to the
floor talking about we are going to
stay the course and we are going to
support them.

We have done nothing virtually with
respect to nonmilitary support, effec-
tively, for Iraq. Where are the State
Department teams? Months ago, with
great fanfare, the President announced
we are going to develop eventual recon-
struction teams and put them in the
provinces of Iraq. There are only four.
They lack resources, they lack per-
sonnel, and they lack real support and
emphasis. Unless we can fix some non-
military aspects of the reconstruction,
redevelopment, political mentoring,
our military efforts will buy us time
that we will squander, as we have
squandered to date.

Now, the real test of the other side is
not the rhetoric on the floor and the
slogans that you cannot ‘‘cut and run”’
and appropriately recognizing the
great sacrifices of our forces. It is com-
ing down here with a plan—over many
years, according to them—and the re-
sources to support that plan—the bil-
lions and billions of dollars that we
will need over the next several years,
the personnel we need in the country,
not just from our military forces but
from our State Department, our Agen-
cy for International Development, and
our Justice Department. If we are truly
committed to this concept of complete
victory, we need a plan. The President
has to deliver such a plan. This amend-
ment will require him, we hope, to
sketch out that plan.

At the heart of this, it is not about
satisfying the Congress, it is about
confiding in, with candor, the Amer-
ican people, telling them what the
risks are, what the costs are and how
we are going to pay for it. It is easy to
come down here and say we are going
to support our troops and do all these
things. But then 2 weeks from today, or
a week from today, we will have a bill
to cut the estate tax. How do we pay
for these troops and give them equip-
ment and reset our equipment? How do
we give resources for troops in the field
and support this new Iraqi Govern-
ment? With what?

The real test of the other side will be
when they come up with a plan and
with money and with resources. I be-
lieve this approach is the most sound
tactically, strategically, and politi-
cally, not to surrender but to succeed.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am dis-
appointed that we are considering leg-
islation that would force the United
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States to withdraw our troops before
we have finished the job in Iraq.

It is ironic. Some of my friends on
the other side of the aisle fight over ju-
dicial nominations, they fight the
President while he is trying to protect
our country, and they fight each other.
Just about the only thing they are un-
willing to fight is an actual war.

Let me be clear: We got into the war
committed to success, and I am never
going to allow us to cut and run.

Let me remind everyone that bin
Laden inspired his followers with his
view that America was easy to defeat.
Let’s not do anything to confirm his
skewed vision. When we leave Iraq,
let’s make sure it is stable and secure
enough to defend itself.

Last Thursday, we had our first vote
on pulling out the troops. We voted on
a proposal by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Massachusetts who seeks to
require the President to set a date for
withdrawal by December 31, 2006. Wise-
ly, my colleagues voted down the pro-
posal by a 93 to 6 vote. Now that is a
pretty telling vote in today’s partisan
atmosphere.

The minority is now seeking a sched-
uled phaseout withdrawal, which would
set an artificial deadline that would
only encourage and embolden our Na-
tion’s enemies. I am sure this will get
more votes than the previous proposal,
but it clearly doesn’t have the votes to
pass, and it shouldn’t. The enemy will
use this estimate and tell the Iraqi
population that the United States is
leaving. This could have tremendously
harmful repercussions.

The United States clearly has a
strategy for meeting this difficult chal-
lenge in Iraq. Some of those on the
other side insist on focusing on the dif-
ficulties, while asserting that we have
no strategy.

Our goal is to stay in Iraq as long as
necessary, but not one day longer.

Our strategy is to ensure that the
Iraqi people have developed a secure
constitutional government that em-
bodies a national compact between all
Iraqi groups.

And it is training their forces to pro-
vide for their own security.

We have made significant progress.
The Iraqis have formed a national gov-
ernment, and they are taking more and
more responsibility for their security.

In fact, Iraq has nearly 265,000
trained security forces now—including
115,000 for defense—and that is building
daily. Our troops are serving with Iraqi
units and running joint combat oper-
ations.

We also have—in conjunction with
Iraqis—put Al-Qaida, the Saddamites
and the Sunni insurgents on the defen-
sive. They spend more time running
from us than they do attacking us, al-
though we all agree they are still le-
thal.

I think it is shameful that we are
even considering proposals to withdraw
our troops before the job is done in
Iraq.

We have seen the cost of U.S. with-
drawal before, and we should learn
from our past history.
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If our Nation sets an artificial dead-
line for the removal of our forces, all
our adversaries need to do is husband
their resources until we leave and then
emerge, possibly destroying all of the
accomplishments to date.

That is not a plan for success—that is
a plan for failure.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senate’s debate on U.S. pol-
icy with respect to the war in Iraq has
been healthy. There is no question but
that every Member of this Chamber is
deeply proud of America’s men and
women in uniform and the magnificent
job they have done and continue to do
to bring peace and stability to that
troubled land. Like all my colleagues, 1
want them all to come home to their
loved ones and this grateful Nation as
soon as possible. But our departure
from Iraq must not leave a greater risk
of terror taking hold there. We cannot
afford to leave Iraq in a condition that
terrorists could take over the country,
as they did in Afghanistan before Sep-
tember 11.

I have given the views of my col-
leagues on all sides of today’s votes
careful consideration. I have concluded
that I cannot support any policy that
would set an arbitrary timeline for the
start, rate, or conclusion of the with-
drawal of U.S. forces from Iraq.

The decision to drawdown American
forces must be based on the application
of our military commanders’ profes-
sional judgment assessing actual secu-
rity conditions on the ground. With-
drawal of U.S. forces must be based on
the objective criteria of local stability
and the capability of Iraqi forces.

Setting a timeline for withdrawal
limits our Commander in Chief’s stra-
tegic options and denies our local com-
manders the operational flexibility
necessary to sustain progress to sta-
bility and reduce the risks of the insur-
gency taking any tactical advantage.

We all pray for the safe return of
every one of our men and women in
uniform, as soon as the mission of leav-
ing Iraq in the hands of a stable gov-
ernment can be accomplished.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, all of
Vermont is breathing a sigh of relief
with the return from Iraq of 350 mem-
bers of the Vermont National Guard,
many of whom have spent most of the
past year in Al Ramadi, one of the hot
spots of the war. We are terribly proud
of the outstanding job they have done,
working in a dangerous area, attempt-
ing to root out insurgents, bring sta-
bility to the region, and provide a cli-
mate that will permit reconstruction
and development. These brave men and
women have set their private lives on
hold for a year and a half, risking in-
jury or death, in order to give Iraqi
citizens a chance at a better life. I
thank them and all Vermonters who
have served and continue to serve in
Iraq, Afghanistan and Kuwait.

Vermont has lost 23 sons in the Iraq
war, one of the highest per capita cas-
ualty rates of any State. As Task
Force Saber returns, we hold particu-
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larly close the families of those mem-
bers who are not returning: MSG Chris
Chapin of Proctor, 1LT Mark Dooley of
Wilmington, SPC Scott McLaughlin of
Hardwick; 2LT Mark Procopio of Bur-
lington; SGT Joshua Allen Johnson of
Richford and SPC Christopher Mer-
chant of Hardwick. My thoughts and
prayers are with them.

Vermont soldiers have performed ad-
mirably the job that was asked of
them. Now it is incumbent upon us to
determine what our role in Iraq should
be and how that role should be carried
out in the coming year.

I opposed this war from the very be-
ginning. I did not believe the adminis-
tration’s claims that Saddam Hussein
was an immediate threat to the United
States, and I believed that working
through the United Nations would
more effectively curtail Saddam Hus-
sein’s regime. At the start, in 2003, our
presence was welcome, and we had an
important obligation to the Iraqi peo-
ple. But now we find that our presence
is in part feeding the cycle of violence
that is tearing Iraq apart. Foreign ter-
rorists continue to be recruited to Iraq
because that is where they can attack
Americans. Iraqi groups are polarized
over the American presence and how
and when American forces should
leave. American military actions con-
tinue to be controversial and continue
to radicalize certain elements of the
population. The newly established per-
manent Government of Iraq struggles
to assert its sovereignty in the face of
the heavy American military presence.

It is time that we step back and hand
more of the security functions over to
the Iraqi security forces. We have been
training Iraqi military and police for 3
years. Finally, significant numbers of
Iraqi units are able to take over for
American units and are doing so in
many places across the country. We
owe it to them to train, equip, and sup-
port Iraqi security forces. But the Iraqi
security forces deserve the chance to
independently establish the security
required for reconstruction and devel-
opment.

Sectarian violence across Iraq seems
to be exacerbated by the U.S. military
presence. The presence of American
forces makes it more difficult for mod-
erates on all sides to keep out foreign
jihadists who are anxious to alter the
traditional secular orientation of Iraqi
society. The presence of American
forces makes it more difficult to shift
the Iraqi national debate from conflict
to the formation of a unified and effec-
tive government. The ongoing presence
of American forces makes it harder for
the new Iraqi government to take on
primary responsibility for countering
insurgents in the future.

Ultimately, it must be the Iraqi peo-
ple, working through their new institu-
tions of government, who find solu-
tions to the religious, ethnic, and cul-
tural divisions that threaten to tear
Iraq apart. The Shiite majority must
realize that unless it incorporates
strong Sunni representation into the
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new Government, Sunni minorities will
not feel that they can count on the
protection of the Government. Kurdish
groups want guarantees that their au-
tonomy will be respected. Smaller eth-
nic and religious groups are worried
that democracy means tyranny by the
majority over minority populations.
The Iraqi people must devise the solu-
tions to these complex problems. They
are not likely to look like American
solutions. Some of these solutions may
not even feel right to us. But our
troops have fought for the right of the
Iraqi people to decide these things for
themselves. We must step back and let
them do that.

Getting American troops off the
streets of Iraq will remove the sense of
occupation that currently pervades
parts of Iraq and makes Iraqis feel that
their fate is not in their own hands. We
may also increase our own security by
reducing our visibility in Iraq. Images
of American troops patrolling Iraqi
streets continue to inflame conserv-
ative Arab elements all over the world.
The struggle against American occupa-
tion is one of the biggest recruiting
slogans for radical Muslim groups. If
we are serious about fighting ter-
rorism, then we must be mindful of
where our own actions foster radi-
calism and strengthen the enemy.

I will vote for the amendment by the
Senator from Massachusetts, Mr.
KERRY. The Kerry amendment calls for
the withdrawal of the majority of
American troops by this time next
year, leaving in place those troops nec-
essary to train Iraqi security forces, to
conduct specialized counterterrorism
operations, or to protect American fa-
cilities and personnel. This language
would allow U.S. troops to stay in Iraq
where absolutely necessary but would
bring the bulk of our troops home.

I will also support the Levin amend-
ment, which requires that withdrawal
of U.S. forces begin before the end of
this year. It calls upon the administra-
tion to set up a timetable for the
phased redeployment of U.S. troops. It
makes clear to the Iraqi Government,
the Bush administration, and the
American people that we must start
getting out of Iraq. While this amend-
ment is not as firm as the Kerry
amendment, I believe it is an improve-
ment over the current policy of just
staying the course with no clear guid-
ance on withdrawal.

Mr. President, we owe it to the men
and women who are serving so nobly in
Iraq to not leave them in harm’s way 1
day longer than is necessary. We can
and we must start drawing down the
number of troops in Iraq and bringing
our people home. This is the right
move for our troops, and it is the right
move for the Iraqi people. It takes po-
litical courage to change course. It is
time the Congress showed a little cour-
age in the face of the daily acts of
valor displayed by our troops under
fire. I call upon my colleagues to rise
to the occasion and do what needs to be
done. It is time to end a bad policy and
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focus our efforts on the reconstruction
and development of Iraq.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, the
Department of Defense authorization
bill for fiscal year 2007 has now been
under consideration on the Senate
floor for more than a week. Much of
that time has been devoted to discus-
sion of Iraq, which casts a long shadow
over every decision we are called to
make. I regret that there has been such
great unwillingness, until now, to have
this issue freely debated on the floor of
the Senate, and I commend the floor
managers for allowing us to fulfill our
constitutional responsibility. If ever
there was a time for a resolute and rea-
soned assessment of our policy in Iraq,
this is it.

In undertaking unilateral military
action to remove Saddam, the adminis-
tration chose to pursue a costly policy
that has seriously undermined our abil-
ity to focus on and deal effectively
with the urgent national-security chal-
lenges we face. Turning its back on 50
yvears of bipartisan consensus on the
need to work collectively and coopera-
tively through multilateral institu-
tions—a consensus that carried us
through the darkest years of the Cold
War—this administration insisted on a
go-it-alone strategy that made only
minimal gestures toward diplomacy.
Pushing aside the many diplomatic,
economic and political resources at his
disposal, the President squandered the
vast outpouring of support that re-
sulted from the tragic events of 9/11.
His policies have divided us not only
from the vast population of the Muslim
and developing world, whose support is
more important now than ever in the
fight against terrorism, but also from
many of our traditional friends and al-
lies in Europe and Asia.

More than 3 years ago I took the Sen-
ate floor and posed this question: ‘“‘Are
we going to seek to exercise our power
in cooperation, in coordination with
others, which in the current context
means working through the United Na-
tions; or are we going to move down
the path of asserting a unilateral pre-
emptive prerogative, in effect, assert-
ing our right to do what we want any-
where, anytime, to anyone?”’ I say now
that the administration made a griev-
ous mistake in pursuing the second
path, and thus today we find ourselves
forced to deal with the consequences.
Mr. President, I call to the attention of
my colleagues my remarks of October
9, 2002.

Had the United States taken that
more prudent course, we would find
ourselves in a different, and, I would
argue, immeasurably stronger position
than we are in today. Before the inva-
sion began, we had investigators from
the International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy on the ground in Iraq, where they
were tracking down and following up
all reports of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. U.S. and British aircraft were en-
forcing two U.N.-backed no-fly zones,
one to protect the Kurds in the north,
and another to protect Shiites in the
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south. In effect, we had Saddam Hus-
sein in a corner, and we were keeping
him there with the blessing of the
international community.

The President chose instead to take a
reckless and irresponsible gamble. We
can count up the number of deaths, we
can count up the number of dollars, we
can count up the number of injuries
from which people will never recover,
but none of this begins to account for
the true costs to our Nation. We have
lost more than 2,500 courageous and
dedicated men and women—a tragedy
for them and their families, and also
for the nation, because they rep-
resented the promise and hope of our
future. This is not to mention the tens
of thousands of innocent Iraqi civil-
ians, women and children alike, who
were caught in the crossfire. We have
diminished our standing in the eyes of
the world, and having declined to use
the tools of diplomacy at our disposal,
we now find their effectiveness dimin-
ished. This military action has clouded
our vision and distorted our priorities
to the point that the entire question of
national security must now be debated
through the prism of Iraq.

With our diplomatic resources fo-
cused overwhelmingly on Iraq, we have
undermined our ability to achieve na-
tional security objectives we know to
be critical. Today the challenge in Af-
ghanistan is growing, not receding.
More than in the past, al Qaida is an
international phenomenon that adapts
to local conditions, making its detec-
tion and destruction ever more dif-
ficult. The nuclear challenge posed by
Iran is gaining momentum at the same
time that our presence in Iraq immeas-
urably complicates the problems of
dealing effectively with Iran, and
North Korea has raised its own nuclear
challenge to a new level.

Our country’s standing in the world
community has been diminished on nu-
merous fronts by the profoundly mis-
guided invasion of Iraq and our con-
tinuing failure to meet the goals we set
for ourselves. We have seriously under-
mined working relations with our tra-
ditional partners and allies, which the
President’s trip to Vienna has yet
again put on vivid display. Sixteen of
the original 37 members of the coali-
tion which the administration touted
have withdrawn their troops, Japan
being only the most recent to an-
nounce its departure. Of those who re-
main, only the United Kingdom has
more than 5,000 soldiers on the ground.

This is to say nothing of the toll Iraq
has taken at home. There are thou-
sands who have been disabled by seri-
ous war-related injuries and trauma.
Hundreds of thousands of families have
been torn apart by lengthy and un-
planned Guard and reserve duty, often
creating substantial financial hardship.
Our National Guard, thus stretched, is
less able to render assistance in the sit-
uations it was designed to address. We
have had to divert hard-pressed re-
sources from urgent domestic prior-
ities, the recovery from Hurricane
Katrina among them.
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Yet the administration refuses to
face these realities. When at a hearing
of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee last fall I asked Secretary of
State Condoleezza Rice, referring to
Iraq, ‘“Do you think five years from
now, some American forces will have
come out?”’ She said, ‘“‘Senator, I don’t
want to speculate.” Even when asked,
“What about 10 years from now?’’ she
refused to rule out the prospect that
our troops would still be on the ground
in Iraq. Her response revealed the ad-
ministration’s adamant refusal to
think through to the consequences of
the action, which has characterized our
policy in Iraq from the beginning.

It is long past time to face the situa-
tion squarely and undertake a funda-
mental redirection of the policy before
more damage is done. The war not only
has taken a terrible toll in terms of
lives and hopes for the future; it has di-
verted our attention from the real and
urgent threats to our national security
and compromised our ability to deal
with them. We should not be pursuing
an open-ended commitment in Iraq. It
was a war that need never have begun.
By failing to offer to a viable strategy
to bring it to an end, the administra-
tion does a grave disservice to our Na-
tion.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in fair-
ness, we should give the sponsors of the
Kerry-Feingold amendment the oppor-
tunity to speak to the Senate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
to be informed when I have consumed
up to 7 minutes.

Mr. President, I thank my colleague
from Massachusetts, Senator KERRY,
for working together with me so well
on this very important amendment. We
understand that we are not going to
get a majority. We know we are not
going to get anywhere near a majority.
The Senator and I know we represent
the view of a majority of the American
people, which has clearly been dem-
onstrated in every indication, whether
it be conversation, polling, or town
meetings that I hold in Wisconsin. The
people of this country know that we
have to finish this Iraq mission, that it
cannot be open-ended.

To me, the most touching moment of
the debate came when the senior Sen-
ator from Massachusetts quoted his
own brother, Robert Kennedy, who for
many of us was a central figure who in-
spired us to go into politics. I hope he
doesn’t mind my repeating Robert Ken-
nedy’s words in 1968:

Past error is no excuse for its own perpet-
uation.

That is what the Iraq situation rep-
resents. Let’s be clear. Every one of us,
as the Senator from Massachusetts
pointed out last night, voted for the
Afghanistan invasion. We did not think
that was a mistake. I ask my col-
leagues on the other side, if they be-
lieve we believe in cut-and-run, why
aren’t we trying to cut-and-run from
Afghanistan? Why is no Senator say-
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ing: Let’s get the troops out of Afghan-
istan, as difficult as it is? Because that
was not a mistake, because that was
essential, because we had to go after
the Taliban and al-Qaida. It was not a
mistake.

What is a mistake, though, is to con-
tinue indefinitely the Iraq invasion and
Iraq situation with some 138,000 troops,
without any realization or recognition
that it is sapping our strength, it is
sapping our credibility around the
world, and it is sapping the resources
of our military. It is sapping the re-
cruitment ability of our military. In
other words, it is weakening America.

At the same time, as I mentioned on
the floor yesterday, the situation ap-
pears to be slipping in places where we
know al-Qaida was operating—such as
Somalia or Mogadishu, now taken over
by a radical Islamic government. We
are trying to work with Indonesia’s
Government, but the fact is, in the
area between the Philippines and Ma-
laysia and Indonesia, there is an
ungoverned area where groups sympa-
thetic to al-Qaida are operating. This
is a threat of the exact kind that 9/11
represents, and we know they have suc-
cessfully pulled off attacks in Indo-
nesia.

Perhaps most compelling to me is the
fact that we are losing ground in Af-
ghanistan because we have stopped
paying attention to the No. 1 priority
in the fight against terrorism.

Let me quote from the Washington
Post article from June 20, entitled “‘In
Tribal Pakistan a Tide of Militancy.”
It says:

In north Wagziristan, barbers are ordered
not to shave off beards, and thieves have
been swiftly beheaded. In Swat, television
sets and VCRs have been burned in public. In
Dir, religious groups openly recruit teen-
agers to fight U.S. forces in Afghanistan. In
the Khyber area, armed squads have burst
into rooming houses, forcing people to
pledge to obey Islamic law.

. . . A tide of Islamic militancy is spread-
ing across and beyond the semiautonomous
tribal areas of northwest Pakistan, that hug
the Afghan border.

. . Observers say the army’s aggressive
efforts since 2004 have backfired, alienating
the populace with heavy-handed tactics and
undermining the traditional authority of
tribal elders and officials.

How did we lose focus on those who
attacked us on 9/11? Does it make sense
to continue to pour virtually all our re-
sources into an Iraqg war that is not
working? It is time to tell the Iraqis
that we have done what we can do mili-
tarily, that we will continue to help
them in many ways, and we will con-
tinue to have special operations forces
capacity in that region to take on situ-
ations, such as the al-Zarqawi situa-
tion. But the notion of continuing to
put all of these resources just into Iraq
on the absurd notion that that is the
key to the fight against al-Qaida is one
of the worst mistakes in American for-
eign policy history. This is an enor-
mous disservice to the American peo-
ple, and it is especially a disservice to
the families of those who have died,
those who have been injured, and those
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who continue to serve. We owe it to
those families to not be standing here
when No. 3,000 soldier has died. It
doesn’t have to happen. It doesn’t have
to be. What is happening now is a hor-
rible situation, not the imagined prob-
lems that the other side continually
suggests will occur if we have a reason-
able program to bring this to a conclu-
sion within the coming year.

Mr. President, how much time have I
consumed?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has consumed 5 min-
utes.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
have been a legislator for almost 25
years now. I must say, this is one of
the toughest moments of my career, to
see the Senate not recognize that we
were falsely led into a war, that we
falsely led the American people into
believing this had something to do
with 9/11, and that many of the things
that have happened simply didn’t have
to happen. That is water over the dam.

What has happened after the mistake
was made is that mistake after mis-
take has been compounded. Every day
this myth that somehow Iraq is the
central focus of the war on terrorism is
being used as an excuse to send more
and more Americans into harm’s way,
which is not necessary.

Iraq is not the be all and end all of
our national security. Iraq is not the
situation that led to 9/11. The Amer-
ican people know it. It is time for this
body to catch up and have a reasonable
plan to finish the Iraq mission so we
can focus on those who attacked us on
9/11.

I reserve the remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). Who yields time?

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
8 minutes 15 seconds remaining.

Mr. LEVIN. How about Senator WAR-
NER’s time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
WARNER has 18% minutes remaining.

Mr. LEVIN. Senator KERRY will go
next.

Mr. WARNER. My understanding,
Madam President, is that Senator
KERRY has approximately 7% minutes;
is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has 7 minutes
15 seconds.

The Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, this
is obviously the most important issue
facing the country today. I listened to
my colleagues on the other side try to
make this a debate about something
that it is not about.

All of us support the troops. The only
question here is how do we most effec-
tively support them. The best way to
support the troops is to get this policy
right. That is how we support the
troops.

There is nothing more disappointing
than being a troop in the field and see
you are doing missions that don’t
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make sense or that the overall strategy
doesn’t make sense. And the record
here—as the Senator from Wisconsin
has said in quoting Robert Kennedy
about past error justifying a perpetua-
tion of the same—the record here is not
good.

Prediction after prediction after pre-
diction has been wrong. Policy choice
after policy choice after policy choice
has been wrong. Young men and women
in the U.S. Armed Forces have been
wounded and killed because of bad pol-
icy decisions, and it is not enough to
come to the floor of the Senate and in-
sist: Oh, we have to stay the course be-
cause otherwise what our troops are
doing would be lost or be in vain.

What would be lost and be in vain is
not to look at and think about what is
happening over there and to adjust ap-
propriately. Our troops want us and de-
serve for us to get this policy right.

What Senator FEINGOLD and I are of-
fering, along with Senator LEAHY and
Senator BOXER, is a plan that gets it
right, that helps us get on a path where
we demand accountability and where
we still support Iraq.

Sure, we can muddle along on this
course. None of us have come to the
floor and said the cause is lost. None of
us have suggested that we just have to
walk away and leave chaos. That is not
what this plan does. This plan honors
the investment of our troops, and, in
fact, what it does is provide a better
way of not only empowering the Iraqis
but of empowering the United States of
America to fight a more effective war
on terror.

Let me say it plainly. Redeploying
U.S. troops is necessary for success in
Iraq, and it is necessary to be able to
fight a more effective war on terror.
That is why we put this program for-
ward.

Our amendment requires redeploy-
ment of American combat forces with
important exceptions. At the end of the
year, if, in fact, it is necessary to con-
tinue to train in order to stand up the
Iraqis, we allow for that. If we need to
continue to fight al-Qaida because we
haven’t destroyed it completely in the
next year, we allow for that. And we
allow, obviously, for the protection of
American facilities and forces. There is
no other reason to be in Iraq a year
from now, other than standing up the
Iraqi forces or chasing al-Qaida or pro-
tecting our facilities.

So, in fact, what we are providing for
is exactly what our policy ought to be,
but it begins the redeployment because
the fact is—and our generals have said
it and every expert has said it—the
large presence of American forces in
Iraq is contributing to the insurgency.

Why on Earth would Senators want
to come to the floor and argue, Let’s
just stay the course and do the same
old thing, when our own generals have
told us the same old thing is part of
the problem, the same old thing is at-
tracting terrorists, the same old thing
is losing us allies, the same old thing is
costing us unbelievable sums of money
and costing us lives unnecessarily?
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Our plan believes there is a better
way to fight the war on terror and a
better way to be successful in Iraq. It
is different from what Senator LEVIN
and others are offering, but it is not
different in that it has every compo-
nent of the plan they offer.

I have heard some Senators say we
don’t have a plan. We have exactly the
same plan that is in the Levin amend-
ment except we go further. We main-
tain an over-the-horizon force to pro-
tect our security interests in the re-
gion.

In addition to that, we have a date,
and it is binding. I don’t believe at this
point in time that our troops are well
served by only having a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution. We ought to make
policy. We helped make policy that put
them there, and we ought to help make
the policy to help get them out of
there.

Let me also be clear about this,
Madam President: This plan continues
support for Iraq. There is no drop dead,
no depart, no ultimatum. It gives them
a deadline to stand up, but it provides
the President the ability to continue to
train if that hasn’t completely hap-
pened. The fact is, this amendment per-
mits us to accomplish the job.

General Casey has said—how many
times does the commanding general
have to say it?—this war cannot be won
militarily. The only way to do this is
to bring parties together and resolve
the political differences that are feed-
ing the insurgency.

How much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
2% minutes remaining.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, the
National Security Adviser of Iraq said
it this week. How many of our col-
leagues came over to the Senate the
other day and argued about the sov-
ereignty of Iraq? I am for the sov-
ereignty of Iraq. The sovereignty of
Iraq is respected by respecting what
they are saying about themselves.

Prime Minister Maliki says they will
be able to take the security of 16 out of
18 provinces by the end of this year.
Let’s honor that. Prime Minister
Maliki said getting our troops out will,
in fact, legitimize the Government, it
will help them. Other Iraqis and Sunnis
have said that. Madam President, 94
percent of the Sunnis say the United
States should set a timetable; 90 per-
cent of the Shia say the United States
should set a timetable. Are the Iraqis
cutting and running on themselves by
saying that? Of course not.

All these comparisons with World
War II are absolutely ridiculous. Of
course we wouldn’t set a date when we
are fighting a uniformed force that has
invaded other countries and we can un-
derstand how to do it. But this is not a
uniformed force. These are terrorists
and these are insurgents and these are
criminals. These are people whom we
need to fight differently. And when our
own presence is adding to their ability
to recruit, if we are going to be smart,
we ought to think about how we are
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going to turn around and fight dif-
ferently.

I remember what it was like when we
fought in a war where we were bound
by a policy without thinking about
how we could change it and be more ef-
fective. An awful lot of lives were lost
as a result of that when policy leaders
failed to change the policy and do what
was necessary to win.

If the Iraqis themselves keep talking
about a timetable and only deadlines
have worked up until this point—the
deadline for the transfer of authority
for the provisional government, a dead-
line for the Constitution. The Iraqis
wanted to let it slip. We said no. We
held their feet to the fire. They did the
Constitution. It was the same thing
with the elections. We set a deadline.
We said the date will be now. They
wanted to let it slide. We said no. They
held the elections.

I believe it is a more effective way to
put America in a position of strength,
in a position to fight the war on terror
in Somalia, in Afghanistan, and in the
other places of the world where al-
Qaida is growing. Iraq has been a diver-
sion from the real war on terror, and
Iraq has weakened the United States in
the world. We deserve to take a posi-
tion that supports our troops by get-
ting this policy right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Who yields time? The Senator from
Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, be-
fore we start on the next speaker, as I
understand it, the standing order re-
cites that the Levin amendment would
be the first vote. If I understand the re-
quest of the distinguished colleague
from Michigan, there is a preference to
have it switched so that the Kerry vote
will be first. Is that a request being
propounded?

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is correct. I
asked both Senators KERRY and FEIN-
GOLD as to what their preference is.
They do prefer to go first. That is fine
with me, if it is OK with the manager
of the bill.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President,
there will be no objection on this side
to that request. So for the advice of all
Senators, the first vote that will occur
will be on the Kerry-Feingold amend-
ment to be followed by the Levin-Reed
amendment.

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

Who yields time?

Mr. WARNER. I yield such time as
the distinguished Senator requires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I rise
once again to oppose the amendment
offered by the Senators from Michigan
and Rhode Island and the amendment
offered by the Senators from Massa-
chusetts and Wisconsin.

Before I speak about the problems I
believe to be inherent in these amend-
ments, I would like for a moment to
discuss the nature of the debate upon
which this body is engaged.
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The discussion over this war is per-
haps the most consequential debate the
Senate will engage in this year or per-
haps in several years. The outcome of
the war will impact the stability of the
Middle East and the nature of U.S. for-
eign policy for a generation. It is that
important.

So our debate in this Chamber should
be a serious weighing of the arguments.
Sometimes, unfortunately, the debate
seems to have deteriorated into
sloganeering, but overall, I think this
debate has been very helpful.

I reiterate the fact that we should re-
spect the views of those who disagree
with us. I respect and have known my
colleagues who are sponsors of these
amendments, and I believe that a good,
healthy, strong debate is what this Na-
tion needs. In that spirit, I would like
to discuss again my strong opposition
to the two amendments.

By calling for a withdrawal of Amer-
ican troops tied to arbitrary timetables
rather than conditions in country,
these amendments literally risk dis-
aster for our intervention in Iraq.

Madam President, the Iraqi security
forces, I say to my friends, are clearly
unable to maintain security on their
own. All one has to do is look at every
news story every morning or every
evening. Even with the presence of coa-
lition forces in Iraq today, the violence
and instability remain at unacceptably
high levels. To abandon the fledgling
Iraqi Army and police to the insur-
gents, the militias and the terrorists
would risk chaos in Iraq, and chaos in
Iraq would mean disaster.

Madam President, there is an old line
about those of us who ignore the les-
sons and mistakes of history are
doomed to repeat them. Afghanistan is
the classic example of what could hap-
pen in Iraq. After years and years of in-
credible assistance to those who were
seeking freedom from the then-Soviet
Union occupation of Afghanistan, the
Russians were driven out. Then, incred-
ibly, the United States of America to-
tally disengaged—totally disengaged—
from Afghanistan. I commend to my
colleagues a book called ‘“Ghost Wars”’
by Steve Coll which won a Pulitzer
prize. And in that vacuum, of course,
came the Taliban, and the Taliban then
obviously was not only a terribly op-
pressive, brutal, and cruel regime but
became a hotbed of training for terror-
ists, al-Qaida and others.

It is clear to me that if we abandon
Iraq to that same chaos, there is no
doubt who would come to power, at
least in some parts of Iraq, and the
consequences we would pay for that.

We watched Afghanistan descend into
chaos. There continues to be much de-
bate about Saddam Hussein’s connec-
tions to terrorists before our invasion,
but there can be no doubt about the
centrality of this conflict on the war
on terror today. A failed state in Iraq
would pose a clear, present, and endur-
ing danger to the security of our coun-
try.

Now, the sponsors of these amend-
ments seem to base them on a premise
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that if we begin withdrawing, the Iraqi
Government will somehow get serious
and fight the insurgency on its own
without our help. That makes the as-
sumption, incredibly, that the present
Government in Iraq and the military
who are out there fighting all the time
and their police are somehow not seri-
ous. Of course they are serious. They
are just not capable. It is going to take
more time and more effort and, I am
sorry to say, more American sacrifice
before they are capable of assuming
those responsibilities. Rather than in-
ducing the Government to crack down
on the insurgency, beginning a U.S.
withdrawal is more likely to induce av-
erage Iraqis to join a militia for pro-
tection rather than cast their lots with
the Government.

I would also ask the sponsors of the
amendments what they advocate if we
withdraw and the violence actually
worsens and full-scale civil war ensues
or terrorists then enjoy a safe haven to
plan attacks against Americans and
our friends. Do we then face the op-
tions only of tolerating this situation
in perpetuity or reinvading the coun-
try?

We have just one choice in Iraq, and
that is to see our mission there
through to victory. What does victory
mean? It is the classic reduction and
eventual elimination of any insur-
gency, an economy that works, a gov-
ernment that functions, and a military
and police that are able to come back
and eventually eliminate and destroy
an insurgency. That is the way every
insurgency in history was put down.
There is no peace signing on board the
USS Missouri. There are no Paris peace
talks. It is an insurgency that has to be
surrounded, contained, and eliminated.

That is not to say this victory will be
quick and easy. It is long and it is hard
and it is tough, and many mistakes
have been made and all of us have been
frustrated by those mistakes. Many of
us have been terribly frustrated by the
inflated estimates and over-optimistic
statements that so frustrated us and
the American people when the condi-
tions don’t warrant it. It is still tough
today. We can’t fall prey to wishful
thinking, that we can put the costs and
the difficulties and the frustrations
aside by ignoring our challenges and
responsibilities. That is something we
cannot do.

Madam President, I congratulate my
colleagues for their participation in
this debate. The American people ex-
pect nothing less of us. I hope we are a
better informed nation and a better in-
formed body when we vote. It will prob-
ably not be the last time we address
this issue, but I think it has been done
in a comprehensive fashion.

I would close by reminding my col-
leagues that it was the United States
that led the invasion of Iraq, the
United States led the occupation, and
the United States, with our Iraqi part-
ners, has the responsibility to see this
through. It will take more time, more
commitment, more support, and more
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brave Americans who will lose their
lives in the service of this great cause.
Despite our cajoling, nagging, and
pleading, few other countries around
the world will share much of our bur-
den. Iraq is for us to do, for us to win
or lose, for us to suffer the con-
sequences or share in the benefits. But
in the end, there is only one United
States of America, and it is to us that
history will look for courage and com-
mitment.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
commend my longtime friend from Ari-
zona. He in a very succinct way looked
at this debate in the context of what is
going on today and tomorrow and the
weeks and months to come in Iraq, but
he is also looking at it in the context
of the future, how generations that fol-
low us will look back on this chapter
and moment in history and how the
Congress of the United States, hope-
fully, has given support to the Com-
mander in Chief under the Constitu-
tion—our President—to direct the op-
erations of the current conflicts.

The Senator also touched on how we
have conducted this debate. I wish to
just repeat a few remarks of my open-
ing remarks yesterday with respect to
my colleague from Michigan in ad-
dressing his amendment. I said that I
have studied it carefully. I did not de-
nounce the amendment; I said it was a
serious amendment, and it is a serious
amendment. It deserves serious
thought, and I, and I think others, have
given that serious thought to our col-
league on his amendment. But I strong-
1y oppose it.

Unlike last year where I sat down
and was able to work out with him a
conciliatory, bipartisan amendment
which got three-quarters of the votes
of the Senate, it just, in the form he
presented it, was not an option this
time. Therefore, regrettably, we ap-
proach these critically important votes
with far greater partisanship than I
had hoped. I had hoped we would have
greater bipartisanship.

But my basic message to America
and to my colleagues is that we have
put an enormous investment into these
conflicts, both in Iraq and in Afghani-
stan. We are focusing today on Iraq,
but we have to look at the others.

Madam President, 2,500-plus Ameri-
cans have lost their lives and left fami-
lies and loved ones grieving, and 18,000
have survived their wounds and are
working to reestablish themselves,
many going back into uniform or hav-
ing never left uniform, but remaining
in, which is to their everlasting credit,
but others receiving the love and the
care of their families and their commu-
nities in which they live. There has
been enormous sacrifice. We have dol-
lars incalculable in amounts.

Also, what we have on the line is the
credibility of the United States of
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America. The voice of this Senate will
be recorded momentarily. I am opti-
mistic it will be recorded in a way to
support the President and his state-
ments that we are there to work with
the Iraqi people, to establish their de-
mocracy, which they have worked on
these 18 months, now with a perma-
nent, unified government, and to try to
let this Government of only weeks es-
tablish itself, send its roots into the
ground, derive its strength, and begin
to govern and govern fully a sovereign
nation and take on all of the respon-
sibilities.

Both of these amendments, the
amendment of the Senator from Michi-
gan and the amendment of the Senator
from Massachusetts, would send a mes-
sage which would indicate there is
some wavering, some equivocation here
at home in supporting our President,
the Commander in Chief, and that goes
to the basic credibility of the United
States of America, which is on the line
in these votes.

There is not one of us here who
doesn’t desire to have our forces
brought home at the earliest possible
date, but the formulation by which
they can come home rests on the abil-
ity of this Government to seize those
reins, to establish that security, to re-
build that infrastructure, and gain the
confidence and the respect of the Iraqi
people. That is a tough job, given the
strong dissent between the various reli-
gious factions, but this Government
appears to be up to it. It must be given
a chance. It cannot be crippled at this
earliest stage by messages coming
from this Chamber and elsewhere that
we have less than full confidence in
their ability to achieve the goals of a
full democracy in Iraq, and they are
taking the reins to direct their people.
Our credibility is on the line, Madam
President.

So I say to my colleagues as you ap-
proach this vote, it will be one of the
most important that you have ever
cast. Future generations of Americans
will look back upon this very moment
to determine if two branches of our
Government, the executive and the leg-
islative, stood side by side in honoring
those who have given their lives, their
wounds, and the 1 million other men
and women of the Armed Forces, plus
untold American citizens who, in the
years of the Iraqi conflict, have gone
over and accepted the risks of serving
there, be that in the military or civil-
ian capacities. This is a very heavy in-
vestment which has been made by
many thousands of courageous Ameri-
cans to see that we have gotten to
where we are today; namely, a new
government, a unity government, and
to give that government a chance to
function without in any way jeopard-
izing that by sending a signal that we
have less than full confidence in their
ability to achieve their goals.

Madam President, how much time do
I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
3% minutes remaining.
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Mr. WARNER. I reserve the remain-
der of the time.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I yield
3% minutes to the Senator from North
Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I do
not believe it is a wise policy to set a
specific date for withdrawal from Iraq.
I do believe it makes sense to begin to
redeploy our forces sometime this year.
Therefore, I will support the Levin
amendment. I believe that is the right
policy for the following reasons:

No. 1, our military commanders have
made clear that is their intention. In
fact, the news this morning says in a
headline: ““U.S. Military to Send Equip-
ment Home.”” The story goes on to say
that the U.S. military has begun send-
ing thousands of Humvees and other
war equipment home as more Iraqi
units join the fight. The move also an-
ticipates that the number of American
troops in Iraq will decline.

Is anybody suggesting our military is
engaged in a cut-and-run strategy? 1
don’t think so. It is not a cut-and-run
strategy. It has been the long-term
plan to begin to redeploy this year.

No. 2, the President has repeatedly
said: We will stand down as the Iraqis
stand up. Well, according to the admin-
istration, tens of thousands, even hun-
dreds of thousands of Iraqis have now
stood up. It is time for us to begin to
redeploy. That does not constitute a
cut-and-run approach but simply com-
mon sense.

No. 3, Iraq is ultimately the responsi-
bility of the Iraqis. We cannot forever
do the job for them. They must defend
their own freedom.

No. 4, there are other priority threats
that require our attention, including
the worldwide al-Qaida conspiracy,
North Korea nuclear weapons and mis-
sile development, and Iranian nuclear
development.

For those reasons, I support a policy
of beginning to redeploy our forces in
Iraq this year but without a specific
timetable or an arbitrary pace for re-
ducing those troop commitments. That
is the right policy. That is the policy
outlined in the Levin amendment.

Madam President, I yield the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
had intended to reserve a brief period
of time for the President pro tempore,
Mr. STEVENS, but in his absence, I will
just once again conclude.

The message today is whether we are
here to uphold the credibility of the
United States of America, as stated
most eloquently by our President, as
we have come to establish a new gov-
ernment in Iraq. That has been
achieved. It has now been 18 months
since the beginning of their elections,
brave elections, followed by the estab-
lishment of a unity government. That
Government is functioning, and we
must give it an opportunity to govern.

Our President said it most succinctly
upon his return from Iraq:
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My message to the Iraqi people is this:
Seize the moment. Seize this opportunity to
develop a government of and by and for the
people. And I also have a message to the
Iraqi people, that when America gives a com-
mitment, America keeps its commitment.

I yield the floor and yield back any
time remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, the
credibility of the United States has
been proven with the loss of lives and
the number of wounded we have suf-
fered in Iraq. We have proven our credi-
bility over 2,500 times because we have
lost more than 2,500 of our troops. We
have proven our credibility over 17,000
times in terms of the number of people
who have been wounded in Iraq. We
have proven our credibility with hun-
dreds of billions of dollars to give the
Iraqis an opportunity to have a nation.
It is up to them to seize that oppor-
tunity. It is up to them to decide to
make a choice. Do they want a civil
war? Do they want to engage in more
sectarian battles? Or do they want to
reach the kind of political com-
promises which are essential if they
are going to have a nation and end the
insurgency and avoid an all-out civil
war?

Our credibility has been proven thou-
sands of times and with billions of dol-
lars. We have given a people an oppor-
tunity that is extraordinary. We can-
not make the decision for them, wheth-
er they will seize that opportunity.
Only they can make that decision.

Last year we adopted, by an over-
whelming vote, an amendment which
said that 2006 would be a year of 