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The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, September 24, 2007, at 12:30 p.m.

The Senate met at 9:15 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable SHEL-
DON WHITEHOUSE, a Senator from the
State of Rhode Island.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

God of all nations, Lord of all people,
thank You for a land where we can be-
lieve that our rights and freedom come
from You. We praise You for Your gifts
of life, liberty, and dreams, and for
those who make daily sacrifices for
freedom. Forgive us when we fail to
live up to our high heritage, and infuse
us with a grace that transforms us into
instruments of Your purposes.

Empower our Senators to protect and
guard the foundations of our liberty so
that America will bless the world.
When our lawmakers are weary, replen-
ish their spirits with the inspiration of
Your presence, and never forsake them
in their hour of need. Bellow the flick-
ering embers of their hearts until they
are white-hot again with the fires of
patriotism, vision, service, and hope.

As many people prepare for Yom
Kippur, we thank You for Your atoning
sacrifice that purchased our freedom.

We pray in Your marvelous Name.
Amen.

————
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable SHELDON WHITEHOUSE
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

Senate

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 2007

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, September 21, 2007.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable SHELDON WHITEHOUSE,
a Senator from the State of Rhode Island, to
perform the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE thereupon as-
sumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
———
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this morn-
ing the Senate will immediately re-
sume consideration of the Defense De-
partment authorization measure and
conclude debate on the Levin-Reed
amendment. Debate time until 9:50 this
morning is equally divided and con-
trolled between Senators LEVIN and
McCAIN. The two leaders will control
the time between 9:50 and 10 a.m., with
myself controlling the last 5 minutes,

the vote occurring at 10 a.m. At 10
a.m., that will be the only vote to
occur today.

I very much appreciate the coopera-
tion of all Senators, Democrats and Re-
publicans, that we worked out our
problems on Monday so that we can
vote on the very long-standing issue.
We should have done it, but we didn’t,
but I am glad we are doing it now—the
WRDA bill. It is bipartisan; Senators
BOXER and INHOFE worked on it very
hard. We are going to finish this Mon-
day night. There will be work done on
the Defense authorization bill on Mon-
day. People can come and offer amend-
ments, debate measures—whatever the
managers feel is appropriate. Hopefully
we can clear some amendments on that
occasion.

———
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 2008

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
H.R. 15685, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1585) to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2008 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili-
tary construction, and for defense activities
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.

Pending:
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Nelson (NE) (for Levin) amendment No.
2011, in the nature of a substitute.

Warner (for Graham/Kyl) amendment No.
2064 (to amendment No. 2011), to strike sec-
tion 1023, relating to the granting of civil
rights to terror suspects.

Levin/Reed amendment No. 2898 (to amend-
ment No. 2011), to provide for a reduction
and transition of U.S. forces in Iraq.

Kyl/Lieberman amendment No. 3017 (to
amendment No. 2011), to express the sense of
the Senate regarding Iran.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
time until 9:50 a.m. will be equally di-
vided between the Senator from Michi-
gan, Mr. LEVIN, and the Senator from
Arizona, Mr. MCCAIN.

Who yields time?

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. LEVIN. I also ask unanimous
consent that the time of the quorum be
equally divided and that apply retro-
actively.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island is
recognized.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague, Senator LEVIN, for yielding
time and also for being the principal
author of the Levin-Reed amendment,
the amendment we are considering
today. There will be a vote shortly.
The amendment recognizes that we
have responsibilities in Iraq, but it also
recognizes the constraints we face in
Iraq.

The first principal constraint is a
lack of sufficient forces to maintain
the current force level there. That
alone must drive a change in mission
for our military forces in Iraq. But it
also recognizes the fundamental dy-
namic in Iraq, which is a political dy-
namic. It is a political dynamic that
must be achieved, not by the United
States but by Iraqi political leaders.
When the President announced the
surge in January, he made it very clear
that the whole purpose was to provide
these leaders with the political space
and the climate to make tough deci-
sions. Frankly, those decisions have
not been made.

What we have gained on the ground
has been tactical momentum. Any time
you insert the greatest Army and Ma-
rine Corps and Air Force and Navy in
the world into a situation, you are
going to make progress—and we have.
But the real question there is, Will
that progress last when we inevitably
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begin to draw our forces down, as Gen-
eral Petraeus has announced? I think
most people would suggest probably
not.

So we are left with the reality on the
ground and the reality here at home—
waning support for a policy that the
American people believe is misguided
and has been incompetently executed
by the administration. We have to
change the mission, and the core of the
Levin-Reed amendment is to change
that mission, to go away from an open-
ended ‘‘we will do anything you want,
Mr. Maliki, even if you don’t do any-
thing we want’’ to focused counterter-
rorism, training Iraqi security forces,
and protecting our forces. It also recog-
nizes that we have to have a timeframe
in which to do those things.

I am encouraged and I think all
should be encouraged that a year ago
when we started talking about initi-
ating withdrawal of forces from Iraq,
that was an item which was not only
hotly debated on the floor but severely
criticized.

General Petraeus has told us he will
propose and will probably implement a
withdrawal of forces before the end of
this year. That is part 1 of the Levin-
Reed approach. The second is to begin
a transition to these missions, and we
hope that can be accomplished in a
very short period of time. Finally, we
would like to see these missions fully
vetted, fully set out and implemented
on the ground, moving away from the
open-ended approach within a fixed pe-
riod of time. This approach, together
with a very aggressive diplomatic ap-
proach, we believe is the key to con-
tributing not just to the stability of
Iraq but to the long-term interests of
the United States in the region and the
world.

I hope we are able to agree to this
amendment, to pick up support. We
have listened to General Petraeus.
Frankly, he has in part agreed with us,
in terms of beginning withdrawal. He
has suggested, but not definitively,
that some transition sometime down
the road must take place. But I think—
surprisingly to me, at least—when
asked what should we do in the next
year, he essentially said: I can’t tell
you until next March, and then I will
tell you. We have to have a plan, a
strategy for this country that cer-
tainly goes beyond next March. The
world and our strategic interests will
not start and stop in March. They are
continuous, they are challenging, and
we have to face the best course of ac-
tion going forward. We believe—I be-
lieve strongly—this is the best course
of action.

This war in Iraq has cost billions of
dollars. More profoundly and more fun-
damentally, it has taken the lives of
over 3,700 American service men and
women. It has injured countless. I
think the American public is genuinely
not only concerned but in a literal
sense heartbroken about what is going
on. They are asking us—indeed, de-
manding of us—if the President is un-
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willing to act, that we act to change
the course, to provide a strategy and a
policy that is consistent with our in-
terests, with our resources, and with
our ideals that will help us move for-
ward.

I hope in the next several minutes as
this vote comes to the floor that the
message of the American people will be
heard and heeded and that we will
adopt the Levin-Reed amendment.

I yield my time.

Mr. LEVIN. I suggest the absence of
a quorum and equally divide the time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 4 minutes.

There is a lot of disagreement about
Iraq policy, how we got into the quag-
mire we are in there, the failure to
plan properly, the disbanding of the
Iraqi Army, the lack of a plan for the
aftermath and a number of other issues
which have been the subject of great
debate.

There is a consensus on a number of
issues. It is that consensus which
drives the Levin-Reed amendment.
There is a consensus that we have an
important stake in a stable and inde-
pendent Iraq. Everyone agrees on that.
The opponents of this amendment like
to suggest that somehow or other the
proponents are not interested in a sta-
ble and independent Iraq. It is exactly
the opposite. We are as interested in
that as are the opponents.

The question is, Are we moving in
that direction? Is the current policy
working or do we need to change
course? Do we need to find a way to put
pressure on the Iraqi leaders to reach
political settlement as the only hope of
achieving an independent and stable
Iraq?

That is not the proponents of this
amendment who are saying a political
settlement is not the only hope of end-
ing the violence and achieving sta-
bility, that is not just the proponents,
that is a consensus point. General
Petraeus acknowledges that very open-
ly. The Iraq Study Group says that.
General Jones and his group say that.

There is no solution that ends the vi-
olence that is not based on a political
coming together of the Iraqi leaders.
They have to accept responsibility for
their own country. They have to meet
the benchmarks they themselves have
set for themselves. They have missed
those benchmarks and the timelines
that were set out by themselves for
those benchmarks.

We have to change course because we
have been through now longer than we
fought World War II, we have been
there longer than we fought the Korean



September 21, 2007

war, we have spent half a trillion dol-
lars or more, we have lost almost 4,000
of our brightest and bravest men and
women, seven times that many wound-
ed, $10 billion a month.

We have to change the dynamic in
Iraq, and that dynamic can only be
changed when those Iraqi leaders real-
ize the open-ended commitment is
over. If we simply say, as the President
says: Well, we will take another look in
March, we will see what direction we
are going to go in March, whether we
are going to reduce our presence below
the presurge level, but we will do that
in March, that is a continuation of the
message which this administration has
been delivering to the Iraqi leaders
year after year: We are going to be pa-
tient. We are going to be patient. The
President has, a dozen times, said the
American people need to be patient.

It is the opposite message that has a
chance of working for the Iraqi leaders,
that we are mighty inpatient here in
America, with the dawdling of the po-
litical leaders in Iraq, who are the only
ones who can achieve a political settle-
ment. We cannot impose that on them,
only they can reach it.

If they keep thinking we are not
going to put the pressure on them, we
are going to be their security blanket,
we are going to protect them in the
Green Zone, we are going to continue
to lose our lives and squander our re-
sources while they dawdle, they are
making the major fundamental mis-
take which is going to keep the vio-
lence going.

We have to correct that. We have to
change that. We have to force those
leaders to accept the responsibility for
their own country.

Now, the Iraq Study Group pointed to
the relationship between putting pres-
sure on the Iraqi leaders and having
them reach an agreement. This is what
the Iraq Study Group pointed out now
almost a year ago: That an open-ended
commitment of American forces would
not provide the Iraqi Government the
incentive it needs—the incentive it
needs—to take the political actions
that give Iraq the best chance of quell-
ing sectarian violence.

I yield myself 1 additional minute. In
the absence of such an incentive, the
Iraq Study Group said, the Iraqi Gov-
ernment might continue to delay tak-
ing those actions.

That is the connection this amend-
ment makes. What Levin-Reed says is:
We are not going to withdraw precipi-
tously, we are not going to totally
withdraw, we have interests there that
require us to keep some troops there.
But we have the need to change that
mission.

The President talks about the possi-
bility, but he does not do it now. He
does not say: we are announcing we are
going to change our mission to a sup-
port mission, out of the middle of a
civil war. We are going to change our
mission to supporting our own people.
We are going to change our mission to
going after terrorists, a targeted coun-
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terterrorism mission, we are going to
change our mission so that we are
going to, yes, continue to support the
Iraqi Army, to supply the Iraqi Army,
but we are getting out of the middle of
a sectarian battle for our sake and for
the sake of the Iraqi people, to force
those leaders to take responsibility for
their own nation.

So it is not precipitous. We provide a
reasonable timeline. We say the troops
that need to be withdrawn as part of
that transition to those new missions
will be withdrawn within 9 months.

Mr. President, I yield the remainder
of my time.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining on our side?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Twelve minutes.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to Senator INHOFE from
Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I think
we need to be real clear what we are
talking about. What we are talking
about is telling the enemy what we are
going to do. If there is one thing they
have said, our military has said we
cannot do, is to leave precipitously and
let them know when we are going to do
it. But that is what we are talking
about.

You know, when General Petraeus
came a couple of weeks ago, I knew ex-
actly what he was going to say because
I was over there—I have been over
there actually 15 times in the AOR of
Iraq, not always in Iraq, sometimes Af-
ghanistan, Djibouti and all of that.

But I have watched very carefully,
from time to time when I have been
there, what progress has been made. I
was in shock the last two trips we
took. The last two trips, it was so evi-
dent in that one area, starting with
Anbar, where most of the problems
were. And I was in Anbar Province, in
Fallujah, during all the elections that
took place, and it was chaos up there.
We remember our marines going door
to door World War II style and all the
things that were going on there. It is
now totally secure. It is not secure
under us, it is secure under the Iraqi
security forces.

We remember only a year ago the
terrorists said Ramadi was going to be
the terrorist capital of world. It is now
secure. All of the way through down
there, south of Baghdad, the same
thing is happening.

What has happened with this surge
are three different things: No. 1, the
surge itself. That is more people. No. 2,
we had General Petraeus going in. No.
3, they did get the message from some
of these surrender and cut-and-run res-
olutions that there was the threat that
we would pull out, and, consequently,
the Iraqi security forces have done
things they have never done before.

I learned something when I was over
there, and that was it is not the polit-
ical leaders, it is the religious leaders
who are calling the shots. Our intel-
ligence goes to all the weekly mosque
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meetings. Prior to the surge, 85 percent
of the mosque meetings were anti-
American messages. Since the surge,
since April, there hasn’t been one.

So this is the kind of progress that is
being made. We now have volunteers
going out there with spray cans, put-
ting circles around the undetonated
IEDs, doing this on their own, risking
their own lives to help Americans.

We have this imbedded program,
where they actually go in joint secu-
rity stations and live with the Iraqis.
It is something that has been very suc-
cessful in developing close relation-
ships. So this is the kind of success we
are having.

I was up in Tikrit the other day. Re-
member, that is Saddam Hussein’s
hometown. Even up there, in that
home territory up there, with the ex-
ception of Diyala, it all looks real
good. That is the bottom line. We have
success.

If we pass something now that tells
them, in a period of time you can ex-
pect us to leave, and this is what we
are going to do, we are giving them our
playbook. If you look and see what
some of our top leaders have said about
that, General Petraeus said: We cannot
leave without jeopardying the gains we
have started to achieve.

Those are the gains I talked about.
Secretary Gates said: If we were to
withdraw, leaving Iraq in chaos, al-
Qaida most certainly would use Anbar
Province as another base from which to
plan operations.

This is the type of thing we would be
doing. I cannot imagine anyone would
vote for any type of amendment that
would tell the enemy specifically what
we were going to do and when we were
going to do it.

Ambassador Crocker says: I cannot
guarantee success in Iraq. I do believe,
as I have described, it is attainable. I
am certain that abandoning or dras-
tically curtailing our efforts will bring
failure, and the consequences of such
failure must be clearly understood by
us all.

What are those consequences? It
would be a vacuum. We have heard
loudly and clearly from such people as
President Ahmadi-Nejad who said:

I can tell you there will be a power vacuum
in the region. [This is if we leave precipi-
tously.] We are ready with other regional
countries such as Saudi Arabia, and the peo-
ple of Iraq to fill that vacuum.

In other words, we leave, Iran comes
in, al-Qaida comes in, all the advances,
all the sacrifices, all the lives that
have been lost will have been lost in
vain.

I cannot imagine anyone would vote
for this amendment. I encourage my
fellow Senators to oppose it.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is 7T minutes 10 seconds.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, this
has been a very spirited and meaning-
ful debate. The amendment that has
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been offered by two people I respect
greatly. I do not question their motives
about loving our country anymore
than I do. They are trying to find out
what is best for Iraq and a very dif-
ficult situation. We have an honest dis-
agreement.

I think it has been a very healthy de-
bate of reaching the same goal; that is,
a successful outcome in Iraq. But make
no mistake about it, from my point of
view, the reason I oppose this resolu-
tion, it is a change in military strat-
egy.

Senator REED talked about similar-
ities between what General Petraeus
said and what this resolution would do.
There are some similarities, but it is a
fundamental change in military strat-
egy. After General Petraeus testified,
is that wise for us to do that? Is it wise
for the Congress to basically take oper-
ational control of this war from Gen-
eral Petraeus?

Because that is what this resolution
would do, it restructures our forces in
a way he did not recommend. It would
be a very overt rejection of General
Petraeus’s leadership, his strategy, his
vision, and his recommendations. I
think we need to understand that
would be the consequence of passing
this resolution.

It would be saying, respectfully, no
to General Petraeus and yes to the
Congress in terms of how to run a war.
I think that is not wise. It is the de
facto return to the old strategy. For 3%
years, we had the strategy on the
ground in Iraq that did not produce re-
sults that were beneficial.

I am a military lawyer, and I have no
expertise about how to invade a coun-
try or manage a population once the
invasion is over. But I can tell you this
based on common sense and 3% years of
experience. The old strategy was not
working. The first trip to Baghdad
after the fall of the capital, you were
able to move around, it was a bit cha-
otic, but you were able to go downtown
and do some things you have a hard
time even doing today.

But by the third trip to Baghdad
after the fall, we were in a security en-
vironment, almost in a tank. So it was
clear to me, training the Iraqi troops,
having a small military footprint, was
not achieving the security we needed
for reconciliation. And the few ‘‘dead-
enders’ were the most resilient people
in the world. If the insurgency was in
its last throes, it was a deep throe.

Every time I asked the people coming
back who were running the old strat-
egy and testifying to Congress, what is
the general number of insurgents,
about 5,000 hard-core insurgents. It is
the most resilient 5,000 in the world.
They were able, certainly, to do a lot of
havoc. Thank goodness we changed
strategies.

Senators LEVIN and REED and others
have been arguing for a very long time
to change course and change strate-
gies. The President heard that call. He
sat down with military leaders and put
a new commander in the field. We have,
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in fact, changed strategies. What did
we do? We went a different way. In-
stead of withdrawing troops and doing
more of the same, we added troops. As
Senator INHOFE said, it is the best
thing we have done. These additional
30,000 combat troops being interjected
into the battlefield have paid off in se-
curity gains we have never seen before.

Hats off to the surge. To those who
are part of the surge, those who have
been in Iraq for a very long time, I ac-
knowledge and respect your success be-
cause the success has been undeniable.
The challenges are also undeniable.
But without the surge, there would
have been no turnaround in Anbar. The
people in Anbar had had enough of al-
Qaida. We can’t take credit for that.
Al-Qaida overplayed its hand, and we
had additional combat power in place
to take advantage of a population that
was ready to make a choice, a choice
for the good. Their rejection of al-
Qaida is not national political rec-
onciliation, it is not embracing democ-
racy. But it is good news because you
have Sunni Arabs rejecting the al-
Qaida agenda, and that is great news.

This resolution not only is a rejec-
tion of General Petraeus’s strategy, his
vision for how to be successful, it has
an impractical effect. The rules of en-
gagement one would have to draft
around implementing this strategy are
almost impossible from my point of
view. Just to train and fight al-Qaida,
how do you do that, when you have all
kinds of enemies running around Iraq,
including Iran, including sectarian vio-
lence? The idea that we are going to
change missions and adopt this resolu-
tion as a new mission and have such a
limited military ability is unwise and
impractical.

It is a dangerous precedent for the
Congress to set to withdraw from a
military commander who has been suc-
cessful the power to implement a strat-
egy that has proven to be successful.

The basic premise of the resolution
is, if we change strategies, reject Gen-
eral Petraeus and go to the old strat-
egy, which 1is, in essence, what we
would be doing, it would bring about
better reconciliation. My fundamental
belief is that we will never have polit-
ical reconciliation until we have better
security. The new strategy, the surge,
has brought about better security than
we have ever had before in Iraq. Even
though it is still a very dangerous
place, there is no evidence to suggest
that reconciliation would be enhanced
by rejecting Petraeus and adopting the
Congress’s plan for Iraq. Quite the op-
posite. I think all of the evidence we
have before us is that a smaller mili-
tary footprint, when you are training
and fighting behind walls, empowers
the enemy. If we adopted this resolu-
tion, the security gains we have
achieved would be lost. We would be
abandoning people who have come for-
ward to help us. We wouldn’t have the
military power to seize the momentum
that has been gained from the surge.
We would actually roll back the mo-
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mentum that has been gained. We
would put people at risk who have
come forward to help us. For example,
12,000 people have joined the police
force in Anbar in 2007. In 2006, only
1,000 people joined the police in Anbar.
There is local reconciliation going on.
There is a realization by the Iraqi peo-
ple that now is the time to step for-
ward. Their politicians are lagging be-
hind the local population, but it will
not be long before Baghdad under-
stands that they have to reconcile
their country through the political
process. They will only do that with
better security.

When you reach across the aisle in
America, you can pay a heavy price in
terms of your political future. When
you reach across the aisle in Baghdad,
your family can be Kkilled. Better secu-
rity will breed more political reconcili-
ation, not less. To abandon this strat-
egy now, to substitute the Congress’s
judgment for General Petraeus’s judg-
ment, is ill-advised and unwarranted.
Quite frankly, General Petraeus and
the troops serving under him deserve
our support and our respect, and they
have earned the ability to carry on
their mission. They have earned, based
on success on the battlefield, the right
to move forward as they deem to be
militarily sound.

The Congress is at 11 percent. Part of
the reason we are at 11 percent is that
we don’t seem to be able to come to-
gether and solve hard problems. Why
do we believe we have a better insight
into how to win this war than a battle-
field commander who has produced re-
sults never known before? I don’t think
we do.

I will end this debate in a respectful
manner. We have the same goal, and
that is to bring about political rec-
onciliation and success in Iraq. Unfor-
tunately, this goes backwards at a
time when we need to go forward.

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol-

lowing statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)
e Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, today I
am necessarily absent to attend a fu-
neral, and therefore will miss rollcall
vote No. 346 on the Levin-Reed amend-
ment to provide for a reduction and
transition of U.S. forces in Iraq. As a
cosponsor of this amendment, had I
been present, I would have voted
“‘yea.”’®

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol-

lowing statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)
e Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I sup-
port passage of the Levin-Reed amend-
ment and a new course of action in
Iraq.

This amendment makes three signifi-
cant and important changes in our in-
volvement in Iraq that to this point
the administration has been unwilling
to make, even though the American
people have been demanding change for
over a year.

First, it removes our troops from the
civil war they are now policing and
gives them three achievable missions:
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to conduct targeted counterterrorism
operations against al-Qaida and affili-
ated terrorist organizations; to train
and equip Iraqi Security Forces; and,
to provide security for U.S. personnel
and infrastructure.

Second, the amendment calls for the
safe redeployment of those troops not
required for these three missions begin-
ning in 3 months and to be completed
within 9 months of this bill’s passage.

And finally this amendment ac-
knowledges what we have known all
along that there is no military solution
to this conflict. It calls for the imple-
mentation of a comprehensive diplo-
matic, political, and economic strategy
to jump start the process of reconcili-
ation and stability. This strategy
would include sustained engagement
with Iraq’s neighbors and the inter-
national community and the appoint-
ment of an international mediator in
Iraq under the United Nations Security
Council. The mediator would have the
authority to engage the political, reli-
gious, ethnic, and tribal leaders in a
political process that aims to avoid no
one wants—regional civil war.

For nearly 5 years, our troops have
done everything asked of them. It is
time for Iraqis to provide the security
for their own country. I urge adoption
of the Levin-Reed amendment.e

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
time between 9:50 and 10 a.m. will be
equally divided between the two lead-
ers or their designees, with the major-
ity leader or his designee controlling
the final 5 minutes.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, with this
vote, the Senate faces, once again, a
simple choice: whether to build on the
successes of our new strategy and give
General Petraeus and the troops under
his command the time and support
needed to carry out their mission, or to
ignore the realities on the ground and
legislate a premature end to our efforts
in Iraq, accepting thereby the terrible
consequences that will ensue.

Many Senators wished to postpone
this choice, preferring to await the tes-
timony of General Petraeus and Am-
bassador Crocker. Last week these two
career officers reported unambiguously
that the new strategy is succeeding in
Iraq. After nearly 4 years of mis-
managed war, the situation on the
ground in Iraq shows demonstrable
signs of progress. Understanding what
we now Kknow—that our military is
making progress on the ground, and
that their commanders request from us
the time and support necessary to suc-
ceed in Iraq—it is inconceivable that
we in Congress would end this strategy
just as it is beginning to show real re-
sults.

General Petraeus reported in detail
on these gains during his testimony in
both Houses and in countless inter-
views. The No. 2 U.S. commander in
Iraq, LTG Ray Odierno, said yesterday
that the 7-month-old security oper-
ation has reduced violence in Baghdad
by some 50 percent, that car bombs and
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suicide attacks in Baghdad have fallen
to their lowest level in a year, and that
civilian casualties have dropped from a
high of 32 per day to 12 per day. His
comments were echoed by LTG Abboud
Qanbar, the Iraqi commander, who said
that before the surge began, one third
of Baghdad’s 507 districts were under
insurgent control. Today, he said,
“only five to six districts can be called
hot areas.” Anyone who has traveled
recently to Anbar, or Diyala, or Bagh-
dad, can see the improvements that
have taken place over the past months.
With violence down, commerce has
risen and the bottom-up efforts to
forge counterterrorism alliances are
bearing tangible fruit.

None of this is to argue that Baghdad
or other regions have suddenly become
safe, or that violence has come down to
acceptable levels. As General Odierno
pointed out, violence is still too high
and there are many unsafe areas. Nev-
ertheless, such positive developments
illustrate General Petraeus’s conten-
tion last week that American and Iraqi
forces have achieved substantial
progress under their new strategy.

No one can guarantee success or be
certain about its prospects. We can be
sure, however, that should the United
States Congress succeed in terminating
the strategy by legislating an abrupt
withdrawal and a transition to a new,
less effective and more dangerous
course—should we do that, then we will
fail for certain.

Let us make no mistake about the
costs of such an American failure in
Iraq. Many of my colleagues would like
to believe that, should the amendment
we are currently considering become
law, it would mark the end of this long
effort. They are wrong. Should the
Congress force a precipitous with-
drawal from Iraq, it would mark a new
beginning, the start of a new, more
dangerous effort to contain the forces
unleashed by our disengagement. If we
leave, we will be back—in Iraq and
elsewhere—in many more desperate
fights to protect our security and at an
even greater cost in American lives and
treasure.

We cannot set a date for withdrawal
without setting a date for surrender.
Should we leave Iraq before there is a
basic level of stability, we invite chaos,
genocide, terrorist safehavens and re-
gional war. We invite further Iranian
influence at a time when Iranian
operatives are already moving weap-
ons, training fighters, providing re-
sources, and helping plan operations to
kill American soldiers and damage our
efforts to bring stability to Iraq. If any
of my colleagues remain unsure of
Iran’s intentions in the region, may I
direct them to the recent remarks of
the Iranian president, who said: ‘“‘The
political power of the occupiers is col-
lapsing rapidly . . . Soon, we will see a
huge power vacuum in the region. Of
course, we are prepared to fill the gap.”’
If our notions of national security have
any meaning, they cannot include per-
mitting the establishment of an Ira-
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nian dominated Middle East that is
roiled by wider regional war and rid-
dled with terrorist safehavens.

The hour is indeed late in Iraq. How
we have arrived at this critical and
desperate moment has been well chron-
icled, and history’s judgment about the
long catalogue of mistakes in the pros-
ecution of this war will be stern and
unforgiving. But history will revere the
honor and the sacrifice of those Ameri-
cans, who despite the mistakes and
failures of both civilian and military
leaders, shouldered a rifle and risked
everything—everything—so that the
country they love so well might not
suffer the many dangerous con-
sequences of defeat.

That is what General Petraeus, and
the Americans he has the honor to
command, are trying to do—to fight
smarter and better, in a way that ad-
dresses and doesn’t strengthen the tac-
tics of the enemy, and to give the
Iraqis the security and opportunity to
make the necessary political decisions
to save their country from the abyss of
genocide and a permanent and spread-
ing war. Now is not the time for us to
lose our resolve. We must remain
steadfast in our mission, for we do not
fight only for the interests of Iraqis,
Mr. President, we fight for ours as well.

In this moment of serious peril for
America, we must all of us remember
to who and what we owe our first alle-
giance—to the security of the Amer-
ican people and to the ideals upon
which we our Nation was founded. That
responsibility is our dearest privilege
and to be judged by history to have dis-
charged it honorably will, in the end,
matter so much more to all of us than
any fleeting glory of popular acclaim,
electoral advantage or office. I hope we
might all have good reason to expect a
kinder judgment of our flaws and fol-
lies because when it mattered most we
chose to put the interests of this great
and good Nation before our own, and
helped, in our own small way, preserve
for all humanity the magnificent and
inspiring example of an assured, suc-
cessful and ever advancing America
and the ideals that make us still the
greatest Nation on Earth.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I don’t
believe Senator MCCONNELL is coming.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is morn-
ing here in Washington. It is dusk in
Baghdad. As we debate this war yet
again at home, another day draws to a
close for our troops in Iraq. Tonight
they will sleep on foreign sand. Tomor-
row they will draw yet again from an
endless well of courage to face another
day of war. Some will likely die. Many
will surely be wounded. They will face
hatred they did not create and violence
they cannot resolve.

One soldier described the average day
as ‘‘being ordered into houses without
knowing what was behind strangers’
doors walking along roadsides
fearing the next step could trigger le-
thal explosives.”
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The soldier who told that story trag-
ically took his own life while on his
second deployment. His name was PFC
Travis Virgadamo of Las Vegas. Travis
was 19 years old when he took his life.

As our troops rise in the morning, so
will millions of innocent Iraqi citizens.
Today thousands of Iraqis will abandon
their homes and neighborhoods to flee
as refugees to Iran, Jordan, Syria, and
other countries. Those Iraqis who re-
main will face what has become the
daily norm of life in Irag—water short-
ages, no electricity, the constant
threat of violence, and, as we learned
today, cholera, an ancient disease that
has now hit the ancient land of Iraq.
Remember, 1.2 million Iraqis have been
killed since our military invasion. Our
160,000 or 170,000 courageous troops and
those innocent Iraqi men, women, and
children will wake on the 1,646th day of
this war, 1,646 days and nights of war.
I repeat, 1.2 million Iraqis have been
killed since our military invasion.

Here in Washington, DC, we have a
choice to make minutes from now. If
we reject this amendment before us,
this war will rage on and on, with no
end in sight. Our troops will remain
caught in the crossfire of another coun-
try’s civil war. Our Armed Forces will
continue to be strained to the breaking
point. But there is a choice. There can
be light at the end of this long, dark
tunnel. If we stand together and adopt
this amendment, today can be known
as the first day of the end of this war,
the first day Congress fulfills its con-
stitutional duty to have a plan to bring
our soldiers and marines home. We can
begin to return our troops to safety
and give them the hero’s welcome that
has been earned and so long in coming.
We can refocus our efforts on reaching
the political solution that all experts,
even the President’s own generals,
agree must be achieved. And we can re-
turn our focus to the grave and grow-
ing threat we face from Osama bin
Laden and his al-Qaida network, and
others, who have the will and capa-
bility to do us harm.

I stand today with my colleagues,
Senators LEVIN and REED, in support of
this amendment. This is a terrific piece
of legislation, legislation that recog-
nizes the duties of this separate and
equal branch of Government, the legis-
lative branch. I am grateful for the few
Republicans who have shown the cour-
age to join us in a quest to end suf-
fering, sorrow, and terror. Countless
words, reams of paper, and so much ink
have been spent on the Iraq debate in
the Senate and in the country. So let
me add this morning that this amend-
ment is a reasonable and responsible
way forward. This amendment sets a
binding path well within our constitu-
tional authority and without compro-
mising our national security interests.
This vote will come down to a question
of courage and wisdom.

President John Kennedy said:

A man does what he must—in spite of per-
sonal consequences, in spite of obstacles and
dangers and pressures—and that is the basis
of all human morality.
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In just a few hours it will be sun-
down, beginning the holiest day of the
year for those of the Jewish faith, Yom
Kippur. Reflecting on that, one needs
only to look at the Old Testament, the
book of Job, where Job asks: ‘“‘But
where shall wisdom be found?”’

I say wisdom lies with the American
people, a strong majority of Demo-
crats, Republicans, and Independents
who so oppose this war. I hope wisdom
is found on the Senate floor today as
well; that we follow the wishes, the de-
mands, the hopes, and the prayers of
the American people. When our grand-
children and generations to come study
this war and this Government, I pray
they will be able to say this was a turn-
ing point in a war that has cost us so
much. I ask my Republican colleagues
for the courage and wisdom to join the
American people and bring our troops
home. Courage and wisdom demands
that we do such.

I ask unanimous consent to start the
vote. We will make sure that everyone
has ample time to vote. We will vote as
if it started at 10.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is
amendment No. 2898.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. BOXER), the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), and
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. SAND-
ERS) are necessarily absent.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMEN-
1c1), and the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. LOTT).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMEN-
1c1), and the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. LoTT) would have voted ‘‘nay.”

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 47,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 346 Leg.]

on agreeing to

YEAS—47
Akaka Hagel Murray
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bayh Inouye Obama
Biden Johnson Reed
Bingaman Kennedy Reid
Brown Kerry Rockefeller
Byrd Klobuchar Salazar
Cantwell Kohl
Cardin Landrieu zoh'umer

mith

Carper Lautenberg Snowe
Casey Leahy
Clinton Levin Stabenow
Conrad Lincoln Tester
Dorgan McCaskill Webb
Feingold Menendez Whitehouse
Feinstein Mikulski Wyden
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NAYS—47

Alexander DeMint McCain
Allard Dodd McConnell
Barrasso Dole Murkowski
Bond Ensign Nelson (NE)
Brownback Enzi Pryor
Bunning Graham Roberts
Burr Grassley Sessions
Chambliss Gregg
Coburn Hatch ngg‘zzr
Cochran Hutchison
Coleman Inhofe Stevens
Collins Isakson Sununu
Corker Kyl Tkllune
Cornyn Lieberman Vitter
Craig Lugar Voinovich
Crapo Martinez Warner

NOT VOTING—6
Bennett Domenici Lott
Boxer Durbin Sanders

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. On this vote, the yeas are 47, the
nays are 47. Under the previous order
requiring 60 votes for the adoption of
this amendment, the amendment is
withdrawn.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote, and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I note the
absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, Senator
McCAIN and I have had discussions with
our leader, and I assume on their side,
and this course of action has been
cleared. Here is what we are proposing
to do: The Biden amendment is going
to be laid down today. There will be
perhaps an hour or so on that amend-
ment—perhaps more; there is no time
limit on debate today. There will be no
more votes today, as the leaders an-
nounced. But on Monday, we will make
an effort—let me go back. On Tuesday
at 10 o’clock, we are going to have a
unanimous consent agreement that the
Biden amendment will be voted on at
10 o’clock on Tuesday. That is going to
be part of a unanimous consent agree-
ment that is being prepared.

In addition, in terms of the
Lieberman-Kyl amendment, there will
be some debate on that today, and on
Monday, and we will make an effort to
see if we can’t agree on a time certain
on Tuesday, after the Biden amend-
ment is disposed of on Tuesday. But we
can’t commit to that now. We will
make a good-faith effort on Monday to
set up that time on Tuesday, after the
Biden amendment is disposed of.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I think we
are headed in the right direction. We
may have to drag that vote—not drag
it but set it for 10:15. We usually don’t
come in on Tuesdays until 10 o’clock,
so would 10:15 be OK?

Mr. BIDEN. I know this is unusual.
Mr. President, if we could start that at
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10 and we didn’t drag it, it would be
better.

Mr. REID. I would say to my friend,
on Tuesdays we don’t come into session
until 10 o’clock. There are meetings
going on in the Capitol and people
can’t be here until 10, but we could set
the vote for shortly thereafter, 10 after
or something like that, but it takes a
little while.

Mr. BIDEN. OK. That is not a very
senatorial response, but OK.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, could I
say I thank Senator LEVIN, Senator
REID, and Senator BIDEN. Senator
LIEBERMAN and Senator KYL will be
discussing their amendment, which is a
very important amendment concerning
Iran so that everybody will have a good
idea, and they will be discussing it
again on Monday—or debating it. I
would hope, as the distinguished chair-
man has said, that we could probably
vote on the Kyl-Lieberman amendment
very shortly after the vote on the
Biden amendment, yet we are unable to
put that in concrete. There may be a
side by side, there may not be.

I wish to remind my colleagues
again, if I could, this is the 13th day of
debate now, and we have had 79 hours
of debate on this bill. The Wounded
Warriors legislation is still waiting,
the pay raise, so many other things
that are vital to, I believe, the men and
women who are serving and the secu-
rity of this Nation. What I hope—and I
know Senator LEVIN who is managing
this bill would agree—is that once we
finish the Iraq issue, we should be able
to move through the other amend-
ments rather quickly. We are obviously
running out of time. The first of Octo-
ber is upon us. So I hope we can finish
the Iraqg amendments as quickly as pos-
sible and move on to the 100 or so
amendments we have on the bill itself.
I thank the chairman for all of the co-
operation and hard work he has done
on this bill.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, 1 agree
with my good friend from Arizona on
the need to move forward. We have lit-
erally hundreds of amendments we are
working on. At some point next week
we are going to have to find a way to
end this. We have made efforts with
unanimous consent proposals to cut off
on amendments, but they have been ob-
jected to, and then more flood in. We
have to get to an end point.

However, in reference to the Wound-
ed Warriors legislation, there is a sepa-
rate bill on which I think appointing
conferees has been cleared on this side.
I am wondering if the Senator from Ar-
izona might check with his side to see
whether the appointment of conferees
could be cleared. I think it will be part
of this bill at the end. It is important
that we move this bill for a lot of rea-
sons, including that one.

But we have a fallback. We have a
safety valve. We also have a separate
bill which we would like to get to con-
ference, and if the ranking member
could check on the Republican side and
see if we can get the clearance for the
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appointment of conferees, it may give
us some momentum.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I thank
the chairman. I agree. I will make
every effort to do that. I am confident
that no one on this side would object.
It has to be done. Everyplace I go, I
hear concern and the continued out-
rage about the situation that existed
at Walter Reed, and the American peo-
ple are not confident that we have
taken the necessary measures to pro-
vide for the care of our veterans.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Delaware is
recognized.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, before I
send an amendment to the desk, I do
not want to in any way disagree with
anything that was said but expand on
it slightly. There is a Biden-Brownback
amendment. Senator BROWNBACK is a
major sponsor of this amendment, and
I will yield to him in a moment be-
cause he has a difficult scheduling di-
lemma. I will let him go first. I also
want to make it clear that Senators
BOXER, KERRY, SPECTER, probably
HuTcHISON, and others are going to
want to speak to this amendment.

I am assuming that on Monday this
will still be the pending business and
that we will be able to continue to dis-
cuss and debate this issue, so Senators
have time. This is an important week-
end in the Jewish faith, so a lot of peo-
ple are not here. But I assume, not-
withstanding the fact that we are
going to vote shortly after we convene
on Tuesday morning, that we will have
an opportunity to speak to this on
Monday as well.

Now, today I will offer an amend-
ment to the Defense authorization bill
concerning U.S. policy in Iraq. As I
said, I am joined by a bipartisan group
of colleagues, including Senators
BROWNBACK, BOXER, SPECTER, KERRY,
and, I believe, Senator HUTCHISON. Our
amendment says it should be the policy
of the United States to support a polit-
ical settlement in Iraq based on the
principles of federalism. I have much
more to say about this. Again, I thank
my friend from Kansas who has been a
major proponent of this approach for
some time. We joined forces together
months ago. He has a very tight sched-
ule, so he will speak first. I see Senator
HUTCHISON standing also.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
just ask the Senator, if he will yield
briefly, is it possible that I may make
a 2-minute statement after Senator
BROWNBACK, and then I will come back
on Monday as well?

Mr. BIDEN. Possibly, Senator
BROWNBACK would let the Senator from
Texas proceed for 2 minutes now.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Yes, I will yield
to the Senator from Texas before I
speak.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
thank you. Monday, I will make longer
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comments. I am a cosponsor of this
amendment. I have said for a long time
it is my belief that if we could allow
the sectors of Iraq to have their own
semiautonomous government, like is
now in the northern part with the
Kurds—and the southern part is mostly
Shia—I think we could really begin to
see economic stability, as well as polit-
ical stability.

Of course, we all know we should
have oil revenue that would go to all of
the people of Iraq, fairly allocated. But
I think we have seen in Bosnia a less-
ening of tensions when there is a capa-
bility for the security forces, the edu-
cational and the religious sects to have
their own ability to govern within
themselves. If we can get economic sta-
bility, which is largely untalked about
in the United States, I think that
would bring the political stability
along.

So I commend Senator BIDEN. I have
written on this as well. Senator
BROWNBACK and I have talked about
this in many forums. It is important
that we look at not only the great suc-
cess we are having, which General
Petraeus reported on, we are stabi-
lizing the country on the security side.
We are keeping our commitments. We
are going to be able to do it with fewer
Americans and bring the Iraqi troops
forward, but it will not stabilize Iraq.
We must have economic and political
security. So I thank the chairman, and
I thank Senator BROWNBACK. I will
speak again Monday. It is the most im-
portant sense of the Senate that we
can have on this bill. Thank you.

AMENDMENT NO. 2997 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2011

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 2997.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN],
for himself, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mrs. BOXER, Mr.
SPECTER, Mr. KERRY, Mr. SMITH, Mr. NELSON
of Florida, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. SCHUMER,
Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mrs. LINCOLN, proposes an
amendment number 2997.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
on federalism in Iraq)

At the end of subtitle C of title XV, add the
following:

SEC. 1535. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON FEDERALISM
IN IRAQ.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Irag continues to experience a self-sus-
taining cycle of sectarian violence.

(2) The ongoing sectarian violence presents
a threat to regional and world peace, and the
long-term security interests of the United
States are best served by an Iraq that is sta-
ble, not a haven for terrorists, and not a
threat to its neighbors.

(3) Iraqis must reach a comprehensive and
sustainable political settlement in order to
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achieve stability, and the failure of the
Iraqis to reach such a settlement is a pri-
mary cause of increasing violence in Iraq.

(4) The Key Judgments of the January 2007
National Intelligence Estimate entitled
“Prospects for Iraq’s Stability: A Chal-
lenging Road Ahead’” state, ‘“A number of
identifiable developments could help to re-
verse the negative trends driving Iraq’s cur-
rent trajectory. They include: Broader Sunni
acceptance of the current political structure
and federalism to begin to reduce one of the
major sources of Iraq’s instability ... Signifi-
cant concessions by Shia and Kurds to create
space for Sunni acceptance of federalism”’.

(5) Article One of the Constitution of Iraq
declares Iraq to be a ‘‘single, independent
federal state”.

(6) Section Five of the Constitution of Iraq
declares that the ‘‘federal system in the Re-
public of Iraq is made up of a decentralized
capital, regions, and governorates, and local
administrations” and enumerates the expan-
sive powers of regions and the limited powers
of the central government and establishes
the mechanisms for the creation of new fed-
eral regions.

(7) The federal system created by the Con-
stitution of Iraq would give Iraqis local con-
trol over their police and certain laws, in-
cluding those related to employment, edu-
cation, religion, and marriage.

(8) The Constitution of Iraq recognizes the
administrative role of the Kurdistan Re-
gional Government in 3 northern Iraqi prov-
inces, known also as the Kurdistan Region.

(9) The Kurdistan region, recognized by the
Constitution of Iraq, is largely stable and
peaceful.

(10) The Iraqi Parliament approved a fed-
eralism law on October 11th, 2006, which es-
tablishes procedures for the creation of new
federal regions and will go into effect 18
months after approval.

(11) Iraqis recognize Baghdad as the capital
of Iraq, and the Constitution of Iraq stipu-
lates that Baghdad may not merge with any
federal region.

(12) Despite their differences, Iraq’s sec-
tarian and ethnic groups support the unity
and territorial integrity of Iraq.

(13) Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki
stated on November 27, 2006, ‘‘The crisis is
political, and the ones who can stop the
cycle of aggravation and bloodletting of in-
nocents are the politicians’.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the United States should actively sup-
port a political settlement among Iraq’s
major factions based upon the provisions of
the Constitution of Iraq that create a federal
system of government and allow for the cre-
ation of federal regions;

(2) the active support referred to in para-
graph (1) should include—

(A) calling on the international commu-
nity, including countries with troops in Iraq,
the permanent 5 members of the United Na-
tions Security Council, members of the Gulf
Cooperation Council, and Iraq’s neighbors—

(i) to support an Iraqi political settlement
based on federalism;

(ii) to acknowledge the sovereignty and
territorial integrity of Iraq; and

(iii) to fulfill commitments for the urgent
delivery of significant assistance and debt
relief to Iraq, especially those made by the
member states of the Gulf Cooperation Coun-
cil;

(B) further calling on Iraq’s neighbors to
pledge not to intervene in or destabilize Iraq
and to agree to related verification mecha-
nisms; and

(C) convening a conference for Iraqis to
reach an agreement on a comprehensive po-
litical settlement based on the creation of
federal regions within a united Iraq;
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(3) the United States should urge the Gov-
ernment of Iraq to quickly agree upon and
implement a law providing for the equitable
distribution of o0il revenues, which is a crit-
ical component of a comprehensive political
settlement based upon federalism; and

(4) the steps described in paragraphs (1),
(2), and (3) could lead to an Iraq that is sta-
ble, not a haven for terrorists, and not a
threat to its neighbors.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I yield to
my friend from Kansas, Senator
BROWNBACK.

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

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague for that, for this
amendment, and for his insight and
prophetic view of what is really taking
place. Senator BIDEN has mentioned for
over a year that the likely outcome in
Iraq is going to be a federalism model
where you have most of your power in
the states—the Kurdish north, the
Sunni west, the Shia south, and Bagh-
dad as the federal city.

I think we have had, hopefully now,
enough debate about the military situ-
ation in Iraq. It is an important one,
but we have not had much, if any, dis-
cussion about the political situation in
Iraq. Last week, all the focus was on
General Petraeus, and there was an-
other individual who testified, Ambas-
sador Crocker. General Petraeus talked
about the military situation, and Am-
bassador Crocker talked about the po-
litical situation.

Regarding the military situation, I
think we have seen incredible progress
by the dedicated men and women in
uniform, but we have seen little to no
political progress. This discussion is
about a ‘‘political surge.”” We have had
the military surge. It is moving for-
ward and getting things done and sta-
bilizing. All it can do is provide space
for a political solution. It cannot put
forward a solution that will last. You
have to have that politically. So what
we are going to talk about with this
resolution is a political surge. Those
are not my words; they are Thomas
Friedman’s. I think it is apt and its
timing is right. I urge my colleagues to
look at this resolution and support
what this is—that we need a political
surge, and we need to recognize the de-
mographics on the ground.

This resolution simply calls for the
following things: A conference where
Iraqis reach a political settlement
based on federalism; in effect, an agree-
ment on new and already constitu-
tionally recognized federal regions.
This doesn’t require a change in the
Iraqi Constitution. It is already there.
They allow the Kurdish north as a
state. This would be allowing other
states within Iraq.

No. 2, it calls on the international
community to respect the results of
that conference and to support fed-
eralism in Iraq, which is a concept we
are very familiar with in the United
States. I think that is really the key
for it to work in Iraq.

No. 3, it calls on the Iraqi Govern-
ment to resolve the issue of distrib-
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uting oil revenues, which is crucial to
any federal solution in Iraq. It is the
oil that will keep the whole place to-
gether.

I show my colleagues a map that I
think is kind of interesting. It is a map
of Iraq under the Ottoman Empire. It is
prior to the World War I divisions in
Iraq. I think we ought to study history
to keep from repeating past mistakes. I
think we are repeating history now be-
cause we have not studied it suffi-
ciently. So here is a map from 1914.
This is fascinating. You have the north
Ottoman, which were called vilayets.
This is in the State of Mosul, the Kurd-
ish north. You had the vilayet of Bagh-
dad, the Sunni area in Iraq. You had
the vilayet of Basra, the Shia State.
Baghdad was the federal city—a very
effective city at that particular time.

As much as a third of the population
there was Jewish at that point in time.
Those were the governing bodies within
this region. The Ottoman Empire was
concerned about whether the Basra re-
gion and the Shia there would stay
with them or go with the Persians at
that time. It is a similar discussion we
are hearing today.

My reason for saying this is, if you
can put it in a certain term, this is
natural in Iraq. Instead of us trying to
force together a country under Shia
domination—and under the current
setup all you are ever going to get is a
Shia government, but it is going to be
a weak one because the Kurds are not
going to agree with a strong Shia gov-
ernment, nor are the Sunnis. All you
can ever get is a weak Shia govern-
ment that has a lot of question marks
in it from the Sunnis. They don’t trust
the Shia, and the Shia don’t trust the
Sunnis. The Sunnis think they ought
to run the whole country, as they have
for the past century. They think the
Sunnis are going to come back.

I was in Iraq in January. I went to
the north, and I was in Baghdad. The
Kurds are prospering, stable, growing,
and investment is taking place. I will
show you a map later of people moving
from Baghdad to the northern portion
because it is stable. I was meeting with
the Sunni and Shia leaders in Baghdad.
The Shia said: We could get this solved
if it wasn’t for the Sunni. The Sunni
leaders would say: We could get this
solved if it wasn’t for the Shia. The
Shia leaders were saying: We could get
this solved if it wasn’t for the Sunnis.

I submit to this body that we have a
flawed political design that we are
pushing currently in Baghdad. That is
why we have not seen the political
progress that we need to see taking
place. We have done the military surge,
which has been successful. Now we
need a political surge. We need to send
in a Jim Baker or a Condoleezza Rice
to get these people in a room to cut the
deal to get different states, where you
have the power mostly residing in the
states. Right now, in the Kurdish
north, they run their own military,
their own police, and they are stable.
So you allow that and you even encour-
age that to take place. It is in the Iraqi
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Constitution to allow that. That is how
the Kurds got their region in the first
place. That is a political design that
can lead to political stability on the
ground so that we can pull our troops
back.

This amendment says nothing about
the troops. We have debated that a
long time—the military side. This is all
about the political side where we have
failed to see the progress. But it does
say, if we can get that political solu-
tion, we should push it forward. I sub-
mit that on the military side, if we can
get some political stability in Iraq, we
can start to pull our troops back from
patrolling.

Ultimately, I think you are going to
see long-term U.S. military bases in
the north, probably in the west, and
around Baghdad. But they can be bases
where we can operate without our peo-
ple being Kkilled every day. As every-
body in this body knows, we are still in
South Korea 60 years after that con-
flict. We are still in Bosnia 15 years
after that conflict. We can stay—and
we usually do stay—in a place a long
period of time to provide stability, as
long as our people are not getting
killed. Here is the design where you
can stay for a long period of time—be-
cause I believe we will need to stay for
a long time—without our men and
women being killed. It reflects a demo-
graphic reality on the ground and the
historic reality on the ground. It also
recognizes that Iraq needs to have a
strong state, weak federal form of gov-
ernment to reflect the different groups.
Iraq, in many respects, is less a coun-
try than it is three groups held to-
gether by exterior forces. The Turks
don’t want the Kurds to be a separate
country in the north. The Kurds al-
ready voted 90 percent that they want
to have a separate country, but they
are not pushing it today because they
know they cannot do it at this point.
So they are willing to stay within this
situation.

The Sunnis believe they should run
Iraq, but they are less than 20 percent
of the population. That is not going to
happen. The Shia lack a comfort that
they can control the country, but they
are certainly dominant in a particular
region.

I wish to show an ancient map of this
very same situation to give an another
flavor and context. Of course, under
the Ottomans, it was called Meso-
potamia during that period of time.
Again, here is a three-state solution
that the Ottoman Empire put in place
as a way of managing these different
groups who do not agree with one an-
other, who do not get along.

One can say: Wait a minute, there is
a lot of intermarrying, there are a lot
of Sunni-Shia relations that are taking
place and have taken place over the
years of being together as one country.
You are trying to go back rather than
go forward.

I wish to show a map of the former
Yugoslavia right after Tito left and be-
fore some of the civil wars started in
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Yugoslavia because I think it is in-
structive. Here is a map of the ethnic
composition before the war in 1991. It is
an ethnic map that shows where the
Croats, the Bosnians, and the Serbs
were in this area in 1991. The reason 1
point this out is, I was in this country
in 1991. I was there the week after the
Slovenians voted to secede from the
rest of Yugoslavia. I was in a con-
ference with groups from all over the
country. I couldn’t tell the difference
between the various ethnic groups.

When I would look, I couldn’t tell if
this person was a Croat or a Serb or a
Macedonian, this, that. I couldn’t tell
the difference. It made no sense to me.
These guys had been in a country to-
gether for decades. Why wouldn’t they
stay together? They knew the dif-
ferences. They knew what happened.
They knew the history. They had inter-
married to where they had different
ethnic groups who were married into
the same families and spread,
splotched all over the country. There
were concentrations in different places,
but over a period of, I think, 70 years,
under a hard dictatorial rule, under
Tito, with a tough military and a
tough intelligence apparatus, if some-
one got out of control, they were dead
or in jail—similar to Saddam Hussein
in Iraq, who ran roughshod and people
intermingled.

Then we started to see political lead-
ership come forward and say: We Serbs
have been mistreated by this group and
you know what they did to us a cen-
tury ago and you know what they did
to us in this war and you know what
they did to us 500 years ago, and we
shouldn’t be treated that way. We had
a leader come up that hit this visceral
inside note and started a bunch of
wars, to where they sorted themselves
out.

This is what happens after you get a
group of leaders standing up and saying
they shouldn’t treat the Croats this
way, they shouldn’t treat the Serbs
this way. We can see the purity of the
map—Bosnians, Serbs, Croats—and by
1995—this is the Dayton peace ac-
cords—you can see what takes place
after that. That leader touched that
visceral note about this is who we are
and they shouldn’t treat us that way
and there were a bunch of people killed
in the process as well.

Finally, there was enough fighting
and we got a political surge in the Day-
ton accords and made the leaders come
together. We drew a line, Bosnia-
Herzegovina, in the Dayton peace
agreement. We still have troops in this
area enforcing this accord, but they are
not fighting and Kkilling each other.
There are still problems that take
place. But this was a two-state solu-
tion in one country, with the United
States pushing a political surge to take
place and the United States still hav-
ing troops there to make sure people do
not get out of line.

I went to Sarajevo when it started to
stabilize. The place was still shell-
shocked about what had taken place.
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People were still saying: We used to
live in peace; what happened here?
What happened was somebody pushed
the ethnic button and it worked, and it
works in too many places in the world,
and it works in Iraq, unfortunately.

I wish to show a chart of what hap-
pened in Baghdad on ethnic splits and
the movements taking place in Bagh-
dad. This is a military chart. It is too
busy of a chart, and there are some
who dispute some of the movements. I
am willing to grant them that there
may be others with a slightly different
factual variation.

Basically, the Tigris River is in the
middle. We see the Sunnis moving and
purifying west of the Tigris River and
the Shia moving and purifying east of
the Tigris River. These diagonal lines
show communities that are going more
Shia and the diagonal lines in the op-
posite direction are communities going
more Sunni, and we see small ethnic
groups, small Christian populations
who are either going into smaller,
tighter communities or going north
into the Kurdish region of the country.

This is happening now. This is what
is happening now. We have heard about
the death squads, threats, and families
forced to move taking place in Bagh-
dad. When a number of leaders push the
ethnic sectarian button, it hits this in-
side visceral note. It is a strange con-
cept to us as Americans. They come
from everywhere, and we say: Can’t
you guys get along? Believe me, this is
a reality in the world, and it is a big
reality in Iraq, particularly in a place
that is more three groups than it is one
country.

I wish to give a caveat. The New
York Times on Monday questioned the
purity of this information, saying
there are some Shia moving into Sunni
areas and there are some Sunni moving
into Shia areas, and I am willing to
give that taking place. These are the
megatrends that are happening, and I
don’t think there is any question about
it.

There has been a lot of death, killing
with this taking place. It is the same
with Bosnia-Herzegovina. What I am
saying is rather than having a whole
bunch of people get killed from this
point forward, why don’t we recognize
the demographic realities on the
ground and put this in a series of states
where the ethnic group is running it
and stop the killing or certainly reduce
it substantially. That is what this
amendment calls for.

I wish to show my colleagues some of
the maps of current Iraq, to give an
idea. I have shown the Ottoman Empire
maps. This is modern Iraq, as far as the
populations are going. We have the
Sunni Kurds in the north. Again, this
is the most stable, growing area. When
I was there, there were cranes and
building and investment taking place.
It is moving forward. We have the
Sunni area in the west and the Shia
area in the south. There are areas of
Sunni Arab and Shia Arab. There is a
mix of Shia-Sunni with Baghdad in the
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center. Again, we have three blocs who
have pretty much split up. This is mod-
ern Iraq.

This is not a perfect solution by any
means. As an American, I look at it as
a subpar solution altogether because I
think they would be much better off if
they could get along and form one
country and operate it as one country
without having to give decentraliza-
tion so much of the power.

The problem is it does not reflect the
realities on the ground. The problem is,
too—think about Ambassador Crock-
er’s testimony, think about the GAO
report on political progress and the
benchmarks that the Congress set.
Think about those because militarily—
I think ‘“‘militarily’’> we have done a
great job and that is where all the
focus is. But politically we are not get-
ting it done because we are trying to
put a square peg in a round hole. It
doesn’t work. We can push a long time
on it and we can get some artificial
setting to take place and we can en-
force it with our military power, but as
soon as we pull back, then we are going
to have the same problems taking
place in the region. This amendment
recognizes we should put a round peg in
a round hole, and it is something we
can do.

There was a gentleman who said
something to me years ago that stuck
with me: If you see a straight-line bor-
der in the Middle East or Africa, you
ought to raise a question as to whether
it reflects demographic reality.

In the past, when different groups
went into a region, whether the Otto-
mans, the British, the French, or oth-
ers, they were trying to balance inter-
ests. They were trying to balance
Hutus versus Tutsis. They were trying
to balance previously the Armenians
and Azerbaijanis. So they were always
trying to get a balance of power be-
cause they didn’t have enough troops
to maintain the country, but if it kept
these guys off center and not after each
other, they could maintain the coun-
try.

When you pull the colonial power off
or when you pull the dictator off who is
ruthlessness, who is willing to use mili-
tary and to use his intelligence oper-
ation to kill people, when you pull that
off, what are you left with? You are
left with these same groups, and they
still don’t like each other. That is why
we have to look at it this way.

Look at Sudan today. I can give an-
other example: The north Arab Mus-
lims with a radicalized government
started by Osama bin Laden. The south
is Black, primarily Christian—long
conflict, 20 years of civil war, millions
killed. Finally, the Bush administra-
tion, to their credit, was able to nego-
tiate a Sudan peace agreement, and the
southern Sudanese will vote whether to
secede. I believe they will in large
numbers. It will pass big, and there
will be a second Sudan.

We now have a second genocide in
Darfur. I have been to many of these
places. I have worked with many of
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these people. The west is Black Mus-
lim. The capital is Arab Muslim. They
don’t get along. One is a group of herd-
ers and another is a group of farmers—
farmers and ranchers not getting
along. I think we are going to see ulti-
mately that Darfur will break away.

Sudan is the biggest country in Afri-
ca landmasswise, but when the Brits
put it together, they put several groups
together who don’t agree with each
other and don’t get along and the Gov-
ernment favors one. They favor the
herders in Darfur; the jingaweit, the
Arab Muslims. They are trying to drive
the farmers off the land, and they are
in their second genocide, with 400,000
people killed, because somebody, again,
hit the ethnic-sectarian button, and it
is very effective. One can motivate a
lot of people by hitting that button.

Why do we have to kill all the people
to get to a political solution? Why do
so many people have to die? It is past
time—the military discussion has been
a good discussion, but it is time for us
to look at the political situation in
Iraq and get on a model that can actu-
ally produce long-term stability so we
can pull our military back into bases.
We are going to need to be there for a
long period of time. This resolution
does nothing on the military side, but
I think we are going to need to be there
for some period of time. We need to be
in the north to assure the Turks that
the Kurds are not going to try to sepa-
rate into a separate country, and I
think we need to be there to protect
the Kurds from Iran, and somewhat
from the Turks, and the Sunnis will
ask us for a long-term military pres-
ence in the west to protect them from
the Shia. I think the Saudis are going
to push for that to take place.

Again, Iraq is a 1ot more three groups
held together by exterior forces than it
is a country. But that is the reality.
The Shia area has to sort out who is
going to be the leaders in that country,
and they are fighting amongst them-
selves. It may be more than three
states. It may be a couple of Shia
states will evolve. We shouldn’t stop
that from taking place if that is the
natural reality.

We can fight against these things in
nature or we can recognize them and
try to build political systems around
them. This resolution urges us to build
the political solutions around them.

Again, the political surge, led by Jim
Baker, of stature, or Condoleezza
Rice—cut the deal, get us into a polit-
ical solution that can produce the
benchmarks we want so we can pull our
troops back and stop getting killed.

I urge my colleagues to look at this
amendment. I urge my colleagues to
look at the history of what we are deal-
ing with. There are many papers that
have been written on this issue.
O’Hanlon is one of the lead authors on
it who got back recently. This is some-
thing that can work, can make
progress and move us forward.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, as my
friend from Kansas leaves, let me just
thank him for his leadership here and
his insight. I think he and I would
agree that this is forming critical
mass. Every once in a while in Amer-
ican politics, on a major issue, there is
an idea that transcends both sides of
this aisle and transcends from the ex-
perts to the average people because
there is a commonsense ingredient to
it as well as a deeper insightful notion
of how that part of the world works.
This is one of those issues.

I just wanted to say I am honored to
be joined by Senator BROWNBACK in
this effort because he and I both have
other agendas in terms of our political
careers, but I think we both agree get-
ting this right is more important than
who is President of the United States
of America. This is about life and death
and about whether we are going to
have a generation of difficulty for
America in that part of the world or
whether we are going to be able to ulti-
mately leave and not leave chaos be-
hind.

So I thank my friend for doing what
I am sure was not an easy thing to do
as a Presidential candidate on the Re-
publican side—to join with a Democrat
to move what at the time we moved it
was still a very controversial idea.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, if
my colleague will yield, I wish to
thank my colleague also for working
on this and for leading when it was a
lonely battle. He was talking about
this over a year ago, and I was hearing
him saying it and thinking, he is prob-
ably right, but that is not the way we
are headed. And it probably doesn’t
help him, running for President, to be
associated with me, and it doesn’t par-
ticularly help me, Senator BIDEN, to be
associated with you. But that is ex-
actly why the country gets mad, be-
cause they do not see us doing things
like this on something that really
makes sense.

I talk a lot about this on the cam-
paign trail, running for President on
the Republican side, and people look at
it, and I don’t think I have had even
one or two people come up to me and
say they disagree with it. Most people
say: OK, that makes sense. And when
you talk with the Sunnis and Shias and
particularly with the Kurds, they all
say yes, and particularly the Kurds do.
The Sunnis are coming more and more
around to it, and I think the Shias are
recognizing it as well.

But my best successes on this floor
have come when I have associated with
somebody on the other side who dis-
agrees with me on a lot of political
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issues but we look at this one together
and we say: This is something which
can work. We did that with Senator
Wellstone on human trafficking. We
were as different as could be on dif-
ferent issues, but we got that one done,
and today there are fewer people being
trafficked.

This is something which can work,
and I appreciate my colleague for lead-
ing on it, and I really hope the rest of
the body can look at this and say: This
is where we have not seen progress, is
politically, and let’s get this moving
forward. I am delighted at the Sen-
ator’s leadership on it.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that following my remarks, Sen-
ator LUGAR be recognized for up to 30
minutes and that Senator KENNEDY
then be recognized to speak as in morn-
ing business.

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

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, to alert
my colleagues, I will take somewhere
between 20 and 30 minutes to speak on
this issue this morning, and I will
speak on it again prior to our finally
voting on it on Tuesday.

Look, as I said, I have been a Senator
since I was 29 years old. I have been
here for seven Presidents, and I have
observed that sometimes, on issues re-
lating to national crises, whether it be
domestic or foreign, events conspire to
generate the kind of support for an
idea that when it was first offered had
few adherents. I think we are approach-
ing that now.

The amendment Senators BROWN-
BACK, BOXER, SPECTER, KERRY, and I, as
well as Senator HUTCHISON and others
have says that U.S. policy should sup-
port a political settlement in Iraq
based on the principles of federalism.
Look, for all the division in Wash-
ington and across the country over the
policy in Iraq, one thing just about ev-
eryone accepts, literally—left, right,
center, the President, the Congress, the
American people, and the so-called ex-
perts—is that there is no military solu-
tion in Iraq. Let me say that again.
There is no military solution in Iraq.

I, along with Senator MCCAIN—in
fact, shortly after the war began—said
that I thought it was foolish to start
this war. But once we started it, I
thought: My Lord, we should have
more American forces there. I argued
for up to 100,000 more American forces
in the first year so things would not
get out of hand. I argued we needed
5,900 Gendarme paramilitary police
from the international community.
The Europeans were prepared to par-
ticipate to literally restore order—
make sure people didn’t run the traffic
lights or break into museums or en-
gage in thuggery and robbery and
crimes of ordinary violence, having
nothing to do with sectarian divides.
But we have passed that point.

To paraphrase General Petraeus, al-
though he doesn’t seem to be as adher-
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ent to his original comment, and he
was paraphrasing someone else—I be-
lieve it was 3 or 4 years ago when we
were in Iraq with him, and I am look-
ing over my shoulder at my staff gen-
erally; at the time I think it was 3
yvears ago—he said, and I am para-
phrasing, there comes a point in every
liberation where it becomes an occupa-
tion. There comes a point in every lib-
eration effort where it becomes an oc-
cupation. And we have reached that
point. We reached that point 3 years
ago. I argued we reached that point
when we went in.

We had one brief, brief moment
where, having mistakenly moved when
we did, in my view, had we acted more
responsibly instead of out of the arro-
gance and hubris that existed, we
might, we might have been able to
change the dynamic drastically. But
that has long passed. That has long
passed.

I guess the point I want to make,
again, and the end result of all I am
saying here is you will not find a single
person who thinks that a military solu-
tion will work alone. So what we are
all about here today is what everybody
says: OK, there has to be a political so-
lution, but literally, I say to you, Mr.
President, up to this moment no one on
the floor of the Senate has offered a po-
litical solution. I mean, it is really fun-
damental. There is nobody who has
said: We all acknowledge there is no
military solution. And by the way, I
am not claiming I am the only one. I
have many cosponsors. We have a lot of
people now saying: OK, we acknowl-
edge there is a need for a political solu-
tion, embedded in the notion I have
been pushing for a couple of years now
and in detail for the last year and a
half or so with Les Gelb.

I have to recognize Les Gelb, a
former administration official in a
Democratic administration, in the
Carter administration, the president
emeritus of the New York Council on
Foreign Relations, an incredibly re-
spected voice in American foreign pol-
icy, and thought of as a genuine schol-
ar. Les and I started off not in full
agreement of what that political solu-
tion was, but we were all on the same
page. The end result of all this is that
the underlying premise of Les Gelb and
JOE BIDEN in generating this was that
the political solution we are proposing,
which is what the Iraqi Constitution
essentially calls for—and it is not par-
tition—is federalism.

Well, guess what. It is not going to
happen spontaneously. The Iraqis
aren’t going to spontaneously decide in
the midst of what is now a civil war
and sectarian strife that they know
how to do it on their own.

So getting back to the political ques-
tion, everyone says there is a need for
a political solution. But that begs the
question, So what is your political so-
lution?

The critics, and there is legitimate
criticism of the Biden-Gelb plan, but
the critics have come along and said: I
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don’t like your plan, BIDEN. My re-
sponse has been from the outset: If you
don’t like mine, what is yours? Think
about it. Think about, as you consider
whether the Biden-Brownback plan,
which is essentially taking Biden-Gelb
and putting it into an amendment to
the Defense authorization bill—think
about what it says. We say this is our
political solution. This is what we
think is the way out.

So as I began this debate, my invita-
tion to my colleagues was: I get it. You
may not like all parts of it. You may
not like it. You may think it is mostly
correct. You may be able to legiti-
mately point out there are weaknesses
in it; things may or may not happen. I
can’t guarantee an outcome to this.
But I would like you to think about it.
If you don’t like BIDEN’S proposal,
what is your idea?

Up to now, a lot of us have had what
we voted on just a moment ago. It
started off as the Biden-Hagel-Levin
amendment back in January and Feb-
ruary. I agree with it totally. It is now
Levin-Reed. I think it is a good amend-
ment. It is essentially the same one we
voted on twice before. I was the author
of it, along with my friend from Michi-
gan, the leader of the Armed Services
Committee. But the truth is, it is not a
political solution. It is an important
tactic to reach the point we all want to
reach.

And what is that? When you cut
through all of this, what is it the
American people, what is it all my col-
leagues, all 100 of us, want? No one
wants to keep American forces there,
with almost 3,800 dead, close to 28,000
wounded, vroughly 14,000 severely
wounded and who are going to require
medical attention and care the rest of
their lives. No one in here wants that.
If we could wave a wand, there is not a
single Member, from the most conserv-
ative to the most liberal in this body,
who wouldn’t take every troop out if
they could, tomorrow. We don’t want
our kids going. I don’t want my son
going, my daughter going. I don’t want
my grandkids going, either.

What is recognized underneath all of
this is there is a clear understanding
that even though most of us on this
side of the aisle opposed what the
President did and how he did it, there
is a recognition that it matters what
we leave behind. It matters a whole
bunch. It matters for our grand-
children. It matters for our children.

Look, folks, there is an over-
whelming desire. I live with a woman I
adore. We have been married for 30
years. She is unalterably opposed to
this war. She, like every mother, lives
in fear that her son, who is a captain in
the Army, is going to be sent over,
which is probable. So her fervent wish
every time I go home is: JOE, get them
out of there. Get them out of there.
You are chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee; get them out of
there. Well, the truth is, the vast ma-
jority of the people know that getting
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out of this is almost as difficult as the
problems the President caused by get-
ting us into it.

I know I am speaking colloquially
here. I am not speaking in senatorial
tones. But this is basic stuff.

My two staff members sitting to my
left—and I admire the devil out of
them—have accompanied me on eight
trips to Iraq. The last time coming
home, we were all supposed to get on
an aircraft, but only one of them did, a
C-130 that was supposed to take us
home. Ambassador Crocker asked
whether I would fly to Germany with
him on his way home. He was coming
to testify. He thought it would give us
a chance to talk. And so I did. Actu-
ally, I flew out of Iraq into Kuwait
with him to catch a commercial flight.
The C-130 cargo plane I was supposed
to get on—we got word there were six
fallen angels on that plane. Six fallen
angels.

That is what these tough, coura-
geous, brave, hard Marines, Army,
Navy, some of whom are there, et

cetera, Air Force, call a dead American
soldier whose body is coming home.
They call them fallen angels.

You see these guys also who you
know have been shot at and shot back,
injured and injured others—it is such
an emotional phase, to hear them talk
in hushed tones, to treat every one of
those coffins that gets put on board the
C-130—every one of which comes
through my State in Dover, Delaware—
to hear these people, these fighting
men and women, treat every single sol-
itary death with the reverence it de-
serves. The American people would be
stunned. They would be proud. They
would be sad and they would be con-
cerned. So they put six fallen angels on
a plane.

The President of the United States a
couple of days later—and I was there 2
weeks ago—a week ago—went on tele-
vision and told the American people
what great military progress we are
making. But what he said was: I have
no plan to end this war. I have no plan
to win this war. I have a plan, as one of
the press people said—it is not my
line—he said: The American people are
using the American forces as a cork in
the bottle to keep the venom from
spreading out beyond the borders in a
regional war.

I am not prepared to use my son and
his generation as a cork in a bottle.
The American people are not prepared
to do that either.

So what do we do? What do we do? Do
we cut off funding? Talk about a hol-
low reed. How do you do that? How do
you cut off funding for the 166,000
troops? Even if we ordered everyone
home tomorrow, they have to get out
of that country. Do you not provide
them with the mine-resistant vehicles
that can increase their life expectancy,
when hit with a roadside bomb, by 80
percent? Do you not provide them with
that? Do we cut that off? I don’t know
how you do that.

Some things are worth losing elec-
tions over. I am not going to do that.
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So what do you do? Do you draw down
troops on an orderly basis while you
are protecting them? Yes. But where
does that get you at the end of the day?

The good news is they are out. There
are fewer fallen angels. But the bad
news is how many angels will fall in
the next 10 years or 15 years, if this war
metastasizes into the region. Because,
ironically, the President’s policy,
which is dead wrong, has one truism
about it: Chaos in Iraq will have re-
gional consequences. The irony is, it is
his policy that is causing the chaos.

Getting back to the point of the
amendment, so everybody understands
the context in which this is being of-
fered, it is being offered to say: Look,
there is a way to do all of this. There
is a way to reduce the number of fallen
angels. There is a way to reduce the in-
juries and casualties. There is a way to
reduce the number of deaths among the
Iraqis. There is a way to keep this war
from metastasizing. There is a way
that we have, a last chance we have, to
leave and not run the risk of having to
send my grandson back. My grandson
is a toddler.

We have been faced in this body with
two false arguments. One is more of
the same and it will get better, and the
other is leave and hope for the best.

Again, I get back to the central
premise to what I have been proposing.
There is a need for a political ration-
ale. What is the political rationale sup-
posed to accomplish? It is a way—noth-
ing is going to get better. We must
leave, by the way. Come hell or high
water, we must leave. But are we going
to leave giving the Iraqis a chance that
they can end up with a political agree-
ment among themselves? For what pur-
pose is the political agreement? To
stop the civil war. That is it in a nut-
shell. Anybody who denies this is a sec-
tarian war I think is denying reality.

The President—as my mother would
say, God love him—Kkeeps talking about
al-Qaida. Al-Qaida is a problem. I
would argue it is a Bush-fulfilling
prophecy, al-Qaida in Iraq. But there is
even in the military—as my good
friend—and I admire the devil out of
him, my friend from Virginia—as he
points out, he knows when you go to
Iraq, the military refers to al-Qaida of
Mesopotamia; al-Qaida in Iraq. They
are making a distinction by that, be-
tween al-Qaida in Iragq and al-Qaida in
Afghanistan, al-Qaida in Pakistan. As I
said to the President in one of my trips
back, in a debriefing—which my friend
knows we do. The President has us
down and has his war cabinet and asks
us—you know, we give our view.

He was telling me about freedom
being on the march. I said: With all due
respect, Mr. President, if every single
solitary jihadi in the world were killed
tomorrow—I said if the Lord Almighty
came down and sat at the middle of
this table—we were in the Roosevelt
Room—and looked at you and said, Mr.
President, I guarantee there is not one
single al-Qaida person living in the
world, Mr. President, you still have a
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massive war on your hands. You have a
massive war on your hands.

I see my friend from Virginia is
standing. I will be happy to yield to
him.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as I
have looked back on my years here,
one of the chapters I have enjoyed the
most is the debates we have had to-
gether, and this is not in the nature of
a debate, Mr. President, but I do ask
the Senator who now—in your current
capacity and your long experience in
foreign relations, you probably have a
better grip than most of us as to the
likelihood—and you mentioned it—of
the ©political reconciliation taking
place in Iraq. I am talking about the
top down, not the smaller, but little
things that happened in Al Anbar—
which are very positive, but I don’t
think you can grow political reconcili-
ation all the way from the bottom up.
It has to come from the top down.

Our good friend here, Senator LEVIN,
and I were there in Iraq a few weeks
ago and we could not find any basis for
projecting when that might come to
pass. That is the very thing that under-
pins the entire policy we are pursuing.
Because we all acknowledge a military
solution is not there. It has to be a po-
litical reconciliation from the top
down—albeit to get some form of unity
government—maybe an adaptation of
what the Senator is now advocating.
But what is the Senator’s projection of
the likelihood of that occurring?

Mr. BIDEN. I will be happy to re-
spond because my friend, as usual, gets
to the crux of the issue.

Here is the way I look at it. I will try
to break these things out. My friend
Senator LUGAR, whom I think is the
most informed man in the Congress on
foreign policy, is used to my colloquial
ways of expressing things so he will
probably understand me better than
most because he had to deal with me
for 30 years-plus. I try to devolve this,
to use a Washington word, into sort of
big chunks. You basically have two op-
tions here.

No. 1, do you continue with a policy
that was well intended by our Govern-
ment, the President, the administra-
tion, of attempting to establish a
strong central democratic government
in Baghdad that in fact has the capac-
ity to gain the faith and trust of the
Sunni, Shia, and Kurds so that they
will entrust to that central govern-
ment their well-being, in terms of secu-
rity, in terms of economic growth, and
in terms of political reconciliation or
do you have to reach a point that I
have reached, and reached some time
ago, of recognizing that is a bridge too
far; that the only way in which you
will be able to stop the warring fac-
tions from killing each other is essen-
tially give them some breathing room
under their federal Constitution which
says—I am quoting from their Con-
stitution: The Republic of Iraq is a sin-
gle, independent, federal state.

What I look back to, I say to my
friend from Virginia, is this can’t be
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built up from the village up. I acknowl-
edge the requirement that the leaders
of the Sunnis and the Shia and the
Kurds—and there are multiple claim-
ants to that leadership; I know my
friend knows that—those claimants
have to conclude their self-interest is
better realized in a federal system. The
Kurds have clearly recognized that.
The Kurds made it clear when Senator
HAGEL and I got smuggled into Irbil,
back before the war began, that they
weren’t in on any deal that wasn’t a
federal system giving them pretty sig-
nificant autonomy.

The Shia have now reached that con-
clusion themselves, with notable ex-
ceptions—Sadr being one of them. But,
for example, the Vice President—the
Shia Vice President of the, for lack of
a phrase I will call the central govern-
ment the existing government—is to-
tally supportive of what I am proposing
and he said so publicly and said so at
this conference in Ramadi which I at-
tended a few weeks ago.

The Sunnis up to now have been the
odd folks out because they look at it,
as my friend clearly knows, and they
say: Look, we live in this place called
Anbar Province, the majority of us. We
don’t have much out here but rock and
shale. There is not much else out here.
All the oil is in the north and all the
oil is in the south and if you have re-
gional governments and the oil is con-
trolled by the north and the south, we
don’t get anything.

But here is what has happened. There
is a bit of, as we Catholics say, an
epiphany occurring. I will tell my
friend in confidence who it is but I
don’t want to publicly—he is an Iraqi
leader who is one of the leading Sunni
leaders in the country, who used the
following quote with me in the 4 hours
we were together in Ramadi.

He said—I am paraphrasing the first
part—I initially disagreed with your
plan. Now I am quoting.

There has been a struggle I have had be-
tween my heart and my head. My heart has
told me up to now that we Sunnis could play
a major role in governing this country again,
from the center. My head tells me that will
not happen anytime soon and our fate lies in
a regional system. But we need access to re-
sources.

He said:

But don’t quote me yet, Senator, because I
have to work on my fellow tribal leaders out
here, and others.

Look what is happening with the
Turks. The Turks initially were abso-
lutely opposed to this. But as they
have begun to figure it out, they real-
ize that if we continue on the path we
are on, American patience with Kkeep-
ing the cork in the bottle is not going
to be sustained for the next 2 years and
that when we leave, absent a political
settlement, there will be not a split-
ting of Iraq into three parts, there will
be a fracture of Iraq into multiple
parts. But guess what they figured out.
Kurdistan will become a de facto inde-
pendent country. They will be able to
say in Kurdistan: Hey, we didn’t do
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this. There was nobody to deal with.
And they have all of a sudden begun to
understand that it is bad enough, from
the Turkish standpoint to have a
quasi-independent—and it is not even
that—region called Kurdistan, within
defined borders of a country -called
Iraq; it is a very different thing to have
a quasi-independent Kurdistan, when
you have 4 million Kurds sitting in
their eastern mountains.

So all of a sudden they are figuring
this out. ‘“‘Figuring out’ sounds derog-
atory, and I do not mean it that way.
They are looking at their alternatives
and saying: OK, a federal system in an
Iraq that is united is a whole lot better
than a de facto independent state.

The Iranians. The Iranians have a di-
lemma. The Iranians have at least five
major militia forces among the Shia of
Iraq. Some they like, some they do not
like. As my friend from Indiana knows,
you have a group down around Basra,
as the British are pulling out, who are
organized pretty well.

As the British two-star said to me:
They are like Mafia dons waiting for us
to leave to see who claims the terri-
tory—who actually argued that Basra
should be an independent country be-
cause they have access to the gulf,
they have oil, and they have four prov-
inces they can put together.

Well, guess what. That is not very
well regarded by the Badr Brigade,
folks, and Sadr is going: Whoa, whoa,
wait a minute.

So this creates a dilemma. The splin-
tering of Iraq creates a dilemma for
even the Iranians who do not want to
do us any favors at all. The generic
point I am making is, as time has
passed, and I will use Bosnia as an ex-
ample, when we first started off talk-
ing about what, in essence, became of
the Dayton Peace Accords, you did not
have any takers. And it only got to the
point where you had the Croats and the
Serbs concluding they could not domi-
nate. They could not control Bosnia-
Herzegovina.

That is when they all began to think,
you know, the blood and treasure that
was—exceedingly what has happened,
once they got to the point where they
realized the gun was not going to get
their solution, they became, very re-
luctantly, but they became much more
acclimated to the notion of what the
Dayton Peace Accords did.

The bottom line is, asking me that
question a year ago, I would not have
said to you that internally the leaders
among the Shia, the Kurds, and the
Sunnis will be more inclined to accept
this, but they are because reality has
set in. The Kurds have figured out they
cannot and do not want to be totally
independent because the Turks will
take them out.

The Shia have figured out, generi-
cally, the leadership, that they may
have 62 percent of the population or
thereabouts and control the political
apparatus, but they cannot stop their
mosques from being blown up. They
cannot physically control the country.
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And the Sunnis have figured out that
they are not going to run the country
again in the near term. So it is a little
bit like coming face to face with the
reality of one circumstance.

As I said at the outset to my friend,
a lot of this relates to people arriving
at this conclusion, even in Iraq, by de-
fault. The Sunnis would much rather
dominate the country again. The Shia
would much rather keep the Sunnis
out, as Maliki in his heart would like
to do, but he cannot because he cannot
control them.

The Kurds would love to be inde-
pendent totally but for the fact that
they understand it may be their very
demise. So reality is sinking in. The
larger point, I say to my friend from
Virginia is this: The dilemma I hear,
and I hear it from my Democratic col-
leagues, I imagine I will hear it from
some of my Republican colleagues, and
it is legitimate. They say: BIDEN, we
cannot force a political solution any
more than we can force a military solu-
tion.

Well, I would argue that it is true we
have lost our credibility to be able to
do what I believe we could have done 5
years ago or 4 years ago. But that is
why part of this amendment calls for
internationalizing the political solu-
tion.

I know my friend from Indiana be-
lieves, whether it is the same objec-
tive, that there is an overwhelming ne-
cessity to engage major powers in the
world, to engage regional powers SO
that, as he says, there are fora; every
single day they are sitting down rub-
bing shoulders trying to figure out an
accommodation.

It cannot be done in the abstract. It
cannot be done by President LUGAR sit-
ting in the White House dealing with
Maliki sitting in Baghdad. It cannot be
done by bringing in the regional play-
ers in Sharm El Sheikh, with us con-
vening it and thinking that will get it
done. It requires something heavier,
deeper, more substantial because one of
the things that will get people’s atten-
tion, that will get the attention of the
Sunni leaders and Shia leaders and
Kurdish leaders, the international com-
munity led by the major five powers, is
if the Security Council says: Hey, look,
we are gathering up the team—Iran,
Turkey, Saudi Arabia, et cetera, et
cetera—and here is what we think your
constitution says, and this is what we
are prepared to support.

What that does, that not only has im-
plied sticks, it has significant carrots.
Significant carrots. That organiza-
tional structure can say: We, from the
outset, will be the guarantors that
none of the regional powers will con-
clude they must be involved militarily
or in a disruptive fashion because the
truth is, what I try to do is think of
myself as, OK, I am a real bad guy, Ira-
nian leader who hates the TUnited
States.

What benefits me the most? What
benefits me the most is occupying 10 of
our 12 divisions in Iraq posing no
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threat to them, seeing American blood
and treasure spilled. But what I do not
want to see is America, notwith-
standing all of the bravado of
Ahmadinejad, that: We will fill the
vacuum; we, the Iranians, will fill the
vacuum. That is not a vacuum they are
looking to fill. If they could fill it, they
would. But their ability to fill that
vacuum is marginal at best. Their in-
fluence is degraded when there is con-
tinuing sectarian violence. It dimin-
ishes in the context of an international
settlement.

So the truth is, it requires the na-
tional leadership to agree on a regional
solution. A national leadership will be
unable, in the lifetime of any one of us
on this floor, to agree to a central solu-
tion; a unity government from the cap-
ital city of Baghdad, having military
and police authority over the entire
country.

Can anyone imagine the possibility,
even the possibility, that you will see a
Shia-dominated police force patrolling
in Fallujah? As the old joke goes, raise
your hand if there is a remote possi-
bility of that.

Already you cannot send into what is
now Kurdistan, three governments, you
are not even allowed to fly the Iraqi
flag without permission. You cannot
send the Iraqi Army there without
their permission. You cannot send any
national police force there without
their permission.

So what makes us think there is any-
thing—let me make an analogy for
you. When Washington accepted the
surrender documents signed by Corn-
wallis at the end of our Revolutionary
War, I say to my friends from Virginia
and Massachusetts, what chance do
you think there would have been if we
had to vote within 6 months on the
Constitution that was ratified in Phila-
delphia?

Do you think Massachusetts and Vir-
ginia would be in the same country? I
respectfully suggest, from a historical
standpoint, you would not be. So what
did we do? We did what I am proposing.
You essentially set up Articles of Con-
federation.

You said: We are going to let Massa-
chusetts and Delaware, the first State,
Massachusetts, and Delaware and New
Jersey and Virginia, have considerable
autonomy. There was no President.
There was a Continental Congress, a
decentralized federal system.

It took us 13 years to get to our
Philadelphia moment. Wherein does
the arrogance emanate from that we
think by putting 160,000 troops in Iraq,
we can, over a 4-year period, in a coun-
try that was made by the stroke of a
diplomat’s pen, where France and Brit-
ain divided up the spoils of the Otto-
man Empire, what makes us think that
we can expect them to do something
that we were unable to do? So, folks,
this is pretty basic stuff. I know every-
body knows that. I am beginning to
sound like I am lecturing. I do not
mean to do that. This is pretty sim-
plistic in a sense; it is not rocket
science.
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Mr. WARNER. If I can interrupt my
good friend, the central issue is, we are
losing, as you pointed out, our greatest
national treasure: our youth, killed
and wounded. How much longer? You
are talking about indefinite periods of
time. What do we do now by which to
give a greater measure of protection to
them while this process that you indi-
cated is very slow can evolve, and what
pressures are we going to put on the
greater international community, the
top five, to do what you have defined?

Mr. BIDEN. I say to my friend: Ask.
Let me give you an example. I will be
concrete. It is like pushing an open
door. I asked for a meeting, I say to my
friend, in the tradition of Senator
LUGAR when he was chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee.

I asked for a meeting, a private meet-
ing with the Permanent Five of the Se-
curity Council, who, as my good friend
knows, is: China, Russia, England,
France, and the United States.

All five of those Ambassadors, in-
cluding our own, Khalilzad, agreed to
meet with me and two other members
of the Foreign Relations Committee
privately 5 weeks ago—on Monday I
think it was b weeks ago. We sat in a
conference room overlooking the East
River for about an hour and a half.

I asked the question to all five, in-
cluding our Ambassador. I said: What
would you do, gentlemen—one lady;
the British Ambassador is a woman. I
said: What would you do, gentleman
and lady, if the President of the United
States asked each of your countries to
participate in convening an inter-
national conference on Iraq?

One of the Ambassadors—since this
was a private meeting I will not name
him—said: Senator, I would ask your
President: What took you so long to
ask?

Then I can refer to the French Am-
bassador. The French Ambassador
pointed out that there is an inevi-
tability of us leaving. And if, in fact,
we leave a shattered Iraq, his country
is in trouble. Remember, last August
we were reading about automobiles
being torched from Marseilles to Nor-
mandy. Why? Over head scarves. Be-
tween 10 and 14 percent of the French
population is Muslim. The last thing
the French need is a radicalized, can-
nibalized Iraq. It went on from there.

My point is, the President—I promise
you—has not asked. He has not asked.
I think my friend from Indiana knows,
at least indirectly—because Ambas-
sador Khalilzad, I believe, spoke to
him; he was there with me—there is a
consensus among many in the adminis-
tration to ask, but there is still this
overwhelming reluctance that we don’t
need anybody’s help; we can do it. Let
me tell you, that is a vanity which is a
burden, a significant burden.

There are three things we should be
doing immediately. And I know we
have a disagreement on this, in my
view, redefining the mission of Ameri-
cans who are there being killed and
wounded. We are not going to settle
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this civil war by remaining on the
faultlines. It is not going to happen.
Even to totally quell it, you know—as
a military expert, I defer to you—we
don’t have enough troops with the
surge. If you have 500,000 troops, you
could sit on the faultlines. It wouldn’t
solve the problem, but you could send
it underground. But we don’t. I
wouldn’t even advise it if we did be-
cause there is no underlying political
rationale.

My point is, redefine the mission.
Were I President today, which is a pre-
sumptuous thing to say, I would be
doing exactly what General Jones rec-
ommended. I would be pulling back to
the borders. I would be dealing with
force protection. I would be focusing on
al-Qaida of Mesopotamia. I would be fo-
cusing on training Iraqi forces. I would
not be focused on going door to door in
Sunni or Shia neighborhoods in a city
of 6.2 million people. I would not have
an American convoy traveling the
streets with roadside bombs being
blown up.

The second thing we need to do, but
it is not required to support this
amendment, there is an incentive to
the world, to the region, and to the re-
calcitrant leadership in Baghdad to
say: Hey guys, we are drawing down.
For the mission I just stated—and I
defer to my friend—you don’t need
160,000 troops for the Jones mission, for
lack of a better way of phrasing. You
need closer to 50,000. Guess what. That
is going to get the attention, as my
friend CARL LEVIN has been saying for
some time, of the Iraqis. They may
have their altar call. I am not counting
on it, but they may.

The third thing we should be doing
is, if you look at the David Ignatius
piece in the Post today, what Senator
LUGAR and I and others and maybe my
friend from Virginia have been talking
about for 4 years—we talked about it
before we went in. Who is talking to
the tribal chiefs? Who is talking to the
local folks? Who is engaging them?
What are we finding out now? Just read
the Ignatius piece. All of a sudden, it is
like, my goodness, maybe we should be
talking to these guys. So here is the
deal. When you get to this, you say:
Look, here is what your Constitution
says, and here is what you voted on in
your Parliament to implement articles
15, 16, 17 and 18, which allows you to be-
come a region, essentially a state like
the United States. Write your own Con-
stitution. It can’t supersede the federal
one. Allow you to own your local secu-
rity.

Why is it working in Anbar to the ex-
tent it is? It is working because we
said: Look, we promise you, tribal lead-
ers, nobody is going to send anyone
from Baghdad for you. There ain’t
going to be any Kurds or Sunnis in
here. You set up your own police force.
Cut through all the diplomatic jargon.
That is what we did. That is it. Guess
what. Once we did that, the tribal
sheiks whistled and said: Boys, you can
join. They had 10,000 people show up
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who wanted to be cops or police. Why?
Because Sunnis were going to be guard-
ing Sunnis.

So this stuff about political move-
ment is a joke. Not a joke—that is the
wrong way to say it. It is a fiction.
There is nothing unity about that.

I sat next to Abdul Sattar for 2
hours, the guy who got blown up last
Thursday, the tribal sheikh who led
the insurrection against al-Qaida Meso-
potamia, told me how safe everything
was in Ramadi. They land me and my
staff and the Senator from Arkansas in
a Blackhawk helicopter with two Cobra
gunships. We go inside the city. We are
told how safe it is. I can walk down the
street; that is true. We have a sand-
storm. I say: No helicopters coming.
Can you drive to Baghdad? No, no, no.
It ain’t that safe. Then 7 days later I
get a call from a reporter from the
Washington Post: Senator, didn’t you
spend a lot of time with the same trib-
al chief the President was with at the
airbase? I said: Yes. In this safe city
that he runs, with an American tank
sitting in front of his house, with body-
guards, he got blown to smithereens.

The generic point I am making here
is the idea that somehow we are going
to be able to negotiate these faultlines
is beyond our ability. But it is possible,
working with Sunni, Shia, Kurd, we
may be able to augment their physical
security as they make this transition.

What did we do in Dayton? It is not
precisely analogous, but it is analo-
gous. There was more sectarian vio-
lence from Vlad the Impaler to
Milosevic than in 5,000 years of history
of what we now call Iraq. That is a
fact. That is a historical fact. What did
we do? As my friend from Indiana
knows, I was deeply involved in pres-
suring President Clinton from 1993 on
to take action in the Balkans. What
did we finally do in Dayton in a bipar-
tisan way? We called in Russia, the Eu-
ropean powers. We then brought in the
Serbs, Milosevic, the Croats,
Tudjman—who, as my friend knows,
was no box of chocolates—and
Izetbegovic. We got them all in one
room. We essentially locked the door.
We said: Figure it out, folks.

What did they figure out? Separate
the parties. Even I was a little con-
cerned about the Republika Srpska
within Bosnia. What did we do? We
said: Your militia can now become
your police force. That is, in essence,
what we did. We said to the Croats and
the Bosnians, who were Muslims: You
have to coexist in this other place.
This place called Sarajevo is going to
be a capital city, but it ain’t going to
govern the whole country in the way in
which the capital of Washington, DC,
has influence over the rest of America.

Guess what. To truncate this, the
West has had an average of roughly
20,000 troops there for 10 years. What
has been the result? Knock on wood—
not one has been Kkilled, not one has
been shot dead. The ethnic cleansing
has stopped. What are they doing now?
Attempting to amend their Constitu-
tion to become part of Europe.
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I asked my staff to go back. I said:
Tell me how the repatriation is going
on. People are returning. Of the 2.2 mil-
lion refugees in Bosnia, internal or ex-
ternal, 1.1 million have returned to
their homes. Almost half a million
have returned as minority returns,
Serbs moving back into predominantly
Croat neighborhoods, Croats moving
back into predominantly Bosniak or
Serb neighborhoods. It is painful. It
takes time. But what did we do? We got
them all in a room, figuratively speak-
ing.

We have to get them in a room, Sen-
ator LUGAR. We have to get them in a
room. Because let me tell you some-
thing, some in the administration pri-
vately say to me: Joe, you are right.
There is an inevitability to a federal
system. The difference between an in-
evitability and us being the catalyst to
bring it about may be years. That is
thousands of deaths, maybe tens of
thousands, counting Iraqis and Amer-
ican. We don’t have that time. And
look, I don’t want to criticize the
President. I don’t. God love him, I
don’t care whether he gets credit or
blame at this point. But let me tell you
one thing for certain: What Presi-
dential leadership is about is a change
in the dynamic of situations that are
admittedly out of control. It requires
taking risks. Thus far, the only risk we
have taken is the lives of our troops.
We have taken virtually no diplomatic
risks.

I say to my friends, there is a reason
why, although what I am proposing
here is not ideal, I think there is a rea-
son why so many people—left, right
and center—have come to this conclu-
sion. One thing about us Americans is,
we have ultimately led the world as a
consequence of two traits we possess,
in my opinion, that exceed that of any
other country. It is not just our mili-
tary power; it is our idealism coupled
with our pragmatism. It gets down to a
very pragmatic question: If you don’t
like Biden et al.’s political solution,
what is yours? What is yours?

The world is waiting. They are lit-
erally waiting. No one has the capac-
ity, no group of nations has the capac-
ity, absent our active cooperation and
engagement, to do anything to better
the situation. We do. The potential
power is in our hands. But I respect-
fully suggest that we can’t do it by
ourselves. We have lost the credibility
to do that, rightly or wrongly.

So it takes me to the essence of this
amendment. The amendment simply
says—and I will not take the time to
read it; I know other people wish to
speak. I might add, this is the first and
only time in the last 3 months I have
spoken on the floor. I apologize for the
time, but I think it is the single most
critical issue we face. I know my
friends think that too.

Regardless of your political persua-
sion, how do you attend to the agenda
each of us has, from the right or the
left, to deal with the social ills and
concerns of America until we end this
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war? We are going to spend, counting it
all, $120 billion a year. How do you deal
with that—the Republican approach to
dealing with generating economic
growth or the Democratic approach?
How do you deal with tax structure and
tax policy? How do you do this?

Look, it is the ultimate preoccupa-
tion, with good reason, of the Amer-
ican people. Again, I know no one more
loyal or knowledgable about the U.S.
Armed Forces whom I have served with
in the Senate than my friend from Vir-
ginia. He knows there is only one group
of Americans making a sacrifice now—
it is the thousands of families, thou-
sands, 166,000 families. It is those fami-
lies. They are the only ones. But guess
what. It is against the Senate rules to
refer to the Gallery by pointing to
them. But I will refer to previous Gal-
leries. Everyone who sits in this Gal-
lery, they get it. They get it, whether
they have a child, son, daughter, hus-
band or wife there.

(Ms. KLOBUCHAR
Chair.)

Mr. BIDEN. So folks, I must tell you,
I am getting frustrated with all the
tactical—not strategic—suggestions
that have been made with how to deal
with this war. Because if you put to-
gether a basic syllogism, the basic
premise is what? There is no military
solution; only a political solution.

So what yields that political solu-
tion? Can I guarantee the Senator from
Minnesota, the Presiding Officer, that
my solution will work? No. But I can
guarantee—I will rest my career on
what I am about to say—that there is
no other political solution being prof-
fered that has any—period; not one
“being offered’”’—and none of the tac-
tical solutions offered will, in fact,
solve this problem, none.

I know you are all afraid. I know ev-
erybody who is running is afraid to
sign onto a specific proposal. ‘‘Afraid”’
is the wrong word—reluctant. Because
then you become the target. You be-
come the target. You offer a specific
alternative, and it is easy to focus on
whether your solution can work. If it is
tried and failed, then you made a mis-
take. As the old saying goes: What do
they pay us the big bucks for? Why are
we here? Why are we here?

Let’s stop pussyfooting around. Ei-
ther vote for this political solution or
offer another one or say you think
there is a military solution or say you
think it is totally hopeless, there is no
resolution. Let’s leave and hope for the
best. But don’t tell me you have a plan
if it does not fall in one of those four
categories. Don’t tell me. That is dis-
ingenuous.

So, again, can I guarantee this will
work? No. Every single day that goes
by, absent an attempt to implement
what I am proposing, or something
similar to it, without it being at-
tempted, makes it harder. Look, it is
not often that Thomas Friedman,
David Brooks, Charles Krauthammer,
Henry Kissinger, Madeleine Albright,
Les Gelb—I will go down the list—

assumed the
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agree on the same principle about the
most fundamental, immediate foreign
policy issue facing the United States of
America.

I am open—I have no pride of author-
ship—I am open to amending, tweak-
ing, changing, but I will end where I
begin. The central, fundamental, ani-
mating principle of this concurrent res-
olution is: Iraq will not be governed
from the center anytime soon, and I
am not prepared for my son and his
generation to continue to shed their
blood in an effort to do that. I will not
do that.

As we leave—and we will leave, as my
friend from Virginia knows—as we
leave, the only honest question that
any President or Senator must ask
himself or herself is: Do we have any
ability to affect what we leave behind?
If we do, we have a moral overriding,
overarching obligation to the next gen-
eration to try to do it.

Because let me tell you something, I
am out there, as the old saying goes,
on the trail. The easiest thing to say
is: I wash my hands, man. Out. It is—
let me choose my words correctly—it is
not an answer. It is not an answer. It is
not an honest answer.

So I ask unanimous consent that re-
cent supporting ideas relating to fed-
eralism—whether or not they use the
Biden language—be printed in the
RECORD.

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

RECENT SUPPORT FOR FEDERALISM IN IRAQ

The Kurdish autonomous zone should be
our model for Iraq. Does George Bush or
Condi Rice have a better idea? Do they have
any idea? Right now, we’re surging aim-
lessly. Iraq’s only hope is radical fed-
eralism—with Sunnis, Shiites and Kurds
each running their own affairs, and Baghdad
serving as an ATM, dispensing cash for all
three. Let’s get that on the table—now.—
Thomas Friedman, New York Times, August
29, 2007

Most American experts and policy makers
wasted the past few years assuming that
change in Iraq would come from the center
and spread outward. They squandered
months arguing about the benchmarks that
would supposedly induce the Baghdad politi-
cians to make compromises. They quibbled
over whether this or that prime minister was
up to the job. They unrealistically imagined
that peace would come through some grand
Sunni-Shiite reconciliation.

Now, at long last, the smartest analysts
and policy makers are starting to think like
sociologists. They are finally acknowledging
that the key Iraqi figures are not in the cen-
ter but in the provinces and the tribes. Peace
will come to the center last, not to the cen-
ter first. Stability will come not through
some grand reconciliation but through the
agglomeration of order, tribe by tribe and
street by street.

The big change in the debate has come
about because the surge failed, and it failed
in an unexpected way. The original idea be-
hind the surge was that U.S. troops would
create enough calm to allow the national
politicians to make compromises. The surge
was intended to bolster the ‘‘modern”—
meaning nonsectarian and nontribal—insti-
tutions in the country. But the surge is fail-
ing, at least politically, because there are
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practically no nonsectarian institutions, and
there are few nonsectarian leaders to create
them. Security gains have not led to polit-
ical gains.—David Brooks, New York Times,
September 4, 2007

A weak, partitioned Iraq is not the best
outcome. We had hoped for much more. Our
original objective was a democratic and uni-
fied post-Hussein Iraq. But it has turned out
to be a bridge too far. We tried to give the
Iraqis a republic, but their leaders turned
out to be, tragically, too driven by sectarian
sentiment, by an absence of national iden-
tity, and by the habits of suspicion and ma-
neuver cultivated during decades in the un-
derground of Saddam Hussein’s totalitarian
state. . . .

We now have to look for the second-best
outcome. A democratic, unified Iraq might
someday emerge. Perhaps today’s ground-up
reconciliation in the provinces will translate
into tomorrow’s ground-up national rec-
onciliation. Possible, but highly doubtful.
What is far more certain is what we are get-
ting: ground-up partition.—Charles Kraut-
hammer, Washington Post, September 7, 2007

It is possible that the present structure in
Baghdad is incapable of national reconcili-
ation because its elected constituents were
elected on a sectarian basis. A wiser course
would be to concentrate on the three prin-
cipal regions and promote technocratic, effi-
cient and humane administration in each.
The provision of services and personal secu-
rity coupled with emphasis on economic, sci-
entific and intellectual development may
represent the best hope for fostering a sense
of community. More efficient regional gov-
ernment leading to substantial decrease in
the level of violence, to progress towards the
rule of law and to functioning markets could
then, over a period of time, give the Iraqi
people an opportunity for national reconcili-
ation—especially if no region is strong
enough to impose its will on the others by
force. Failing that, the country may well
drift into de facto partition under the label
of autonomy, such as already exists in the
Kurdish region.—Henry Kissinger, Wash-
ington Post, September 16, 2007

Mr. BIDEN. I would assert I am con-
fident there are some major players in
this administration who agree with the
tact I am taking, and I would invite—
that is not why he is on the floor, I
know—I would invite any advice or
suggestions—not at this moment—from
my friend from Indiana or my friend
from Virginia as to how to deal with
this.

But, ladies and gentlemen, it took
us—it took us—13 years to get to our
Philadelphia moment. It is going to
take the Iraqis a lot longer. I do not
want to see a regional war in the mean-
time because every one of us knows,
whether we are here 3 years from now,
there will not be 133,000 troops in Iraq.
That will not be the case no matter
who is President. The American people
will not stand for it, and we will re-
spond.

I yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I,
for one, will accept the challenge to
carefully go back and look at the Sen-
ator’s amendment and the foundation
documents which he has described, and
I look forward to Monday and Tuesday,
perhaps, reengaging the Senator.

I say to the Senator, I think it is a
very heartfelt expression of your own
views that you have shared with us this
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morning. I think it is a constructive
contribution to this debate.

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I
thank my friend and I appreciate his
kind remarks.

Madam President, I also ask unani-
mous consent that the article in Thurs-
day’s Washington Post, dated Sep-
tember 20, by David Ignatius, entitled
““Shaky Allies in Anbar’ be printed in
the RECORD.

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

SHAKY ALLIES IN ANBAR
(By David Ignatius)

The Bush administration has been so en-
thusiastic in touting its new alliance with
Sunni tribal leaders in Anbar province that
it’s easy to overlook two basic questions:
Why did it take so long to reach an accom-
modation with the Sunnis? And is Anbar
really a good model for stabilizing the rest of
Iraq?

First, the what-took-so-long issue: The
fact is, Sunni tribal leaders have been queu-
ing up for four years to try to make the kind
of alliances that have finally taken root in
Anbar. For most of that time, these over-
tures were rebuffed by U.S. officials who, not
inaccurately, regarded the Sunni sheiks as
local warlords.

This disdain for potential allies was a mis-
take, but so is the recent sugarcoating of the
tribal leaders. They are tough Bedouin
chiefs, sometimes little more than smug-
glers and gangsters. The United States
should make tactical alliances with them,
but we shouldn’t have stars in our eyes. The
tendency to overidealize our allies has been
a consistent mistake.

Like other journalists who follow Iraq, I
began talking with Sunni tribal leaders in
2003. Most of the meetings were in Amman,
Jordan, arranged with help from former Jor-
danian government officials who had per-
fected the art of paying the sheiks. One con-
tact was a member of the Kharbit clan,
which had long maintained friendly (albeit
secret) relations with the Jordanians and the
Americans. The Kharbits were eager for an
alliance, even after a U.S. bombing raid
killed one of their leaders, Malik Kharbit, in
April 2003. But U.S. officials were disdainful.

During a visit to Fallujah in September
2003, I met an aging leader of the Bu Issa
Tribe named Sheik Khamis. He didn’t want
secret American payoffs—they would get
him killed, he said. He wanted money to re-
build schools and roads and to provide jobs
for members of his tribe. U.S. officials made
fitful efforts to help but nothing serious
enough to check the insurgency in Fallujah.
Back then, you recall, the Bush administra-
tion was playing down any talk of an insur-
gency.

A Sunni tribal leader who pushed bravely
for an alliance with the Americans was Talal
al-Gaaod, a leader of one of the branches of
the Dulaim tribe. Looking back through my
notes, I can reconstruct a series of his efforts
that were mishandled by senior U.S. offi-
cials: In August 2004, he helped arrange a
meeting in Amman between Marine com-
manders from Anbar and tribal leaders there
who wanted to assemble a local militia. Sen-
ior U.S. officials learned of the unauthorized
dialogue and shut it down.

Gaaod tried again in November 2004, orga-
nizing a tribal summit in Amman with the
blessing of the Jordanian government.
Again, the official U.S. response was chilly;
the U.S. military launched its second assault
on Fallujah that month, and the summit had
to be canceled. In the spring of 2005, the tire-
less Gaaod began framing plans for what he
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called a ‘‘Desert Protection Force,” a kind of
tribal militia that would fight al-Qaeda in
Anbar. The proposal was gutted by U.S. offi-
cials in Baghdad who derided it as
“warlordism.”

A despondent Gaaod e-mailed me in July
2005: ‘‘Believe me, there is no need to waste
anymore one penny of the American tax-
payers’ money and no more one drop of blood
of the American boys.” His despair roused
the new American ambassador to Baghdad,
Zalmay Khalilzad, who began meeting with
Gaaod and other Iraqi Sunnis in Amman in
hopes of brokering a deal with the insur-
gents. Gaaod died of heart failure in March
2006.

What finally happened in Anbar was that
Sunni tribal leaders—tough guys who have
guns and know how to use them—began
standing up to the al-Qaeda thugs who were
marrying their women and blocking their
smuggling routes. The initial American re-
sponse in mid-2006, I'm told, was ho-hum.
More warlords. But Green Zone officials
began to realize this was the real deal, and a
virtuous cycle began. The tragedy is that it
could have happened much earlier.

The American plan now, apparently, is to
extend the Anbar model and create ‘‘bottom-
up’’ solutions throughout Iraq. For example,
I'm told that U.S. commanders met recently
with the Shiite political organization known
as the Supreme Islamic Iraqi Council and
gave a green light for its Badr Organization
militia to control security in Nasiriyah and
some other areas in southern Iraq and there-
by check the power of Moqtada al-Sadr’s
Mahdi Army. We’re interposing ourselves
here in an intra-Shiite battle we barely un-
derstand.

These local deals may make sense as short-
term methods for stabilizing the country.
But we shouldn’t confuse these tactical alli-
ances with nation-building. Over time, they
will break Iraq apart rather than pull it to-
gether. Work with tribal and militia leaders,
but don’t forget who they are.

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I yield
the floor and thank my colleagues.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President,
expectations were high on Capitol Hill
and the rest of the Nation this month.

We were all hoping to hear a major
new strategy on how to forge political
accommodation in Iraq from General
Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker, and
most importantly from President Bush.

We did hear of some limited, tactical
success in improving security, but we
learned nothing new on how the Bush
administration would ©bridge the
yawning political gap between Shia
and Sunni.

In fact, the President in his speech
last week to the Nation offered no
change in policy and no strategy for
reaching the political accommodation
that is necessary in Iraq.

In his eighth prime-time address on
Iraq, the President again made the case
that his policy will bring success in
Iraq.

We have heard ‘‘mission accom-
plished,” we have heard calls for pa-
tience, and innumerable claims that we
are winning. We have heard that more
troops will lead to political progress.

We have heard that ‘‘when they stand
up, we stand down,” but there is no
clear plan to get them to stand on
their own.

And, this time we received yet an-
other slogan—‘‘Return on Success” a
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new name for staying the course, keep-
ing the status quo.

So, even though for months we have
been told by the White House and
many of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle to wait until Sep-
tember for a new strategy, we are still
told to wait—again—but for what?

Neither General Petraeus nor Ambas-
sador Crocker could provide answers to
how long a U.S. troop presence will be
in Iraq. As Ambassador Crocker said,
“No timelines, dates, or guarantees.”
Yet we are told to embrace their rec-
ommendations and continue more of
the same.

This will do nothing to force Prime
Minister Maliki to take the necessary
actions to bring political stability to
that nation.

Sadly, we are left with no conclusion
but this—the upcoming year will result
in little change in the political stale-
mate that marks Iraq’s Government
today.

This, I believe, is a missed oppor-
tunity for telling the American people
how political progress would be made
in Iraq, for describing how and when
the vast majority of our troops would
come home, and for charting a new
strategy and finding a way out of Iraq.

No, this President and his military
and political advisors seemed deter-
mined to keep a high level of U.S.
forces in Iraq for the foreseeable fu-
ture.

It was clear from the President’s
speech that he fully intends to main-
tain his failed Iraq policy through the
end of his administration and then lay
the problem at the feet of his suc-
Cessor.

The President would also like to take
credit for drawing down our troops
when the reality is that he is willing to
go no further than presurge levels
through next July. The same troop lev-
els in Iraq 10 months from now as we
had 10 months ago. This is not change;
this is not a plan.

In fact, this was always the expecta-
tion, because simply put, the Army is
on the verge of breaking. Troop rota-
tion limitations make it imperative
that we draw down troop levels by this
April to avoid extending our soldiers’
15-month tours further.

Only a token contingent—about
5,000—will come home by the end of
this year.

Clearly, a choice has been made by
this White House to leave the difficult
decisions to the next administration;
that is, unless Congress acts. So Con-
gress, once again, has an opportunity,
an opportunity to do what this admin-
istration will not—to bring about
major reductions in troops, and to
begin the process of bringing our
troops home.

I hope Democrats and Republicans
can find common ground in the coming
weeks to transition the mission and re-
move our troops from the midst of a
civil war that only the Iraqis can solve.

We must forge a bipartisan plan to
move our troops out of Iraq.
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That is what the American people
want.

Improvements in security are wel-
come, but by themselves, they do noth-
ing to answer the difficult questions
facing the nation. I do not doubt that
the surge has had a positive effect on
security.

When you add 30,000 U.S. forces into
a region, you are going to have an im-
pact on the area. I would be surprised if
it were otherwise.

And it is clear that there have been
improvements in security in Al Anbar
province. Sunni sheiks are working
with U.S. forces against brutal foreign
fighters. But we must also acknowl-
edge that many of these improvements
started to take place before the surge
even began. And levels of violence in
other areas of Iraq have receded from
the December 2006 peak. Yet, these lev-
els of violence, it should be noted, still
remain high compared with 2004 and
2005 levels.

Every recent report admits that the
security progress has been uneven. In
fact, the latest Pentagon Quarterly as-
sessment released just this week points
out that even as Iraqi civilian deaths
fell to their lowest level in 5 months in
June, attacks against coalition forces
reached record levels that same month.

Civilian casualties, in fact, rose
again in July, and a telling chart in
that Pentagon report shows the aver-
age daily casualties in Irag—including
coalition forces, civilians, and Iraqi se-
curity forces—increasing to about 150
per day in July and August.

Moreover, we face a growing humani-
tarian crisis in Iraq as the number of
displaced Iraqis is increasing by 80,000
to 100,000 a month. To date, at least 2.2
million Iraqis have fled their country,
and another 2 million have been forced
to leave their homes to escape the sec-
tarian violence.

There continue to be IED explosions,
suicide bombings, sectarian killings on
a daily basis.

So violence continues, even if by
some measures there have been indica-
tions of a decline in the last several
weeks.

But the point is this—the surge is not
an end in itself. It is not a strategy. It
is a tactic to achieve a purpose.

The purpose of the surge was meant
to give politicians the breathing space
needed to make the tough choices nec-
essary to forge a stable government.

Yet, according to independent anal-
ysis, there has been little progress in
meeting the key benchmarks.

The Iraqi Government has met only 3
of 18 benchmarks—not including major
political action on an oil law, constitu-
tional reform, and debaathification.

These benchmarks, by the way, were
commitments made by the Iraqi Gov-
ernment itself, not the U.S. Congress.
They were put forward to the Nation
by President Bush in January as crit-
ical indicators of political progress in
Iraq that would come about as part of
the surge. Yet, this did not happen.

And recent reports all raise stark
doubts about the likelihood that we
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will see any significant political
progress on the part of the Iraqi gov-
ernment in the coming months.

Even Ambassador Crocker showed
deep pessimism that meeting these
benchmarks and achieving major polit-
ical progress would be possible in the
next month or year.

He said, ‘I frankly do not expect us
to see rapid progress through these
benchmarks’” and suggested that
progress would take months if not
years to achieve.

So the American people are being
asked for more patience at a time when
it is clear that we do not have a strat-
egy in place to remedy the situation in
the immediate future.

While this administration continues
to endorse an open-ended commitment
of our presence in Iraq, our brave serv-
ice men and women are caught in the
middle of a situation that everyone
agrees can only be resolved with a po-
litical solution. This is deeply trou-
bling to me. Our nation has been in
Iraq for 4% years. We have spent $450
billion and the President will soon ask
us for $200 billion more.

We have lost nearly 3,800 American
troops, over 400 from my home State of
California. Almost 28,000 have been in-
jured in Iraq.

We entered the country thinking
that we would be met as liberators, and
had no contingency plans in place if we
were not.

The borders weren’t secured, leading
to an inflow of foreign fighters.

Debaathification was put in place on
all levels of civil society, leading to re-
sentment and widespread unemploy-
ment.

The army was disbanded, creating a
disaffected, trained insurgency.

The munitions dumps weren’t se-
cured, essentially arming the insur-
gency.

There has never been a clear-eyed
strategy to resolve the major dif-
ference between Shia and Sunni.

In a case of truly open candor, Gen-
eral Petraeus even admitted that he
did not know if the U.S. presence in
Iraq had made America ‘‘safer.”

And now the American people are
being asked for more of the same.

More time, more patience, more of
our blood and treasure—all without a
strategy. I cannot support this view.

I have said for a long time now that
I believe that we should transition the
mission in Iraq and begin to move our
troops home. I am more convinced of
that today.

Our forces only buttress the Maliki
government and shield them from
making the tough decisions.

If our President will not hold the
Iraqis accountable, then Congress
must.

Bush’s plan means a large number of
American troops in Iraq for years to
come—an undefined commitment to
Iraq.

Is it right to ask for a commitment
from our troops when the Iraqis won’t
commit themselves? Clearly no.
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So I believe that Members of Con-
gress on both sides of the aisle should
come together in support of a plan to
start bringing our troops home. They
should not be in the middle of an
ethno-sectarian civil war.

We need an answer to the one ques-
tion which General Petraeus famously
asked as commander of the 101st Air-
borne in Iraq in 2003, ‘“Tell me how this
ends.”

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I want-
ed to take a moment to explain why I
voted against the Levin-Reed amend-
ment on Iraq.

Let me say at the outset that I am
second to none in this body in my op-
position to the President’s failed policy
in Iraq. Yesterday I spoke in strong
support and voted for the Feingold-
Reid amendment that would have set
forth a clear and enforceable deadline
for ending our military involvement in
the unwinnable civil war in Iraq.
Sadly, only 27 of our colleagues joined
with me in voting for the Feingold-
Reid amendment.

I do not doubt the sincerity of Sen-
ators LEVIN and REED in offering their
amendment. These have been two ar-
ticulate voices in the Senate calling
for a change in our policy in Iraq for
some time now. They like many of our
colleagues have spoken out strongly
about the failure of the President’s pol-
icy and highlighted the fact that this
policy has made our Nation less safe
and has broken our military. But I be-
lieve this President will not admit fail-
ure or change policy unless we force
him to, and the only effective instru-
ment available to this Congress to do
s0 is to exercise its power of the purse
and cut off funding for this war, once
our men and women in uniform have
been safely withdrawn from Iraq. That
is what the Feingold amendment would
have accomplished, and that is what
any amendment that I will vote for
henceforth must do.

We all know this President doesn’t
understand subtlety. He has dem-
onstrated time and time again that he
doesn’t respect this Congress or even
the law. How many signing statements
has this President issued in which he
outlines ways to ignore or circumvent
the laws written by this Congress? Too
many. How many innocent Americans
have been subject to illegal,
warrantless wiretaps authorized by
this President? Too many. How many
falsehoods and deceits have been per-
petrated by this President to justify
his disastrous war of choice in Iraq?
Too many.

There is only one way to force this
President to change course in Iraq and
that is to take away the money re-
quired for him to conduct that war.
Iraqi officials need to be convinced as
well that we truly mean it when we say
it is time for them to take responsi-
bility for their country and not count
on us indefinitely to fight their fight
for them.

If we are truly being honest with the
American people when we say we are
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fighting to end this failed policy, we
must do everything possible to do so.
That is why while I respect the efforts
of my colleagues Senators LEVIN and
REED, I felt compelled to vote against
their amendment.

I hope the next time this body de-
bates the war in Iraq, many more of
our colleagues will join with Senator
FEINGOLD and me in voting for a clear
and enforceable deadline to end our
military involvement in Iraq and set
on a new course that makes our Nation
more secure and allows our broken
military to begin to rebuild.

Too many days have passed and too
many lives have been lost while this
Congress has stood by and not acted.
That must end.

Mr. AKAKA. Madam President, yes-
terday I offered, along with my col-
league Senator WEBB, an amendment
to the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2008 that would re-
quire the Secretary of the Army and
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to
prepare a report on plans to replace the
monument at the Tomb of the Un-
knowns at Arlington National Ceme-
tery.

Our amendment seeks to clarify the
plans of the Secretaries to replace the
monument at the Tomb of the Un-
known due to cosmetic cracks that
have appeared over time in the facing
of the monument. It would require the
Secretaries to provide Congress with a
description of the current efforts to
maintain and preserve the monument
and an assessment of the feasibility
and advisability of repairing rather
then replacing it. The Secretaries
would also be required to report on
their plans to replace the monument
and, if replaced, how they intend to
dispose of the current monument. Our
amendment would prevent the Secre-
taries from taking action to replace
the monument until 180 days after the
receipt of the report.

The Army contends that the cracks
in the monument diminish the aes-
thetic value of the monument and that
the cracks justify the monument’s re-
placement. The Army’s position is that
the cracks in the monument cannot be
fixed and that it will continue to dete-
riorate. The Army also contends that
the surface of the monument has
weathered to the point that, within the
next 15 years, the details of the carving
are expected to be eroded to the extent
that the experience of visiting the
tomb will be adversely effected. They
justify its replacement by asserting
that the Tomb of the Unknowns has
significance beyond it historic origins
and therefore should be maintained in
as perfect of a state as possible.

This position is not shared by many
civic and preservation groups who be-
lieve the monument can and should be
preserved and repaired. This view is
also shared by the preservation archi-
tects who completed the last formal
study of repairs to the Tomb of the Un-
knowns in 1990. Supporters of pre-
serving the current monument view it
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as something that cannot be rep-
licated. They do not believe the experi-
ence of visitors will be diminished by
the weathering and deterioration that
come over time. They believe it is a
symbol that should be considered in
the same vein as other imperfect sym-
bols of our heritage such as the Liberty
Bell and the Star Spangled Banner, the
flag that inspired our national anthem.

It is important to note that the Cap-
itol Building and the White House are
other well-known and well-loved Amer-
ican icons that have developed cracks
and other flaws in their building mate-
rials, but no one is suggesting that
they be torn down and replaced with
replicas.

It is also important that, as we con-
sider replacing the monument at the
Tomb of the Unknowns, we acknowl-
edge that it is the stated position of
our Government under Executive Order
13287, signed by President Bush on
March 3, 2003, that the Federal Govern-
ment will provide leadership in the
preservation of America’s heritage.

Our amendment does not preclude
the Secretaries from replacing the
monument at the Tomb of the Un-
knowns in the future, but seeks to en-
sure that we move with great caution
before making any decisions that
would irrevocably affect this national
treasure. I urge all of my colleagues to
support this amendment.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
believe our colleague from Indiana,
under the UC, has now some 30 min-
utes; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
see our colleague from Massachusetts.
Does he wish to put a formal request
before the Chair with regard to his de-
sire to address the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
order is to recognize the Senator from
Massachusetts following the Senator
from Indiana.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Virginia. I see
the Senator from Indiana on his feet,
as well as my friend and colleague from
Wyoming. I know the Senator from In-
diana is eager to continue the discus-
sion on the substance that has been
raised this morning. I was wondering if
we might have a very brief period of
time, Senator ENzI and myself, to de-
scribe an extremely important piece of
legislation that passed last evening, on
a voice vote. It is very important in
terms of the health of the country. We
want to be able to speak briefly on that
issue.

I am wondering if the Senator from
Indiana would yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Wyoming and myself.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President,
first, we would want to consult before
that UC is given——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An order
already exists.

Mr. WARNER. With the Senator from
Indiana, who I think has been waiting
about an hour and a half.
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Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Virginia for raising the question. As a
courtesy to my distinguished col-
leagues, I will be pleased to yield for
the time requirements they have and
then I will proceed after they have con-
cluded.

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

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
thank the Chair’s inviting comment.
Let us make it clear that I believe the
UC, as structured, would be the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts will have 5
minutes, the Senator from Wyoming
will have 5 minutes, and then the 30
minutes allocated to the Senator from
Indiana will start.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the Chair’s understanding.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. First of all, Madam
President, I thank my friend from Indi-
ana, who is so typically gracious and
understanding to his colleagues. We
will be very brief. If the matter was not
of such importance, we would not tres-
pass on the Senator’s time.

Madam President, I ask the Chair to
let me know when I have 1 minute left.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I will,
Senator.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Chair.

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION
REFORM LEGISLATION

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President,
every day, families across America rely
on the Food and Drug Administration
in ways they barely realize. When they
put dinner on the table, they are
counting on FDA to see that it is free
from contamination. When they care
for a sick child, they are trusting FDA
to make sure the drugs prescribed are
safe and effective. From pacemakers to
treatments for cancer to the foods we
eat, FDA protects the health of mil-
lions of Americans, and oversees prod-
ucts that account for a quarter of the
U.S. economy. The agency does all this
on a budget that amounts to less than
two cents a day for each citizen.

An agency that does so much so well
deserves to be supported and strength-
ened. Yet too often, the opposite has
been true. FDA’s vital mission has
been jeopardized by inadequate re-
sources, occasionally insufficient legal
authority, and absent leadership.

Americans are worried about the
safety of the products they use—from
food to toys to drugs—and they are
right to be worried. Dangerous lapses
in safety oversight have exposed Amer-
ican families to intolerable risks from
lead paint in toys, to bacteria in foods,
to drugs that cause unreported and le-
thal side effects. The right response is
comprehensive, considered and bipar-
tisan legislation—and that is what the
Senate has approved.

The prestigious New England Journal
of Medicine editorialized earlier this
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year that the bill was ‘‘the most impor-
tant drug-safety legislation in a cen-
tury.”

Earlier this week, the House of Rep-
resentatives approved this bipartisan
measure by a broad bipartisan margin
of 405 to 7. Our House colleagues from
all parts of the political spectrum
united to send that bill to the Senate
with a resounding bipartisan endorse-
ment. I am pleased that the Senate did
the same, sending that bill to the
President with a unanimous voice of
approval.

The stakes could not be higher.
Funding for the FDA’s vital safety mis-
sion has reached the breaking point. If
we had not acted, the FDA Commis-
sioner would have sent a letter today
to over 2,000 employees informing them
that their jobs were slated for termi-
nation.

BEach of those individuals is a trained
and experienced professional with
many career options in academia or in-
dustry—yet each of them has made the
decision to devote themselves to public
service. If those talented public serv-
ants had left the agency, the con-
sequences would have been with us for
years—in terms of slower access to
medicines for patients, weaker safety
oversight and loss of America’s com-
petitive edge in the life sciences.

FDA has an urgent need for these
funds. Its workload has increased mas-
sively in recent years but its resources
have not kept pace. Since 1990, the
number of adverse events submitted to
the FDA has increased by over 1,300
percent, but the agency’s resources
have increased only 130 percent. The
legislation provides over $400 million
this year for the review of drugs and
medical devices at FDA, and over $50
million for needed safety reforms to
give these talented professionals the
tools they need to do the job we are
counting on them to do.

The bill before us is not just about
resources—far from it. It is a strong
and comprehensive measure to improve
the safety of the medicines we rely on,
and it takes important steps toward a
safer food supply and less expensive
prescription drugs.

At the heart of our proposal is a new
way to oversee drug safety that is
flexible enough to be tailored the char-
acteristics of particular drugs, yet
strong enough to allow decisive action
when problems are discovered. For
drugs that pose little risk, these ac-
tions might be as simple as a program
to report side effects and a label with
safety information—items that are cur-
rently required for all drugs. Drugs
that raise major potential safety con-
cerns might require additional clinical
trials, a program to train physicians in
using the drug safely, or a requirement
that the prescribing physician have
special skills.

A second major element of our legis-
lation is a public registry of clinical
trials and their results. A complete
central clearinghouse for this informa-
tion will help patients, providers and
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