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forward with a new strategy in Iraq.
That has been my motivation from the
very beginning, to put this institution
on record on a bipartisan basis. I am
not talking about one or two Senators
on that side joining all the Senators on
this side or vice versa, no, a truly on
its face bipartisan consensus, albeit a
resolution without any legal force and
effect.

It is important that the people of
this country give their support to the
men and women in uniform and to a
strategy which they hope will succeed
in our goal of not letting Iraq implode
and fall into greater disaster than it is
experiencing today. So how do they go
about it? The President, in his speech
on January 10, explicitly said those
who have other ideas, generally speak-
ing, or concepts, bring them forward.
That is what we have done. We have ex-
ercised what the President has given
us, the option to come forward.

To quote the President: “If Mem-
bers,”’ referring to Congress, ‘‘have im-
provements that can be made, we will
make them,” he said. ¢“If cir-
cumstances change, we will adjust,
showing flexibility,” said the Presi-
dent.

Using that as our chart, we then pro-
ceeded as a group to figure out how
best to comment on the President’s
strategy. We did say, and I repeat it,
that the Senate disagrees with the plan
to augment our forces by 21,500 and
urge the President, instead, to consider
all options and alternatives for achiev-
ing the strategic goals set forth below.
Each Senator has to interpret that
phrase, that sentence, as he or she so
desires. I repeat that. Each Senator has
the right to look at that and decide,
one, do you disagree in any way with
what the President is doing and the
force of 21,500.

I believe we can accomplish the goals
this country has set out to accomplish
in Iraq, goals that were enumerated by
the Baker-Hamilton commission, in a
manner that we do not need a full force
of 21,500. Indeed, that force, we now
learn, could be somewhat higher than
that number if you are going to have
the essential support troops joined. Un-
fortunately, there was no reference to
that made in the President’s speech,
and right now it is a matter of debate
and contention.

I don’t know what the additional fig-
ure is, but in my judgment, I say most
respectfully that we do not in this res-
olution in any way challenge or con-
travene the constitutional provision
that you are Commander in Chief and
that you can deploy troops which, in
your best judgment, are for the secu-
rity of this Nation and the welfare of
the troops. We don’t challenge that. We
simply accept your offer, we have ex-
pressed it, so we support it.

I support, for example, additional
troops if they are necessary over and
above the current level for operations
in Al Anbar. On my last trip to that re-
gion, it was clear that the marines had
enough troops to do certain portions of
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their mission, but it was also clear
that additional forces were needed.
Perhaps they could come from within
the current force structure currently
in Iraq. But perhaps you need—to use
the word ‘‘surge’—some modest surge
to meet the requirements for Al-Anbar
to be brought under a higher level of
security.

Nothing in this resolution prohibits
the President from having some por-
tion of that surge force of 21,500 uti-
lized to do those things which are es-
sential—further training of the Iraqi
forces, further embedding, enlarging
the number of troops to be embedded
with the Iraqi forces. Those are the
sorts of things this Senator supports.
Within the framework of this resolu-
tion, I can take those stands.

But I turn now to the principal thing
we have in this resolution, and that is
one of the main things that I believe
has to have greater emphasis. It is as
follows. We state it very clearly in a
provision in our resolution:

The United States military operations
should, as much as possible, be confined to
these goals, which were enumerated by the
Baker-Hamilton Commission.

I go back and I read the goals here,
all set forth on page 6 of the resolution.
The military part of this strategy
should: focus on maintaining the terri-
torial integrity of Iraq, denying inter-
national terrorists a safe haven, con-
ducting counterterrorism operations,
promoting regional stability, sup-
porting Iraqi efforts to bring greater
security to Baghdad, and training and
equipping Iraqi forces to take full re-
sponsibility for their own security.

Therein is the principal motivation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. WARNER. I wonder if I could ask
unanimous consent that I could pro-
ceed until such time as Senators desir-
ing to come forth and address the
standing order, namely——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We have
an order to lay down the motion to
proceed. Will the Senator allow that to
go forward at this time?

Mr. WARNER. Fine, if the Presiding
Officer desires to do that.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

——————

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF CON-
GRESS ON IRAQ—MOTION TO
PROCEED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of the motion
to proceed to S. 470, which the clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 470) to express the sense of Con-
gress on Iraq.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.
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Mr. WARNER. I wonder if I can ask
unanimous consent at this time to pro-
ceed for another 5 minutes. Seeing my
distinguished colleague on the Senate
floor—

Mr. BROWN.
yield?

Mr. WARNER. If I might finish the
unanimous consent request? Then I
will be happy to listen to the Senator.

In other words, at this point in time
I ask unanimous consent that we pro-
ceed as in morning business such that
I could complete in 5 minutes. And my
distinguished colleague. We have been
waiting for about 2 hours this after-
noon. I do not know—perhaps I am mis-
taken—if there are Senators in the
Chamber who wish to address the sub-
ject matter of the order just given by
the Chair. I wouldn’t want to interfere
with them going forward.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, there is an hour-and-a-half
debate scheduled on this motion.

The Senator is recognized.

Mr. REED. Parliamentary inquiry: Is
the Chair establishing an order for
speaking?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No order
has been established.

Mr. WARNER. If I might say to my
distinguished colleague, Mr. REED of
Rhode Island, I think the Chair has
granted me 5 minutes, to be followed
by a period of about 5 minutes to my
colleague from Nebraska, Senator BEN
NELSON. From that point on, there may
be those who wish to address the un-
derlying order, or the Chair could rec-
ognize other Senators who wish to
speak on the subject.

Mr. REED. If the Chair is ready, I ask
that at the conclusion of the 5 minutes
of Senator NELSON, I be recognized for
5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BROWN). The Senator from Texas.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will not
object, I ask unanimous consent that
the unanimous consent agreement stip-
ulate that following Senator REED’S
comments, I be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest as modified by the Senator from
Texas? The Chair hears none and it is
so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
the Presiding Officer and the preceding
Presiding Officer, my distinguished
colleague.

I was speaking about the need to
have greater involvement of the Iraqi
forces. I ask unanimous consent to
have this chart printed in today’s
RECORD.

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

TRANSITION IRAQ TO SECURITY SELF-
RELIANCE—IRAQI SECURITY FORCES
Ministry of Interior Forces*

If the Senator will

(Mr.

Component Trained and
Equipped

Police ....cooiviiiiiiiiiiiiiinins #%%-135,000
National police .................. ~24,400
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Component Trained and

Equipped

Other MOI forces ............... ~28,900

Total ..oovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiienens #%-188,300
Ministry of Defense Forces

Component Operational

ATINY viiiiiiiiiieiinccen **%-132,700

Air Force .....ccoooevvvennnienncnnns ~900

Navy .o ~1,100

Total coevniiiiiiiiiiiieens #%-134,700

Total Trained & Equipped ISF: ****%~-323,000

*Ministry of Interior Forces: Unauthorized ab-
sence personnel are included in these numbers.

**Ministry of Defense Forces: Unauthorized ab-
sence personnel are not included in these numbers.

*** Army numbers included Special Operations
Forces and Support Forces.

***%*Does not include the approximately 144,000 Fa-
cilities Protection Service personnel working in 27
ministries.

Note.—Data as of January 22, 2007 (Updated bi-
weekly by DOD).

Mr. WARNER. It is dated as of Janu-
ary 27, 2007. It says, ‘“‘Transition Iraq to
Security Self-Reliance—Iraq Security
Forces.”

It lays it out. This is what the Amer-
ican taxpayer has been expending—an
enormous sum of money for 2¥% years
to train the Iraqi forces. I bring to
your attention, for the Ministry of De-
fense Forces: the army, 132,700; air
force, 900; the navy, 1,100; total, 134,700.
Ministry of Interior, trained and
equipped: police, 135,000; national po-
lice, 24,400; other MOI forces, 28,900;
total, 188,300. That is a total of 323,000
forces trained in the past 2% years.

In the resolution my distinguished
colleagues and I have put together, we
specifically say look at all options. I
say the Iraqi’s are the ones who should
be responsible for these problems in
Baghdad. We will give them support.
We will give them the training. But I
say to my colleagues here in the Sen-
ate, this is what we have trained these
people to do. The Iraqi forces under-
stand the language. They understand
the culture. How does an American GI,
being thrust into the darkened alleys
of this city, with all of the crossfire be-
tween the Sunni and the Shia, and Shia
upon Shia decide whom to shoot, how
to direct the force?

The National Intelligence Estimate
just released made mention of this. The
report states—I shall read it.

The intelligence community judges that
the term ‘‘civil war” does not adequately
capture the complexity of the conflict in
Iraq, which includes extensive Shia-on-Shia
violence, al-Qa’ida and Sunni insurgent at-
tacks on Coalition forces, and widespread
criminally motivated violence. Nonetheless,
the term ‘‘civil war’ accurately describes
key elements of the Iraqi conflict, including
the hardening of ethno-sectarian identities,
a sea change in the character of the violence,
ethno-sectarian mobilization, and population
displacement.

I say most respectfully to our Presi-
dent: Mr. President, recognize what we
have done in 2% years to train these
people. Let them take the point. Let
them take the brunt of the fight. And
maybe we do not need 21,500, together
with support troops, to go in and do the
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job we have trained these people to do
themselves.

In this regard I would like to quote
from T.E. Lawrence. This quote is also
cited in the Army Field Manual on
Counterinsurgency. Lawrence said:

Do not try to do too much with your own
hands, better the Arabs do it tolerably than
you do it perfectly. It is their war, and you
are to help them, not to win it for them.

Additionally, the National Intel-
ligence Estimate on Iraq also describes
a very complex conflict between all
parties in Iraq. Putting American sol-
diers in the midst of that will require
military plans and orders to contain
exquisite tactical detail sufficient to
afford our men and women in uniform
the ability to discern friend from foe in
an urban environment.

I, and others, also remain very con-
cerned about the command and control
structure that has been planned for
this operation in Baghdad. In his Janu-
ary 10, 2007, address to the Nation,
President Bush stated that U.S. troops
would be ‘‘embedded” in Iraqi forma-
tions. This left a very serious question
about the unity of command. On Feb-
ruary 1, General Casey described the
command and control as ‘° a non-
standard arrangement.” This non-
standard arrangement must be clari-
fied and our resolution addresses this
serious concern.

I yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1
S. CON. RES. 7

Whereas we respect the Constitutional au-
thorities given a President in article II, sec-
tion 2, which states that ‘“‘The President
shall be commander in chief of the Army and
Navy of the United States’; it is not the in-
tent of this resolution to question or con-
travene such authority, but to accept the
offer to Congress made by the President on
January 10, 2007, that, ‘‘if members have im-
provements that can be made, we will make
them. If circumstances change, we will ad-
just’’;

Whereas the United States strategy and
operations in Iraq can only be sustained and
achieved with support from the American
people and with a level of bipartisanship;

Whereas over 137,000 American military
personnel are currently serving in Iraq, like
thousands of others since March 2003, with
the bravery and professionalism consistent
with the finest traditions of the United
States Armed Forces, and are deserving of
the support of all Americans, which they
have strongly;

Whereas many American service personnel
have lost their lives, and many more have
been wounded, in Iraq, and the American
people will always honor their sacrifices and
honor their families;

Whereas the U.S. Army and Marine Corps,
including their Reserve and National Guard
organizations, together with components of
the other branches of the military, are under
enormous strain from multiple, extended de-
ployments to Iraq and Afghanistan;

Whereas these deployments, and those that
will follow, will have lasting impacts on the
future recruiting, retention and readiness of
our Nation’s all volunteer force;

Whereas in the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2006, the Congress
stated that ‘‘calendar year 2006 should be a
period of significant transition to full sov-
ereignty, with Iraqi security forces taking
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the lead for the security of a free and sov-
ereign Iraq’’;

Whereas United Nations Security Council
Resolution 1723, approved November 28, 2006,
“‘determin[ed] that the situation in Iraq con-
tinues to constitute a threat to inter-
national peace and security’’;

Whereas Iraq is experiencing a deterio-
rating and ever-widening problem of sec-
tarian and intra-sectarian violence based
upon political distrust and cultural dif-
ferences between some Sunni and Shia Mus-
lims;

Whereas Iraqis must reach political settle-
ments in order to achieve reconciliation, and
the failure of the Iraqis to reach such settle-
ments to support a truly unified government
greatly contributes to the increasing vio-
lence in Iraq;

Whereas the responsibility for Iraq’s inter-
nal security and halting sectarian violence
must rest primarily with the Government of
Iraq and Iraqi Security Forces;

Whereas U.S. Central Command Com-
mander General John Abizaid testified to
Congress on November 15, 2006, ‘I met with
every divisional commander, General Casey,
the Corps Commander, [and] General
Dempsey. We all talked together. And I said,
in your professional opinion, if we were to
bring in more American troops now, does it
add considerably to our ability to achieve
success in Iraq? And they all said no. And
the reason is, because we want the Iraqis to
do more. It’s easy for the Iraqis to rely upon
us to do this work. I believe that more Amer-
ican forces prevent the Iraqis from doing
more, from taking more responsibility for
their own future’’;

Whereas Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-
Maliki stated on November 27, 2006, that
“The crisis is political, and the ones who can
stop the cycle of aggravation and blood-
letting of innocents are the politicians’’;

Whereas there is growing evidence that
Iraqi public sentiment opposes the continued
U.S. troop presence in Iraq, much less in-
creasing the troop level;

Whereas, in the fall of 2006, leaders in the
Administration and Congress, as well as rec-
ognized experts in the private sector, began
to express concern that the situation in Iraq
was deteriorating and required a change in
strategy; and, as a consequence, the Admin-
istration began an intensive, comprehensive
review by all components of the Executive
Branch to devise a new strategy;

Whereas, in December 2006, the bipartisan
Iraq Study Group issued a valuable report,
suggesting a comprehensive strategy that in-
cludes ‘‘new and enhanced diplomatic and
political efforts in Iraq and the region, and a
change in the primary mission of U.S. forces
in Iraq that will enable the United States to
begin to move its combat forces out of Iraq
responsibly’’;

Whereas, on January 10, 2007, following
consultations with the Iraqi Prime Minister,
the President announced a new strategy
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘‘plan’’), which
consists of three basic elements: diplomatic,
economic, and military; the central compo-
nent of the military element is an augmenta-
tion of the present level of the U.S. military
forces through additional deployments of ap-
proximately 21,600 U.S. military troops to
Iraq;

Whereas, on January 10, 2007, the President
said that the ‘‘Iraqi government will appoint
a military commander and two deputy com-
manders for their capital” and that U.S.
forces will ‘‘be embedded in their forma-
tions’’; and in subsequent testimony before
the Armed Services Committee on January
25, 2007, by the retired former Vice Chief of
the Army it was learned that there will also
be a comparable U.S. command in Baghdad,
and that this dual chain of command may be
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problematic because ‘‘the Iraqis are going to
be able to move their forces around at times
where we will disagree with that move-
ment’’, and called for clarification;

Whereas this proposed level of troop aug-
mentation far exceeds the expectations of
many of us as to the reinforcements that
would be necessary to implement the various
options for a new strategy, and led many
members of Congress to express outright op-
position to augmenting our troops by 21,500;

Whereas the Government of Iraq has prom-
ised repeatedly to assume a greater share of
security responsibilities, disband militias,
consider Constitutional amendments and
enact laws to reconcile sectarian differences,
and improve the quality of essential services
for the Iraqi people; yet, despite those prom-
ises, little has been achieved;

Whereas the President said on January 10,
2007, that ‘“I’'ve made it clear to the Prime
Minister and Iraq’s other leaders that Amer-
ica’s commitment is not open-ended’ so as
to dispel the contrary impression that exists;
and

Whereas the recommendations in this reso-
lution should not be interpreted as precipi-
tating any immediate reduction in, or with-
drawal of, the present level of forces: Now,
therefore, be it—

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that—

(1) the Senate disagrees with the ‘‘plan’ to
augment our forces by 21,500, and urges the
President instead to consider all options and
alternatives for achieving the strategic goals
set forth below;

(2) the Senate believes the United States
should continue vigorous operations in
Anbar province, specifically for the purpose
of combating an insurgency, including ele-
ments associated with the Al Qaeda move-
ment, and denying terrorists a safe haven;

(3) the Senate believes a failed state in
Iraq would present a threat to regional and
world peace, and the long-term security in-
terests of the United States are best served
by an Iraq that can sustain, govern, and de-
fend itself, and serve as an ally in the war
against extremists;

(4) the Congress should not take any action
that will endanger United States military
forces in the field, including the elimination
or reduction of funds for troops in the field,
as such an action with respect to funding
would undermine their safety or harm their
effectiveness in pursuing their assigned mis-
sions;

(5) the primary objective of the overall
U.S. strategy in Iraq should be to encourage
Iraqi leaders to make political compromises
that will foster reconciliation and strength-
en the unity government, ultimately leading
to improvements in the security situation;

(6) the military part of this strategy
should focus on maintaining the territorial
integrity of Iraq, denying international ter-
rorists a safe haven, conducting counterter-
rorism operations, promoting regional sta-
bility, supporting Iraqi efforts to bring
greater security to Baghdad, and training
and equipping Iraqi forces to take full re-
sponsibility for their own security;

(7) United States military operations
should, as much as possible, be confined to
these goals, and should charge the Iraqi mili-
tary with the primary mission of combating
sectarian violence;

(8) the military Rules of Engagement for
this plan should reflect this delineation of
responsibilities, and the Secretary of De-
fense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff should clarify the command and con-
trol arrangements in Baghdad;

(9) the United States Government should
transfer to the Iraqi military, in an expedi-
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tious manner,
essary;

(10) the United States Government should
engage selected nations in the Middle East
to develop a regional, internationally spon-
sored peace-and-reconciliation process for
Iraq;

(11) the Administration should provide reg-
ular updates to the Congress, produced by
the Commander of United States Central
Command and his subordinate commanders,
about the progress or lack of progress the
Iraqis are making toward this end; and

(12) our overall military, diplomatic, and
economic strategy should not be regarded as
an ‘‘open-ended’” or unconditional commit-
ment, but rather as a new strategy that
hereafter should be conditioned upon the
Iraqi government’s meeting benchmarks
that must be delineated in writing and
agreed to by the Iraqi Prime Minister. Such
benchmarks should include, but not be lim-
ited to, the deployment of that number of
additional Iraqi security forces as specified
in the plan in Baghdad, ensuring equitable
distribution of the resources of the Govern-
ment of Iraq without regard to the sect or
ethnicity of recipients, enacting and imple-
menting legislation to ensure that the oil re-
sources of Iraq benefit Sunni Arabs, Shia
Arabs, Kurds, and other Iraqi citizens in an
equitable manner, and the authority of Iraqi
commanders to make tactical and oper-
ational decisions without political interven-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska is recognized.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, I state again for my colleagues
that this debate is not about support
for the troops or support for their ex-
traordinary work on the ground in
Iraq. Our troops, the best fighting force
in the history of the world, have per-
formed admirably, honorably, and suc-
cessfully under extreme and dangerous
conditions in Iragq. We are not here
today to besmirch their efforts, their
work, or their sacrifice. To indicate
otherwise is disingenuous and out of
line.

This is not the time or the place for
political attacks. The President even
made an offer to Congress before a na-
tionally televised audience on January
10 that, ‘“‘if Members have improve-
ments that can be made, we will make
them.”

This is a debate about a serious
topic: What is the way forward in Iraq?
How can we achieve a political solution
without the additional loss of Amer-
ican lives?

One of my colleagues has said over
and over, ‘‘this comes down to if you
support an escalation or not’’ and ‘‘the
American people deserve this debate.”
For me, the question is, Will the Sen-
ate lead? Will the Senate express its
opposition to the surge? I know many
do not think passing a nonbinding reso-
lution is leading, and I know others say
the resolution goes too far. I say that,
on an issue of this magnitude, an issue
this important, it is critical for the
Senate to speak with the strongest
voice possible. Generating a revised
resolution with broader appeal was
putting our best foot forward in secur-
ing the strongest bipartisan vote pos-
sible.

I am proud to have worked with my
colleague, Senator WARNER, the most

such equipment as is nec-

S1557

recent past chairman of the Armed
Services Committee, and our colleague,
Senator CoOLLINS of Maine, in this
cause. They have shown tremendous
leadership on this issue, as have Sen-
ator LEVIN, Senator BIDEN, and Sen-
ator HAGEL. But it seems that even
when it comes to the lives of our
troops, partisanship prevails. Here we
are, after weeks of negotiations, after
weeks of public proclamations, after
weeks of consideration, about to wit-
ness the minority choose politics over
progress—and this is after we revised
our original resolution to address some
of the concerns that were raised by
both Democrats and Republicans.

It is important that we point out
that this is not simply about being op-
posed to a surge. It is about opposition
to a surge to do what? To go into Bagh-
dad? To go into the midst of sectarian
violence, civil war, criminality? There
is no opposition to continuing to sup-
port troops in Al-Anbar and even an in-
crease in the troops to fight the bad
guys in that location. But that is alto-
gether different from going into Bagh-
dad where our troops will be expected
to be on the point and in harm’s way in
the midst of sectarian violence that is
unparalleled across our great world
today. But in strong support of Iraq, we
must, in fact, do what we can to sup-
port Iraq but without putting our
troops in the midst of that caldron.

The Baker-Hamilton report made
things very clear. We have established
benchmarks as well—that we should
empower the Iraqi Government to be
able to do what it can to quell its own
violence. We cannot win their civil
war. We cannot stop the violence in
Baghdad. Only a political solution
achieved by the Iraqis will be able to
do that.

If we are to do our duty, if we are to
exhibit leadership, let us begin by al-
lowing a full debate on the resolutions
we have pending. Let’s talk about the
President’s plan to deploy American
troops to the crossroads of civil war in
Iraq. Let’s talk about holding the Iraqi
Government accountable for its respon-
sibilities.

I am prepared to defend the resolu-
tions I have offered with Senators
WARNER, COLLINS, and LEVIN. I am pre-
pared to vote on the McCain resolu-
tion. And I am prepared for the debate
because its time has come.

I ask my colleagues, if not now,
when? If not now, do we wait for more
troops to die before we oppose the
President’s plan? If not now, do we
wait for more violence, more unrest,
more danger for our troops before we
act? Some have said the President de-
serves one last chance to succeed. How
do we ask our troops to do again what
has failed in the past? We have had
other surges that have not succeeded
for a variety of reasons, not the least
of which is the Iraqis have not shown
up. So what is different this time?

I hope we do not look at this as our
last hurrah.

I yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN). The Senator from Rhode Is-
land is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senator from
Florida, Mr. NELSON, be recognized
after the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I have a list of
speakers on our side, and I would ask
to be recognized to ask if the Senator
would revise his request that following
Senator REED, Senator SPECTER be rec-
ognized for 7Y% minutes. Then if we can
alternate sides, and on our side, then,
it would be the Senator from Texas,
Mr. CORNYN, for 7% minutes; Senator
LIEBERMAN for 10 minutes; and then
Senator HAGEL, who would use the re-
mainder of our time, which I believe
would be 8 more minutes. If we could
revise the UC to reflect that order of
speakers for our time, I would appre-
ciate it.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, may I get in the
queue?

Mr. REED. Mr. President, might I
suggest that while I speak an order be
established, and at the conclusion of
my remarks I would again make the
unanimous consent for that order.

Mr. CORNYN. No objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I commend
Senator WARNER, Senator NELSON, Sen-
ator LEVIN and others who have worked
so hard on this resolution. I do believe,
like my colleagues, that this measure
and an alternative measure deserve an
up-or-down vote by the Senate. That is
what the American people want, and
that is what they should receive.

We embarked on this effort in Iraq
more than 4 years ago. From the very
beginning I thought this was not a re-
sponse to an imminent threat to the
United States or even to the region. It
was based upon highly speculative and,
it turns out in many cases, flat wrong
intelligence. It represents, in my view,
a flawed strategy because the approach
the President has taken in Iraq fails to
recognize that the major regional
threat was not Iraq but Iran and failed
to recognize the huge amounts of re-
sources that will be necessary to suc-
cessfully occupy and stabilize a coun-
try the size of Iraq with the cultural
and historical issues that are inherent
in that country.

The strategy, as I said, I think was
flawed. Strategy, to me, means having
a clear objective and putting forth the
resources necessary to achieve that ob-
jective. The objective in Iraq shifted
from the WMD allegations, to terrorist
connections allegations, to creating a
transformative oasis of democracy and
free enterprise in a country that has
not seen that in many years. And the
resources were never adequate for the
task.

One of the most important resources
in a strategy is public support. I think
one of the major problems with the
President’s last address a few days ago
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when he talked about Iraq and his so-
called new strategy is that, I believe,
he squandered significantly the will-
ingness of the American public to sup-
port any proposal made. Without that
public support, it will be very difficult
to sustain our activities in Iraq.

I think the proof of this failed strat-
egy is evident. Today Iran is in an en-
hanced strategic position vis-a-vis the
United States and is being much more
difficult to deal with, with respect to
the region and to its aspirations of nu-
clear technology. We have com-
promised our efforts in Afghanistan
and in Pakistan where real significant
threats exist to the world and to the
United States. We have diverted our at-
tention from North Korea and from the
Iranian aspirations for nuclear tech-
nology.

According to many experts such as
Hank Crumpton, who is leaving as the
Assistant Secretary of State for Coun-
terterrorism:

We have made it more likely this country
will be struck by terrorists, not less likely.

Of course, we can talk at length
about the incompetent execution of
these policies in Iraq, but I want to go
right to the heart of what the Presi-
dent is talking about. He suggests that
we have a changed strategy. I would
suggest that perhaps we are changing
our tactics; we are taking American
units and putting them in the heart of
Baghdad. But it seems that this surge
is more of the same, more of the clear
hold and build, more of involvement in
the existing conflicts of the Iraqi peo-
ple and not essential to our national
security, which would be to protect
ourselves from terrorists there, to sta-
bilize the country so it doesn’t disinte-
grate, and also to go ahead and to
train, continually train the Iraqi secu-
rity forces.

Many have criticized this surge on
purely military grounds. Too few
troops. The doctrine calls for more
than 120,000 troops to cover the city of
Baghdad. We will be lucky to muster
50,000 to 60,000 to 70,000. Including Iraqi
security forces.

There is a lack of unity of command.
There is uncertain leadership by the
Iraqis. Their commanding general is a
virtual unknown who has been plucked
by Maliki to lead this effort, probably
more for political reliability than for
tactical skill. And the rolling start, the
gradual buildup has already led many
Iraqis in Baghdad to suggest that our
efforts have further compromised their
security, as evidenced by the bombing
just a few days ago of a marketplace in
a Shia neighborhood in Baghdad.

The strategy we have to pursue is a
complementary and reinforcing strat-
egy involving military, political, and
economic steps, together with regional
and international diplomacy. It rests
fundamentally on the capacity of Iraq
and non-DOD, nonuniform military ad-
visers to carry the day. Frankly, the
Iraqi Government is in too many cases
dysfunctional and incompetent, and
elements outside of our uniformed
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military personnel—our State Depart-
ment officials, our Agriculture offi-
cials, our Justice officials, our AID of-
ficials—have not been in Iraq in suffi-
cient numbers and in sufficient quality
to deal decisively with these issues.
There is nothing in this plan which
suggests that situation will change.

I think we are also at a point where
we have been informed by the National
Intelligence Estimate of the true na-
ture of the struggle in Iraq. It is a sec-
tarian battle between Shia and Sunni,
with insurgents who, according to the
NIE, accelerate the violence between
these two sectarian groups. It is an ex-
istential battle where the Shias feel in-
secure because they have labored for
many years under the yoke of the Sad-
dam Hussein regime, and they don’t
want to go back there. It is existential
from the Sunni position because they
see themselves entitled to rule.

I think our best course is outlined in
the Warner resolution, clearly stating
our disapproval and disagreement with
the augmentation as the resolution de-
scribes, and focusing ourselves on rec-
onciliation, on both military efforts,
but scaled back, and also concentrating
on diplomacy and economic activities.
I would hope that at least we could get
a vote on it and, frankly, I think it will
pass.

I yield the floor.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, is someone offering the order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I be-
lieve under the previous UC, if I am not
mistaken, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania would be the next in our queue
on our side. If I may ask for clarifica-
tion, the order that I believe was en-
compassed in the UC on our side was
the Senator from Pennsylvania, then
the Senator from Texas, then Senator
LIEBERMAN, the Senator from Con-
necticut, and then Senator HAGEL, the
Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I believe,
again, the Senator suggested we would
alternate from side to side, and at the
conclusion of—in fact, if I may, I have
a unanimous consent stating that after
Senator SPECTER, I would suggest that
from our side the order be Senator
NELSON, 5 minutes; Senator BIDEN, 10
minutes; Senator LEVIN, 10 minutes;
and Senator SCHUMER, 5 minutes; and
they would be alternating between the
Republican side and the Democratic
side, and the Republican side would
be

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Texas modify his unani-
mous consent request to include the re-
marks and the proposal of the Senator
from Rhode Island?

Mr. CORNYN. That is correct. If I
could, just in the interest of clarity,
and I know this is confusing, Senator
SPECTER will be allocated 7% minutes,
followed by myself for 7% minutes,
Senator LIEBERMAN will be allocated 10
minutes, and then Senator HAGEL, 8
minutes, on our side.
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will not,
I would like to have Senator COLLINS
included for 10 minutes.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, we have
33 minutes total.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas has 31 minutes to dole
out.

Mr. WARNER. Could Senator COL-
LINS be accommodated subsequent to
the other names that have been enu-
merated, just to add her to the list, for
10 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is being counted now until 5:20.

Mr. WARNER. Very well. I will try
and work with colleagues to see if we
can find time for Senator COLLINS on
somebody else’s time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition to oppose cloture
on the pending motion to proceed on
the issue of how to deal with the Iraqi
problem.

As I look at this issue, it is one of
enormous magnitude, and it ought not
to be subject to shortcuts in the debate
of the Senate. We pride ourselves on
being the world’s greatest deliberative
body, and now is the time to show it.
But what is happening on this motion
for cloture and what is happening be-
hind the scenes on negotiations is an
effort to short-circuit debate on this
matter of great importance, great mag-
nitude. It is the issue which is engulf-
ing the work of this body, the work of
the House, and, really, all of Wash-
ington, and many of the eyes of the
world are focused on this issue. There
is no oxygen left in this town except on
what to do on Iraq.

I suggest that this is not the kind of
an issue where we ought to be short-
circuited. There ought to be a full op-
portunity to debate this issue and all
of its ramifications. What is happening
behind the scenes is an effort to limit
the number of resolutions and/or bills
which may be offered as alternatives as
to what the course of the United States
ought to be on this very important sub-
ject.

Although it is arcane and esoteric
and not subject to being understood,
what is happening, again, behind the
scenes, is the threat by the majority to
fill up the tree, and that means when a
bill is on the floor, if there is a first-de-
gree amendment and a second-degree
amendment, both of which are tech-
nical in nature and both of which may
be offered by the majority leader be-
cause of the rule of priority of recogni-
tion, nobody else can offer an amend-
ment.

Now, the countersuggestion has been
made that there would be two amend-
ments by the Republicans. That is
down from five amendments, and it
may be that even five are insufficient.
As we debate this issue, other ideas
may occur as to what ought to happen.
But we are dealing with very complex
issues.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

On this state of the record, I cannot
support an additional allocation of
21,500 troops because it is my judgment
that would not be material or helpful
in what is going on at the present time.
This comes against the backdrop of ex-
tensive hearings in the Armed Services
Committee and Foreign Relations
Committee, and in the context of the
military having given many estimates
with many of those in key command
positions saying that no more troops
are necessary. This comes with the
Iraqi Prime Minister Maliki saying a
variety of things but at some times
saying he doesn’t want any more
troops.

This debate ought to be taking up al-
ternative proposals, and the one which
is the most attractive to this Senator
on this state of the record and has been
endorsed by a number of the military is
to give notice to the Iraqgis that at
some point in the future, with the
exact time to be determined by the
military experts, perhaps 6 months or
perhaps some other point, that the
Iraqis will be called upon to take over
Baghdad, the security of Baghdad, to
keep U.S. troops out of the line of fire
between the Sunnis and the Shias, and
that our current force would remain in
Iraq to guard the infrastructure, to
guard the oil wells, to give advice and
to give training but not to undertake
the major responsibility.

The obvious answer ultimately has to
be a diplomatic solution, and as long as
the Iraqis know that we are going to
send in additional troops, that we are
going to take over the responsibilities
which they should be undertaking,
they are going to sit back and let us do
it. It is a matter of human nature. If
Uncle Sam will do it, why should the
Iraqis do it? But if we put them on no-
tice that it is going to be their respon-
sibility at a given time, then that puts
the obligation on them.

In the President’s State of the Union
speech, he was explicit that the Iraqis
had to do two things: No. 1, end the
sectarian violence, and, no. 2, secure
Baghdad. And on this state of the
record there is no showing that the
Iraqis are capable of doing either.

It is my hope, as we listen to the
Senators who have been engaged in
these hearings, who have studied the
matter in some detail, and as we ex-
plore the alternatives, explore the al-
ternative resolution of putting bench-
marks that the Iraqis have to meet,
when we explore the alternative of lim-
iting funding—which I think there is
unanimity we cannot limit funding at
a time when American troops will be
put in harm’s way—this is the time for
the Senate to assert congressional re-
sponsibility, which we have.

When the President says repeatedly
he is the ‘‘decider,” I say respectfully
to the President that is a shared re-
sponsibility. Under the Constitution,
the Congress has the authority to de-
cide, to maintain armies. The Constitu-
tion specifically limited appropriations
to 2 years.
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However, if we are to assert that re-
sponsibility and that support, it seems
to me we have to do it in a way which
does not limit our debate. Right now,
we are under a tremendous time pres-
sure, with only an hour and a half to
debate this important matter, and Sen-
ators are looking for more time. That
is a very poor way for this Senate to
approach this very important subject.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, in November, General Abizaid
told our Senate Committee on Armed
Services, when asked did he need any
more troops in Iraq, he said ‘‘no.” Ad-
miral Fallon, who has been chosen by
the administration to succeed General
Abizaid, when asked did he think by
the Senate taking a position in opposi-
tion to the President’s determination
to put 21,000 new troops in Iraq that
was undercutting the military forces in
Iraq, Admiral Fallon deferred and
would not answer that, as some others
had been quick to answer in the affirm-
ative.

When General Casey was in front of
our committee last week, when asked
how many additional troops do you
think should be put into Baghdad, he
said two brigades—not the five bri-
gades the President has determined.

What we have is a majority of Mem-
bers in this Senate feel there should
not be any increase. We have General
Casey, the commander for the last 2%
years, saying there should only be a
two-brigade increase. So there is, in
fact, conflicting opinion.

If we are going to have any increase
in troops in Iraq, the Marine generals
in Anbar Province have convinced this
Senator that an increase in Anbar
Province would be helpful, but the con-
clusion of this Senator was that put-
ting more American troops in the mid-
dle of Baghdad, in the middle of that
sectarian violence, was not going to do
any good; it was going to put more
Americans in harm’s way, particularly
in the limited numbers the President is
talking about.

If we wish to make a difference in
Baghdad in the midst of all that sec-
tarian violence, where it has been
going on for 1,327 years, since the year
688 A.D., after the death of Mohammed,
when the grandson was assassinated
because he broke off and that became
the Shiite branch and the Sunnis and
the Shiites have been at it ever since,
if you want to make a difference in
Baghdad with all that sectarian strife,
put in 50, 100, 200 or 300,000 troops. But
21,000—17,000 of which are going into
Baghdad additionally—in this Sen-
ator’s opinion, is not going to do the
job.

As the Senator from Virginia knows,
this Senator is one of his cosponsors. I
support his resolution. I think it is
very important there be truth and
openness. In this Senator’s position on
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the Foreign Relations Committee, on
the Senate Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, and on the Intelligence Com-
mittee of the Senate, I have been ham-
mering away at correct information
over and over because what we have
been dished out over the last several
years has been incorrect information.

That leads us to this point where we
have to make a judgment. We are a co-
equal branch. We are part of the formu-
lation of policy, and it is intended that
way by the U.S. Constitution that the
people speak through us as well as
through the President.

It is my privilege to say I support the
Senator from Virginia in his resolu-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized for 7%
minutes.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, as I try
to count up the number of positions of
Senators articulating either for or
against the various resolutions, I count
at least six, and maybe there are more.

There are some who say, yes, that
the President’s plan—basically, that
General Petraeus, the architect of that
plan, will have responsibility for imple-
menting—that plan ought to get a
chance.

Then there are those who say: No, we
disagree with that plan. We do not be-
lieve that General Petraeus should get
the additional five brigades that the
plan calls for, but we do think in Anbar
Province additional troops ought to go
in to fight al-Qaida in Iraq.

Then there is a third position I count
that says we think there shouldn’t be
additional troops, and we want to cap
the number of troops, period, and we
want to set a timetable for their with-
drawal. That would actually be No. 4.

Some of the distinguished Members
of this Senate have said these non-
binding resolutions are shooting with
blanks. What we ought to do is have a
vote on cutting off funds because that
is the sole way that Congress can have
a definitive impact on what is hap-
pening. We do not believe any funds
should be appropriated for this effort.
That is a fifth position, as I count it.

Then there are those—and I find my-
self in this group—who say: No, we
shouldn’t cut off funds that support our
troops during a time of war. In fact, we
ought to give this a chance.

Some of these positions may have
some commonality and some may
merge and diverge, but the point is, for
the majority to say we have one vote
on one resolution, in spite of the fact
there are at least six positions, as I
count them, on this issue is asking
Members to accept limited debate and
does not reflect the diversity of views
in this Senate.

The vote we are going to have at 5:30
tonight—and I thank the distinguished
Senator from Virginia and others who,
perhaps, share a different view from me
on the substance of the resolution, for
supporting our right to have a fair
process and to have all the various res-
olutions or, I should say, at least two,
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in opposition that ought to be offered,
that Senators ought to be given the
chance to vote for.

Senator REID, the majority leader, on
the floor earlier asked rhetorically:
What makes the Baghdad security plan
different from the ones that have come
before? Let me mention the specific an-
swer to his question. First of all, this is
an Iraqi-initiated plan for taking con-
trol of the capital of Iraq. No. 2, there
will be adequate forces—Iraqis sup-
ported by American and coalition
forces—to hold neighborhoods cleared
of terrorist extremists. Third, there is
a new operational concept, one devised
not just to pursue terrorists and ex-
tremists but actually to secure the city
once they are cleared. Fourth, new
rules of engagement will pursue that
Iraqi and U.S. forces can pursue
lawbreakers, regardless of their com-
munities or sect. Five, security oper-
ations will be followed by economic as-
sistance and reconstruction aid, includ-
ing billions of dollars in Iraqi funds, of-
fering jobs and the prospect for better
lives.

The reason I support the plan Gen-
eral Petraeus is largely the architect
of, and the very same commander
whom we have confirmed by unani-
mous vote about a week or so ago, is
because I think it represents the last
best chance for success in Iraq. I don’t
know anyone who believes the status
quo is acceptable.

The question is, Are we simply going
to give up and see a regional conflict?
Are we going to see ethnic cleansing
occur? Are we going to see countries
that have Sunni majorities come to the
aid of their Sunni brothers and sisters
who might be the subject of ethnic
cleansing by the Shia majority? Are we
going to allow Iraq to become another
failed state which will then serve as a
launching pad for future terrorist at-
tacks, perhaps including against the
United States? The risks of that hap-
pening by doing nothing or by simply
saying what we have been doing now is
not working so we are simply going to
refuse to endorse any alternative plan
because we are not sure it is going to
be successful is giving up before we
should.

While opinion polls should not govern
our conduct, it is significant the one
question I have heard, when asked by
Opinion Dynamics Poll on the process
we are engaged in today, the question
was: Congress has been considering a
nonbinding resolution expressing oppo-
sition to the President’s plan to send
more troops. By almost two to one,
Americans think passing a resolution
would do more harm than good; 47 per-
cent in this poll that was reported Feb-
ruary 1, 2007, say it is likely to encour-
age the enemy and hurt troop morale
compared with 24 percent who think it
would make a positive difference to the
policy of the United States toward
Iraq.

Regardless of the sincerely held be-
liefs that I know Senators have on this
very important topic, the last thing we
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should be forced to do would be to vote
on a single resolution when there are
so many different points of view that
deserve full and fair debate on what is
the most important issue that conflicts
our country and, literally, the world at
this time and that is the global war on
terror, the central front of that war in
Iraq and what we are going to do about
it, whether we are going to give up or
whether we are going to try to secure
that country in a way that will allow it
to govern and defend itself.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, we will
hear a lot, today and this week, of
phrases such as ‘‘last best chance,”
“refuse to endorse an alternative
plan,” ‘“‘Iraq is a central front of the
war on terror.” Virtually no one sub-
scribes to any of those three points—
all of the experts who have given testi-
mony, the Iraqi Study Group, the plans
that have been put forward that are
real alternatives.

The President has not put forward a
plan. He has put forward a tactic, a
tactic that most experts, including his
own military, think will make a plan
for success less likely to be able to be
arrived at.

No one in this Senate, at least in this
debate, at least from my perspective, is
calling for us cutting and running—
none of that. I hope we keep our eye fo-
cused, our eye on the ball.

The Senate is today taking a first
step toward a bipartisan effort to pre-
vent the escalation of a war in Iraq and
to adapt a strategy for Iraq for leaving
Iraq without leaving behind chaos.

The first step is to debate and vote
the resolution offered by Senator WAR-
NER and reintroduced by Senator LEVIN
and me as a bill. That says the Senate
disagrees with the President’s plan to
send 17,500 more American troops into
the middle of a city of over 6.2 million
people in the midst of a civil war, be-
cause what we are afraid of is that the
Senator from Texas may be right; this
may make things so bad that everyone
will conclude there is no more chance
of succeeding.

We have vital interests in that re-
gion. I am afraid this policy, this tactic
of the President, is going to be a self-
fulfilling prophesy. The question before
us today is whether a minority of Sen-
ators will even allow a debate to start.
That is what this is about. All they
have to do—there will be other resolu-
tions brought up; they are able to be
brought up—all they have to do is take
issue with this. They can stop the de-
bate by getting 41 votes. But they can
actually engage in debate and try to
defeat the notion, when the message of
this resolution is: Mr. President, stop.
No more escalation, Mr. President.

Everyone from the Iraq Study Group
to the Biden-Gelb plan, to every other
plan that has been put out there says
the way to get the Iraqis to reach a po-
litical solution is to begin to draw
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down American forces. No one, includ-
ing General Petraeus, whom I know
fairly well, suggests there is a military
answer. A political solution is required.
So to my colleagues who are thinking
about trying to block the debate, let
me say this: Iraq dominates our na-
tional life. It is on the minds of tens of
millions of Americans. It shapes the
lives of hundreds of thousands of our
men and women in uniform and their
families. And that the Senate would
not even debate, much less vote, on the
single most urgent issue of our time
would be a total forfeiture of our re-
sponsibility.

We have a duty to debate and to vote
on the President’s tactic. We have a
duty to debate and vote on our overall
strategy in Iraq. And we have a duty as
Senators to speak out and say where
we are.

Three weeks ago, Secretary of State
Rice came before the Foreign Relations
Committee and presented the Presi-
dent’s plan. Its main feature is to send
more troops, increase the total number
of troops, and send them into Baghdad
in the middle of a sectarian war.

The reaction on the committee, from
Republicans to Democrats alike,
ranged from skepticism, to profound
skepticism, to outright opposition.
That pretty much reflects the reaction
all across the country.

So Senator HAGEL joined me and Sen-
ator LUGAR and Senator SNOWE. We sat
down and wrote a resolution to give
Senators a way to vote what their
voices were saying, for we believe the
quickest and most effective way to get
the President to change course is to
demonstrate to him that his policy has
little or no support across the board,
Democrats and Republicans.

After we introduced the resolution,
the distinguished ranking member of
the Armed Services Committee, Sen-
ator WARNER, came forward with his
resolution. The bottom line of the reso-
lutions is the same: Mr. President,
don’t send more Americans into the
middle of a civil war.

There was one critical difference. As
originally written, the Warner resolu-
tion left open the possibility of in-
creasing the overall number of troops
in Iraq, when in fact the Iraq Study
Group and others said we should be de-
clining to get action from the politi-
cians in Iraq.

We believe that would have sent the
wrong message. Not ramp up; again, to
draw down, redeploy forces remaining
in Iraq. And the best way to make that
clear to the Iraqi people is to let them
know we are not going to be there for-
ever, as the President said. And they
must begin to make the hard com-
promises necessary for a political solu-
tion that virtually everyone agrees is
necessary to end this war.

So we approached Senator WARNER to
work out our differences, and I am very
pleased to say we succeeded in doing
that. The language Senator WARNER re-
moved from his resolution removed the
possibility that it could be read as call-
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ing for a troop increase. With that
change, we agreed to support his reso-
lution. And I do.

When I first spoke out against the
President’s planned surge before the
New Year, I made it clear I had one ob-
jective: I hoped to build and dem-
onstrate bipartisan opposition to this
plan because it was the fastest way to
turn the President around. And that is
exactly what we have done.

Now we have a real opportunity for
the Senate to speak clearly. Every Sen-
ator should be given a chance to vote
on whether he or she approves or dis-
approves of the President’s tactic to
send more troops into the middle of a
civil war.

The debate we will have is important,
but the debate is as important as the
vote. And I hope the American people
carefully listen. I predict they will
hear very few colleagues stand up and
support the President’s plan to send
more troops into the middle of a civil
war. Listen to the voices. Listen to the
voices as well as the votes.

Just as important as what we are
voting against is what we are voting
for. This bill, similar to the Biden-
Hagel-Levin-Snowe provision, makes
three things clear.

First, Iraq needs a political settle-
ment. Second, the United States has to
work with other regional powers. And
third, the mission of our forces should
be confined to counterterrorism, train-
ing, and maintaining the territorial in-
tegrity of Iraq.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
2 minutes 55 seconds.

Mr. BIDEN. I will continue,
President.

As I said at the outset, this is the
first step, this rejection of the Presi-
dent’s increase of more troops into Iraq
into the middle of a civil war. But it
can set the foundation for everything
that follows.

If the President does not listen to the
majority of Congress and the majority
of the American people, we will have to
look for other ways to turn this surge
around.

Even if we succeed in this effort, we
still need to turn our overall policy
around. We need a strategy that can
produce a political settlement in Iraq.
That is the only way to stop the Shi-
ites and the Sunnis from Kkilling each
other and to allow our troops to leave
Iraq at an appropriate time without
trading a dictator for chaos.

But today my message is simple. The
American people want us to debate
Iraq, the most important issue of our
day. They expect it. They demand it.
And if we attempt to hide behind pro-
cedure and delaying tactics, I believe
the American people will not be very
happy. They get it. The question is, Do
we?

Are you for or against the President
escalating this war in Iraq? I am
against it. I believe the majority of
Members on both sides are as well. We
should vote on that.

Mr.
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I yield the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
STABENOW). The Senator from Con-
necticut is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.

Madam  President, America has
reached a critical crossroad in the war
in Iraq. More than 4 years ago, this
Senate voted to authorize the use of
force against Saddam Hussein, a tyrant
who slaughtered his own people, at-
tacked his neighbors, and threatened
our security.

Thanks to the courageous service of
the men and women of the American
military, that evil regime was over-
thrown and in its place came hopes for
a democracy in the heart of the Middle
East, hopes for a victory in the war for
the hearts and minds of the Muslim
world.

As of today, sadly, as we all know,
those hopes have not been realized. Be-
cause of the ruthless conduct of our en-
emies in Iraq, as well as our own fail-
ures, we instead today find ourselves
on a knife’s edge in Iraq.

Now a new course has been chosen. A
new commander is in place in Iraq,
confirmed unanimously by this Senate.
A new Secretary of Defense is in place
at the Pentagon, also confirmed over-
whelmingly by the Senate. And a new
strategy has begun to be put into ac-
tion on the ground in Iraq by American
troops.

It is altogether proper that we debate
our policy in Iraq. It should be a debate
that is as serious as the situation in
Iraq and that reflects the powers the
Constitution gives to Congress in mat-
ters of war.

But that, sadly, is not the debate
that the Warner-Levin resolution in-
vites us to have. I am going to speak
strongly against this resolution be-
cause I feel strongly about it. I do so
with the greatest respect for my col-
leagues who have offered it. But I be-
lieve its passage would compromise
America’s security, and I will say so
within the clearest terms I can muster.

The resolution before us, its sponsors
concede, will not stop the new strategy
from going forward on the ground in
Iraq. In fact, as we speak in the Senate,
thousands of American troops are al-
ready there in Baghdad, with thou-
sands more moving into position to
carry out their Commander’s orders.
This resolution does nothing to alter
those facts.

Instead, its sponsors say it will send
a message of rebuke from this Senate
to the President of the United States,
from one end of Pennsylvania Avenue
to the other. But the President has
made clear he will not be deterred in
carrying out what he sees as his duties
and responsibilities as Commander in
Chief.

And there is a world well beyond
Pennsylvania Avenue that is also
watching and listening to what we do.
What we say is being heard in Baghdad
by Iraqi political leaders, by moderates
trying to decide whether we Americans
will stand with them over the long
term.
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What we say is being heard by our
men and women in uniform who natu-
rally will be interested in Kknowing
whether we support the plan they have
been asked to carry out at risk to their
own lives.

What we say in the Senate will be
heard by the leaders of the thuggish re-
gimes in Iran and Syria and by al-
Qaida terrorists eager for evidence that
America’s will is breaking.

And what we say in the Senate will
be heard across America by our con-
stituents who are wondering if their
Congress is capable of serious action,
not hollow posturing.

This resolution is not about Congress
taking responsibility. It is the oppo-
site. This is a resolution of irresolu-
tion.

For the Senate to take up a symbolic
vote of no confidence on the eve of a
decisive battle is unprecedented. But it
is not inconsequential. It is an act
which I fear will discourage our troops,
hearten our enemies, and showcase our
disunity. And that is why I will vote
against the motion for cloture.

My colleagues, if you believe that
General Petraeus and his new strategy
have a reasonable chance of success in
Iraq, then you should resolve to sup-
port him and his troops through the
difficult days ahead and oppose this
resolution.

On the other hand, if you believe this
new strategy is flawed or that our
cause is hopeless in Iraq, then you
should put aside this resolution—non-
binding—and you should vote to stop
what is happening in Iraq, vote to cut
off the funds, vote for a binding time
line for American withdrawal.

If that is where your convictions lie,
then have the courage of your convic-
tions to accept the consequences of
your convictions. That would be a reso-
lution.

This nonbinding resolution before us,
by contrast, is an accumulation of am-
biguities and inconsistencies. It is at
once for the war but also against the
war. It pledges its support to the troops
in the field but then washes its hands
of what they have been commanded to
do. It urges more troops be sent for
Anbar Province but not for Baghdad.

My colleagues, we cannot have it
both ways. We cannot vote full con-
fidence in General Petraeus but no con-
fidence in the strategy he says he needs
for success.

We cannot say our troops have our
full support but disavow their mission
on the eve of battle. This is what hap-
pens when you try to wage war by com-
mittee. And that is why the Constitu-
tion gave the authority of Commander
in Chief to one person, the President.

Cynics may say this kind of irresolu-
tion happens all the time in Congress.
In this case, however, they would be
wrong. If it passed, this resolution
would be unique in American legisla-
tive history.

I asked the Library of Congress this
question last week and was told that
never before, when American soldiers
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have been in harm’s way, fighting and
dying in a conflict Congress had voted
to authorize, has Congress turned
around and passed a nonbinding resolu-
tion such as this one, disapproving of a
particular battlefield strategy.

I ask each of my colleagues to stop
for a moment and consider the prece-
dent that passage of this resolution
would establish. Even during Vietnam,
even after the Tet Offensive, even after
the invasion of Cambodia, Congress did
not take up a nonbinding resolution
such as this one.

Past Congresses certainly debated
wars. They argued heatedly about
them. And they sometimes clashed di-
rectly with the executive branch, with
the President, over their execution.
But in so doing, they accepted the con-
sequences of their convictions.

This resolution does no such thing. It
is simply an expression of opinion. It
does not pretend to have any sub-
stantive effect on policy on the ground
in Iraq. But again, I ask my colleagues,
what will this resolution say to our
soldiers? What will it say to our allies?
What will it say to our enemies?

We heard from General Petraeus dur-
ing his confirmation hearing that war
is a battle of wills. Our enemies believe
they are winning in Iraq today. They
believe they can outlast us, that sooner
or later we will tire of this grinding
conflict and go home and leave the
field in that country open for them.
That is the lesson Osama bin Laden has
told us, in his writings and statements,
he took from our retreats from Leb-
anon and Somalia in the 1980s and
1990s. It is a belief at the core of the in-
surgency in Iraq and at the core of the
fanatical goals of radical Islam world-
wide.

I fear this resolution before the Sen-
ate, by codifying our disunity, by dis-
avowing the mission our troops are
about to undertake, will confirm our
enemies’ beliefs that America has
grown impatient and unable to fight
the long fight to victory. This resolu-
tion also sends a terrible message to
our allies. Of course, I agree that we
must hold the Iraqi Government to ac-
count. That is exactly what the resolu-
tion Senator McCCAIN and I and others
have offered would do. But I ask you,
imagine for a moment that you are a
Sunni or Shia politician in Baghdad
who wants the violence to end, and ask
yourself how the Warner-Levin resolu-
tion would affect your thinking, your
calculations of risk, your willingness
to stand against the forces of extre-
mism. Will the resolution empower you
or will it undermine you? Will it make
you feel safer or will it make you feel
you should hedge your bets, or go over
to the extremists, or leave Iraq?

Finally, what is the message this res-
olution sends to our soldiers? I know
that every Member of the Senate sup-
ports our troops but actions have con-
sequences, often unintended.

I ask unanimous consent that I be
given an additional moment to finish
my statement. That would come from
Senator MCCONNELL’S time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. When we send a
message of irresolution, it does not
support our troops. When we renounce
their mission, it does not support our
troops. We heard recently in the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee from
GEN Jack Keane, a former chief of
staff of the U.S. Army, who said of a
resolution like this one:

It’s just not helpful . . . What the enemy
sees is an erosion of the political and moral
will of the American people . . .

Our soldiers are Americans first. They
clearly understand there’s a political process
in this country that they clearly support. . .
But at the end of the day, they are going to
go out and do a tough mission, and I cer-
tainly would like to see them supported in
that mission as opposed to declaring non-
support. . . .

I agree. Everyone here knows the
American people are frustrated about
the lack of progress in Iraq. Everyone
here shares that frustration. And as
elected representatives of the people,
everyone here feels pressure to give ex-
pression to that frustration. This is not
a new challenge. It is one that every
democracy in every long war has had
to confront. Nearly a century and a
half ago, an American President wres-
tled with just this problem. It was in
the midst of a terrible war, a civil war
in which hundreds of thousands of
Americans were fighting and dying to
secure the freedom of millions long and
cruelly denied it.

‘“We here highly resolve,” that was
Lincoln’s message at Gettysburg. It
was a message of resolution.

I ask unanimous consent for an addi-
tional moment from the time of Sen-
ator MCCONNELL to finish the state-
ment.

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

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Lincoln said at
Gettysburg: “We here highly resolve.”
It was a message of resolution, of
steadfastness in the face of adversity,
of hope over despair, and of confidence
in the cause of freedom which is Amer-
ica’s eternal cause. Today, in the
depths of a terrible war, on the brink of
a decisive battle for Baghdad, let us
have a serious debate about where we
stand and where we must go in Iraq.
But that is not the debate this resolu-
tion of irresolution would bring.

The 60-vote requirement to close de-
bate was put in place by our prede-
cessors as a way to make it harder for
the passions of a particular moment to
sweep through the American people
and across this Congress in a way that
would do serious damage to our Nation
in the long term. Because I believe this
resolution, if passed, would have such
an effect, I will respectfully oppose the
motion for cloture.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I believe Senator HAGEL is——

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I yield
to the Senator from Virginia 1 minute
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to ask a question of the Senator from
Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader has the floor.

Mr. McCONNELL. I am happy to
yield the floor, if the understanding is
that the Senator from Michigan is
next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is next for 10 min-
utes.

The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair.

My question to my good friend and
colleague is as follows: This debate is
well under way. The plans are being
discussed. I just inquired at the desk,
and the McCain resolution is not filed.
Yet I understood you to say it had been
filed. Could you help clarify for the
Senate the position on that?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I would be happy
to, briefly. The resolution Senator
McCAIN and I and others have has been
prepared and I gather has been the sub-
ject of negotiation between Senator
REID and Senator MCCONNELL.

Mr. WARNER. But it is not a part of
the record so——

Mr. LIEBERMAN. That is right. The
debate going on now——

Mr. WARNER. I feel very strongly
that the Senate should work its will on
facts that are out in the open. I have
filed my resolutions, one after the
other, at the desk so all Senators could
have the benefit. Is that a possibility,
that we could have the benefit of this
resolution?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. My dear friend, it
is more than a possibility; it is a prom-
ise.

Mr. WARNER. And what time might
the promise be executed?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. There are copies of
it around now, and we will get you one.
They were publicly distributed Thurs-
day of last week.

Mr. WARNER. I will be glad to give
you my copy, but I feel it is presump-
tuous of me to address it unless it is
properly before the Senate.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank my friend.
The difference, of course, is that ours is
as nonbinding as yours, but ours is a
statement of support to our troops and
benchmarks to the Iraqis.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President,
clearly what is read is correct. But I
assure you that I forcefully argue that
ours is in support of the troops. There
is no suggestion that one is less patri-
otic than the other, if I may say to my
dear friend.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. One is not less pa-
triotic than the other, but actions have
consequences. As I said during my re-
marks, for the Senate to take this un-
precedented action on a nonbinding
resolution, to disavow, disapprove a
mission that our troops are being
asked to carry out right now cannot
help their morale.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I hope
the Senate will be allowed to debate
our policy in Iraq by proceeding to this
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legislation this afternoon. Iraq is the
single most important policy issue fac-
ing our country. It was a major issue in
the November elections last fall. The
American people have strong opinions
about what is happening in Iraq. They
want their elected officials to debate
this issue, and we should do it. The de-
bate should go forward. A filibuster is
out of place on war and peace issues, on
something of this magnitude. The de-
bate is not about whether we want the
United States to act to maximize
chances of success in Iraq. We all want
to maximize chances of success in Iraq.
We all want to see a stable Iraq which
enhances our own national security.
But the President’s course of action,
which he has been on for 3% years and
which he has now proposed to continue
on to deepen our involvement in Iraq,
does not enhance our security. It does
not maximize chances of success in
Iraq.

The debate is about the best way to
maximize chances of success in Iraq. Is
the new strategy of the President,
which puts over 21,000 more American
troops in the middle of an Iraqi civil
war, the best way to bring that about?
That is what this debate is about.
There actually seems to be an agree-
ment among most observers that an
Iraqi political settlement is the key to
ending the violence in Iraq. The dif-
ference of opinion exists on whether
Iraqi politicians need breathing space,
as President Bush has said, to reach re-
quired political compromises or wheth-
er, as many of us believe, Iraqi politi-
cians need to be pressured to make
those compromises and that the addi-
tion of 21,000 more troops doesn’t make
a political compromise more likely; it
just gets us in deeper in the middle of
a civil conflict.

The bill we are hoping to proceed to
today incorporates the modified War-
ner resolution verbatim, except for a
minor change in order to make it a bill
instead of a resolution. The reason for
making it a bill instead of a resolution
is simply to make it more amendable.
Unlike a resolution, which is clumsy to
amend, there is no intent to put this
modified Warner language in the form
of a bill for any other purpose. As a
matter of fact, the majority leader has
asked for unanimous consent to treat a
resolution with Senator WARNER’s lan-
guage as amendable, as though it were
a bill, to achieve the goal we are trying
to achieve. This unanimous consent
was objected to by the Republican lead-
er.

The majority leader, Senator REID,
has also told Senator MCCONNELL that
we are more than willing to transform
this bill into a resolution prior to final
passage, if we can get to final passage,
if a filibuster does not thwart our get-
ting to final passage.

What does the modified Warner lan-
guage do which is incorporated into
this bill? It makes it clear the Congress
disagrees with the President’s plan to
increase force levels and urges the
President instead to consider all op-
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tions and alternatives. This bill makes
it clear that we will fund troops in the
field. There is no difference between
these two documents in that regard.
Both our bill and the McCain resolu-
tion make it clear we want to fund the
troops in the field. Our bill makes it
clear that the responsibility for Iraq’s
internal security and for halting sec-
tarian violence must rest primarily
with the Government of Iraq and Iraqi
security forces. It makes it clear that
Iraqis must reach political settlements
in order to achieve reconciliation, and
the failure of the Iraqis to reach such
settlements to create a truly unified
government contributes to increasing
violence in Iraq.

Our bill makes it clear that the pri-
mary objective of the overall United
States strategy in Iraq should be to en-
courage Iraqi leaders to make political
compromises that will foster reconcili-
ation and establish a true unity gov-
ernment, ultimately leading to im-
provements in the security situation.

Adding American troops does not in-
crease the probability of achieving the
primary objective. Listen to what GEN
John Abizaid said when he testified to
Congress in November of last year:

I met with every divisional commander,
General Casey, the Corps Commander, [and]
General Dempsey. We all talked together.
And I said to them, in your professional
opinion, if we were to bring in more Amer-
ican troops now, does it add considerably to
our ability to achieve success in Iraq? And
they all said no. And the reason is, because
we want the Iraqis to do more. It’s easy for
the Iraqis to rely upon us to do this work.

Finally, General Abizaid said:

I believe that more American forces pre-
vent the Iraqis from doing more, [prevent
the Iraqis] from taking more responsibility
for their own future.

Besides making it less likely that the
Iraqis will take more responsibility for
their own future, adding more Amer-
ican troops is an attempt to reach a
military solution to an inherently po-
litical problem.

The Prime Minister of Iraq himself
stated last November:

The crisis is political, and the ones who
can stop the cycle of aggravation and blood-
letting of innocents are the [Iraqi] politi-
clans.

Adding more American troops does
not pressure Iraqi politicians to be
Iraqi leaders and to make the political
compromises essential for a political
solution; it only allows them to con-
tinue what in the words of the National
Intelligence Estimate is the ‘‘current
winner-take-all attitude and sectarian
animosities infecting the political
scene.”’

The administration says this bill
emboldens the enemy. Congressional
debate over Iraq policy doesn’t em-
bolden the enemy. The enemy is al-
ready emboldened.

What emboldens the enemy is the al-
most 4 years’ presence of Western
troops in the middle of a Muslim coun-
try’s capital, which causes over 70 per-
cent of the residents of that country to
Oppose our presence.
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What emboldens the enemy is the
open-ended presence of Western troops,
which serves as a magnet for extrem-
ists and gives a propaganda club to our
enemies.

What emboldens the enemy is invad-
ing Iraq without the support of the
international community.

What emboldens the enemy is law-
lessness and looters ransacking public
buildings and institutions in Iraq.

What emboldens the enemy is invad-
ing Iraq without a plan for the after-
math of the invasion.

What emboldens the enemy is in-
creasing the number of American
troops, which results in Iraqis taking
less responsibility for providing secu-
rity for all the citizens of Iraq.

What emboldens the enemy is the
creation of Green Zones protecting
Iraqi political leaders, in which they
pursue a winner-take-all political ap-

proach.

Madam President, how much time do
I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One

minute 15 seconds.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, we
owe our troops everything. We owe
them the best equipment we can pro-
vide. We owe them the best training.
We owe their families the best support
we can give them.

We also owe them our best thinking.
I think it is an insult to the intel-
ligence of our troops to suggest that
debating the wisdom of deepening the
military presence in Iraq somehow or
other emboldens the enemy. Our troops
depend upon us to give them what they
deserve: support. And part of that sup-
port in a democracy is debating the
policy which not only brought them
there but which keeps them there and,
if many of us are correct, will keep
them there longer and with greater
casualties. The best way to change
course in Iraq is to adopt the modified
Warner language.

It has been said that this is not as
strong as withholding funds. We don’t
want to withhold funds from troops in
the field. We want to change this pol-
icy. If you want to change the policy
this administration is following, which
relies on a military solution, a deep-
ening military presence in Iraq, we
hope you will vote for cloture on this
bill.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I yield 8 minutes to the Senator from
Nebraska, Mr. HAGEL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska is recognized.

Mr. HAGEL. Madam President, I will
not speak to the specifics of the resolu-
tion or resolutions, but I am confident
we will be allowed to debate this week.
I say that because I know—and I have
complete confidence in the two lead-
ers—that they will, in fact, find an ac-
commodation. They each understand
how critically important this debate is
for our country and for the world.
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I have listened carefully this after-
noon to my colleagues, and there will
be more intense and engaged and en-
lightened debate this week. But I be-
lieve what we are about here—and we
will be about this week—is something
far more important than just constitu-
tional responsibilities or resolutions.
What we are about is finding a policy
worthy of our young men and women
and their families who go off to fight
and die in a very difficult war. That is
what we owe our troops. That is what
we owe this country. That is what we
owe the world.

It surely is not and cannot be a
weakness for America, as seen in the
eyes of the world, to openly debate the
most critically important issue that
any of us will ever debate; that is, war.
That is the strength of America, not
the weakness of America. The reason
America has prospered for over 200
years is because the world has had con-
fidence not in its power, trusted not its
power, but trusted America’s purpose.

In 1968, when I served with my broth-
er and many others in Vietnam—and I
believe I speak for most who were there
then, and I have heard from a lot of
Vietnam veterans about this debate—I
believe that in 1968, the troops, the
ones at the bottom doing the fighting
and the dying, would have welcomed
the Congress of the United States into
a debate about Vietnam. They would
have welcomed somebody paying atten-
tion rather than just going along.

No, Madam President, that is a
strength of this country. And surely we
have clear constitutional responsibil-
ities. How could anyone argue dif-
ferently? We have clear constitutional
responsibilities here.

I heard my colleague from Con-
necticut talking about nonbinding res-
olutions. I don’t doubt his staff’s re-
search, but I remind the Senator that
over the last 12 years there have been
a number of nonbinding resolutions de-
bated on this floor—on Bosnia, Kosovo,
Somalia, Haiti, and others. I remind
some of my colleagues who do not be-
lieve it is in the interest of our country
or our troops to talk about nonbinding
resolutions, papier mache resolutions,
senseless resolutions, that they actu-
ally voted for some of those resolutions
over the last 12 years. I would be very
happy to provide for the record a list of
how everybody in this Chamber voted
over the last 12 years, if they were
here, on those resolutions. It might be
very interesting and enlightening.
Surely it is not because one political
party controls the White House and the
other does not. Surely it cannot be
that.

The National Intelligence Estimate
summary—unclassified portions—was
made public on Friday. Those watching
should have a clear understanding of
what that document is and who pro-
duced that document. That document
is an accumulation of the 16 intel-
ligence agencies of this country. None
that I am aware of has had the integ-
rity of the institution they represent—
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any of those 16—ever impugned on
questions of quality of research—
maybe other facets of intelligence but
not the integrity of the intent of the
product. The National Intelligence Hs-
timate says that we are involved
today, and have been, in Iraq in not
just a sectarian conflict—a violent, vi-
cious sectarian conflict—but an
intrasectarian conflict. Is it not time
and don’t our troops and the American
people expect the Congress, after 4
years, when things have gotten pro-
gressively worse, not better, to engage?
And is it not our responsibility to ad-
dress the issue of escalating our mili-
tary involvement, putting American
troops in the middle of a sectarian-
intrasectarian war? Is that not our re-
sponsibility? Of course, it is our re-
sponsibility.

Madam President, I will have more to
say as the debate goes forward this
week. As I noted, I have every con-
fidence in our two leaders that they
will work out a resolution where we
will have this debate because it is
clearly in the interest of our country,
clearly in the interest of our troops.

With that, I yield back my time and
yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, be-
fore the Senator yields, I would like to
associate myself with his remarks. I,
too, have confidence in our leadership
being able to work this out accord-
ingly. No matter how strongly I feel
about my resolution, I shall vote with
our distinguished leader on this issue
and hope he can reconcile the dif-
ferences.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I extend my gratitude to both the Sen-
ator from Nebraska and the Senator
from Virginia for understanding the
importance of having a full-fledged de-
bate.

How much time remains on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader has 5 minutes.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
the Republican side of the aisle is
ready for this debate. We are anxious
to have it. There are different voices.
We just heard from a couple of my dis-
tinguished colleagues who have a dif-
ferent view of this debate than I. What
we are unified upon is a process that
guarantees fairness for the comnsider-
ation of what is clearly and unambig-
uously the most significant issue in the
country at this moment.

The majority leader and I have been
working in good faith on an agreement
that provides for a structured debate
on the various proposals and votes on
each. The other side said we turned
down three compromises but, frankly,
that is not the full story.

The majority leader said he would
agree to a consent that would allow
votes on the McCain proposal and the
Warner proposal. He also mentioned
that he would agree to a 60-vote
threshold on each of those. All we are
asking for is the same agreement on
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the Gregg resolution. Now, in fact,
there was demand among Republican
Senators for additional alternatives.
We were able to pair those down to
two.

Why 60 votes? Let me remind all of
our colleagues—and certainly the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Vir-
ginia doesn’t need to be reminded of
that, having been here 29 years—that
one single Senator can insist that a
matter be subject to 60 votes. One sin-
gle Senator. There are many Senators
on this side of the aisle who would in-
sist upon that. So it is a statement of
the obvious that matters of con-
sequence in the Senate over the years
have developed in the following way:
They are all subject to a 60-vote
threshold. To suggest that is anything
extraordinary really defies our experi-
ence here. It is ordinary, not extraor-
dinary, for matters of great con-
troversy—and even, in this day and
age, matters of only a little con-
troversy—to be subject to a 60-vote
threshold.

Our good friends on the other side of
the aisle—and this was an issue the
Senator from Virginia was very much
involved with in the last Congress—
were seeking to establish in one of the
last areas where 60 votes was not cus-
tomarily required—the confirmation of
judges—that we should start requiring
it there as well. That would leave vir-
tually nothing the Senate would con-
sider, except the budget resolution, not
being subject to a 60-vote threshold.

So what we are asking for on the Re-
publican side is not at all extraor-
dinary. The term ‘‘filibuster’’ has be-
come a pejorative term for suggesting
that one wants to stop something. Let
me repeat, as I have said to the distin-
guished majority leader, to the Senator
from Virginia, and to the Senator from
Nebraska, we are not trying to stop
this debate. We are trying to structure
it in a way that is fair to the com-
peting voices in the Republican con-
ference who will band together shortly
in a significant enough number to in-
sist on a fair process.

So that is what this is about, Madam
President. I have indicated to the
Democratic leader—and 1 certainly
wouldn’t want to surprise him—that I
intended to propound a unanimous con-
sent request that would be acceptable
to our side, and I will be happy to do
that now, having given notice to the
majority leader that I would do so.

But before doing that, let me say one
more time, there is not a single Repub-
lican Senator seeking to avoid this de-
bate. We have just heard from two
voices that are in the minority in our
conference—the Senator from Virginia
and the Senator from Nebraska—who
don’t share my view, who nevertheless
will vote against cloture shortly to
make the point that this Republican
minority insists upon fair treatment
on this important debate.

Therefore, Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that at a time de-
termined by the majority leader, after
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consultation with the Republican lead-
er, the Senate proceed en bloc to the
following concurrent resolutions under
the following agreement:

S. Con. Res. 7, the Warner resolution
which is to be discharged from the For-
eign Relations Committee; McCain-
Lieberman-Graham, regarding bench-
marks; Gregg related to funding.

I further ask unanimous consent that
there be a total of 10 hours—and I will
be happy to pick whatever number
might be agreeable to the majority
leader—of debate equally divided be-
tween the two leaders or their des-
ignees; provided further, that no
amendments be in order to any of the
measures; further, that after the use or
yielding back of time, the Senate pro-
ceed to three consecutive votes on the
adoption of the concurrent resolutions
in the following order, with no inter-
vening action or debate: first, McCain-
Lieberman-Graham; second, Gregg;
third, S. Con. Res. 7. Finally, I ask
unanimous consent that any resolution
that does not achieve 60 votes in the af-
firmative, the vote on adoption be viti-
ated and the concurrent resolution be
returned to its previous status.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Madam President, the
vast, vast, vast majority of legislation
passed out of this Senate is done by a
simple majority. That is a fact. All one
has to do is look at the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. So with this new direction of
the minority, it is very clear what is
happening. They are trying to avoid de-
bate on this matter. They want a new
set of rules.

We have offered them votes, up-or-
down votes on McCain, Warner, Gregg,
and they turned that down. I said: OK,
fine, we will have 60-vote margins on
McCain, Warner. They turned that
down. So I object, Madam President,
and I will continue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. REID. Madam President, it is
also very interesting—and I have the
greatest respect for my friend from
Virginia and my friend from Ne-
braska—but with all due respect to
them, how could they vote against a
motion to proceed? How could they
vote against a motion to proceed say-
ing let the two leaders work this out?
What more could we give them than
what they asked for last week? But
now they want to throw in the Gregg
amendment with a 60-vote margin.

Earlier today, the minority leader
said: This vote is ‘‘about getting fair
treatment for the minority here in the
Senate.” He was half right. This vote is
about fairness but has little to do with
being fair to the minority. The vote is
about being fair to 132,000 troops al-
ready in Iraq by making sure they have
the strategy they need to complete
their mission so they can come home.
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This vote is about being fair to the
48,000 American men and women who
would be sent to Iraq should President
Bush be permitted to escalate this war.

This vote is about being fair to the
bipartisan majority of Senators who
seek to voice their opposition to the
President’s plan to escalate the war.

This vote is about being fair to the
American people and the millions of
voters who chose a new direction last
November.

As Senators, we owe it to our troops
and our people to have a real debate
about the way forward in Iraq. For 4
years, this body, under the control of
the Republicans, sat silent on the most
pressing issue facing our country—
Iraq. As thousands of our soldiers were
killed and tens of thousands wounded,
the Senate, directed by the Repub-
licans, sat silent, no debate on Iraq. As
hundreds of billions of dollars were
spent, the Senate sat silent. Repub-
licans were in charge—no debate. They
said no.

As Iraq fell into chaos and civil war,
it became increasingly clear that the
President’s plan was flawed and failing.
The Senate sat silent. The Republicans
who were in control of the Senate said:
No, no debate on Iraq.

As Senators and Americans, we can-
not permit the silence to continue.
This Democratic majority will not
allow it to continue.

The administration’s failures have
dug us into a deep hole in Irag—we all
know that—and we have an obligation
to find a way out. Our troops, most of
all, need our help. They need a policy
that is as worthy as their heroic sac-
rifice. They need a legislative branch
that will finally exercise its constitu-
tional responsibilities.

Madam President, I say to my friend
from Connecticut, I wasn’t able to hear
all of his speech, but I did hear this
that caused me to take note: He said
words to the effect: What are the Shia
politicians going to think? What are
the Sunni politicians going to think if,
in fact, Warner passed? I wonder what
the Sunni politicians thought, and I
wonder what the Shia politicians
thought when the Iraqi Prime Min-
ister, duly elected, told the President
of the United States that he wanted
American troops out of Baghdad. So
let’s not direct this to Senator WAR-
NER.

A “no” vote on the motion to pro-
ceed is a green light to George Bush to
continue down the same failed course
of almost 4 years.

A ‘‘no” vote is an endorsement of es-
calation, sending 48,000 more troops to
Iraq and spending at least an extra $27
billion—$27 billion extra—when this
war has already cost almost a half a
trillion dollars.

A “‘no” vote is a vote in support of
this President continuing the same pol-
icy of failure in Iraq.

We have been told by our intelligence
experts that the war is not going to be
won by the military; it is only going to
be won politically. That is what the
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Iraq Study Group said. That is what all
people say, with rare exception. Those
are the people holding hands with the
President.

We must heed the results of the No-
vember elections and the wishes of the
American people. We must change
course, and this change starts with this
next vote.

This side—Democrats—have offered
the minority everything they have
asked for. Remember: Vote on Warner,
vote on McCain; you want a simple ma-
jority; you want a supermajority; we
will go along with that. We have been
fair to them. Now the Senate must be
fair to our troops, their families, and
the American people. We must proceed
with a debate about Iraq and send a
clear message to President Bush that
escalation is not the answer.

Some say let the leaders work it out.
Part of this stall has been a stall for
obvious reasons. If not tonight, tomor-
row? I must file a motion to invoke
cloture on the continuing resolution
because the Republicans said they are
going to filibuster it. I have gotten let-
ters to that effect. We should have been
debating the Warner, McCain resolu-
tions today, but they have not allowed
us. They wouldn’t allow us to proceed
on this matter.

I am telling everyone within the
sound of my voice, a decision will have
to be made whether to go further than
tonight, but the time is very tenuous—
very tenuous. If they stop us from
going forward on this debate, this does
not end the debate on Iraq. It may end
the debate for a few days or a few
weeks, but, remember, we have the 9/11
Commission recommendations coming
and that is open to amendment and I
can guarantee everybody there will be
Iraq amendments involved in that de-
bate.

The supplemental bill is coming.
This is to fund the war in Iraq basi-
cally more than $100 billion. I think
there will probably very likely be a
number of amendments dealing with
Iraq.

They can run, but they can’t hide. We
are going to debate Iraq, and they may
have gotten all their folks to vote
against the motion to proceed, they
may stop us temporarily from debating
the escalation, but they are not going
to stop us from debating Iraq.

We have lost 3,100 soldiers, sailors,
and marines. They are dead, Madam
President. We don’t know the exact
number of how many have been wound-
ed—24,000, 25,000.

We are not going to allow the situa-
tion in Iraq to continue. It is wrong.
There can be no military solution. The
President has been told that. I think it
speaks volumes when he meets with
the Iraqi Prime Minister who is elect-
ed, and the Iraqi Prime Minister says:
Mr. President of the United States, get
all American soldiers out of Baghdad.

That’s what he said. I think it speaks
volumes when military commanders
say that it is not the way to go. We
know what Casey said. His tune has
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changed a little bit since he was re-
lieved of duty over there.

The families of the 3,100 soldiers who
have been Kkilled, the families of the
24,000, 25,000 who have been wounded
demand we go forward with this de-
bate.

We are going to start voting momen-
tarily, and remember what the vote is.
The vote is whether we can proceed to
debate the escalation of the war in
Iraq. And the Republicans have told ev-
erybody they are all going to vote no.
If they think this can pop up real eas-
ily again, I think they may have an-
other thing coming.

I repeat, the Republicans left town
and left the Government without ade-
quate resources to go ahead and com-
plete funding of the Federal Govern-
ment for this year. We have to take up
the work they did not complete. They
funded the Government until February
15, and now it is up to us to make sure
the Government continues to run.

If they want to pull a Newt Gingrich
and close down the Government, that
is their responsibility. But I believe we
should move forward and make sure
the Government is funded, and there is
not a lot of time for Iraq. That is a sad
commentary on the situation because
we lost days as a result of these par-
liamentary delays.

I ask unanimous consent that if we
get to third reading of S. 470 it then be
turned into a concurrent resolution
and passage occur on the concurrent
resolution and not S. 470. Before hear-
ing how anybody feels about this, I said
last week that we would be happy to
consider this bill as a resolution. Ev-
erybody heard me say that. The Amer-
ican people heard me say that. So any-
body who tries to hide under a proce-
dural vote because this is a bill and not
a resolution is not being fair because
simply I have stated—and I know that
everyone in this Chamber heard me say
this, and I have said it many times—I
ask unanimous consent that if we get
to third reading of S. 470, that it be
turned into a concurrent resolution
and that passage occur on the concur-
rent resolution and not S. 470.

I add another unanimous consent re-
quest to this. I am willing to change it
to a concurrent resolution right now,
as I was willing to do last week.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MCcCCONNELL. Reserving the
right to object, this is essentially the
same unanimous consent request pro-
pounded 1last Thursday night. This
matter ought to be dealt with as a con-
current resolution. It is clear the other
side does not want to vote on the Gregg
amendment. Therefore, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

CLOTURE MOTION

Under the previous order, pursuant to
rule XXII, the Chair lays before the
Senate the pending cloture motion,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

February 5, 2007

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule 22 of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close the debate on the
motion to proceed to Calendar No. 19, S. 470,
Bipartisan Iraq legislation.

Carl Levin, Joe Biden, Ken Salazar,
Harry Reid, Pat Leahy, Sherrod Brown,
Patty Murray, Robert Menendez, John
F. Kerry, Barbara Mikulski, Dick Dur-
bin, Jack Reed, Tom Harkin, Dianne
Feinstein, Bill Nelson, H.R. Clinton,
Herb Kohl, Ben Nelson.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the motion to
proceed to S. 470, a bill to express the
sense of the Congress on Iraq, shall be
brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHN-
SON) and the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU), are necessarily absent.

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators
were necessarily absent: the Senator
from Florida (Mr. MARTINEZ) and the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANDERS). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 49,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 44 Leg.]

YEAS—49
Akaka Dorgan Murray
Baucus Durbin Nelson (FL)
Bayh Feingold Nelson (NE)
Biden Feinstein Obama
Bingaman Harkin Pryor
Boxer Inouye Reed
Brown Kennedy Rockefeller
Byrd Kerry Sal
Cantwell Klobuchar & azar
X Sanders

Cardin Kohl

Schumer
Carper Lautenberg Stab
Casey Leahy abenow
Clinton Levin Tester
Coleman Lincoln Webb
Collins McCaskill Whitehouse
Conrad Menendez Wyden
Dodd Mikulski

NAYS—47
Alexander Domenici Murkowski
Allard Ensign Reid
Bennett Enzi Roberts
Bond Graham Sessions
Brownback Grassley Shelby
Bunning Gregg Smith
Chambi Hetoh Snowe
ambliss atc:

Spect:
Coburn Hutchison pecter

Stevens
Cochran Inhofe

Sununu
Corker Isakson Th
Cornyn Kyl omas
Craig Lieberman Tkllune
Crapo Lott Vitter
DeMint Lugar Voinovich
Dole McConnell Warner

NOT VOTING—4

Johnson Martinez
Landrieu McCain

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 49, the nays are 47.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.

The majority leader is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I enter a
motion to reconsider that vote.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is entered.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
the Senate now proceed to a period of
morning business with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10
minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Speaking as in
morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

TAX GAP AND THE MINIMUM
WAGE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
would like to speak about two issues
that have been much in the news late-
ly: the tax gap and the minimum wage
bill. We had on the front page of the
Times today the discussion about the
tax gap. In addition, with the release of
the President’s budget today, the ad-
ministration has provided Congress
substantive proposals to deal with the
tax gap. It is now Congress’s responsi-
bility to consider these proposals, re-
view them, and hear from the public
and also see what more is possible in
terms of addressing the tax gap. But
the good news is we have already taken
steps in this Congress to deal with the
tax gap. We have very important tax
reforms and tax gap measures included
in the minimum wage bill. So Congress
is effectively killing two birds with one
stone.

First, we are providing needed tax re-
lief for small businesses that could be
harmed by the increase in the min-
imum wage—and I voted for an in-
crease in the minimum wage. Second,
in the minimum wage bill we are going
after the tax gap and those who engage
in the tax scams.

Two things: No. 1, we are dealing
with efforts to help small business and,
No. 2, we are at the very same time
bringing more money into the Federal
Treasury by closing tax scams and re-
ducing the tax gap.

I would say, as a sidenote to my col-
leagues, particularly the new leaders
on the Budget Committee, that these
tax provisions are only the latest ex-
ample of the Finance Committee pro-
ducing additional revenues by changes
in the Tax Code. Unfortunately, I feel
as though I need to put on a Sherlock
Holmes hat and hire a bloodhound to
go out and try to find any savings that
the Budget Committee makes and had
enacted into law when it comes to the
spending side of the ledger. We have
more than done our job on the tax side.
I say it is time for the Budget Com-
mittee to deliver savings on the spend-
ing side.

But let me turn back to the tax gap
and turn back to the minimum wage
bill. I am very pleased that in working
with Senator BAUCUS we have, as part
of the tax provisions contained in the
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minimum wage package, a new provi-
sion—a number of provisions, in fact—
that will go after those engaged in tax
shelters and tax scams and take steps,
then, in the process, to address the tax
gap—in other words, money that is
owed but not paid. I would like to high-
light just a few of these provisions that
are in the minimum wage bill that are
closing the tax gap and shutting down
tax scams.

We shut down the SILO scheme. That
is an acronym. U.S. corporations cut
their tax bills by purchasing and leas-
ing back overseas government facili-
ties such as sewer plants and subways
in the country of Germany. We take
additional steps to go after corpora-
tions that move to the Bahamas and
have just a mailbox, not any people,
and use the gimmick to cut their taxes.
I can’t tell you how many times I have
heard speeches about that issue from
Senators on the other side of the aisle.
We can end the talking and we can
start doing something about it with
these very provisions contained in the
minimum wage bill if we do not let
suceed people who are talking about
separating the tax provisions of the
wage bill just to get a minimum wage
bill passed.

We also tightened the rules on indi-
viduals who expatriate to avoid taxes
legally owed in the United States—and
we have that happen.

We end the fast and loose ways that
corporations account for fines and pen-
alties, so if a corporation gets a pen-
alty for, let’s say, polluting the envi-
ronment, they do not get to deduct
that from their income tax. We also in-
crease penalties for those who under-
pay taxes due to fraud. I think every-
body would agree with that. We double
the fines and the penalties for those
who use offshore financial arrange-
ments to avoid taxes. The Finance
Committee views that as a growing
problem and a major reason that there
is such a tax gap. We expand and im-
prove the whistleblower program which
will provide the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice a roadmap for corporate tax fraud.

We modify the collection due process
rules to protect the tax protesters from
abusing the system. This is something
that the administration proposed in its
budget today to help deal with the tax
gap.

This collection due process provision
contained in the minimum wage bill
only emphasizes my point that we can
start dealing with a tax gap today,
right now.

And then a final provision I will
make reference to is one provision that
closes a loophole in section 162(m), the
$1 million limitation for corporate ex-
ecutives. The provisions provide that a
CEO can’t avoid the effects of 162(m) by
not being on the job at the end of the
year.

Mr. President, forests have been sac-
rificed to print the speeches that poli-
ticians make decrying excessive CEO
pay. Yes, we have a provision in the
minimum wage bill that tightens the
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deduction that can be taken for higher
CEO pay.

So I get down to the basics, and I get
down to the basics because I have been
hearing some rumors from Senators—
but more importantly from the leader-
ship of the other body—that in order to
get a minimum wage bill passed, we
ought to drop the tax provisions and
pass the minimum wage bill. But I
have always been hearing over the
years from those people who are say-
ing: We need to do something about the
tax gap; we need to do something about
the tax scams; we need to do something
about people going offshore to avoid
the payment of taxes, and on and on.
So I have to ask the Democratic lead-
ership if they are going to put the pro-
visions I am talking about—closing the
tax gap, closing down the tax scams—
if they want to put those provisions in
the trash can. If they do, I would also
like to put into the trash all the
speeches made on the other side then
about CEO pay.

I say this because the time for
speeches is over. We can take steps
right now with the tax provisions in
the minimum wage bill to deal with
the tax gap and CEO pay. I have listed
these provisions, and as my colleagues
know, while many of them are good
common sense, these provisions are
also not at all popular downtown on K
Street or up the eastern coast on Wall
Street.

While the debate has focused on the
tax breaks for small business in the
minimum wage bill—and those are im-
portant because they are helping small
business overcome some negative im-
pact of the minimum wage increase—it
is also critical we pass a much-needed
tax gap and anti-abuse provisions con-
tained in the minimum wage bill and
pass them now. Delaying these reforms
as some would argue—putting them on
another tax bill—rewards tax cheats.
These reforms are often date and time
sensitive. Delay only benefits those
who are playing fast and loose with our
tax laws.

I can’t believe the House Democratic
leadership wants the first action they
take in the area of taxes to drop these
reform provisions—these provisions
that would close the tax gap—and sig-
nal to the tax cheats that the door is
wide open.

Senator BAUcUS and I, working to-
gether over the years, have passed into
law a good many reforms, and we have
shut down a number of tax scams. How-
ever, we have been, at times, stymied
in the other body—not by Democrats
but by Republicans.

We heard a lot of commentary during
the elections and afterwards how it was
no longer going to be business as usual.
My hope is that given the rhetoric of
the new House leadership, we could fi-
nally pass these anti-abuse tax reforms
in the minimum wage bill. I worry,
though, that with folks talking about
stripping the tax provisions from the
minimum wage bill, the House leader-
ship may be singing a new song. But
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