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to and the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table; that the only other
amendments in order be the following:
the Kyl amendment regarding the nom-
ination and confirmation of U.S. attor-
neys; the Sessions amendment regard-
ing appropriate qualifications for in-
terim U.S. attorneys; that debate on
each amendment be limited to 3 hours
equally divided and controlled in the
usual form; that the amendments have
to be offered and debated during Mon-
day’s session, except as noted below;
that on Tuesday, the Senate resume
consideration of the bill immediately
after the opening proceedings and there
be 90 minutes of additional debate time
on the bill and the amendments are to
run concurrently with the time equally
divided and controlled between the two
leaders or their designees; that upon
the use or yielding back of time, but
not later than 11:30 a.m., without fur-
ther intervening action or debate, the
Senate proceed to vote in relation to
the Kyl amendment, to be followed by
a vote in relation to the Sessions
amendment; that upon disposition of
the amendments, the bill be read a
third time, and the Senate proceed to
vote on passage of the bill, as amended;
that the text of these amendments be
printed in the RECORD once this con-
sent is granted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 459 and 460)
are as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 459
(Purpose: To ensure that United States at-
torneys are promptly nominated by the

President, and are appointed by and with

the advice and consent of the Senate)

On page 2, strike line 1 and all that follows
and insert the following:

SEC. 2. PROMPT NOMINATION AND CONFIRMA-
TION OF UNITED STATES ATTOR-
NEYS.

Section 541 of title 28, United States Code
is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (b) and (c¢)
as subsections (c¢) and (d), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing:

“(b)(1) Not later than 120 days after the
date on which a vacancy occurs in the office
of United States attorney for a judicial dis-
trict, the President shall submit an appoint-
ment for that office to the Senate.

‘(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3),
not later than 120 days after the date of the
submission of an appointment under para-
graph (1), the Senate shall vote on that ap-
pointment.

“(3) If the President fails to comply with
paragraph (1) with regard to the submission
of any appointment for the office of United
States attorney, paragraph (2) of this sub-
section shall have no force or effect with re-
gard to any appointment to the office of
United States attorney during the remainder
of the term of office of that President.”.

SEC. 3. REPEAL OF INTERIM APPOINTMENT AU-
THORITY.

Section 546 of title 28, United States Code,

is repealed.
AMENDMENT NO. 460

(Purpose: To require appropriate qualifica-

tions for interim United States attorneys)

On page 2, line 23, strike the quotation
marks and the second period and insert the
following:
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‘“(e)(1) A district court appointing a United
States attorney under subsection (d) shall
not appoint a candidate—

‘“(A) unless that candidate is an employee
of the Department of Justice or is a Federal
law enforcement officer (as that term is de-
fined in section 115 of title 18); or

‘“(B) if the court learns that candidate is
under investigation or has been sanctioned
by the Department of Justice or another
Federal agency.

‘“(2) Not less than 7 days before making an
appointment under subsection (d), a district
court shall confidentially inform the Attor-
ney General of identity of the candidate for
that appointment.”.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, in view of
the agreement just entered, I now ask
unanimous consent that the cloture
motion be withdrawn.

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

————

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, let me say
these few minutes Senator MCCONNELL
and I have spent on the floor have been
just a brief interlude, but getting to
this point has taken hours and hours of
people’s time. I think we are at a point
now where we have had a good debate
over the last several days and we will
have one today. We are moving into an-
other contentious issue, which will be
resolved Tuesday morning. So I think
we have made great progress. I think it
speaks well of the Senate, in spite of
the closeness of the margin between
Democrats and Republicans, that we
are able to get things done. Sometimes
it is a slow process in getting things
done, but I am confident this is good
for the body and the country.

Mr. President, also it is important
that everyone be notified—we were
scheduled to have a vote Monday at
5:00 or 5:30—that it is not necessary. We
have a lot of work going on. We have
the debate on the budget that will take
some time. We are going to complete
this U.S. attorneys issue and we are
going to complete three judges today.
So in short, there is no need to have a
judge’s vote, though we have two re-
maining on the calendar, and I think
we will accomplish what we need to do.
So there will be no votes on Monday
night.

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, let
me echo the remarks of the majority
leader with regard to the painstaking
process he and I have been through
over the last day and a half trying to
reach an agreement on the Iraq debate.
I think it is an agreement that is satis-
factory to both sides. It gives Senators
an opportunity to express themselves
on what is clearly, arguably, the most
important issue on the minds of the
American people at this particular
juncture in our history, and we look
forward to the debate starting shortly.
Senator INHOFE will be here to control
the time on our side, so let the debate
begin.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the final 20 min-
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utes of the debate relating to matters
regarding the Iraq resolutions, the first
10 minutes of the 20 minutes be for
Senator MCCONNELL, the second 10
minutes right before the vote be under
my control.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

———

UNITES STATES POLICY IN IRAQ
RESOLUTION OF 2007—S. J. RES. 9

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
SENATE THAT NO ACTION
SHOULD BE TAKEN TO UNDER-
MINE THE SAFETY OF THE
ARMED FORCES OF THE UNITED
STATES OR IMPACT THEIR ABIL-
ITY TO COMPLETE THEIR AS-
SIGNED OR FUTURE MISSIONS.—
S. RES. 107

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF CON-
GRESS THAT NO FUNDS SHOULD
BE CUT OFF OR REDUCED FOR
AMERICAN TROOPS IN THE
FIELD WHICH WOULD RESULT IN
UNDERMINING THEIR SAFETY
OR THEIR ABILITY TO COM-
PLETE THEIR ASSIGNED MIS-
SIONS.—S. CON. RES. 20

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 4 hours of debate equally
divided between the parties.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, it is my
understanding the debate will start
with our side. I encourage all Members
who wish to be heard on our side on
any of these resolutions to come to the
floor and be heard.

Let me share some thoughts. This is
a rather awkward situation we find
ourselves in because we are debating
three resolutions concurrently. Frank-
ly, one of the three I have not even
seen yet, so it is very difficult to de-
bate something you have never seen.
But I do know from the past discus-
sions the type of concerns people have,
the differences between, quite frankly,
the Republican side and the Demo-
cratic side. I know it is not right down
party lines, but let me share some con-
cerns I have and some thoughts I have.

We heard from several Senators who
expressed their concern over our micro-
managing the war from this body and
from the body of the other side. Five
hundred and thirty-five people cannot
be Commanders in Chief. It seems as if
that is what is happening. Also, I ob-
serve, and I am only speaking for my-
self, that this thing has become highly
politicized. When the war first started,
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the whole idea of weapons of mass de-
struction was the media trying to
make us believe that is what it was all
about, but that isn’t what it was all
about.

I was on the Senate Armed Services
Committee during that time, both be-
fore and after 9/11, and I observed what
was going on. I observed what was
going on in Iraq for a long period of
time. I had the honor back in 1991 of
going to Kuwait on what they called at
that time the ‘‘First Freedom Flight.”
There were Democrats and Republicans
on that flight. We were the first ones
to land in Kuwait. The Iraqis didn’t
even know the war was over at that
time, and the oilfields were burning in
Kuwait. I remember Tony Coelho was
one of the Democrats who was on the
trip, and Alexandria Hague was one of
the Republicans on the trip.

He also had the Ambassador from Ku-
wait to the United States and his
daughter on the trip, going back for
the first time to Kuwait to see what
damage was done by Saddam Hussein
in Kuwait City. I remember so well—I
don’t recall the age of the daughter;
maybe she was about 8 years old. I re-
member so well that when we landed,
the oil fields were burning, Iraqis were
still fighting, not knowing there had
been an agreement and fires should
have ceased by that time. They were
still shooting at each other. When it
calmed down, we went to their home.

Keep in mind the Ambassador to the
United States from Kuwait was of no-
bility and he had a daughter with
women. They had a mansion on the
Persian Gulf, a beautiful place. We got
there in time to see that their house
had been used as one of the head-
quarters of Saddam Hussein. His young
daughter wanted to see her bedroom,
her stuffed animals and things girls
want to see. We found out her room
had been used for a torture chamber.
There were body parts stuck to the
walls, human hair and hands, where the
torturing had been taking place.

I think sometimes people forget
about how bad this guy was. We hear a
lot about Adolf Hitler, and this guy
was certainly the worst since the bru-
tality of Auschwitz and Hitler and, of
course, the Holocaust. If you had been
there and looked down and seen the
bodies in the open graves, if you heard
the testimony from others whose
daughters could not get married be-
cause they could not have weddings on
the streets of Baghdad because, if they
did, people would come in, the Iraqis,
and Saddam Hussein’s sons would come
in and mob everybody and they would
kill people and take the pretty girls
and rape them and bury them alive.
These atrocities that took place were
inconceivable to people.

You don’t hear about this in the
media. They say they didn’t find weap-
ons of mass destruction. Well, you
know, that is a moot point. There were
weapons of mass destruction because
they used weapons of mass destruction.
They used them in the northern parts
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of Iraq. Saddam Hussein brutally, pain-
fully murdered his own people, and the
types of gases used in these weapons of
mass destruction were the most painful
kind that would torture people to
death, burn them from the inside out.
All the time this was happening, we
heard testimonials about how Saddam
Hussein was treating his people he
thought perhaps were his enemies and
didn’t follow him after the war in 1991,
and how they would put people to
death, torture them, and drop them
into vats of oil. The victims would be
praying that they would put them in
head first because their life would be
over sooner. It was the same with the
massive machines—like what we call
shredders in this country—where they
would shred the live bodies of these in-
dividuals. They used the most brutal
types of torture imaginable.

I thought once they get Saddam Hus-
sein and once he is disposed of and is
dead, people will realize this monster is
not coming back. Unfortunately, there
are other monsters who would take up
the mantle. These things have gone
undiscussed, unnoticed. Even if there
had not been weapons of mass destruc-
tion—which there were, because they
used them, either chemical or biologi-
cal, which is just as cruel as nuclear,
and effective, and it kills many people.
Even if that had not been the case,
America could not stand by and watch
that type of thing happening.

I have had the honor of going back
more times than any other Member of
the Senate. I will be going next week.
It will be my 13th trip to the area of re-
sponsibility in Iraq. Each time I come
back, after seeing the progress that is
being made, I read the newspapers, the
press accounts, and there is no rela-
tionship between reality and the press
accounts we get.

I had the honor of being in Fallujah
during a couple of the elections. The
Iraqi security forces—people are not
aware of this, but they allowed them to
vote a day in advance of the normal
voting that took place. I was purposely
at a couple of these elections in
Fallujah because that was where the
problems were supposed to exist. That
is where our marines were. They con-
ducted door to door and they did in-
credible and great work at that time.
The Iraqi security forces were the first
to go down and vote. I remember one
night having them come back and talk
about the threats that had been made
on their lives. Some were shot during
the process. They were willing to risk
their lives to vote and then to help the
people vote the next day. The next day,
the other Iraqis came to vote. We all
heard about the fingerprinting and
holding up with pride their stained fin-
ger, which would be a death sentence
on individuals. In this country, when
such a small percentage of the people
vote, and we look at those who are
willing to risk their lives, I think how
dear that privilege is and how we do
not appreciate it as we should.

Anyway, they voted and, of course,
they knew when they were going to
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vote, they would be in harm’s way, and
many were shot. There are heroic sto-
ries of Iraqis going to vote where they
would lay down their lives and get in
the line of fire to save somebody else.
So these were experiences that we had,
the real reasons for being there.

As we approach these resolutions—I
see my friend from Missouri is here and
I will soon yield to him whatever time
he asks. As we discuss the resolutions,
I want people to keep in mind the one
thing those of us who believe the gen-
erals are more capable of running this
war than are the individuals in this
body, the 535 Members of the House and
Senate—and of the 535, many of them
want to be Commander in Chief; many
are running. The generals make these
decisions.

At this time, I ask my friend from
Missouri how much time he wishes.

Mr. BOND. I would like 15 minutes.

Mr. INHOFE. I yield 15 minutes to
Senator BOND.

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

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague from OKklahoma. I appreciate
the opportunity to talk about this very
important subject. Some have said we
don’t want to debate the war in Iraq,
but we have been doing that and I am
happy to debate it.

We are at war. One of the jobs of this
body is to support our troops when we
are at war. As such, we should be tak-
ing up the supplemental war funding
bill that will directly support and aid
our service men and women and sup-
port the efforts underway in Iraq and
Afghanistan.

I regret the Democratic leadership
has chosen to delay acting on funds our
troops in the field need and must have
by the 1st of May. Here we go, talking
about resolutions. We are taking up
nonbinding resolutions. The key one is
nonsensical; it would serve only to un-
dermine the morale of our service men
and women and boost the morale of our
enemies. S.J. Res. 9 has a clear mes-
sage, if not to Americans reading the
news, certainly to our enemy: America
has been defeated. America does not
have the will to win. Or we cannot de-
feat American troops on the streets of
Iraq, but we can defeat America in the
halls of Congress. That is what they
will be saying.

Out of the 17 different resolutions the
majority has worked with and intro-
duced, they have decided to debate S.J.
Res. 9—one in a litany of defeatist,
micromanaging resolutions that have
been offered by the other side.

Like so many of the others, it calls
for a retreat and it ensures defeat.
Such a retreat, in its wake, would cre-
ate a bastion of instability, violence,
regional conflict, and a launching point
for future attacks on our allies and
this Nation such as that witnessed
after 9/11. The intelligence community,
in public testimony before our com-
mittee in January, publicly stated that
the very real three-pronged threat of
turning Iraq over to the chaos is a seri-
ous challenge we all should consider.
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Fortunately, those of us who believe
the generals ought to run the war have
the Constitution on our side, which
specifies that the President—not those
of us in the 535 Members of Congress—
is Commander in Chief. The proponents
of S.J. Res. 9 to set deadlines must now
believe they are more equipped, better
informed, and have better judgment
than the leaders and military com-
manders they recently and unani-
mously confirmed.

Is the American public to believe
that the legislators in these beautiful
halls, 8,000 miles away from the front,
are better equipped to develop strate-
gies than General Petraeus, whom this
body confirmed unanimously to lead
U.S. forces?

I think the Founding Fathers were
right at the time and they are right
now. We do not fight wars in the Halls
of Congress. We cannot win this war by
resolutions we pass, but we can lose
the war in the Halls of Congress. My
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
continue to cite public opinion polls
about Iraq as well as a reason why we
should pull out. What may be perceived
to be popular in the short run, regret-
tably, will in the long run compound
into an even bigger problem that will
end up costing us and our allies far
more blood and treasure.

Further, when it comes to national
security, we ought to be governing on
principles, not on public opinion polls.

The American people want victory,
not defeat. They are demanding
progress, which the new security plan
was designed to produce. Incidentally,
this new plan fits almost exactly with
the recommendations of the Baker-
Hamilton committee, which so many
people on both sides of the aisle said
would be the ultimate solution. Well,
General Petraeus and the administra-
tion are carrying out the details of the
Baker-Hamilton plan, and now we are
changing our mind. Why? Well, some, 1
fear, may be inspired by a loathing of
President Bush. But even to those of
you who do, I appeal to you to recog-
nize the President is not the enemy.
The enemy is ruthlessly chopping the
heads off innocent civilians in front of
cameras, blowing up schoolchildren,
blowing up places of worship. One
Army officer recently e-mailed me and
said:

I proudly served in Iraq. I know who the
enemies of America are. I have met them in
person. Our President is not the enemy.

This would not be George Bush’s de-
feat or victory. It will be an American
defeat or victory, and the sooner we
understand that, the sooner perhaps we
can be united.

Robert Kagan, a senior associate at
the Carnegie Endowment for Inter-
national Peace and transatlantic fellow
at the German Marshall Fund, recently
wrote a piece in the Washington Post
describing the sad state of current po-
litical affairs. It was entitled ‘‘Grand
Illusion.” In the piece he asserted:

Democratic and Republican members of
Congress are looking for a different kind of
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political solution: the solution to their prob-
lems in presidential primaries and elections
almost 2 years off.

This is coming, as he indicates in his
article, just as ‘‘American soldiers are
finally beginning the hard job of estab-
lishing a measure of peace, security
and order in critical sections of Bagh-
dad.”

He goes on to say that ‘‘they’ve
launched attacks on Sunni insurgent
strongholds and begun reining in
Moqgtada al-Sadr’s militia.”

This is appropriate advice. He says:

Politicians in both parties should realize
that success in this mission is in their inter-
est, as well as the nation’s. Here’s a wild
idea: Forget the political posturing, be re-
sponsible, and provide the moral and mate-
rial support our forces need and expect.

Despite many people’s dissatisfaction
with the war, I don’t think a majority
of Americans want us to withdraw, to
retreat and admit defeat.

Throughout the debate, we have also
heard references and comparisons made
to Vietnam, that this is a quagmire,
that the war is unjust, poorly man-
aged, it threatens our individual lib-
erties, it is unwinnable, and the only
option is to pull out. All of the very
same things were said during the cam-
paign against President Lincoln in
1864, with well over one-quarter of a
million dead Americans; after the
Union suffered 7,000 casualties in 30
short minutes at Cold Harbor; and
until Sherman won in Atlanta.

If you look at our history, anybody
getting 24-hour television news during
the battles Americans fought against
the British in 1776, you would have had
to say we were in worse shape than we
are now.

When you look at the conditions our
troops were in before D-Day and all the
things that went wrong, 24-hour news
coverage would have convinced an
overwhelming majority of the Amer-
ican people to forget it, pull the plug,
let the Nazis have it. But if somebody
used Vietnam as a model—and it
should be used completely—I think it
reminds people of the image associated
with Vietnam that too many ignore.

I suspect this is a historical photo
that many of our murderous enemies
dream would be superimposed over the
rooftops of Baghdad. These are the peo-
ple left behind. We left behind people.
Some 2.5 million were murdered after
we pulled out of Vietnam.

This is, of course, the final, classic
departure, people trying to get away.
Those who didn’t were slaughtered.

Our enemies throughout the radical
Islamist world are all too familiar with
immediate withdrawal and retreat. We
withdrew from Vietnam, we withdrew
from Beirut, and we withdrew from
Mogadishu.

These repeated withdrawals signaled
to our enemies all over the world that
if they inflict enough damage on our
most heroic citizens, the Marines will
never surrender but Washington will.

And make no mistake about it, they
are watching. They are watching to see
what we will do in Iraq.
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These repeated withdrawals invited
the 1993 World Trade Center attack,
the bombings of our embassies in Afri-
ca, the USS Cole, the Khobar Towers,
and eventually 9/11. None of these ac-
tions occurred because of our action to
liberate Iraq. Five or six of these at-
tacks occurred before President Bush
took office, and George Bush did not
invent the danger from radical Islam.

Further, the notion of separating al-
Qaida from the sectarian killers can
only be contemplated from as far away
as Washington because al-Qaida is tar-
geting the mixed neighborhoods and
has overtly promised sectarian vio-
lence to undermine the Iraqi Govern-
ment and to weaken U.S. Government
resolve.

The Democratic resolution before us
now is precisely what our enemies
want to hear and, sadly, are expecting
to hear.

Here are some quotes from one of the
people we ought to be reading more fre-
quently, Osama bin Laden. Osama bin
Laden said:

We found that out from our brothers who
fought the Americans in Somalia. They did
not see it as a power worthy of any mention.
. . . God gave them and the mujahideen suc-
cess in Somalia and the United States pulled
out, trailing disappointment, defeat and fail-
ure behind it. It achieved nothing. It left
quicker than people had imagined.

That is what Osama bin Laden said
on October 21, 2001.

In addition to that statement, he
said on February 14, 2003:

It has been made clear during our defend-
ing and fighting against the American
enemy that this enemy’s combat strategy is
heavily dependent on the psychological as-
pect of war . .. which hides the cowardice
and lack of fighting spirit of the American
soldier. . . . Likewise, let me remind you of
the defeat of the American forces in Beirut
in 1982, soon after the Israeli invasion of Leb-
anon, when the Lebanese resistance was per-
sonified by a truck laden with explosives
that struck the main military base of the
U.S. Marines in Beirut, killing 242 soldiers—
towards hell was their destination and what
an evil destination that is.

This is what Osama bin Laden thinks
of us. He stated many times that
Americans don’t have the stomach for
conflict and this Democratic resolution
embodies that very notion.

What Osama bin Laden and the en-
emies we are fighting against expect to
see is Vietnam. Let’s give General
Petraeus more confidence. General
Petraeus was confirmed unanimously.
He stated that the effort in Iraq will
have to be sustained to achieve its de-
sired effect and that more troops are
vital to advancing security. We con-
firmed him unanimously. Give him a
chance.

He reported last week that nine Iraqi
reinforcement battalions have entered
Baghdad. He pointed to a decrease in
sectarian killings, the discovery of nu-
merous weapons caches, and the cap-
ture of al-Qaida members. Al-Sadr has
fled Sadr City, and al-Baghdadi was re-
cently reported caught.

Associated Press reporter Robert
Reid recently reported General
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Petraeus walking through the streets
of Hit, a Sunni city with a bloody past.
Last month in the article, he reported:

Iraqi police backed by U.S. troops swept
through the city of about 120,000 people, ar-
resting suspected insurgents and estab-
lishing three new police stations in the
downtown area. Since then, the number of
violent incidents has dropped from an aver-
age of 5 per day to 1.3 per day.

Now that a relative level of security
has been established, the important po-
litical and economic development work
must begin.

In the past, the United States had
claimed similar victories in Hit, but
those gains were lost because of lack of
enough troops to sustain the province.

I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Associated Press]
WALK DELIVERS A U.S. MESSAGE
(By Robert H. Reid)

HIT, IRAQ.—The top U.S. commander in
Iraq strolled Saturday through the streets of
a dusty Euphrates River city.

Gen. David Petraeus was snacking on ice
cream and promoting cooperation between
Americans and Iraqis in a Sunni Arab com-
munity where insurgents have been driven
out before, only to return.

Petraeus visited Hit, scene of bloody fights
with insurgents for the last three years, to
affirm U.S. support for a nascent city admin-
istration and to deliver a message that U.S.
troops will remain here until Iraqi forces are
genuinely ready to provide their own secu-
rity.

To demonstrate his confidence, Petraeus,
accompanied by dozens of armed U.S. troops
and Iraqi policemen, strolled down the main
street, stopping to buy ice cream from a ven-
dor and wandering through the city market,
where snipers were taking potshots at U.S.
patrols just months ago.

“Iraq presents its own complex set of chal-
lenges, and you have to do one city at a
time,” Petraeus said as he beamed at hesi-
tant crowds and delivered Arabic greetings
to small groups of young boys who stared at
the entourage from the curb.

Few of the Iraqis returned the greeting and
most kept back, perhaps intimidated by the
stern-faced, gun-toting Iraqi policemen who
appeared keen to make sure nothing went
awry during the visit.

Nevertheless, the fact that a senior Amer-
ican general could walk through the public
market in a Sunni city with such a bloody
past indicated a degree of progress that U.S.
commanders are eager to exploit. It is key to
the new U.S. strategy of clearing areas of in-
surgents and then remaining to promote eco-
nomic and quality-of-life projects. In the
past, Iraqi forces have failed to maintain
control once the Americans were gone.

Last month, Iraqi police backed by U.S.
troops swept through the city of about
120,000 people about 100 miles northwest of
Baghdad, arresting suspected insurgents and
establishing three new police stations in the
downtown area.

Since then, the number of violent inci-
dents—mostly bombings and shootings—has
dropped from an average of five per day to
about 1.3 a day, the lowest level since March
2006, said Lt. Col. Douglas Crissman, com-
mander of the battalion that took part in
the sweep.

The plan is for U.S. and Iraqi checkpoints
around the city to turn Hit into a ‘‘gated
community’’ free of insurgents.
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To convince the locals that better days are
ahead, the U.S. plans to fly in $15 million to
float the local bank, which will enable re-
tired government employees and soldiers to
start receiving pensions and provide cash to
bolster the economy.

The Americans are also encouraging the
Shiite-run government in Baghdad to pay
more attention to mostly Sunni Anbar prov-
ince, including authorizing funds to pay for
the extra police. But U.S. forces have
claimed similar successes in the past in Hit,
only to see gains lost because of a lack of
enough troops in the province.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, while it is
far too premature to declare that the
new strategy has succeeded, it does in-
dicate there is a possibility. As General
Abizaid once testified, despair is not a
policy. It must be given a chance to
succeed, and this resolution would do
nothing to achieve victory. The alter-
native of retreat and defeat would be
disastrous.

What are my colleagues who wish to
see us leave Iraq thinking will happen
once we do? The arguments for retreat-
ing before relative security is estab-
lished because we grow tired of the
war, because mistakes were made or
because Americans allegedly want us
to leave all ignore what the con-
sequences will be if we do leave precipi-
tously on a political withdrawal time-
table.

Those who are advocating for retreat
and departure from Iraq absolutely
must address this very difficult ques-
tion. In other words, what is ‘“‘Plan
Bravo,” plan B, for those mandating
retreat? Are we to redeploy forces back
home only to have to redeploy them in
much larger numbers 3, 4, 5 years from
now, once Baghdad has turned into a
base of operations and safe haven for
al-Qaida? Will we endure the transfer
of Islamofascist terrorism and violence
occurring in the Middle East back to
the homeland?

Mr. President, I ask for an additional
60 seconds.

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

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, are we
going to bear witness to a conflict be-
tween Sunnis and Shiites that would
spread into a regional war throughout
the Middle East? Will we sit idly by
while a regional conflict ensues that
would result in the death of thousands
of civilians? What will happen when
the price of oil goes up? Will we see
radical Islam taking over more parts of
the world? Will we hand them Iraq on
a silver platter? Will we have to again
deploy troops to the Middle East?

To ignore these considerations and
questions simply because they are not
politically palatable is shortsighted at
best and dangerous at the worst. Those
who are attempting to end the war
don’t want to talk about the fact that
the war in Iraq will do anything but
end. In fact, it will only grow more
dangerous.

Mr. President, I suggest that Mr.
Kagan had it right. In his article, he
also said there ought to be a plan B for
the Washington Post and others who
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have projected and counted on defeat.
What is your plan B if General
Petraeus’s works and you predicted so
successfully it won’t work?

We need to put the money behind our
troops, give General Petraeus the sup-
port for the new plan with money and
support that effort underway. Our
130,000 to 150,000 American troops and
their families at home are depending
on us. They have a direct stake in this
historic event, and I believe that fight-
ing is necessary to prevail over evil.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TESTER). The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Missouri. A lot of
people don’t know it, but his family
has made a personal sacrifice in their
efforts in this war. We appreciate that
very much. The Senator from Missouri
outlined the consequences of surrender
in a very articulate way.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that any quorum calls during the
debate on the Iraq resolutions be equal-
ly divided.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I see no
speakers on the other side, so I will
elaborate on my remarks. I appreciate
the fact that the Senator from Mis-
souri talked about specifically what
would be the consequences of timelines
or withdrawal. I can speak from per-
sonal experience, having spent time in
Iraq. As I mentioned before, I plan to
take my 13th trip to AOR in a couple of
weeks. I believe what is not understood
by people who are debating these reso-
lutions is some of the good things
about the Iraqi security forces.

I had the honor of being in Iraq when
some of the new leadership took office.
I remember Dr. Rubaie, who is the Na-
tional Security Adviser, and Dr.
Jassim—I believe he was the Minister
of Defense at that time—they articu-
lated in a very effective way that most
of the differences between the two
major factors over there were Western
concepts, were Western ideas. It ap-
peared to me that was the case.

As we debate these resolutions, we
need to remember how we got in there
in the first place. Remember what hap-
pened prior to 1991, remember the mon-
strous commissions that were made by
Saddam Hussein and the number of
people, the volumes of people who died
tragic, painful deaths.

As far as the Iraqi security forces are
concerned, it is pretty obvious to me
that these individuals want to be in
charge. I get the idea, when I listen to
some of the people on the other side,
that the Iraqi security forces somehow
are inferior, somehow they don’t have
the knowledge and the capability, the
potential to become great fighters. Yet
when I talk with them, they are the
ones who are anxious to get themselves
in a position where they are going to
be carrying the load for us.

The whole idea of the embedded
training is that we put our people in
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the rear to advise the Iraqis on what to
do and to train them while they are ac-
tually embedded and fighting with
them. This has worked very effectively.
It has been effective.

I happened to be there at a time
when in one of the training areas for
Iraqi security forces, there was an ex-
plosion. Some 40 were killed.

What the people over here don’t un-
derstand is the commitment the Iraqis
have to their own security. It happens
that 40 families of those who were
killed in this blast all supplied another
member of their family to go in and
carry the load for the deceased trainee.

These individuals are committed.
They are as anxious as we are to get to
the point where they have the capa-
bility of offering the security against
the terrorists. From time to time, they
have gotten that way. There was a
time when the entire western one-third
of Baghdad was under security control
by the Iraqis themselves. They were
just not in a position to sustain that
control.

We saw the commitment the Iraqis
had in Fallujah, when a general who
had been the brigade commander for
Saddam Hussein—this guy hated Amer-
icans; he was a brigade commander for
Saddam Hussein, until we went into
Fallujah with our Marines and they
started the embedded training, the em-
bedded training referred to by my
friend from Missouri. It was so success-
ful and they enjoyed each other so
much that this man, this general, his
name is Mahdi, he looked me in the
eyes and said: I hated Americans before
all this happened. I certainly hated the
Marines. When they came in and start-
ed embedded training, I learned to love
them so much that when they rotated
out, we all got together and we cried.

This is the commitment the Iraqis
have. When you get into one of the hel-
icopters and go from place to place,
maybe 50 feet off the ground, and you
see the commitment of these individ-
uals in the small towns and the kids
who are down there—a lot of times the
people who are supporting our troops
send over candy, cookies, and this type
of thing don’t realize that when our
troops get them, they normally repack-
age them, and then as they are in these
helicopters going across the triangle
and other places, you can see the little
Iraqi kids out there waving American
flags and our troops are throwing them
candy and cookies. This is the type of
relationship we don’t see in this coun-
try.

Mr. President, while we are calling to
make sure that some of them get down
to the floor from both sides, let me
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the
Senate is now engaged in a historic de-
bate about what the United States of
America should do with respect to the
conflict in Iraq. We are scheduled to
vote on three resolutions at 3:45 this
afternoon. I was advised early this
morning, about 8 a.m., that we would
have four resolutions to vote on and
that there would be a time agreement
of some 6 hours, with votes to occur
late this afternoon. Two of the resolu-
tions among the four were not in exist-
ence, one of the resolutions has since
been dropped, and the fourth resolution
was made available less than an hour
ago. This kind of a timetable, it seems
to me, is not conducive to the kind of
deliberation and thought necessary to
make intelligent decisions on the mo-
mentous questions which we are facing.

We are asking the U.S. military to
adopt a timetable to clear out of Iraqg
no later than a year from now, and we
have a tough time establishing even a
timetable as to what the Senate will do
in the course of a single day.

As I review the proceedings, it seems
to me that the Congress is not prepared
to act on this subject on this state of
the record. It may be that the Congress
is not competent to act on this kind of
an issue. There is a maxim that you
can’t manage effectively by com-
mittee, and what this concurrent reso-
lution seeks to do is to have manage-
ment by two committees—that is per-
haps twice as bad as trying to manage
by one committee—a committee of 435
in the House of Representatives and a
committee of 100 here.

Yesterday, I spoke briefly about S.
Res. 9, which has been cosponsored by
41 Democrats, no Republicans. I think
it is regrettable that there appears to
be a partisan divide on this subject.
This matter is too important to be de-
termined by party loyalty. Perhaps a
more important aspect of noting that
the resolution is supported by 41 Demo-
crats is that it is not supported by 9
Democrats, with 50 Democrats in this
body. So perhaps it is significant that
it is not supported by 9 Democrats.

I would be prepared to cross party
lines, as I have done in the past when
I thought it warranted, if I agreed with
the thrust of the resolution. Seven of
us joined with the Democrats in voting
for cloture several weeks ago to move
ahead with the debate and try to come
to a resolution on the Iraqi issue, and
I was one of the seven. I would not
hesitate to do so again if I agreed, but
I cannot agree with the proposal which
would require that not later than 120
days after enactment to have phased
redeployment of U.S. forces, with the
goal of redeploying by March 31, 2008,
all U.S. combat forces in Iraq except
for three conditions: to protect U.S.
and coalition personnel, training and
equipping Iraqi forces, and conducting
targeted counterterrorism operations.

The thrust, however, is to leave Iraq
in about 1 year, and that is to ensure
defeat. Setting a timetable simply en-
ables our opponents to wait us out.
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I think beyond that, the idea of hav-
ing the Congress of the United States
micromanage the war is simply not re-
alistic, and perhaps it may even be un-
lawful. As I noted yesterday, in the
case of Fleming v. Page, in 1850, the
Supreme Court said:

As Commander in Chief, he is authorized to
direct the movements of the naval and mili-
tary forces placed by law at his command,
and to employ them in the manner he may
deem most effectual to harass and conquer
and subdue the enemy.

That is a fairly forceful statement
that it is not up to the Congress to
micromanage a war but that it is up to
the Commander in Chief, the President
of the United States.

That is not to say that the Congress
does not have authority in the prem-
ises. Yesterday, I put into the RECORD
a lengthy letter which I had written
calling for additional hearings by the
Judiciary Committee on the relative
powers, authority of the Congress
under the Constitution, with our power
of the purse and our power to maintain
and direct armies, contrasted with the
President’s power as Commander in
Chief.

I believe, however, it is of question-
able legal authority to micromanage,
and it is definitely impractical for us
to seek to micromanage if the con-
sequences of giving an order to the
President would just enable the enemy
to wait us out. That is not to say that
at some time in the future it may be
necessary, and there may be a consid-
ered joint judgment by the Congress, to
use the extraordinary power of the
purse to implement our constitutional
authority to maintain armies to effec-
tuate a withdrawal.

Yesterday, I commented on the Sen-
ate floor that it would be most helpful
to have an update from the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Department of
State as to whether, since General
Petraeus went to Iraq, implementing a
new strategy as he articulated it to
many of us in the Congress in meeting
with him, whether there have been im-
provements, so that there was some re-
alistic prospect of victory, which is
what we want. The consequences of de-
feat are disastrous, but that does not
mean that we can be in Iraq forever.

The President, in his State of the
Union speech, set two objectives for
the Iraqis. One was to end the sec-
tarian violence and, secondly, to secure
Baghdad as indispensable prerequisites
for maintaining U.S. forces in Iraq. The
Iraqis have shown neither the capacity
nor the will to carry out those objec-
tives. In evaluating the strategy of
General Petraeus, it would be helpful
to know if there have been any positive
signs or negative signs, giving us some
clue as to the prospects of victory.

Through staff, I made an inquiry of
the Department of Defense for some
updated material, and none was avail-
able. Similarly, through staff, I made
an inquiry of the Department of State,
asking if there had been any results
from the change in policy to negotiate
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with Iran and Syria, at least on a mul-
tilateral basis. One part of the resolu-
tion that is supported by 41 Democrats,
calling for a comprehensive diplomatic,
political, and economic strategy, has
been implemented by the Department
of State, at least in the incipient
stages. Even in the absence of any indi-
cation of any progress, it seems to me
unwise, on this state of the record, to
set a timetable which would just em-
bolden and empower the enemy to win
by waiting us out.

The power of the purse is the ulti-
mate constitutional authority of the
Congress. Even there, as I noted yester-
day in the case of United States v. Lov-
ett, in 1946, the Supreme Court held
that Congress cannot use its appropria-
tions power indirectly to accomplish
an unconstitutional objective. That
still leaves substantial parameters to
decide what to do.

The second resolution is the one sub-
mitted by Senator GREGG, and Senator
GREGG articulates a resolution that all
of us agree with:

That it is the sense of Congress that Con-
gress should not take any action that will
endanger United States military forces in
the field. . . .

That would be unthinkable. No one
disagrees with that. Then the Gregg
resolution goes on to say:

. . including the elimination or reduction
of funds for troops in the field.

That phrase could be interpreted to
mean that Congress does not have the
authority to stipulate an elimination
or reduction of funds for troops in the
field so that we couldn’t say to the
President to reduce the troops by a cer-
tain date. Or perhaps it should be read
in conjunction with taking no action
to endanger to say you have to be down
to a certain number by a certain date,
as Congress did in legislation in 1974,
saying that when the war in Vietnam
was winding down, there could be no
more than 4,000 troops in the field in 6
months and no more than 3,000 troops
in the field in a year. That congres-
sional legislation was signed by Presi-
dent Ford, although he expressed some
reservations. So perhaps the Gregg res-
olution does not purport to totally
eliminate the authority of Congress to
act by cutting off funding if it can be
done in a way which does not endanger
the troops in the field. Certainly the
thrust, the gravamen of the Gregg res-
olution is one where there would be no
disagreement, we simply could not en-
danger the troops in the field or take
any action which would endanger
them.

Then the third resolution—which was
filed less than an hour ago by Senator
MURRAY—sounds very much like the
Gregg resolution. It is intended, I
think, to provide an alternative to the
Gregg resolution, but it is very close.
The Murray resolution provides:

The President and Congress should not
take any action that will endanger the
Armed Forces of the United States and will
provide necessary funds for training, equip-
ment and other support for troops in the
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field as such actions will ensure their safety
and effectiveness in preparing for and car-
rying out their assigned missions.

We all agree with that. Then it goes
on to say:

The President, Congress and the Nation
have an obligation to ensure that those who
have bravely served this country in time of
war receive the medical care and other sup-
port they deserve.

No one could disagree with that. It is
a reference to what has happened at
Walter Reed. Then the third clause in
the resolution.

Resolved: The President and Congress
should continue to exercise their constitu-
tional responsibilities to ensure that the
Armed Forces have everything they need to
perform their assigned or future missions.

We can’t disagree with that. And
then:

. review, assess and adjust United
States policy and funding as needed to en-
sure our troops have the best chance for suc-
cess in Iraq and elsewhere.

That also is apple pie, motherhood,
and milk. There is a little implication,
on ‘‘review, assess and adjust,” perhaps
a change in policy, but it does not say
anything definitive.

There was supposed to have been a
fourth resolution offered by Senator
WARNER, who had an earlier resolution
which was not taken up by the Senate.
Senator WARNER is to be commended
for his service to the country, heading
the Armed Services Committee, 28
years in this body, Secretary of the
Navy, served in World War II. He was
searching for some alternative. But in
the absence of any resolution having
been filed, the inference arises that the
search continues. That is where I think
we are on this issue.

The electorate spoke last November
in disagreeing with United States pol-
icy in Iraq. The House of Representa-
tives has spoken, disagreeing with
United States policy in Iraq. The Sen-
ate is about to speak, but it is highly
doubtful—virtually impossible that a
forced withdrawal within a year will be
approved by 60 Members of this body.
The resolutions by Senator GREGG and
Senator MURRAY are not twins, but
they are first cousins. But we are still
groping for what to do.

My own sense of the situation is we
need to pursue some preliminary re-
ports that things are improving and
find out if in fact that is true. As I look
at Irag—and I used the metaphor yes-
terday—it is a tunnel and we can’t see
the end of the tunnel. Certainly there
is no indication that there is a light in
the end of the tunnel. I don’t like being
in the tunnel, but I don’t know where
else to go at the moment.

I am not going to go with a resolu-
tion to leave Iraq, micromanage the
war, tell the President what to do when
we frankly don’t know what to do. But
we are groping. Just as we are unpre-
pared to deal with these resolutions in
a limited time, by 3:45, we are unpre-
pared to tell the military what to do in
a year. So I think we need to go back
to the drawing boards and I think we
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need to find out more facts. It may be
General Shinseki was right in 2003,
that job required a lot more personnel,
into the hundreds of thousands, under
the Colin Powell doctrine of over-
whelming force. Maybe that was the
course which should have been fol-
lowed. Certainly we don’t want to de-
ploy more troops now, in those quan-
tities. For General Shinseki’s bril-
liance, he got himself fired, ridiculed
and fired. We are trying to find out
what to do.

I had an opportunity to visit the Mid-
east and talk to President Assad of
Syria last December. President Assad
advanced the idea of having an inter-
national conference before the idea was
advanced by Secretary of State
Condoleezza Rice. I carried that mes-
sage back and conveyed Assad’s sugges-
tion to Condoleezza Rice. Whether that
had any impact on her idea, I don’t
know. But I do believe—and I said this
in a lengthy speech on the Senate floor
last June, and in an article which ap-
pears in the current issue of the Wash-
ington Quarterly—that dialog should
be undertaken with Iran and Syria. We
have seen the multilateral dialog with
North Korea, supplemented by direct
contracts, bilateral negotiations,
produce what appears to be an answer
to diffusing North Korea’s possession of
nuclear weapons. We don’t know for
sure because that is a very tentative
basis, but we made a lot of progress
and we appear to have an answer.

I think there is cause for hope that
the multilateral talks with Iran and
Syria, and perhaps bilateral talks, will
produce something there. So I am
going to oppose S. Res. 9 and I am
going to support the first cousins, the
Gregg resolution and the Murray reso-
lution. They say something which is
obvious. We are not going to take any
action to endanger the American
troops. But that does not mean we are
without power in the future to use the
appropriations power, the power of the
purse, to put Congress’s imprimatur
and decision on what is going on.

The President said for a long time he
was the decider. I think he has wisely
receded a little from that assertion. It
is a joint, shared responsibility be-
tween Congress and the President.
There has been a lot of talk. I think
the American people ought to know
there has been a lot of—it is more than
talk; there has been a lot of very seri-
ous thought which has been under-
taken by the Members of the Congress,
both the Senate and the House, trying
to find a way to have a victory in Iraq.
Our statements of disagreement with
the President do not mean we ought to
tell him what to do when in fact we do
not know what to do.

For myself, I think we need to find
out more about what is happening now,
both militarily and diplomatically;
going back to the drawing board and
seeing if we can come up with a better
answer than the one we are facing at
the present time.
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I thank the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma, who is managing the
bill.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I wish to inquire how
much time we have remaining on our
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
64 minutes 30 seconds.

Mr. INHOFE. Fine. We are next going
to hear from the Senator from South
Carolina. I wish to say, after the con-
clusion of the remarks, I am going to
be trying to line up, by unanimous con-
sent, several speakers. It is my under-
standing Senator BYRD wants to come
down and speak. But between the next
speaker and Senator BYRD, we are
going to try to get some lined up for a
period of time. That will be our inten-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I think
Senator SPECTER, has given a good
overview of where the Congress finds
itself, where it wants to go, and how to
get there. What I wish to do is give my
view for people back home and my col-
leagues about how what we do now, for
the moment, could affect the overall
war on terror, and throw out this prop-
osition: Do we believe the outcome in
Iraq affects the overall war on terror?
Is Iraq a central battlefront in the
global struggle? I believe the answer is
clearly yes. You could debate whether
going into Iraq was the right thing.
Clearly that is a debate that will be re-
solved by historians. We are there now.
What are the consequences of a failed
state in Iraq and how likely is that to
occur, based on what we do for the mo-
ment?

I would argue very strongly a failed
state in Iraq is a tremendous defeat in
the overall war on terror on several
fronts. No. 1, it means moderate forces
in Iraq were overwhelmed by the ex-
tremists. There are basically three
groups in Iraq trying to kill this infant
democracy. There is a Shia extremist
group that has as its goal a theocracy
for Iraq where the Shias will dominate
the Iraqi landscape and they will have
an Iranian style theocracy. It may be
different in many ways, but it will be a
religious state.

The Sunni extremists are trying to
seize power and kill this infant democ-
racy and rule by the gun, not by the
rule of law. They were in power during
the Saddam era and they want to get
back in power. These two groups have
different views of what to do with a fu-
ture Iraq, but they both come together
believing a democracy hurts their
agenda.

Then there is the rest of Iraq, the
Sunnis, the Shia, and the Kurds, which
I think are the overwhelming major-
ity—and they are struggling to create
a new democracy out of the ashes of a
dictatorship. I want to associate my-
self with some understanding of the
struggle they are going through be-
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cause our country went through this
very same struggle. It is hard to create
a democracy, but the benefits are enor-
mous if we can pull this off.

The third group is the most dan-
gerous of all. They are in Iraq to kill
this infant democracy, not for political
power within the border of Iraq as their
goal but to create a movement that
will sweep the Mideast. This is the al-
Qaida organization within Iraq and as-
sociated Islamic extremist organiza-
tions that have a more regional view of
what to do. All three groups, the Shia
extremists, the Sunni extremists, and
the foreign fighters, namely al-Qaida,
are threatened by democracy in dif-
ferent ways.

Shaikh Mohammed has just admitted
in open session in a military tribunal
that he was in fact the mastermind of
9/11. He went on ad nauseam about all
the activity he had been involved in for
over a decade. The point of his testi-
mony was he believes he is at war with
us. We need to understand we are at
war with him. I think for years they
were fighting us and we did not quite
understand they had declared war upon
us. But we all agree now that al-Qaida
is a force that needs to be dealt with
militarily and that there is a global
struggle in which they are involved,
and that Shaikh Mohammed is a war-
rior, an illegal warrior but nonetheless
a warrior. He doesn’t have a criminal
agenda, he has a political agenda and
religious agenda, and he considers him-
self a warrior.

What I hope we can do in Iraq is de-
feat extremism on all fronts; that we
could, in fact, defeat al-Qaida in Iraq,
which would be a blow to their overall
regional world agenda.

What to do? Senator SPECTER made a
good point. Where do we go? Congress
is trying to find its footing. Congress
doesn’t want to cut off funding. There
are different reasons people don’t want
to cut off funding. The polls clearly
show that cutting off funding is not
popular, by the American people. There
are Members in the body who do want
to cut off funding. I respect their point
of view because they have concluded
Iraq is not part of the war on terror in
a traditional sense; that our involve-
ment in Iraq is doing more damage in
the war than it is helping.

I just disagree. I think a loss in Iraq
is a huge event in the war on terror.
And they will come and cast a vote.
They will vote against Senator
GREGG’s resolution saying the Congress
should cut off funding. I respect them,
but I think they are wrong.

Now as to Senator REID. His motion
is that we are going to try to send a
message to the Maliki Government and
other political leaders in Iraq by tell-
ing them: At a date certain, we are
going to start leaving if certain things
are not done. I understand the point,
that they are trying to get the mod-
erate forces, the Democratic forces in
Iraq, to do better and come together
quicker.

My concern is pretty simple. I think
Senator SPECTER expressed it very
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well: The audience of this resolution is
not a single audience, that the world
will be listening and watching what the
Senate does.

If the Senate did pass a resolution
setting a specific date—March of next
year—where we will begin to redeploy
if certain things are not done in Iraq,
then I am convinced that in the Mid-
east it will be taken as a sign of weak-
ness, not strength.

It will be not a message sent to the
moderates alone, it will be a message
sent to the enemies of democracy. We
would be, no matter how well inten-
tioned, laying out a roadmap as to how
to drive the United States out of Iraq.
The resolution would have two pur-
poses, one well intended: to get the
Iraqi Government to do more to expe-
dite the political decisionmaking that
is required to lead to a successful out-
come.

The other consequence would be, we
would be telling our enemies in great
detail: Here is what you have to do to
make sure we leave at a date certain
and that every benchmark we set as to
a date becomes a benchmark for the
enemy. If you can achieve this bench-
mark, the United States will leave. To
me, if we ever do that, then we have
made a huge mistake.

Senator SPECTER mentioned some of
the mistakes. I think General Shinseki
was right, we never had enough troops
to provide security. We planned for the
best, never assumed for the worst. On
the economic projections, in terms of
the cost of the war, the military under-
standing of what would happen after
the fall of Baghdad, we missed it by a
mile. We are paying a heavy price for
making those mistakes.

But the biggest mistake is yet to
come. If we pass the Reid resolution, it
would trump every mistake President
Bush’s team has made by a factor of
many because it would be, in fact, de-
stroying the last best chance we have
to salvage democracy in Iraq.

General Petraeus is our best hope.
Reinforcements are needed in Iraq: po-
litically, economically, and militarily.
Any resolution passed by the Senate
declaring this operation lost before it
is implemented cuts General Petraeus’s
legs out from under him. It would be
the biggest mistake Congress could
make—I would say maybe in American
history—to a commander in the field.
Eighty-one to zero, we sent the general
off to fight in a war anew, and now we
are about to send a message to the peo-
ple he is fighting that on a date certain
you win if you do the following things.

This resolution empowers our en-
emies. It gives them a roadmap of how
to drive us out of the Mideast. It weak-
ens the ability of General Petraeus to
form coalitions to give the Iraqi politi-
cians what they need to do the things
they need to do.

If you want to empower a moderate,
which is key to victory in the Mideast
in the war on terrorism, the last thing
you need to do, in my opinion, is make
a public statement that our commit-
ment ends at a certain date if you do
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not do certain things, because you are
telling the enemy exactly what they
have to do to win out over the mod-
erates and the United States. It would
be a huge mistake of monumental pro-
portions. I hope this body will not
allow that to happen.

What happens if we have a failed
state in Iraq? Who is the biggest win-
ner if Iraq breaks apart and democracy
fails? Iran wins. In the south, the Shia
south, a very oil-rich area, that most
likely will become a puppet state of
Iran. I cannot say for sure it will, but
it is the most likely outcome. Let’s
start, for a change, planning for the
worst.

I wish people who were introducing
these resolutions would understand the
consequences of a failed state and ask
themselves: Does this resolution help
create a democracy? Does it empower
the enemy? Does it help create a failed
State? What are the consequences?

Former Senator Edwards is saying
we should draw 50,000 troops down
today. They asked him the question:
What would that mean for regional sta-
bility? I don’t know. I am not sure.

Well, I can tell you what it means. It
would tell the extremists we are leav-
ing, you are winning. Every moderate
in the Mideast would start hedging
their bets because what kind of polit-
ical solution are you going to come up
with if you believe the American polit-
ical and economic aid to your young
democracy will vanish? You start hedg-
ing your bets.

The stronger we are, the bolder they
become. The weaker we are, the bolder
the enemy becomes. The stronger
America, in a rational way, stands by
moderate forces, the more likely they
are to make the hard decisions to bring
the country together. The weaker we
seem, the weaker we portray ourselves,
the stronger the enemy of democracy.

That is what I believe this is all
about. You cannot kill the terrorists in
numbers enough to win the war from
an American perspective. This war will
never be won by the American military
killing terrorists. They are doing a
wonderful job, our military. This war
will be won when extremism is sup-
pressed within the Mideast by the peo-
ple who live in the Mideast.

So we have to take sides. This war is
a war of religion and origin. The origin
of this war is not Palestine-Israel, it is
bin Laden, Shaikh Mohammed, and
others who have a view of religion that
has no place on the planet for the State
of Israel or moderate Muslims, Chris-
tians, Jews. They have said publicly
their goal is to drive us out of the Mid-
east, topple all moderate governments
that do business with the West and es-
sentially destroy Israel. I believe them.

Iraq is a test of us and our will versus
their will. I do hope we understand the
vote we are about to take will shape
the fortunes in Iraq in the coming
months one way or the other. The deci-
sion we take in Iraq will shape our na-
tional security interests for decades,
will change the Mideast for the better
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or for the worse, and will have monu-
mental consequences on the war on ter-
rorism.

This is not about the political mo-
ment. This is about the decades to fol-
low. Leaving Iraq, from a national se-
curity perspective, is not the question
for the country. We all want to leave
sooner rather than later for the good of
our own troops, and eventually the sta-
bility of the world, to allow the Iraqis
to take over their own destiny.

The question for this country is what
do we leave behind? I am convinced if
we leave behind a failed State, where
moderates are overwhelmed by extrem-
ists, the problems in Iraq spill out to
the Mideast, and the war does not end
when you leave Iraq, it just begins.

You need to look at Shaikh Moham-
med and what he said a few days ago,
and what they are saying now, al-
Qaida. Understand that they believe
the outcome in Iraq is part of the war
on terror. I believe it. These resolu-
tions, in my opinion, do not understand
that.

As to General Petraeus, I have a lot
of confidence in this new plan. It is not
more of the same. It is trying to go at
the problems in Irag new and dif-
ferently. There are early signs of suc-
cess. There is a long way to go, But
please understand the General and
those who are under his command are
affected by our actions in Washington.
The world is watching. Please do not
send a message to the wrong people, no
matter how well intended.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. First of all, let me
thank the Senator from South Caro-
lina, who has been steadfast all the
way through this, and who has made
such great contributions. In addition
to what he said, I think it is worth ob-
serving that this is working.

In this morning’s Washington Post,
there is an article about the successes
that are taking place. The top U.S.
military spokesman in Baghdad said
the number of sectarian killings has
dropped since the operation began in
mid-February.

Then on the other side, GEN Qassim
al-Mousawi, who is the Iraqi military
spokesman, also offered an upbeat as-
sessment of the Baghdad security plan
and how well it is working now. So I
think, frankly, this is sooner than I
thought we would be getting some posi-
tive results.

Let me also make one observation
before going on to the next speakers.
That is, after receiving rather late the
resolution by Senator MURRAY, 107, in
reading it, unless I misread it, it ap-
pears to me she is outlining some
things that are pretty consistent with
what is in the Gregg resolution. So I do
not know—with the three resolutions
we have—the order. That is going to be
determined, but right now we are not
sure of it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from West Vir-
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ginia, Mr. BYRD, be recognized for 20
minutes, followed by Senator ENSIGN
for 7 minutes, followed by Senator
TESTER for 10 minutes, followed by
Senator KYL for 7 minutes, then any
intervening Democrat, to be followed
by Republican Senators BROWNBACK,
WARNER, and VITTER for 7 minutes
each.

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

Mr. INHOFE. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, along with
my Democratic colleagues, I intend to
vote for the Reid resolution, S.J. Res.
9. I have some concerns with the ap-
proach in this resolution—I firmly be-
lieve that the Congress must address
the open-ended 2002 authorization to
use force in Iraq, which is not dealt
with in this resolution—but I certainly
agree with the Reid resolution’s intent.
There is a diversity of views in both
parties about our policy in Iraq, but a
majority of the American people are
united in the firm belief that a change
of course is long overdue. Fifty-nine
percent of Americans believe that the
United States made a mistake in send-
ing troops to Iraq. Sixty percent favor
withdrawing all U.S. troops by the end
of next year. The American people are
speaking, and finally their Representa-
tives in the Congress are listening.

Some of us may disagree about the
best way to effect a change of course in
Iraq, but this debate shows one thing—
it is time for a new plan, time for a
real discussion, not more empty rhet-
oric about ‘‘stay the course’ versus
“cut and run.” This administration is
fond of referring to the powers of the
Commander in Chief, but surely the
most important responsibility of any
Commander in Chief is to provide solid
leadership. As President Harry Truman
said: ‘“The buck stops here.” But we
are entering the fifth year of this mis-
begotten war, and this President has
failed time and time again to articu-
late a plan, a plan to give a clear rea-
son for why we are in Iraq or to outline
a strategy for bringing our troops
home. Stubbornly denying that Iraq is
engaged in a civil war is not leadership.
The White House has abdicated its
leadership on this issue, so it is left to
the Congress—that is us—to speak for
the American people.

The hue and cry raised from my col-
leagues across the aisle and from the
White House is that those who do not
support this disastrous war do not sup-
port the troops. Three thousand one
hundred and eighty-nine soldiers have
now died in Iraq. Thousands more have
been wounded and maimed and have
come home to find outrageous and de-
humanizing treatment. Truly sup-
porting our troops means not putting
them into harm’s way without a clear
plan for success and unless it is abso-
lutely necessary. It means not asking
our sons and daughters, our best and
our brightest, to make the ultimate
sacrifice without being able to articu-
late exactly why they are being asked
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to do so and exactly what we will ac-
complish as a result. Supporting our
troops means treating our wounded
men and women with dignity. It means
not sending them to recuperate in
mold-filled rooms without supervision
and without assistance in a morass of
paperwork. It means not sending back
to the front lines those too wounded to
fight, as this administration is doing.

I continue to receive letters and
phone calls from service men and
women, troops currently serving in
Iraq, thanking me for my stand—yes,
my stand—against this war. The troops
are not the ones criticizing our at-
tempts to bring them home. The troops
are the first to say there is no military
solution to the situation in Iraq, only a
political solution. The Iraqis will have
to assume leadership of their own
country and start making political
compromises to overcome the ethnic
and sectarian divisions that are split-
ting the country apart. There is no
military solution, none, no military so-
lution for Iraq. A national reconcili-
ation is the only solution for that war-
torn country, and we do not need an-
other 3,000 young lives lost to learn
that.

We were wrong—and I said so at the
time—to invade. We were wrong to
think that victory would be quick and
easy. We are wrong to stay on in an oc-
cupation which earns us only hatred
with no end, no end, no end in sight.
Our young men and our young women
now find themselves in the crossfire of
a civil war. Nearly every one—nearly
every one—except our Commander in
Chief realizes that there is no military
solution. To continue this ill-advised
and demoralizing war only damages
our wonderful country in the eyes of
the world and chews up lives, both
American and Iraqi. I have said it be-
fore—yes, I will say it again, yes—de-
mocracy cannot be force-fed from the
point of a gun.

Let this debate mark the beginning
of a way out, out, out of Iraq. Let this
Congress begin to understand why the
Framers of this Constitution gave the
power to declare war to the Congress,
the representatives of the people we
send to fight and to die for our coun-
try. Let us begin to put some sanity—
sanity—in our foreign policy again.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE). Under the previous order,
the Senator from Nevada is recognized.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I rise
this morning to speak about S.J. Res. 9
and the consequences of failure in Iraq.

I want to begin by reviewing just how
Osama bin Laden and al-Qaida see
themselves achieving ultimate victory
in Iraq.

You don’t have to be a serious stu-
dent of history to realize that as of
late, America has not exactly dem-
onstrated the kind of collective will
necessary to successfully complete
military missions abroad.

As a nation, it seems easy, maybe too
easy, to commit ourselves, through our
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military, into foreign lands in an at-
tempt to accomplish what we believe is
right, either to protect our vital na-
tional interests or to free a people from
bondage, or in the case of Iraq to try to
accomplish both.

Whatever the reason for committing
ourselves to a noble cause overseas,
America ventures into another country
with only the best of intentions, and
for a while the American people and
her politicians overwhelmingly support
our military and its mission.

Then, when we see that victory is not
as easy or as immediate as we had ini-
tially hoped, we start down a road of
self doubt. We convince ourselves that
our military mission was probably not
all that important in the first place.
We somehow twist our values to ac-
commodate an opinion that our mili-
tary expedition is not worth the effort
we need to expend in order to be suc-
cessful. We recoil once the realization
hits us that lives and treasure are the
‘“‘coin of the realm’ when it comes to
using our military to ensure our con-
tinued national security. And for too
long our adversaries have witnessed
this reluctance, this lack of will, to fin-
ish the task at hand. In 1982, America
deployed her military to separate war-
ring factions in Lebanon. We went in
with only the best of intentions. People
were being Kkilled and it was up to us to
““do something”’ about it.

Then, on October 23, 1983, two
truckbombs detonated in buildings
housing American forces in downtown
Beirut. Two hundered forty-one U.S.
marines, sailors, and soldiers lost their
lives that day. Six months later, Amer-
ica had had enough and we were out of
Beirut.

The Lebanese civil war would rage on
for another decade, and during that
time countless Lebanese, Palestinians,
and Israelis would suffer as a result of
our abdication of responsibility.

As had always been the case before,
our adversaries did not pursue us back
to our shores to do us harm. But they
did observe and they did note that the
American public, led by her elected of-
ficials took the easy way out and de-
parted before completing our intended
mission.

In 1993, the United States once again
sought to ‘‘do something’’ to end a hu-
manitarian crisis that was taking place
on the African continent. In a country
with no functioning central govern-
ment, warlords ruled their individual
pieces of territory within Somalia as
personal fiefdoms.

The Somali people were fodder as the
warlords battled each other for control
of land and resources. People were
being killed. If they were not being
killed by bullets, they were being
starved to death.

Although the situation in Somalia
did not directly affect our national se-
curity, American leaders at that time
answered the call to ‘“‘do something’ to
alleviate the human suffering Ameri-
cans were witnessing nightly as part of
their television news shows and read-
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ing in the daily editorial columns of
most big city newspapers.

Our leaders once again answered the
call by sending our young men and
women in uniform to a foreign land to
“fix things.”” Soon, our military had its
mission expanded beyond providing hu-
manitarian assistance.

Part of this new mission involved
capturing and/or Kkilling the Somali
warlords responsible for the pain in-
flicted on their fellow citizens. As part
of this new mission, Army Rangers
conducted an assault on Somali forces
in what has come to be known as the
“Black Hawk Down’’ incident.

Here, two Black Hawk helicopters
were shot down and 19 of our Rangers
killed. In the days following, film foot-
age was broadcast over and over again
on television that showed the lifeless
bodies of our soldiers being desecrated
as they were dragged through the
streets.

This footage both shocked and hum-
bled us. The support for our mission to
do good things in Somalia quickly
evaporated. The costs had become too
great to bear. It was no longer that im-
portant to do the right thing and we
subsequently withdrew our forces from
the region.

Once again, our adversaries watched
as the world’s superpower retreated
from the fight. Today, Somalia con-
tinues to flounder as a failed state and
a haven for Islamic radicalism on the
eastern coast of Africa.

In a 1998 interview with ABC’s John
Miller, Osama bin Laden said that the
Clinton administration’s decision to
withdraw from Somalia had
emboldened his burgeoning al-Qaida
force and encouraged him to plan new
attacks.

““Our people realize[d] more than be-
fore that the American soldier is a
paper tiger that run[s] in defeat after a
few blows,” the terror chief recalled.
““America forgot all about the hoopla
and media propaganda and left drag-
ging their corpses and their shameful
defeat.”

And those attacks promised by bin
Laden did come.

On August 7, 1998, al-Qaida decided to
test our mettle by simultaneously
bombing our Embassies in Tanzania
and Kenya, and in the process killed
257 people and wounded over 4,000.

Our tepid response once again gave
Osama bin Laden comfort.

Since the Clinton administration had
chosen to treat terrorist attacks as law
enforcement matters, America sought
to prosecute in our courts those re-
sponsible. Osama bin Laden was soon
placed atop the FBI's Ten Most Wanted
List.

Along with the 1993 World Trade Cen-
ter bombing, the 1996 Khobar Towers
bombing in Saudi Arabia, and the 2000
attack on the USS Cole in Yemen, the
Embassy bombing were two of the
major anti-American terrorist attacks
that preceded 9/11.

The United States responded to the
Embassy attacks by freezing financial
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assets of related parties and by firing
some missiles into al-Qaida training
camps in Afghanistan.

The attack in Afghanistan destroyed
some physical targets. However, the
operation did not accomplish the de-
struction of bin Laden and his
operatives and did not lead to any sig-
nificant changes in the al-Qaida net-
work and leadership.

Al-Qaida grew bolder, stronger, and
more capable as we sat on our hands.

And so, here we are today, facing an
embolden enemy bent on our destruc-
tion who has convinced himself that he
possesses the will to break our spirit.
He has done it before and he is con-
vinced he can do it again this time.

The sad part about all this is that
Osama bin Laden may very well be
right this time.

Today we stand here debating a reso-
lution of appeasement that directly af-
fects our military strategy in Iraq and,
by default, our overall national secu-
rity for years to come.

This resolution calls for imposing an
artificial timeline to withdraw our
troops from Iraq, regardless of the con-
ditions on the ground or the con-
sequences of defeat; a defeat that will
surely be added to what is unfortu-
nately a growing list of American hu-
miliations.

I agree with the President’s assess-
ment that this legislation before us
would hobble American commanders in
the field and substantially endanger
America’s strategic objective of a uni-
fied federal democratic Iraq that can
govern, defend, and sustain itself and
be an ally in the war against Islamic
fascism.

The unintended consequence of this
resolution is to bring to reality Osama
bin Laden’s vision for Iraq; that after 4
years of fighting in Iraq the U.S. Con-
gress loses its will to fight. We precipi-
tously withdraw our forces and leave
the fledgling Iraqi government to fend
for itself; Sunni and Shia factions rip
the nation apart at a scale previously
unimaginable. There is a mass exodus
of refugees out of Iraq, and no mecha-
nism in place to deal with them. Iran,
Syria, Saudi Arabia and other states in
the region feel the need to get in-
volved.

This is a terrible scenario, but it is
not the worst of scenarios. Bin Laden’s
nightmare vision also involves a cha-
otic Iraq with Sunni dominated areas
like al-Anbar Province becoming a safe
haven from which al-Qaida can launch
attacks against the United States.

And we could see the Shiite domi-
nated areas, with the help of Iran, and
its own oil wealth, be used as a ter-
rorist breeding ground, as well.

Make no mistake. The Iraqi situation
is vastly different from Beirut, dif-
ferent from Somalia, and, different
from the bombing of our African Em-
bassies.

Iraq has consequences that will sure-
ly be felt here at home and around the
world. If we leave Iraq before the job is
done, as surely as night follows day,
the terrorists will follow us home.
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I believe this.

We will be sorry and we will regret
having once again left unfinished our
national security obligations. But by
then it will be too late for regrets.

We will find that as strong and pow-
erful and compassionate as we think
we are, we cannot ‘‘unring” the bell.
The damage will have been done.

Osama bin Laden and his al-Qaida
followers are convinced that America
is weak and decadent and they can suc-
ceed in grinding down our resolve and
forcing us to retreat.

Osama bin Laden has openly said:
America does not have the stomach to
stay in the fight.

He is a murderer. He is a fanatic. He
is an Islamic fascist. He is determined
to destroy us and our way of life.

Let us resolve today not to also
make him a prognosticator of things to
come.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
misguided legislation. We cannot af-
ford to leave this fight at this time.
For the sake of America’s future, we
cannot afford to fail.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Montana is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I doubt
I will use it all, but I thank the Pre-
siding Officer very much.

Mr. President, I am here to address
S.J. Res. 9. I am glad we have gotten to
a point where we can debate this war in
Iraq and vote. That is what we are all
sent here to do. This war did not start
yesterday. We are 4 years into this
bloody war, at a cost of $2 billion a
week, monetarily, and nearly $500 bil-
lion since we started 4 years ago. More
importantly, we have lost nearly 3,200
of our Nation’s best people. Soldiers,
sailors, and marines have made the ul-
timate sacrifice; 17 from my home
State of Montana. Twenty-four thou-
sand more have been seriously wound-
ed. An entire generation in this coun-
try has been marked by the injuries in
this battlefield.

Yesterday, the Pentagon admitted
something we have known for a long
time: that our troops are caught in the
midst of a civil war. The administra-
tion has begun to escalate this war
with 21,000 more troops. This idea is
not a new one. During this war, four
previous surges have all failed. It is
time for a different direction. It is time
for a drawdown of our troops.

As unclear as the President’s plan for
Iraq has been, our mission for our
troops is more blurred. The original
mission was to find weapons of mass
destruction, to topple Saddam Hussein,
to train the Iraqi troops, and to turn
Iraq into a model to transform the
Middle East.

Our troops have done an incredible
job. They and their families have given
far more than most of us can imagine.
It truly is time now to take a different
direction. Our troops need a plan for
success and a clear mission. The cur-
rent plan of ‘‘stay the course’” has
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failed. We now have an open commit-
ment with no end in sight. We need a
new direction, and we owe it not only
to our troops but we owe it to the peo-
ple of this country.

I strongly support the legislation put
forth by Majority Leader REID. I am
proud to be a cosponsor of this meas-
ure. It is a good first step—finally—to
put an end to this war. Also, it is a
good first step to the political and dip-
lomatic solution this war needs to have
happen to end this war.

This measure directly addresses my
biggest concerns in Iraq. I support the
legislation because it is a first step. We
can begin redeployment of troops with
the goal of removing most of those U.S.
troops by March 31, 2008. It requires
Iraqis to take an active role in their fu-
ture, which is critically important.
Also, as was pointed out last week, we
cannot win every conflict with bullets.
This forces Iraq to move forward to-
ward a political and diplomatic solu-
tion.

This legislation focuses our mission
and responsibly ends the war within 1
year, and after March 31, 2008, remain-
ing American troops will still be there
to protect American and coalition in-
terests, to still continue to train these
Iraqi forces, and, most importantly, to
seek out and bring the terrorists to
justice.

The fact is, this war has taken our
eye off the war on terror. Osama bin
Laden still runs free. We do not know
where he is. I wholeheartedly support
this legislation and will vote for it. The
combined effort of this legislation will
allow Iraq to stand on its own two feet.
I urge my colleagues to look beyond
partisan politics and vote for a long
overdue change of course for this 4-
year-old war. We cannot afford this war
monetarily or from a people stand-
point. It is time to pass S.J. Res. 9.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
MCCASKILL). The Senator from Lou-
isiana is recognized for 7 minutes.

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I,
too, rise to talk about this very impor-
tant matter we are debating and voting
on today, the situation in Iraq.

First, I want to say hallelujah, we
are finally having a full, open debate
and a range of votes. That is exactly
what I have been pushing for, pleading
for, asking for, along with so many of
my colleagues on the Republican side. I
am very glad finally we do have a full
and fair and open debate, with the abil-
ity to cast votes on measures we deem
very important, and specifically the
Gregg resolution about supporting our
troops in the field.

Secondly, I want to express real res-
ervations about the Reid resolution,
which we will also be voting on today.

The situation in Iraq is very tough.
We need to make a final push, and cer-
tainly the biggest part of that push
does need to be strong action by the
Iraqi Government. We need bench-
marks and pressure on the Iraqis to do
the right thing. I specifically talked
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about that. But the Reid resolution
does some things I believe we abso-
lutely must not do. Specifically, it sets
very precise and complicated and cum-
bersome dates certain. I believe that is
much more useful as a message to the
enemy and a help to the enemy than a
roadmap for us.

In addition, I think the Reid resolu-
tion clearly micromanages the war. It
clearly oversteps our bounds as a legis-
lative body by taking on the respon-
sibilities and the management and the
function of the Commander-in-Chief.
Therefore, for that reason, I think that
aspect of the Reid resolution is, No. 1,
a bad idea, but, No. 2, very possibly un-
constitutional.

I will be voting against that Reid res-
olution. But again, I thank everyone
who finally, after weeks and weeks of
talk—finally—gave us the opportunity
for these votes and for a vote on the
Gregg resolution and other important
matters.

The third and final point I want to
make goes to the path, unfortunately,
I think we are headed down with some
of this language. I think this is very
unfortunate, and I think this path and
where it is headed, in my opinion, is
something we must all work to avoid.
Let me explain what I mean.

Senator REID has made it perfectly
clear he will put forward his resolution
today with all of those complicated
dates and timetables and what-ifs and
benchmarks. Again, I have problems
with that; I will vote no. But Senator
REID has also made clear he will also
put forward the exact same substance
in the context of the emergency supple-
mental appropriations bill to fund our
men and women in uniform in the field
in Iraq.

Now, why is that a problem? Well, it
is a problem for the following reasons:
that emergency supplemental bill is
needed, as I just said, to fund the men
and women in uniform in the field
right now, under fire, risking their
lives in Iraq.

We have all said over and over and
over that no matter how we feel about
the war, no matter what we put for-
ward as the proper policy on the war
effort, we would give our men and
women in uniform in the field what
they need to do their job and defend
themselves. The problem is this Reid
language, particularly the threat to
put it on the emergency supplemental
appropriations bill, threatens to cut
that funding off because that language,
if it gets on the bill, will, first of all,
delay debate and implementation of
the bill, and secondly, if it is in the
final version of that spending bill, it
will absolutely—absolutely—produce a
veto by the President of the United
States. He cannot agree to that lan-
guage because of his position on the
proper path forward, and no President
can agree to that language because of
the constitutional power of the Presi-
dent as the Commander in Chief. That
will further delay this emergency
spending bill and further delay getting
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necessary funds and equipment to
troops in the field.

The military has said very clearly we
need to act by April 15 so those funds
and that equipment can get to the field
starting in early May. Our troops are
counting on it. They are waiting for it.
These are men and women in uniform,
in the field, under fire right now. But,
again, this strategy and this language
of Senator REID will make it very like-
ly that won’t happen and will make it
very likely this whole matter and this
whole spending to get to our troops in
the field will be significantly delayed.
That is not funding men and women in
uniform. That is not supporting our
troops in the field. What that is doing
is refraining from supporting them,
slowly bleeding away the resources, the
equipment, and the money they need to
do their job.

It is one thing to say: New troops,
you are not going anywhere. You stay
right here. We are having this debate.
But it is quite another to slowly bleed
and endanger troops in the field. Yet
this is the path that I am very afraid
we are embarking on with the Reid lan-
guage, particularly if it is put on the
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions bill.

In closing, let me say, we have all
said on this floor, virtually to a person
in the U.S. Senate, that no matter
what we think about the war, no mat-
ter what we think about the right path
forward in the war, we will not endan-
ger our troops in the field. We better
think long and hard about the path
some would adopt because they are be-
ginning to do just that. We can’t have
that. We need to give our brave, smart,
courageous men and women in the field
already the money, the equipment, the
resources they need to do their job.
They are literally under fire there. We
cannot bleed away what they need in
the field, quickly, slowly, or anything
inbetween.

Again, I am very concerned that is
the path Senator REID and some others
would put us on.

So, thankfully, we are having this
full and open debate today. We will be
having votes today. I believe the most
important vote is on the Gregg resolu-
tion. I will proudly vote for that in
support of our men and women in uni-
form in the field, and I will do every-
thing I can to avoid slowly, quickly, or
anything inbetween bleeding resources,
money, and equipment away from what
those brave men and women whom we
have already put in the field need to
defend themselves and to conduct their
mission.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
MCcCASKILL). The Senator from Wis-
consin is recognized.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I
spoke yesterday in favor of the resolu-
tion introduced by Senator REID, S.J.
Res. 9. By bringing the current open-
ended military mission to a close and
requiring the funding of U.S. troops,
the Reid resolution takes a significant,
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binding step toward ending our in-
volvement in the war in Iraq. I am
pleased that the Senate will have the
opportunity to vote on that resolution
shortly.

The Senate will also be voting, as the
Senator from Louisiana just pointed
out, on another resolution regarding
Iraq sponsored by the senior Senator
from New Hampshire. Unfortunately,
this resolution is badly flawed, and I
strongly oppose it. My chief objection
is simple. The resolution rejects the
idea of Congress using its power of the
purse to safely redeploy our troops
from Iraq. Moreover, it does so in a
manner that can only be described as
inaccurate and almost intellectually
dishonest. By warning against ‘‘the
elimination or reduction of funds for
troops in the field,” the resolution
fully embraces the misleading rhetoric
the White House has used to try to pre-
vent serious discussion of Congress
ending the war. Those who engage in
such rhetoric pretend that cutting off
funds for the war is the same as cut-
ting off funds for the troops. They raise
the specter of troops somehow being
left on the battlefield without the
training, equipment, and resources
they need.

Obviously, nothing could be further
from the truth. Every Member of Con-
gress agrees we must continue to sup-
port our troops and give them the re-
sources and support they need. Not a
single Member would ever vote for any
proposal that would jeopardize the
safety of our troops. Using our power of
the purse to end our involvement in
the war can and would be done without
in any way impairing the safety of our
brave servicemembers. By setting a
date after which funding for the war
will be terminated, as I have proposed,
Congress can safely bring our troops
out of harm’s way.

How can I say this with such con-
fidence? There really is plenty of prece-
dent for Congress exercising its con-
stitutional authority to stop U.S. in-
volvement in armed conflict.

I recently chaired a Judiciary Com-
mittee hearing entitled ‘‘Exercising
Congress’s Constitutional Power To
End a War.” Without exception, every
witness—those called by the majority
and those called by the minority—did
not challenge the constitutionality of
Congress’s authority to end a war. Lou
Fisher with the Library of Congress,
one of the foremost experts on separa-
tion of powers issues, pointed out that
Congress does not simply have the
power, it has a responsibility, to exer-
cise it when it is needed. He said:

The question to me, always remember,
Congress, is the continued use of military
force and a military commitment in the Na-
tion’s interest? That is the core question.
Once you decide that, if you decide it is not
in the national interest, you certainly do not
want to continue putting U.S. troops in
harm’s way.

The argument that cutting off fund-
ing for a flawed policy would hurt the
troops, and that continuing to put U.S.
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troops in harm’s way supports the
troops, makes no sense. By ending
funding for the war, we can bring our
troops safely out of Iraq.

Walter Dellinger of the Duke Law
School made this point when he testi-
fied about my proposal:

There would not be one penny less for the
salary of the troops. There would not be one
penny less for the benefit of the troops.
There would not be one penny less for weap-
ons or ammunition. There would not be one
penny less for supplies or for support. Those
troops would simply be redeployed to other
areas where the armed forces are utilized.

So instead of allowing the Presi-
dent’s failed policy to continue, Con-
gress can and should use its power of
the purse to end our involvement in
the Iraq war, safely redeploying the
troops while ensuring, as I do in my
bill and as the Reid resolution permits,
that important counterterrorism and
other limited operations are still car-
ried out.

Now, for those who don’t believe this
has ever been done or for those who say
it can’t be done, let me cite an example
from not that long ago. In October of
1993, Congress enacted an amendment
sponsored by the senior Senator from
West Virginia cutting off funding—cut-
ting off funding for military operations
in Somalia effective March 31, 1994,
with limited exceptions. Seventy-six
Senators voted for that amendment.
Many of them are still in this body,
such as Senator COCHRAN, Senator
DOMENICI, Senator HUTCHISON, Senator
LUGAR, Senator MCCONNELL, Senator
SPECTER, Senator STEVENS, and Sen-
ator WARNER.

Now, did those eight Senators and
many Democratic Senators who joined
them act to jeopardize the safety and
security of U.S. troops in Somalia? By
cutting off funds for a military mis-
sion, were they indifferent to the well-
being of our brave men and women in
uniform? Of course not. All of these
Members recognized that Congress had
the power and the responsibility to
bring our military operations in Soma-
lia to a close by establishing a date
after which the funds would be termi-
nated.

Now, on that same day with regard to
Somalia, several Senators, myself in-
cluded, supported an even stronger ef-
fort to end funding for operations in
Somalia. The amendment offered by
Senator MCCAIN on October 15, 1993,
would have eliminated funding for So-
malia right away, except for funds for
withdrawal, or in the case of American
POWs, MIAs not being accounted for.
Thirty-eight Senators opposed a meas-
ure to table that amendment. I was
joined by many Republican Senators in
supporting the amendment, including
none other than the current sponsor of
S. Con. Res. 20, Senator GREGG. Sen-
ator GREGG suggests in that resolution
that eliminating funds for troops would
undermine their safety. Was he voting
14 years ago to do that? Obviously, he
would not do that. In 1993, was he com-
mitting the same egregious offense
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that he so strongly opposes in 2007?
Could he have been so cavalier about
the safety of our troops? Not the Sen-
ator I know. He would never have been
indifferent to their need for guns or
ammunition or food or clothing, nor
would I, nor would any other Member
of this body. Of course not.

Senator GREGG knew, as did I, that
Senator MCCAIN was proposing an ap-
propriate, safe, responsible way to use
our power of the purse to bring an ill-
conceived military mission to a close
without in any way harming our
troops.

Unfortunately, the new Gregg resolu-
tion seems to have forgotten this
point. I hope that my colleagues will
think better of efforts such as that pro-
posed by Senator GREGG today. All
Senators, including the distinguished
senior Senator from New Hampshire,
are, of course, entitled to their opin-
ions, and all Senators are certainly en-
titled to oppose my efforts to end fund-
ing for a disastrous war. But by putting
forth misleading and baseless argu-
ments, by suggesting that ending fund-
ing for the war is tantamount to end-
ing funding for the troops, they are
making it that much harder to have
the open, honest, and essential debate
about the Iraq war that this body and
the American people so badly need.

Madam President, I yield the floor,
and I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. REED. Madam President, we are
debating a serious proposal with re-
spect to the future of our involvement
in Iraq and the future of Iraq and, in-
deed, that region of the world. I believe
the proposal Senator HARRY REID of
Nevada advanced is a sensible way to
begin to change our policy, so it can be
sustained over time and it can lead to
a successful termination of our oper-
ations in Iraq but, more importantly,
give the Iraqis the opportunity to es-
tablish a stable government in a very
difficult part of the world.

The elements of the proposal that
Senator REID has advanced, are right
on target. First, to define the mission
in a way that they can be fully sup-
ported by the United States and also
that they are congruent with our best
interests in the region and the world.
Next, obviously, is force protection. We
have to be able to assure our forces
that they can protect themselves at all
times. Third, to continue to develop
the Iraqi security forces—not just to
put guns in their hands but to develop
their capacity to do other things, such
as civil affairs, intelligence operations,
those critical military skills that will
allow them to be an effective force in
their country, to bring not just sta-
bility but a sense of competence, co-
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herence to the operation of their Gov-
ernment.

The next mission is the constant at-
tention to counterterrorism. This is a
mission that I believe transcends every
border in the world. Wherever there are
those elements that are actively plot-
ting to attack us or our allies, we
should be prepared, together with local
authorities, if they are cooperative, to
take these elements out very dramati-
cally, preemptively. That is essentially
what we did in Somalia, without the
presence of hundreds of thousands of
American troops in Somalia. But we
had the special operations capacity, in-
telligence, and the cooperation of local
parties so we could do that.

Those are the three critical missions
I believe we have in Iraq that will be
longer term. But I think, also, when
recognizing those missions, we can
begin to recognize and begin to rede-
ploy our combat brigades that are
there. They are essentially now en-
gaged in a civil war, a sectarian battle
between the Sunnis and Shia in Bagh-
dad, but not just there. These forces we
have to begin to redeploy away from
Iraq. Initially, they could be rede-
ployed within the country, to adjacent
countries, and at some time back to
their home stations. I think this is the
wisest course.

I hope, as the legislation suggests, we
could at least have as a goal March of
2008 for the redeployment of these com-
bat brigades, understanding that these
residual missions—force protection,
training Iraqi security forces, and
counterterrorism—will endure. That is
a wise policy that is consistent with
our national security objectives and
also consistent with our ability and the
ability of the American people to sus-
tain these efforts over many months.

The continued course of simply add-
ing more troops and hoping for the
best, which is the President’s strategy,
is not going to work. More impor-
tantly, I cannot see it being sustained
indefinitely by the American people or
supported by a terribly overstretched
military force, particularly our Army
and Marine Corps.

This whole approach to Iraq, I be-
lieve, from the very beginning, was a
flawed strategy. It disregarded funda-
mental aspects of any coherent strat-
egy—identify the most serious threat
and apply adequate, very robust re-
sources to the threat. Iraq wasn’t the
most serious threat in that region. Iran
is much more powerful and much more
potentially dangerous and, also, at
that juncture, the most serious threat,
and still lingering are the inter-
national terror cells.

But this administration, against my
judgment, entered into this conflict in
Iraq. Not only did they have a flawed
strategy, but the execution has been
horrific, incompetent. Today, we are
left with very few good choices. One of
the most revealing aspects of why the
strategic decisions made by the admin-
istration were so faulty was given a
few weeks ago when I asked Admiral
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McConnell, the Director of National In-
telligence: What is the most likely
source of an attack on the United
States, groups in Iraq or groups in
Pakistan? His answer, without any
delay, immediately, was: ‘‘Pakistan, of
course.” So we have invested billions
and billions of dollars, 140,000-plus
troops, over 3,000 Americans killed in
action, many more seriously wounded,
and yesterday, the highest intelligence
official in the country says the most
serious potential threat to our home-
land, an existential attack on the order
of 9/11, is from our ally Pakistan. That
is because, once we focused on Iraq, we
took our focus off Afghanistan and
Pakistan. We have allowed the Taliban
to rehabilitate itself. The Pakistanis
have been unable to deny a safe haven
to bin Laden, Zawihiri, and other key
elements of al-Qaida’s leadership who
are not only surviving but beginning to
reorganize and reassert themselves as
directors or aspirers or at least co-
conspirators with other terror groups
around the world. That is a stunning
indictment of the strategy that this
administration has unveiled.

There are other costs to this strat-
egy. You will recall the ‘‘axis of evil.”
The President boldly announced that it
was Iraq, North Korea, and Iran. Well,
frankly, after ignoring the North Kore-
ans for many years, now the adminis-
tration is seeking to cut a deal with
them with respect to their nuclear
weapons. But this is a much worse deal
than the administration had when it
stepped into office. In 2000, their pluto-
nium was capped by international in-
spectors on the ground. But through a
series of miscues, the administration
allowed the North Koreans to take
away their plutonium, create up to 10
nuclear devices, we think, test long-
range missiles and, in a shocking act,
detonate a nuclear device, becoming
part of the nuclear club. Now we are of-
fering them essentially the same terms
that could have been had, without all
this damage, many years ago.

With respect to Iran, we know one of
the consequences, one of the costs of
our operations in Iraq is that Iran is in
a much more secure strategic position
today. They have colleagues and co-
horts who are integral parts of the
Government in Baghdad. The people we
rely on, the Maliki Government, has
huge support from people who have
spent years, who have fought alongside
the Iranians against the Iraqis. Yet we
are supporting, as we must, the Maliki
Government. But we should all recog-
nize the huge influence Iran has today
as a result of this strategy.

Now, these costs are strategic costs,
but there are some obvious costs in
terms of dollars and cents. We are
spending in Iraq about $8.4 billion a
month. That level of effort is difficult
to sustain. In Afghanistan, we are
spending less but still significant dol-
lars. All these costs are being funded
from the supplemental. We are bor-
rowing the money from the next gen-
eration of Americans to pay for these
efforts.
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The President already set up another
supplemental request that will be pend-
ing in a few days. It includes $93 billion
for operations in Iraq and Afghanistan.
It will bring the total for this fiscal
year—what was in the original budget,
together with the supplemental—to
$145 billion. We will likely see totals
such as that in succeeding years.

In the 5 years the United States has
been engaged in Iraq and Afghanistan—
Iraq particularly—we have spent about
$5630 billion. That is a huge sum of
money. That is very difficult to sus-
tain. We can also see the cost in terms
of supplying the Army. We have a situ-
ation where units are without equip-
ment. Our National Guard is in dis-
array. Now we are going to, once again,
put a huge demand on our military
forces to support this escalation. It has
been suggested to me that, shortly, up-
ward of nine brigades of National
Guard and Reserve forces will be noti-
fied for redeployment to Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. Once again, our citizen sol-
diers will be taken from their homes
and sent overseas. When they go this
time, they will not have quite the same
equipment as they did the last time be-
cause National Guard equipment is in
disrepair, even worse than the regular
forces. Their training will likely not be
as authentic because of the difficulty
in getting out to the national training
centers. They might do most of the
training at their home stations. We are
beginning to see this accumulation of
costs reflected in many ways.

A few days ago, the Boston Globe
published a story in which it showed
that because of the retirement and res-
ignations of captains in the Army, sen-
ior NCOs in the Army, promotion rates
have been going up astronomically to
fill these vacancies. That is probably
the worst potential trend for any mili-
tary force, because without those capa-
ble company grade leaders, we will not
be able to assure the American public
we have the same level of professional
skill that we have today.

I believe, for all these reasons, the
resolution proposed by Senator HARRY
REID is the right course of action. But
there will be an alternative approach,
and that is a proposal by Senator
GREGG with respect to funding. A few
points can be made about that. The
Gregg resolution misinterprets the
Constitution by saying the Congress’s
only role is simply to rubberstamp
what the President does—or worst
case, they can only take funds away.
That is not the case at all.

As I mentioned on the floor yester-
day, way back in 1799, the Supreme
Court of the United States clearly said
that Congress had the right to make
decisions with respect to national pol-
icy involving foreign affairs. In fact,
their decision essentially said the Con-
gress could pass a law that would allow
the President to stop ships going into
certain ports but not leaving certain
ports.

Many of my colleagues on the other
side came down and talked about us
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micromanaging. That is microman-
aging. It is constitutionally permis-
sible, perhaps, but it is not something
we will do. It is not something we
would want to do. We want to give the
President the latter two that he needs
but for missions that are consistent
with our national security.

Under the Gregg resolution’s inter-
pretation of the Constitution,
Congress’s only responsibility seems to
be to fund whatever the President asks.

That I don’t think is appropriate con-
stitutionally or with respect to our ob-
ligations as thoughtful participants in
the policy process along with the Presi-
dent.

Senator MURRAY will offer an alter-
native, and that alternative strongly
supports our troops but also properly
interprets the Constitution by stating
the President and the Congress have
shared responsibilities for the decisions
involving our Armed Forces.

I suspect if you took the Gregg logic
to the extreme, if the President sent up
a funding bill and we thought it was in-
adequate, then I suspect we couldn’t do
anything because, after all, all we can
do is either agree with the President or
cut off the funds. That is not the case
at all.

I can recall the President sending up
to the Senate budgets that did not
have enough resources for armored
humvees, body armor, et cetera. It was
this Congress that put more money in
because we have a role when it comes
to funding the operations of the mili-
tary.

When it comes to Presidential policy,
it is not simply accepting it or taking
away the money; it is altering that pol-
icy if it is wrong, it is redefining mis-
sions, and it is fully resourcing those
missions which are the product of this
interaction between the President and
the Congress.

A quote from Senator MURRAY’S reso-
lution:

. the President and Congress should not
take any action that will endanger the
Armed Forces of the United States, and will
provide necessary funds for training, equip-
ment, and other support for troops in the
field, as such actions will ensure their safety
and effectiveness in preparing for and car-
rying out their assigned missions.

That I think is a much more accu-
rate, appropriate, and sensible ap-
proach to the issue of shared responsi-
bility.

In addition, the Murray resolution
makes it clear that the Constitution
gives Congress the responsibility to
take actions that help our troops and
our veterans. We have had a lot of talk
about not funding the troops. But wait
a second, it was the President who sent
in forces without a plan. It was the
President who sent in forces without
adequate armored humvees. It was the
President who sent in forces without
body armor. It was the President and
his Department of Defense who weren’t
aware of the travesties that were tak-
ing place at Walter Reed when it comes
to veterans. It is the President’s Vet-
erans Administration that refused a
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few years ago to ask for adequate
money for the Veterans Administra-
tion hospitals because of the new de-
mand from veterans.

If anyone over the last several years
failed to fund the troops properly, it is
the President. So our concerns should
be directed at his failures to fund the
troops rather than that of Congress.

This is a collaborative process that
both the White House and the Congress
have to ensure our forces have the re-
sources they need, but we also have to
make sure they are performing the
missions most important to the United
States. By endorsing the Murray reso-
lution, we are sending a clear message
of our joint responsibility to fully fund
our soldiers in the field, and by sup-
porting Majority Leader REID’S resolu-
tion, we are sending a signal that the
right policy, phased redeployment,
carefully defined missions, providing a
stable regional approach to Iraq and, in
the long term, redeploying troops so we
can face with more flexibility the chal-
lenges of a North Korea, of an Iran, of
places such as Afghanistan, Pakistan,
and places perhaps at this moment we
are not aware of but will suddenly
burst onto the front page because of
the presence of terrorists or other de-
stabilizing activities.

I urge strong support of the resolu-
tion supported by Majority Leader
REID and the resolution supported by
Senator MURRAY.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. KYL. Madam President, there is
an old joke about the definition of re-
treat, which is a strategic withdrawal.
I note that is the phrase used in the
resolution, S.J. Res. 9, to describe the
process of leaving Iraq. The language
effectively is: ““The President shall
commence the phased redeployment of
United States forces from Iraq not
later than 120 days,” and then says:

. with the goal of redeploying by March
31, 2008, all the United States combat forces
from Iraq. . . .

Except for the limited purposes of
protecting forces, training Iraqi forces,
and conducting targeted counterterror-
ism operations.

That is a very bad idea. We shouldn’t
be playing politics with this war, and
we shouldn’t be trying to micromanage
the war from Congress. But setting spe-
cific dates by which the commanders
are to make certain decisions, includ-
ing how troops are deployed, is clearly
micromanaging the war effort.

The fact there have been 17 resolu-
tions—I believe this is the 17th resolu-
tion—on the Democratic side of the
Congress, and the fact that none of
those other 16 were adopted I think
demonstrates the confusion on the
other side as to what exactly ought to
be done and the differences of opinion
by Members on the other side of the
aisle.

Thank goodness we didn’t adopt any
of the other 16, and we shouldn’t adopt
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this one either. This one is particularly
pernicious. It actually begins the with-
drawal. It sets a date, ‘‘shall commence
the phased redeployment . . . not later
than 120 days.

Then it uses a goal of completing
that withdrawal by March 31, 2008.
Some have tried to hide behind the
word ‘‘goal.” I think Senator FEINGOLD
said it right, however, on March 8 of
this year when he said:

For the first time, it—

“It” meaning the resolution—
has a timetable in place, as I called for in
August of 2005. It’s not as early as I would
like, but is a timetable not only to begin to
get the troops out but to get the troops out
except for very limited purposes.

It didn’t always used to be this way.
A lot of our Democratic colleagues un-
derstood that setting timetables and
deadlines was absolutely the wrong
thing to do.

The distinguished majority leader,
for example, said:

But as far as setting a timeline, as we
learned in the Balkans, that’s not a wise de-
cision, because it only empowers those who
don’t want us there, and it doesn’t work well
to do that.

Another one of the supporters of the
resolution said 2 days ago:

I don’t believe it’s smart to set a date for
withdrawal. I don’t think you should ever
telegraph your intentions to the enemy so
they can await you.

Another cosponsor of the resolution
said 3 days ago:

I, for example, am not in support of cir-
cling a date on a calendar and saying, ‘‘No
matter what, we’re out on that date.”

One of the most thoughtful people in
the Senate on matters of foreign policy
has spoken a lot on this issue, and I
think what he said a couple of years
ago makes a lot of sense. This is the
distinguished chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee. He was talking
about the options. He said:

. we call it quits and withdraw, I think
that would be a gigantic mistake for the rea-
sons I stated earlier. Or we can set a deadline
for pulling out, which I fear will only encour-
age our enemies to wait us out, equally a
mistake. . . . I mean, the idea of setting a
timetable to leave generally means that you
have to set and train the process of leaving.
It is not an easy process. And I think once
that is smelled as the option, then I think
you find it will degenerate quickly into sec-
tarian violence, every man for himself. And
the conclusion that will be achieved will be,
I think, Lebanon in 1985, and God knows
where it goes from there.

Recently, the distinguished chairman
said this, unfortunately:

We should withdraw our combat troops by
early 2008, except for a limited number nec-
essary to keep training Iraqis and to deny
terrorists a sanctuary.

As I said, it used to be that most Sen-
ators understood that setting a time-
table in a war, a date for withdrawal
was a very bad idea, not just because it
tried to micromanage the conduct of
the war from the Congress but because
it signaled to the enemy precisely what
the enemy had to do, to wait us out
and then prevail in the conflict.
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That is precisely what this resolution
does and is the key reason why every
Senator should be voting against this
resolution and why those who spoke
against a timetable before should re-
member what they said and the wisdom
of those words and follow that same ad-
vice today.

This is especially pernicious because
at the very time this resolution is
being adopted, there continues to be
news from Iraq that suggests the new
strategy, the Petraeus plan, is actually
beginning to work. Nobody is claiming
any victory. There are going to be bad
days as well as good.

I ask unanimous consent at the close
of my remarks to print in the RECORD
an article from the Associated Press in
my hometown newspaper: ‘‘Baghdad’s
terror death counts are falling.”

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. KYL. Madam President, the arti-
cle points out the fact that the death
squad deaths are falling substantially,
the militia activity is down substan-
tially. While our commanders there are
being cautious about declaring the op-
eration a success, nonetheless, there
are many different descriptions of
events happening in Iraq that give us a
lot of hope.

I was there a couple of weeks ago,
and our commanders and Iraqis both
were cautiously optimistic this would
work.

The point is, at the very time the
new plan is underway and it seems to
at least show early signs of success,
why would we want to declare it a fail-
ure and start the process of with-
drawing at the very time these addi-
tional troops seem to be making a dif-
ference?

One of the chairmen of the Baker-
Hamilton study commission, former
Democratic Congressman Lee Ham-
ilton, was testifying before the Con-
gress about a month ago. He said we
should give this plan a chance. We
should give it a chance to succeed.
That is exactly what we ought to do.
We start by rejecting the resolution
that is pending because it microman-
ages the war and sends a horrible sig-
nal.

We also try to support the troops by
adopting as quickly as possible a sup-
plemental appropriations bill that
funds this effort without tying the
strings of our commanders and without
imposing so many other conditions
that the President is constrained to
veto it. We have to get that funding to
our troops as soon as possible. That is
the other message the commanders on
the ground, both in Kuwait and Iraq,
gave to me when we were there. They
said: Please adopt the supplemental ap-
propriations bill without strings.

I urge my colleagues to vote against

the resolution when it comes up for a
vote later this afternoon.
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EXHIBIT 1
[From the Arizona Republic, Mar. 15, 2007]

BAGHDAD’S TERROR DEATH COUNTS ARE
FALLING
(By Robert H. Reid)

BAGHDAD.—Bomb deaths have gone down 30
percent in Baghdad since the U.S.-led secu-
rity crackdown began a month ago. Execu-
tion-style slayings are down by nearly half.

The once frequent sound of weapons has
been reduced to episodic, and downtown
shoppers have returned to outdoor markets,
which are favored targets of car bombers.

There are signs of progress in the cam-
paign to restore order in Iraq, starting with
its capital city, according to a Pentagon re-
port released Wednesday.

But although many Iraqis are encouraged,
they remain skeptical how long the relative
calm will last. Each bombing renews fears
the horror is returning. Shiite militias and
Sunni insurgents are still around, perhaps
just lying low or hiding outside the city
until the operation is over.

U.S. military officials, burned before by
overly optimistic forecasts, have been cau-
tious about declaring the operation a suc-
cess. Another reason it seems premature:
Only two of the five U.S. brigades earmarked
for the mission are in the streets, and the
full complement of American reinforcements
is not due until late May.

The report even used for the first time the
term ‘‘civil war’’ to describe some of the vio-
lence. But it stressed that the term does not
capture Iraq’s complex situation, and its as-
sessment was based on the final three
months of 2006, which it said was the most
violent three-month period since the U.S.-led
invasion.

U.S. officials say the key to the security
crackdown’s long-term success is the will-
ingness of Iraq’s sectarian and ethnic polit-
ical parties to strike a power- and money-
sharing deal. That remains elusive: A pro-
posal for governing oil, the country’s main
source of income, is bogged down in par-
liamentary squabbling.

Nevertheless, there are encouraging signs.

Gone are the ‘‘illegal checkpoints,” where
Shiite and Sunni gunmen stopped cars and
hauled away members of the rival sect, often
to a gruesome torture and death.

The rattle of automatic-weapons fire or
the rumble of distant roadside bombs comes
less frequently. Traffic is beginning to re-
turn to the city’s once-vacant streets.

‘““People are very optimistic because they
sense a development. The level of sectarian
violence in streets and areas has decreased,”
said a 50-year-old Shiite, who gave his name
only as Abu Abbas, or ‘‘Father of Abbas.”
“The activities of the militias have also de-
creased. The car bombs and the suicide at-
tacks are the only things left while other
kinds of violence have decreased.”

In the months before the security oper-
ation began Feb. 14, police were finding doz-
ens of bodies each day in the capital, all vic-
tims of Sunni and Shiite death squads. Last
December, more than 200 bodies were found
each week, with the figure spiking above 300
in some weeks, according to police reports
compiled by the Associated Press.

Since the crackdown began, weekly totals
have dropped to about 80, which is hardly an
acceptable figure but clearly a sign that
death squads are no longer as active as they
were in the final months of last year.

Bombings also have decreased in the city,
presumably due to U.S. and Iraqi success in
finding weapons caches and to more govern-
ment checkpoints in the streets that make it
tougher to deliver the bombs.

Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki, a Shiite,
made a show of confidence Tuesday by trav-
eling out of Baghdad for meetings with
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Sunni tribal leaders and government offi-
cials in Ramadi, a stronghold for Sunni in-
surgents.

“I would caution everybody about pa-
tience, about diligence,” Maj. Gen. William
Caldwell, a U.S. spokesman, said Wednesday.
“This is going to take many months, not
weeks. But the indicators are all very posi-
tive right now.”

Sunni militants, meanwhile, are believed
to have withdrawn to surrounding areas such
as Diyala province, where they have safe
haven. The U.S. command sent an extra 700
soldiers Tuesday to protect the highways
leading into the capital from there.

If militants from both sects are indeed
lying low, that suggests they may have
adopted a strategy of waiting until the secu-
rity operation is over, then re-emerging to
fight each other for control of the capital.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, in No-
vember, the American people sent a
clear message to Washington. They
said: Change the course in Iraq. A few
weeks later, the Iraq Study Group
issued its bipartisan report calling for
a change of course in Iraq. Even the
President’s new Secretary of Defense,
Robert Gates, during his confirmation
hearing, acknowledged that the cur-
rent course in Iraq was not working.
But instead of developing a new strat-
egy, the President has stayed on his
failed course, plunging American
troops deeper and deeper into a civil
war on the streets of Baghdad and rely-
ing on the promises of Iraqi politicians
who have not delivered on previous
promises.

The question for us today is whether
we will accept that failing strategy or
whether we will change it. The Presi-
dent’s deepening military involvement
will not lead to a stable Iraq because it
has a fundamental flaw. It tries to im-
pose a military solution on a political
crisis.

Listen to the assessment of Iraq
Prime Minister Maliki of the situation
in his country. This is what he said:

The crisis is political, and the ones who
can stop the cycle of bloodletting of inno-
cents are the Iraqi politicians.

Outside the White House is a con-
sensus that a political solution among
the Iraqis is required, but President
Bush persists on a military deepening
involvement.

The President claims that Iraqis will
meet the political benchmarks that
they have put forward, but the track
record of Iraqi politicians indicates
otherwise. On issue after issue, the
Iraqi politicians have failed to keep
their word, and Iraq is worse off be-
cause of those failures.

The President’s course of action—
deeper and deeper military involve-
ment—sends a signal that the Iraqi
leaders can continue to bicker without
consequence. If the Iraqis fail to meet
their own benchmarks, the President
will presumably continue to bail them
out by sending American troops to po-
lice an Iraqi civil war. Unless failure to
meet benchmarks has consequences,
those benchmarks have little meaning.
We must change the course if there is
going to be any hope of success in Iraq.
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The best leverage we have is the pres-
ence and mission of American forces.
As long as our presence is open-ended,
the dynamic in Iraq will remain the
same: Insurgents will target our
troops, militias will cause mayhem,
and the Iraqi politicians will sit in rel-
ative safety in the Green Zone, unwill-
ing to make the compromises so essen-
tial to reaching a political settlement
that can save their country. But if we
send a clear message that we are end-
ing the open-ended commitment, that
will shift responsibility to the Iraqis,
both politically and militarily, for
their own future.

By requiring the President to change
the mission of American forces to the
three missions specified in the Reid
resolution, by beginning a phased rede-
ployment of American forces in 4
months, the resolution before us would
force the Iraqi leaders to face reality
and to understand that their future as
a nation is in their own hands, not
ours. The Iraqis will finally be forced
to decide if they want a civil war or
they want a nation. They will then un-
derstand we cannot save them from
themselves.

The President and his supporters ask
for patience. But asking for patience
now, after all these years of asking for
patience without success, is a little
like Lucy asking Charlie Brown to try
to kick the football one more time. We
ought to be wise enough by now to
know that increased military involve-
ment won’t achieve the political settle-
ment that is needed.

General Peter Chiarelli, Commanding
General of the Multi-National Corps in
Iraq, said the following:

We need a commitment by all Iraqis of all
the ethno-sectarian groups to commit first
to nonviolence and to resolving their dif-
ferences through the political process. I hap-
pen to believe that we have done everything
militarily we possibly can.

General Casey made a similar point
in early January when he said:

The longer we in the U.S. forces continue
to bear the main burden of Iraq’s security, it
lengthens the time that the government of
Iraq has to take the hard decisions about
reconciliation and dealing with the militias.

The real battle for Baghdad is a po-
litical battle. Maximizing success in
Iraq requires us to change course and
to shift responsibility to the Iraqi po-
litical leaders for the future of Iraq. To
paraphrase British Prime Minister
Tony Blair, the next chapter of Iraq’s
history needs to be written by the
Iraqis.

Our vote today will decide whether
we will begin changing course to maxi-
mize chances of success in Iraq or
whether we will remain mired in the
status quo of sending more and more
American troops into the middle of an
Iraqi civil war.

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, we are
brought back to the floor again this
week to continue the debate on Iraq
and whether the United States should
begin to pull our troops out of Iraq.
Yet again the majority leader has
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brought legislation to the floor of the
Senate that will set arbitrary
timelines for U.S. withdrawal, sending
a signal to the Iraqi people that we are
poised to abandon them; while at the
same time sending a strong message to
our enemies that to defeat the United
States, all they need to do is wait us
out. That kind of policy will allow our
current and future enemies to dictate
our foreign policy for us, not the other
way around.

General Petraeus has now only had
weeks to implement his new strategy
for stabilizing Baghdad. After a unani-
mous vote of confirmation, the major-
ity party now wants to send a signal to
General Petraeus that we not only
have no confidence in his abilities to
stabilize key parts of Iraq but that we
have no faith in our soldiers ability as
well. That is not a statement I am will-
ing to send to our soldiers in combat.
The majority would rather see 535 gen-
erals leading the way towards stability
and security in Iraq and the greater
Middle East, and I do not see that
strategy as an effective way to run a
war.

I cannot stress enough that our con-
flict in Iraq does not stop at the bor-
ders. Iraq is a central country in a very
dangerous region of the world. Bor-
dered by Iran and Syria, which are
both contributing to the violence in
Iraq, will clearly see a premature U.S.
troop withdraw in Iraq as a symbol
that our resolve is not strong enough
to stop their ambitions for regional
dominance.

A premature withdrawal from Iraq
will almost certainly lead to a massive
humanitarian crisis, which would leave
hundreds of thousands of Iraqi civilians
at the hands of murderous militias. I
would ask of my colleagues who favor
immediate withdrawal from Iraq, are
they willing to stand idly by as hun-
dreds of thousands of Iraqis are raped,
beaten and murdered? I would assume
the answer would be no, paving the
way for an even greater peacekeeping
force to be deployed to Iraq, and mak-
ing the work to stabilize that country
infinitely more difficult.

I think it is important for the Amer-
ican people to know that the road-
blocks put up in the Senate regarding
nonbinding votes on Iraqg were not put
up by the Republican minority. I have
stood on this floor on more than one
occasion debating the war this year.
We have had, and will continue to
have, full debates on the floor of the
Senate regarding Iraq, but it is up to
the majority leader whether those de-
bates will be fair debates. I was pleased
to see that an amendment offered by
Senator GREGG will be allowed an up-
or-down vote. This resolution clearly
states that the Congress will not cut
off any funding for soldiers we send
into combat. An overwhelming major-
ity of both the House and Senate voted
to send these troops into war, and we
all the responsibility to ensure that
any American soldier in harm’s way
will have the full support of their gov-
ernment.
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The majority party continuously de-
nies planning or calling for defunding
this war, and thus the troops, but sev-
eral Democratic Senators and Con-
gressmen have spoken publicly about
their desire to eliminate funding for
our soldiers. That is a very dangerous
game to play, when Members will allow
antiwar politics to convince Members
of Congress that they should cut off
funding for American troops on the
battlefield.

Now, it is very clear that there is no
single military operation that can
bring stability to Iraq by itself. We
need the Iraqi government to stand up
on its own two feet and lead their
country. We need an Iraqi economy to
be strong and viable on its own in order
to give the Iraqi people a choice be-
tween turning towards insurgent mili-
tias and terrorist organization, but in-
stead to start new businesses and make
constructive contributions to their so-
ciety. However, without stability in
the capital city, there can be no stable
government and there can be no eco-
nomic stability. The reinforcements
called for by General Petraeus, which
will assist in stabilizing Baghdad, are
working to lower the levels of violence,
and will pave the way for economic and
government stability.

I, like all of my colleagues, want
nothing else but to have our troops
home and out of harm’s way. That said,
we should not be in such a rush to
leave Iraq that we leave that country
in shambles, creating a haven for ter-
rorism and a humanitarian crisis that
could rival or surpass any we have seen
before.

We are at a critical juncture in this
war. The American people are ques-
tioning our policies in Iraq, mistakes
have been made over the three plus
yvears we have been in Iraq, and I will
readily admit that. But I do not believe
that we are at a point of failure. The
majority party is frustrated with our
progress in Iraq, but I firmly believe
that Congress micromanaging this war
is the most detrimental policy our
country could pursue. The Congress
should not be in the business of setting
arbitrary withdrawal timetables, set-
ting troop levels, threatening funding
for our soldiers, or sending messages to
our soldiers that we have no faith in
their mission.

The Senate is yet again going to be
voting on a series of binding and non-
binding resolutions that will send a
strong message to our soldiers, the
American people, and to our enemies. 1
hope that my colleagues will speak in a
loud voice of support to our soldiers; a
resolute voice to the American people
that we will not be defeated by radical
insurgents and terrorist groups; and a
firm voice to our enemies that we will
not be defeated. Our national security,
and that of our allies, is at stake, and
I will not cast a vote to pull our troops
out of Iraq prematurely and allow Iraq
to become a base of operations for
strikes against this country.

Mr. KOHL. Madam President, today
the Senate confronts the tragic situa-
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tion facing us in Iraq. No Member of
the Senate, the administration, or our
Armed Forces is happy with where we
stand in Iraq. A mission that began
with the great success of our men and
women in uniform has bogged down
through no fault of theirs. With heavy
hearts the Congress, after hearing the
people speak in November, must now
force a change in our policy in Iraq. We
can no longer allow an open-ended
commitment to Iraq that endangers
our forces while allowing Iraqi politi-
cians to delay the difficult choices
they must make.

S.J. Res. 9, which I support, calls on
the President to begin the redeploy-
ment of our troops out of Iraq. After 4
long years they have been stretched to
the breaking point. They now referee a
bloody civil war that bears no resem-
blance to the original conflict we au-
thorized them to engage in. The time
for military solutions is over, and the
difficult work of political compromise
lies before the Iraqis with little our
soldiers can do to help.

The resolution does not require a
rapid pullout, however, but gives time
for a measured withdrawal that will
protect our troops while providing sup-
port to the new Iraqi government. It
sets March 2008 as a goal for our com-
bat troops to be gone from Iraqg—>
years after they first entered the coun-
try—but it provides flexibility if that
is not possible. The March withdrawal
goal is also in line with what the Iraq
Study Group believed was appropriate.

This reasonable goal will give Iraq’s
politicians time to make the difficult
decisions they need to make about
power sharing and dividing oil reve-
nues. It will also give our troops time
to complete the training and equipping
of additional Iraqi police and security
forces. Five years is plenty of time to
help a new nation toward democracy—
or prove that democracy cannot be im-
posed from the outside. Either way we
cannot ask our military to continue
their mission indefinitely.

Critics of the resolution believe that
withdrawing from Iraq will damage our
national security, but I disagree. The
ongoing conflict in Iraq is hurting our
image in the world, it is hurting our
economy, and it is hurting our mili-
tary. This war is no longer protecting
us, but according to our own intel-
ligence community it is encouraging
terrorists to take up arms against us.
Our presence has kicked off a vicious
circle of violence that makes us less se-
cure—not more. We need to close the
circle and end this cycle of violence.

We all want a stable and peaceful
Iraq, but it is time to recognize that
the U.S. alone cannot achieve that
goal. We need the help of the Iraqi peo-
ple and the assistance of Iraq’s neigh-
bors. If we work together Iraq can get
on its feet and repair the sectarian di-
vide. But if we continue on our current
path, bearing the burden by ourselves,
the cycle of violence will erode our
good efforts. It is time for a change. It
is time for us to shift the burden to the
Iraqis and help them carry it forward.
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Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, there
are many statements in the resolution
by the Senator from New Hampshire
that are true. It is a true statement
that the President has the power to
“‘deploy troops and direct military
campaigns during wartime.” But that
presupposes that a war has been prop-
erly authorized by Congress because
that power exists only in wartime, or
in certain emergency circumstances.
The President does not, however, have
the power under the Constitution to
initiate a war.

It is literally true that Congress has
the power of the purse, and in that ca-
pacity has the moral responsibility to
adequately support the troops in the
field, once we are at war. This adminis-
tration has failed in that responsibility
in not equipping our soldiers in Iraq
with adequate armor, in not having an
adequate plan to stabilize Iraq after
the initial invasion, and in not caring
for our soldiers properly when they re-
turn home.

But this resolution is not balanced.
It does not set forth a statement about
Congress’s powers under the Constitu-
tion to authorize the use of force under
article I. Nor does it say anything
about the authority of Congress to
change the mission of U.S. forces, once
a war has commenced. This silence
about Congress’s power might be inter-
preted to suggest that the President’s
powers as Commander in Chief to ini-
tiate war are unlimited, and that
Congress’s sole responsibility is to fund
a war that the President initiates.
That is not what the Constitution says,
and I cannot vote for anything that
might be so read.

Because the Gregg resolution lacks
balance, I cannot vote for it. I will vote
instead for the resolution by Senator
MURRAY, which presents a more com-
plete statement about the allocation of
powers under the Constitution.

Mr. BUNNING. Madan President, I
rise today to discuss the S.J. Res. 9
dealing with troop withdrawals from
Iraq.

While this nonbinding resolution is
different from the resolution we de-
bated last month, its purpose is still
the same. It will micromanage the war
and send a detrimental message to
both our troops and our enemies.

That is why I voted against cloture
on the motion to proceed to the resolu-
tion and why I will vote no on its final
passage. I believe that we must give
the President’s new strategy for Iraq a
chance to work before we begin criti-
cizing it.

At this time, we ought to be sending
a clear message of support for our
troops and for ensuring that they have
the necessary supplies and resources to
carry out their mission. Unfortunately,
we cannot seem to see beyond our po-
litical differences to do this and in-
stead want to attack the President’s
Iraq plan no matter what the con-
sequences of our actions would be.

Jut a few weeks ago on January 26,
the Senate unanimously—unani-
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mously—confirmed GEN David
Petraeus to be commander of the mul-
tinational forces in Iraq. General
Petraeus supports the President’s new
strategy in Iraq and has embarked on a
mission that both the President and
the Senate selected him to do.

I would like to point out to my col-
leagues the irony, as well as the incon-
sistency, in the choice this resolution
is presenting to this body. With the
newest Iraq resolution, we are once
again being asked to disapprove of the
very mission we unanimously con-
firmed General Petraeus to execute.
This resolution asks Senators and not
General Petraeus to direct the
activites in Iraq. But Congress is not
the commander in chief, and we should
not be dictating military strategy.

The resolution sets a specific date for
the beginning of the withdrawal of our
troops from Iraq. This withdrawal
would occur even if there is progress on
the ground in Iraq or our allies believe
our presence is still necessary. This
resolution allows politics to be the de-
ciding factor of how we manage a war.

Passage of this resolution would
show to the world that our will can
easily be stripped by terrorists if they
just wait it out.

If General Petraeus, who is a friend
of mine, comes back to Congress and
tells us that the President’s new strat-
egy is not working, then I am prepared
to change our course. But we need to
give it a chance to work.

We have already begun to see some
successes based on recent events and
reports from General Petraeus. Sec-
tarian killings have been lower in
Baghdad over the past several weeks
than in the previous months. There is
less sectarian displacement in Baghdad
neighborhoods allowing families to re-
turn home and Sunni insurgent leaders
have renewed talks with top U.S. offi-
cials about political accommodation.

I realize these successes are small
and it is too early to tell whether they
will lead to significant changes in the
future, but we now have proof that this
strategy could work if given the
chance.

We have also begun to see a positive
response from the Iraqi people. Just 2
weeks ago, the Iraqi council approved
the foundation of a hydrocarbon bill
which is a oil revenue-sharing measure
with the Iraqi people and the provinces
of Iraq. The legislation is soon going to
the assembly. For the first time in the
history of their country, the people of
Iraq are on the doorstep of having eq-
uity in oil distribution.

Despite these successes and unani-
mously confirming our new commander
in Iraq, my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle would like to declare fail-
ure. They would like to tie General
Petraeus’s hands in a way that would
make achieving his mission impossible.
I do not believe that pulling the rug
out from underneath our top com-
mander in Iraq is a plan for success.
Rather, I believe that we should focus
the current debate on what we can do
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to support General Petraeus and the
brave young men and women in Iraq to
accomplish this critical mission. I will
continue to do whatever I can to en-
sure that our troops and mission suc-
ceeds.

Failure in Iraq is not an option. It
would not only jeopardize our own na-
tional security but that of the region
as a whole.

When this motion to micromanage
the war in Iraq comes to vote, I urge
my colleagues to oppose it. Remember,
we have only one commander in chief,
not 535 generals who make war plans
from the floor of the Congress.

Mr. ENZI. Madam President, as I
begin my comments on the resolutions
we have under consideration, I want to
first make very clear my strong sup-
port for the members of our Armed
Forces and the vital work they are
doing around the world every day. I
have the greatest admiration for them
all for their heartfelt commitment to
preserving our freedoms and maintain-
ing our national security. They are all
true heroes and they are the ones who
are doing the heavy lifting and making
great sacrifices in our country’s name
so that we might continue to be the
land of the free and the home of the
brave.

Over the years, I have been to Iraq
and I have met with the members of
our Armed Forces there and, later,
here in the United States when they
have returned home. These remarkable
men and women exemplify the best
qualities of our Nation. They volun-
teered to serve in the best trained force
in the world and they deserve our com-
plete and unwavering support. If it
were possible, I would like to have each
and every one of our troops back home
with their families and friends imme-
diately. We cannot, however, pull our
troops out of Iraq at this point without
facing extremely dire consequences for
a long time to come. I have spoken at
length to our troops about their mis-
sion and they understand their mis-
sion.

I was thinking about them, and all of
the members of our military who are
presently serving around the world as I
began to prepare my remarks. I
thought back to the days, years ago,
when I was first elected to serve as the
Mayor of Gillette, WY. I made a habit
of carrying around a copy of the United
States Constitution with me every-
where I went. I kept it in my coat
pocket, next to my pen, and whenever
I looked at it, it reminded me of two
things—the Government I was a part
of, and the people I was elected to
serve.

Then, when I came here to the Sen-
ate, the Constitution took on an even
greater, deeper meaning for me. I see it
as my job description. That is why I
make sure to always keep it handy so
it can continue to serve as a reminder
of the detailed portrait it contains of
our Federal Government and how it
was designed to work by our Founding
Fathers. Today, it provides us with a
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good starting point for our debate and
it provides some of the answers to the
issues before us.

The relevant parts of the our coun-
try’s Constitution are quite clear. Con-
gress must be consulted before any
large scale military operation is begun.
But once that has been done, the Com-
mander in Chief of our Armed Forces,
the President, is to direct the effort
that we have approved.

The Founding Fathers had a good
reason for establishing the President as
the Commander in Chief of our Armed
Forces and the one who is responsible
for making the decisions affecting the
actions of our Nation’s military.

That does not mean that Congress
does not have a play in these decisions.
We all have an important role to play
when it comes to matters like these.
Again, in their great wisdom, the draft-
ers of our Constitution knew that Con-
gress could—and should—influence pol-
icy—but they knew it would be impos-
sible for us to have all the information
available to the President to debate
and assess before making a decision on
the viability of every military oper-
ation. The process of determining mili-
tary strategy would be a nightmare if
we were to be expected to debate all of
the intricacies of every policy and, by
so doing, publicly reveal some of the
information obtained by our intel-
ligence agencies on the House and Sen-
ate floor before reaching a decision.
Our procedure on the Senate floor is a
good process for debating and consid-
ering legislation, but it is a process
that does not lend itself well to pro-
ducing a quick and informed military
decision at a time of crisis.

Those thoughts were on my mind
when the President put forward a new
strategy for us to pursue in Iraq, recog-
nizing that what we are currently
doing is not working. General David
Petraeus, our U.S. Commander in Iraq,
testified before us about that policy.
He is consulting with highly educated
and trained members of the military,
many from universities where criti-
cism of U.S. efforts in Iraq has flour-
ished. It is evident that the President
and his advisors are seeking analysis
and recommendations from people who
recognize the fact that the road ahead
will be complicated and difficult.

Listening to the debate, I have heard
many of my colleagues sum up the
President’s new strategy as just in-
creasing the number of American
troops in Iraq. I do not believe it is a
matter of numbers. The real question
should be what the placement of these
troops is designed to accomplish. There
is no question that there must be a
clearly defined mission for them on the
ground. By having more forces on the
ground, we may be able to decrease the
vulnerability of our troops as they
move from place to place. That will
provide them with the backup and pro-
tection they need to more safely pur-
sue their mission.

In the months to come, it is clear
that there are several things the new
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policy must do if it is to be successful.
First and foremost, the new campaign
must provide the security the people of
Iraq must have to feel safe at home. If
they do not feel secure under the pro-
tection of the United States, coalition,
and Iraqi forces, they will turn toward
terrorist organizations that will prey
on their fears and provide a false sense
of security. America’s long-term secu-
rity interests and the possibility of
world peace will be best served by an
Iraq that can sustain, govern, and de-
fend itself, while serving as an ally in
the war against the terrorists.

Looking long term, I think we would
all agree that the future of Iraq will di-
rectly affect the balance of power in
the Middle East. That is why countries
throughout the region are watching to
see what action we will take in Iraq.
An immediate withdrawal of United
States and coalition forces will leave
our allies in the region forced to pre-
pare for additional conflicts.

Our mission in Iraq has not been
easy, and it will not get easier in the
days to come. After all, we are facing
centuries-old difficulties as we work
with the people of Iraq to help them
overcome their religious and ethnic
differences to form a nation that will
work to benefit and protect all their
people.

Ultimately, what the future of Iraq
will be is up to the Iraqi people them-
selves. Iraq must put together a work-
ing coalition of its three major groups,
the Kurds, Sunnis, and Shia, as well as
other ethnic and religious minorities.
They must work for national reconcili-
ation through shared responsibilities
as well as shared oil revenues that will
be used to solve the problems that
exist in their own backyard. Such a
reconciliation will not only be good for
Iraq, but the Middle East as a whole.

We have set forth benchmark re-
quirements for the Iraqis to make. Our
first benchmark has been met. Their
parliament has approved an equitable
split of oil revenues between the three
factions. This is progress.

Looking back, the record is clear.
Like many Members of the United
States Senate, I supported the original
decision in 2002 to take action against
Saddam Hussein in Iraq. The vote I
cast that day was not an easy decision.
The tough ones are like that. You
make the best decision you can, based
on the information you have on hand
at the time you have to make it. Those
are the decisions that make us all lose
sleep for years afterward. Anytime you
vote to put our Nation’s young men
and women in harm’s way, it stays
with you long after the fighting is over
and our troops are on their way back
home.

Today, I remain concerned about the
safety of the people on the ground:
Americans, coalition allies, and the
Iraqi people. And there is good reason
for my concern. With today’s rapid
communication made possible by the
Internet, cell phones, and other tech-
nologies, what we say here can almost
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instantaneously find its way around
the world and straight to the camps of
both friends and foes—and they are
both watching. In fact, I do not think
it is an exaggeration to say that the
whole world is watching to see what we
will decide to do.

That leads me to ask, what do we
hope to accomplish through this de-
bate? We have already approved the
nomination of General Petraeus by a
unanimous vote. Now we are consid-
ering a resolution condemning a plan
he has not had a chance to put into ac-
tion yet. What sort of message will we
send our troops with our vote on that?

As Members of the United States
Senate, we have the opportunity to
voice our opinions to the President and
our constituents. But the fact that we
are even going through this debate at
this point in time may give those who
wish to do us harm hope and embolden
them—and once emboldened they will
pose an even greater threat to our
troops.

As we continue with our consider-
ation of these resolutions, I want to be
clear that I do not want to cut funding
for the troops. Their safety and their
very lives depend on that funding.
When you are in a war, you do not do
that to the troops.

Looking ahead, in the months to
come, Congress must continue to close-
ly monitor the actions of the new Iraqi
government, our military leaders, and
our civilian leaders. We should con-
tinue to express our opinions, and take
whatever actions are necessary to en-
sure our troops are provided the best
support possible so that they can come
home soon. We should not, however,
further endanger the lives of Ameri-
cans and Iraqis simply to make a state-
ment and take a stand against the
President.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, the Senate will vote on whether
America is on the right course in Iraq,
or the wrong one.

I have spent the past two years trav-
eling all over Rhode Island, listening to
people from my state who were angry
and frustrated at this President’s re-
fusal to see that his policies in Iraq
were wrong from the start, and remain
wrong today. Last November, they and
millions of Americans cast their votes
for a new direction.

They sent us here to hold this Presi-
dent accountable: for distorting intel-
ligence to serve his policy goals; for
failing to give our troops the equip-
ment they needed to do their jobs over-
seas, and failing to take adequate care
of them when they return home; for
telling our country the mission was ac-
complished when, as we’ve seen, the
war has now stretched on for five long
years; for now proposing to send tens of
thousands more American soldiers into
harm’s way, against the wishes of the
American people, and without a plan to
bring the conflict to an end.

Americans know the truth: esca-
lating the war in Iraq will not make
that nation more secure, or bring Iraq
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and its people any closer to a lasting
peace. It will not make our nation
more secure. And it is not the new di-
rection Americans demanded.

There is a way to change course in
Iraq. If we announce clearly that the
redeployment of American troops will
begin, and begin soon, that opens up
diplomatic opportunities in Iraq, in the
Middle East, and around the world.

When it is evident to the insurgents
that America is not an army of occupa-
tion, the factions within the Iraqi gov-
ernment will be obliged—and better
able—to assume responsibility for the
security and governance of their own
nation. Iraq’s neighbors will be newly
motivated to take steps that will en-
courage a peaceful and secure Gulf re-
gion.

This binding resolution makes it
clear that the situation in Iraq has
changed since Congress authorized the
use of force in Iraq in 2002. It states the
President must begin the phased rede-
ployment of American combat troops
in no later than four months, with that
redeployment completed by March 31,
2008.

The President failed to show America
a new direction, and so the Senate will
step forward to lead where he will not.
I will vote yes to a change of course in
Iraq, and I hope my colleagues will do
the same.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I wish
to take this opportunity to explain
why I will vote against S. Res. 107.

First, I must applaud Senator MUR-
RAY for what I believe was the overall
premise of her amendment, to show the
entire Congress’s resolve in supporting
our troops.

I fully agree with the portion of the
amendment that reaffirms the Senate’s
commitment to providing the ‘‘nec-
essary funds for training, equipment,
and other support for troops in the
field, as such actions will ensure their
safety and effectiveness in preparing
for and carrying out their assigned du-
ties.”

This is a policy to which I have dedi-
cated my entire Senate career.

However, as a lawyer, I believe that
it is also my duty to evaluate and work
toward ensuring that all legislation
which the Senate passes is strictly
within the limits of our constitutional
powers. As the preamble states, ‘“Under
the Constitution, the President and
Congress have shared responsibilities
for decisions on the use of the Armed
Forces of the United States, including
their mission, and for supporting the
Armed Forces, especially during war-
time.”

Unfortunately, S. Res. 107 does not
meet that test. While at first glance
the passage I just cited may seem in-
nocuous, the phrase ‘‘shared respon-
sibilities” raises important separation
of powers questions.

As we all know, the Constitution
does not speak of shared powers, it
speaks of the different branches of gov-
ernment having separate and distinct
powers—a point which is at the core of
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the debate on our nation’s policies to-
ward Iraq.

Under article II, section 2 of the Con-
stitution, the President is the ‘‘Com-
mander-in-Chief of the Army and Navy
of the United States.”” However,
Congress’s role is limited in article I,
section 8 which, in part, reads ‘‘. ..
The Congress shall have power to . . .
provide for the common defense and
general welfare of the United
States. . . To declare war . . . to raise
and support armies . . . to provide and
maintain a navy . . . to make rules for
the government and regulation of the
land and naval forces; . . . to provide
for calling forth the militia to execute
the laws of the union, suppress insur-
rections and repel invasions ... to
provide for organizing, arming, and dis-
ciplining, the militia, and for gov-
erning such part of them as may be em-
ployed in the service of the United
States . . .”

These are very different powers; they
are not shared. The Constitution pro-
vides for only one Commander in Chief.
Our troops are facing enough chal-
lenges in the weeks and months
ahead—they do not need to worry if
there will be 435 commanders in chief.

It is important that we remember
this point now more then ever. And so,
it is my analysis that the ‘‘shared pow-
ers” reference in S. Res. 107 clearly
raises constitutional concerns, and
that is why I voted against S. Res. 107.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, be-
fore the Senator leaves, as it is right
now, we have 10 minutes left on this
side. There is 1 hour left on the Sen-
ator’s side. We want very much to get
some speakers down here, if we could. I
understand we are trying to reserve 20
minutes for leadership time and 10
minutes on each side. If the Senator
has speakers, this would be a good time
to have them down here.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I be-
lieve one Senator is on his way right
now, and the Senator’s notice should
produce some other Senators as well.

I thank the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, rath-
er than to speak myself, since there is
going to be equal time coming off for
both sides until a speaker gets down

here, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the last
quorum call time be taken from the
Democrats’ time, and that future
quorums come from the Democrat side.

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

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

March 15, 2007

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska). The clerk will call
the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, what I
wish to do at this moment is address
one of the arguments I have heard
many of my colleagues make over the
past 2 days of this debate. The argu-
ment I have heard when I was on the
floor yesterday, and again I have heard
it today, is that the joint resolution we
are debating is an effort to micro-
manage the war by focusing the mis-
sion of U.S. Armed Forces on training
Iraqis, denying terrorists a safe haven
in Iraq, and force protection.

If you listen to my colleagues who
oppose this, you hear them recount
that as if somehow that is exceeding
the power of the people to speak,
through their Congress, as to what role
American military forces are per-
mitted to play. Many of my colleagues
on the other side go on to argue we are
somehow overstepping our constitu-
tional boundaries in defining the pur-
pose for which U.S. forces can be used
in Iraq.

Well, that argument, I respectfully
suggest, is dead wrong. Defining the
overall mission of U.S. troops is en-
tirely within the power of the Congress
under the U.S. Constitution. Indeed,
not doing so would be an abdication of
our fundamental duty under the Con-
stitution, which clearly manifests war
power in the hands of the Congress.

Now let me give you a few illustra-
tions, if I may. In 2002, when we voted
to authorize the use of force against
Iraq, we defined the purpose. We de-
fined the purpose for which the Presi-
dent was permitted to use American
forces against Iraq. It was to defend
the national security of the United
States against the continuing threat
posed by Iraq, and, further, to enforce
all relevant U.N. Security Council reso-
lutions regarding Iraq.

During the course of the negotiations
on that resolution, in which I was deep-
ly involved, Congress made it clear, at
least on this side—as one of the several
people speaking for the Democrats at
the time in the Senate—we specifically
and clearly rejected the Bush adminis-
tration’s initial proposal for using
force in Iraq. President Bush sought
what I believe to be, and the majority
of the Senate eventually did, an overly
broad authority to use force: to restore
international peace and security in the
region.

I read that at the time as a grant of
authority to the President that far ex-
ceeded what arguably was necessary at
all in Iraq. The function of our mili-
tary force was not to restore inter-
national peace and security in the re-
gion. We struck that and said: The use
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of force is to defend the national secu-
rity of the United States against a con-
tinuing threat from Iraq, not the re-
gion; not the region.

After the President’s attempted over-
reach here, we narrowed the geographic
scope of the authority the Congress,
under the Constitution, was willing to
grant the President, and we narrowed
the purpose for which he was allowed
to use force. We did two things. We not
only said, Mr. President, this is not
about the region. You can only use
force, if necessary, dealing with Iraq
being a threat to the United States.

I remind everybody what we were
being told at the time. We were being
told by the Vice President that Iraq
had reconstituted its nuclear program.
Simply not true. It was not true when
he stated it. Our intelligence commu-
nity not only said he did not reconsti-
tute the nuclear program, it said he
had no nuclear program. That is not
what we were told.

So we gave him authority, I remind
everyone, to negotiate at the United
Nations, to keep the pressure of the
world on Iraq, to bring back the U.N.
people, to determine what nuclear pro-
gram or weapons of mass destruction
he had, to get the inspectors back in,
and to negotiate to do that, because at
the time the argument taking place in
the world was, was the U.S. embargo,
was the world embargo, were the U.N.
inspectors causing pain for innocent
Iraqis?

Do you remember how many times
we heard the argument that the reason
why there was not enough medicine,
the reason why children were dying,
the reason why they did not have
enough food, was because of this awful
thing the United States was leading,
the embargo on Iraq, the Food for Oil
Program?

So to put this in context so every-
body remembers, there were a lot of us
on the floor willing to give deference to
the President, who we thought was re-
sponsible in the exercise of power at
the time, because he appeared respon-
sible immediately after 9/11; he pro-
ceeded correctly relative to al-Qaida
and the Taliban. He did not go off
willy-nilly and start bombing people.
He built the case. He sent his envoys
all over the world. He made a compel-
ling case for the right for us to invade
Afghanistan. He even went so far as to
worry about whether the Arab street
would rise up if we attacked Muslims
in Afghanistan. He engaged in public
diplomacy. He did a fine job.

That was the context in which we
gave him this power. But even then, as
much as he had done well relative to
Afghanistan at the time, we quite
frankly did not trust him or any Presi-
dent to have this broad reach of au-
thority which he asked for, which was
to maintain peace, international peace
and security in the region.

So we cut back the authority we gave
him to negotiate at the U.N. Remem-
ber what he tried to do. He came and
made the argument: There has to be a
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demonstration that all of the Nation
support him in that we must keep pres-
sure on Saddam. All Democrats and
Republicans support him. That was the
argument made to us. He did not come
up here and make the argument to the
Foreign Relations Committee, the
Armed Services Committee: We need to
be able to attack. He argued we needed
to be able to give him the moral au-
thority to go to the United Nations and
keep the pressure on, because the
French were wavering, the Europeans
were wavering, some Arab countries
were wavering. And then as time went
on, he built this argument about they
reconstituted their nuclear weapons
and the like. But even then we did not
give him the authority he asked for.

Why am I dwelling on this? Well, we
made a clear judgment as a Senate and
as a House, as a Congress, that he did
not have the geographic scope for the
extended purpose he wanted. We said:
Here is your writ, Mr. President. Here
is the region you are allowed to, if need
be, use force—in this constrained area
called Iraq. Because you are telling us,
Mr. President, it is a threat to the
United States of America, not a threat
to the region, it is a threat to the
United States of America. So you have
the authority to deal with that, if nec-
essary.

Secondly, even within Iraq, you can
only use the force to enforce all rel-
evant U.N. Security Council resolu-
tions regarding Iraq. If memory serves
me, there were 16, including resolu-
tions relating to weapons of mass de-
struction.

So that was the rationale. We se-
verely limited the authority he wanted
because we thought it was an over-
reach. Now we know there were no
weapons of mass destruction. Now we
know—I will speak and say what I be-
lieve—hopefully the Intelligence Com-
mittee will show—not only did we have
bad intelligence, but the good intel-
ligence we had was misused by the ad-
ministration, in my opinion. We will
find out whether that turns out to be
true.

In 2002, when we offered the author-
ization to use force, we defined the pur-
pose. So I ask those who argue that we
are now overstepping our bounds with
this resolution, did we overstep our
bounds in 2002 when we authorized the
use of force against Iraq, when we lim-
ited what the President wanted to do?
If, in fact, we do not have the constitu-
tional authority today to limit what
the President wants to do, how did we
have the authority to do it in 2002? As
I said, what is the rationale for the
continued authority under the 2002 res-
olution? There are no weapons of mass
destruction. All the U.N. resolutions
are in compliance. And nobody argues
the Iraqi Government is a threat to the
United States of America. Are they
going to invade us?

To those who have a problem with
the mission we defined in this joint res-
olution before the Senate, I also say,
listen to Prime Minister Tony Blair in

S3181

announcing last month the redeploy-
ment of British forces from Iraq. Last
month the mission the British Govern-
ment assigned to those Brits who will
remain in Iraq is precisely what we
prescribed in our resolution. The new
mission of the British forces in Iraq is
the following: to transfer responsibility
to the Iraqis; to train and support Iraqi
forces; to help secure the border and
supply routes; and to conduct oper-
ations against extremist groups, i.e.,
Al-Qaida. It is not to fight in the Iraqi
civil war. It is not to be in the lead role
in security operations in Basra, where
they had authority, or in Baghdad,
where they did not. In short, with the
exception of denying terrorists sanc-
tuary and training of Iraqis, the Brit-
ish forces are moving from the driver’s
seat to the backseat. This resolution
proposes that very transition for our
forces in Iraq.

So I ask again, rhetorically, does the
Vice President think Prime Minister
Blair’s announcement of a ‘‘redeploy-
ment,” as the Vice President said,
“validates the al-Qaida strategy”?
That is what he is accusing the Con-
gress of. That is what he accuses me
and CARL LEVIN of when we came up
with this idea, that is now a leadership
amendment; we are validating al-
Qaida’s strategy.

Are the British validating al-Qaida’s
strategy? Is he saying Tony Blair is
validating Osama bin Laden? It is ri-
diculous. It is a ridiculous argument. It
flies in the face of the facts. It comes
down to this: Do we want American
troops fighting an Iraqi civil war? Is
that what we want these troops for? Is
that why we sent them? Do you think,
when we voted back in 2002, if we knew
there were no weapons of mass destruc-
tion, if Saddam were gone, if they were
in compliance with other U.N. resolu-
tions, but if there were a raging civil
war, do you think we would have voted
on the floor of this body to send 150,000,
160,000, 170,000, 180,000 American troops
to Iraq to help them settle their civil
war? What do you think? I don’t think
so. We might have sent troops to Jor-
dan. We might have done what we are
trying now in Amman and the emir-
ates. We might have beefed up Turkey.
We might have accepted to go after al-
Qaida sites. But I doubt very much we
would vote now to get in the midst of
a self-sustaining cycle of sectarian vio-
lence, which is what it is. If you want
American troops fighting a civil war in
Iraq, if you want that, then vote
against this resolution, do not vote for
it. Do not vote for it.

You say that is not fair; we are not
engaged in fighting in a civil war. Has
anybody asked themselves the rhetor-
ical question: Why is it that Sadr, who
has been responsible for killing a lot of
Americans, and his Mahdi army, which
has been responsible for killing a lot of
Americans, why is it that the Shia-led
Mahdi army, particularly in Sadr City,
has taken off their uniforms, hidden
their weapons, and as of yesterday—I
have not checked today—there were ru-
mors that Sadr is no longer in Iraq?
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Maybe he is back now. We do not know
for sure where he is. Why is it that
they took down the blockade? Is it be-
cause all of a sudden they turned peace
loving?

I respectfully suggest, because inad-
vertently the 17,500 troops we are surg-
ing into the middle of Baghdad, we are
surging them into 20-some neighbor-
hoods that are Sunni.

They are bad guys, these former
Saddamists, these former Baathists—
this insurgency—who were referred to
until recently by the Secretary of De-
fense as ‘‘a bunch of dead enders.” I re-
spectfully suggest the reason all of a
sudden the Shia in Sadr City are lying
low is because they are very happy the
United States is doing their job for
them, killing their enemy, killing the
bad guys who are Sunnis. Does anybody
think if we succeed in that mission
that all of a sudden we are not going to
see all those weapons come out of hid-
ing in Sadr City? Does anybody think
that all of a sudden it is going to be
safe for Americans in that region? Does
anybody think the wuniforms aren’t
going to come back on and the road-
blocks aren’t going to go back up?
These folks aren’t dumb. It is not our
purpose, but the effect is, we are en-
gaged in this civil war.

The question is, What is the plan to
responsibly end our participation in
this war without leaving behind chaos,
without having traded a dictator for
chaos, without having left behind a
cycle of self-sustaining sectarian vio-
lence that metastasizes in the frag-
mentation of Iraq and metastasizes in
the region—Turkey, Iran, Syria, Saudi
Arabia? What is the answer?

So far, I don’t hear a plan. Notice, by
the way, now the surge is really get-
ting bumped up, as some of us pre-
dicted on this floor when he announced
the surge and predicted in our com-
mittee, 17,000 people to 22,500, whatever
the actual number was initially. Now
they are saying they are going to need
30,000 people for the surge. Why? Be-
cause it is like squeezing a water bal-
loon. The bad guys have left this area
in part, and they have now gone to the
province directly outside of Baghdad.

General Keane is a very bright fel-
low, an honest guy, a former four-star
general, who testified before our com-
mittee. He came up with the original
plan about surging. He said: In order
for this to work, you are going to have
to surge well beyond Baghdad. You are
going to have to go into Anbar Prov-
ince and beyond. He predicted what
would happen.

They said: No, we are only talking
about 22,500 troops.

What is the purpose of the surge? The
purpose of the surge, we are told—in a
humanitarian sense, it makes a lot of
sense, except for the humanitarian in-
terest of our troops—is to bring order
to Baghdad, stop the Kkilling and the
chaos. Why? Because when that hap-
pens and they have—I think the phrase
used is ‘“‘breathing room”—when they
have that breathing room, what is
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going to happen? Then they can nego-
tiate. Then they will sit down and ne-
gotiate an agreement among them-
selves. Has anybody asked the ques-
tion, What will be the basis of that ne-
gotiation? What is the idea? What is
the element? What is the political solu-
tion?

The President continues to insist on
a well-intended but fundamentally
flawed strategy. The flawed strategy is,
it is possible to have a strong central
democratic government. Before we
went to war, I believed, and so stated,
that there is not going to be a democ-
racy there in any of our lifetimes, in-
cluding the Presiding Officer, who is
considerably younger than most of us.
It is not going to happen. It is possible
that we could leave behind a country
secure within its borders, loosely fed-
erated, not a threat to its neighbor and
not a haven for terror, but that is as
good as it is going to get.

At least one and probably both of my
colleagues in the Chamber were here
during the Balkan crisis in Bosnia.
What does history teach us and what
does recent experience teach us? Wher-
ever there is a cycle of self-sustaining
genocide, self-sustaining sectarian vio-
lence, when in modern history has it
ended other than any one of four ways:

One, a victor. They wipe out the
other two sides or three sides or one
side, and one of the ethnic groups pre-
vails militarily on the battlefield.

Two, occupation by an outside
force—the Ottoman Empire, the Per-
sian Empire, the British Empire.

We can’t afford the first to happen
because that would have a devastating
impact on the region because every-
body knows the Sunni states will get
more involved. If it goes the other way,
the Shia states will be involved in Iran
beyond what they are now. That is not
a real option. We are not an occupying
force. It is not in our DNA. We are not
an empire.

The third option historically is a dic-
tator, a strongman. Wouldn’t that be
the ultimate irony—us going to Iraq to
take down Saddam and restoring a
strong man, which, I respectfully sug-
gest, we should consider might happen
because eventually we are going to
leave and the dysfunctional cir-
cumstances in Iraq are as likely to
produce a strong military leader to
take over as anything else, although
there is no individual in sight right
now. That is not an option available to
us.

What is the fourth historical option?
Federation, a federal system, a weak
central government within the defined
borders of a country that, in fact, gives
the warring sectarian parties some
control over the fabric of their daily
lives, their local police force for their
public safety, rules relating to mar-
riage, education. That is the only other
option which has ever worked. It
doesn’t work perfectly.

What does recent history tell us?
Like many here, I was deeply involved
in our Balkan policy. As my friend
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from Kansas may remember, I, to use
the vernacular, beat President Clinton
up and about the head to use force in
the Balkans. I argued, after encoun-
tering Milosevic 2 years before he acted
in his office—when he asked me what I
thought of him, I said: I think you are
a damn war criminal, and I am going to
spend my career seeing you tried as
one. I came back and wrote report after
report, after close to a dozen visits. I
saw what was happening in Brcko, in
Tuzla, in Sarajevo, in Srebenica, more
sectarian violence in the Balkans from
Vlad the Impaler to Milosevic than
ever occurred in what is now called
Iraq.

So how did we end it? We ended it
after they killed several hundred thou-
sand people, mostly women and chil-
dren. We ended it after we gathered all
the neighbors, including Russia, a pro-
Serbian force, France, all the nations
in the region. We gathered in a room.
We brought in the parties who were
warring, including Milosevic, Tudjman,
Croats, and other leaders representing
the Bosniaks. What did we do? We then
called the Dayton Peace Accords. What
did we do there? We gave much more
autonomy to each of those groups than
ever was envisioned by what I am pro-
posing.

We set up a thing called the Republic
of Serbia in Bosnia with its own Presi-
dent. We had a Bosnian President and
we had a Croatian President. For over
10 years, as my friend from Oklahoma
can attest, who knows more about
force structure than most of us know,
there have been over 20,000 on average
NATO forces there. To the best of my
knowledge, none has been Kkilled in
anger with a shot fired.

What is going on in Bosnia today?
Was everyone who was ethnically
cleansed able to come back to their
neighborhoods? No. A lot have. Is there
still injustice? Yes. Is genocide con-
tinuing? No. What are they doing now?
They are debating amending their Con-
stitution to become part of Europe so
they can join the EU down the road.
We don’t have to go very far for an ex-
ample.

Let me ask the rhetorical question
again: Can anybody name me a time,
without empire, dictator or expiring,
that self-sustaining sectarian violence
within the borders of a country has re-
sulted in a central federal control that
is democratic? With all due respect to
the President, arguably his dream at
the outset made sense. That is why I
called 3 years ago for 60,000 to 100,000
additional American forces. That is
why I called for the need for at least
5,000 to 6,000 paramilitary police to be
sent, because I believed—and I wrote at
the time—if the genie ever gets out of
the bottle, if we don’t establish order
quickly, there is no possibility of stop-
ping a vicious civil war.

Senator HAGEL and I got smuggled
across the Turkish border before the
war began, and went up to Arbil and
met with the Brazani and Talabani
clans to discuss with them whether
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they would actually be with us if force
was used. They had us each speak be-
fore the Kurdish Parliament, and they
had already written a constitution that
was the minimum they would, in fact,
insist upon which allowed for signifi-
cant Kurdish autonomy. They wanted a
federal system.

A year ago January, my distin-
guished colleague from South Carolina
and I went to Iraq for what was my
sixth time. I have been there since. I
don’t know how many times it was. We
went around and proudly put our fin-
gers in the ink well, demonstrating
that this was a free election. We came
back and spoke to the President. We
were debriefed by the President and his
war cabinet. The President said it was
a great democratic effort. I presumed
to suggest it wasn’t a democratic ef-
fort, it was a free election. It was a sec-
tarian election. It turns out 92 percent
of the vote cast was a sectarian vote.
Kurds voted for Kurds. Shia voted for
Shia. Sunni voted for Sunni. That is
not democracy. Elections do not a de-
mocracy make. They are a necessary
and ultimate condition to democracy.
Democracy is about giving up things,
about compromise.

I will never forget what Senator
GRAHAM, who has a great facility for
words, said as I was trying to explain
to the President about the militias—
not that he did not know there were
militias. After we got finished, the
President turned to Senator GRAHAM
and Senator GRAHAM said, with a bit of
humor: Mr. President, it is kind of like
when the recount was taking place in
Florida, if the Republicans had their
own army and the Democrats had their
own army. That is the better analogy.

The genie was out of the bottle, and
the genie came roaring out of the bot-
tle when that shrine in the Shia area
was devastated and ripped off the
Earth.

Let me conclude by saying, it comes
down to a simple proposition: Why do
we want our troops in Iraq? Is it to
fight a civil war or is it to provide a
circumstance whereby we do the only
thing that can help our interest, to
prevent al-Qaida from occupying terri-
tory, to train the Iraqi forces, and to
protect our troops. To do that we need
a lot fewer troops.

Do we want to end this war respon-
sibly? If we do, I respectfully suggest
we vote for this resolution. If you pre-
fer the President’s plan, which offers
no end in sight, I respectfully suggest
you should vote against it. But, ulti-
mately, there are a lot of proposals put
forward, including the President’s, and
you have to ask yourself the rhetorical
question, I believe: After it is imple-
mented, then what? Then what?

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
KLOBUCHAR). The Senator from OKkla-
homa is recognized.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, it is
my understanding on this side we have
18 minutes. I am going to reserve 10
minutes for leadership time. That
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leaves 8 minutes I yield to the Senator
from Kansas, Mr. BROWNBACK.

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

Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President,
I thank the Senator from Oklahoma for
the time for debate.

I thank my colleague from Delaware,
whom I enjoyed listening to and with
whom I enjoyed serving on the Foreign
Relations Committee.

I say at the outset, I have been en-
dorsing and speaking often around the
country about this notion of a fed-
erated system in Iraq, of the need for a
three-state, one-country solution, with
Baghdad as a federal city, where we
have a Sunni area, a Shia area, and a
Kurdish region.

I have been in Irbil as well. In the
middle of January, I was there. I agree
with his analysis of history. When you
look at these situations, and you take
a big military apparatus off the top of
a place such as the former Yugoslavia,
or now in Iraq, and then you have these
old, ancient hatreds that sit there, how
do you deal with them? That is why I
think this is a political solution that is
right. I agree with my colleague from
Delaware about that.

I wish he had not left the floor yet so
we could have some discussion on that
point because I think, though, that
issue would then bode to voting against
this resolution because what we are
going to need to have is a period of
time to get that political machination
in place. We are going to need some
time and space for Kurds, Sunnis, and
Shias to be able to talk together, to be
able to talk in an environment where
there are not these mass car bombs and
assaults and attacks taking place on a
sectarian basis—such as took place in
Bosnia—so that you can be able to
allow the political system to work.

These are not mutually exclusive ob-
jectives of having a military apparatus
in operation and in place in Iraq while
you are pushing forward a very sensible
and probably the only political solu-
tion that can take place, having an
area for Sunnis, Shias, and a Kurdish
region—which already exists. I might
add this is in the Iraqi Constitution
now. This sort of sectarian division of
areas is allowed in the Iraqi Constitu-
tion. They have even taken the first
steps of implementation. The Kurdish
area is being operated by the Kurds.
The o0il revenues, which are being
equally—by the last agreement—di-
vided up around the country, are the
glue to hold this system together.

This can and should take place. I
urge the administration to push this,
and even to bring these leaders to-
gether in-country or outside of the
country to push this form of political
solution. But I would add on top of
that, that form of political solution
would then say: Do not vote for this
resolution that sets a timetable under
which this must happen because these
are things that are going to take some
period of time. As my colleague from
Delaware noted, we have been in Bos-
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nia for the last 15 years putting this in
place and holding this in place.

That is the requirement of this, then,
so the passions can calm down, the sec-
tarian passions can cool. You are going
to need a force in place to see this po-
litical solution on through. That is the
long-term objective I think we need to
look at, this form he is on track to, but
that would be in opposition to this res-
olution that sets a timetable.

I respect his discourse and I respect
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle who may look at it differently,
but I think we have to look at recent
history to tell us this is a logical way
that would take place.

Iraq is more three groups held to-
gether by exterior forces at the present
time—with pressure from Turkey, with
pressure from the Gulf States, with
pressure—that is not constructive—
from a couple of other neighbors, par-
ticularly Iran and Syria.

I think we need to recognize that po-
litical solution that is there, the exte-
rior forces, and push this political solu-
tion in the environment of a more sta-
ble military apparatus and military op-
eration.

This resolution, it seems to me, is
clearly not a call for victory. There-
fore, it must be seen as a call for re-
treat. Even its supporters do not con-
tend it is a plan for victory. We need to
win. They talk about the problems we
face, not the solutions we need. But yet
there is a middle road here, even, of en-
gaging the Senator from Delaware, his
political solution with this military ra-
tionale, the military needs that are
going to be there that is still in place
in Bosnia and is going to be in place for
some time in Iraq. We will need a mili-
tary presence in Iraq for some time to
come even to get to that political solu-
tion.

We cannot predict how long that
presence will be necessary or exactly
what type of presence will be required.
At the Dayton Accords, did we predict
at that point in time it would be for a
period of 5 years and no more? No. We
said: We are going to help provide the
stability so the political solution can
take place. We did not put a set date:
OK, in 1 year, we will have this few
troops; and in 2 years, we will not have
any of these types of troops; and in 3
years we will be out. We did not say
that. We said: OK, here is a political
solution, and we are going to help sta-
bilize this militarily for whatever time
necessary to be able to do that.

These solutions need to be brought
together, not to be argued separately. I
am not calling for an open-ended com-
mitment to Iraq. I am suggesting that
our commitment be driven by the mis-
sion. We must complete it. We must
get this done. We can express opposi-
tion to the surge, which I have cer-
tainly done. But after doing so, I think
we should oversee the implementation
of it, not to try to undercut it, nor
should we attempt to interrupt a mis-
sion just getting underway.



S3184

We are looking at this right now. I
cannot vote for a plan that would begin
a withdrawal of U.S. troops before the
surge forces are even fully deployed at
this point in time. The 4th Brigade of
the 1st Infantry Division, based at Fort
Riley, KS, recently arrived in Baghdad.
I do not think it would be wise for us
to tell those soldiers they should pre-
pare to leave Iraq even before they get
their gear unpacked.

Not only do I believe it is inappro-
priate for us to legislate a timetable
for withdrawal, I also believe it is bad
policy for us to do this in Iraq.

First, supporters claim the resolu-
tion continues the fight against the
terrorists by leaving a minimal force in
place for counterterrorism operations.
But apparently the terrorists are not
getting that message. Two days ago,
one of the al-Qaida leaders in Iraq used
a jihadist Web site to discuss the very
resolution we are now debating in the
Senate. He said:

The democratic majority in the American
Congress announced that the security plan
must produce its fruits in the middle of this
summer or else they would expedite the de-
parture of the forces at the end of this year.

Can there be any clearer evidence
that al-Qaida is ready to wait us out?

In fact, al-Qaida not only approves of
a timetable for withdrawal, it is work-
ing feverishly to expedite our depar-
ture. In the last few weeks, al-Qaida
bombings have stood out as obstacles
to stemming the cycle of sectarian vio-
lence in and around Baghdad. Sunni
leaders have become so tired of al-
Qaida violence against their own com-
munities that they are turning to U.S.
forces for protection. A timetable for
withdrawal serves al-Qaida’s interests.

For many years now, several of my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
have rejected the idea that Iraq is a
part—a central part—of the war on ter-
rorism. I believe the statement I just
read and others by al-Qaida leaders,
the recent al-Qaida-inspired violence,
and the Sunnis rejection of that vio-
lence should end this discussion. Iraq is
unquestionably a key front in the war
on terror, and it is essential we prevail
against the terrorists in Iraq. If my
colleagues are serious about fighting
the war on terror, they should frus-
trate al-Qaida by voting against—
against—this resolution.

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

Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President,
I urge for political purposes of stabi-
lizing Iraq, as Senator BIDEN talked
about, this resolution be rejected.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I un-
derstand we have 10 minutes. I wish to
retain the remainder of our time.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
yield myself 6 minutes from the lead-
er’s time on our side.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the pre-
vious agreement be modified to provide
that if any of the resolutions receive 60

votes, the preamble be considered
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President,
America’s troops deserve our Nation’s
full support every step of the way—
from when they enlist, to when they
train, to when they deploy, to when
they return home.

Tragically, this administration has
failed our troops every step of the way.
Today, Democrats are saying enough is
enough. We are going to give our
troops everything they need, and we
are not going to be a rubberstamp for
the President’s war without end.

I am very proud today to offer the
Murray resolution in support of our
troops, and I am pleased our majority
leader, Senator REID, strongly supports
this resolution.

We have been fighting to finally have
a debate in the Senate for months. Now
we are having that debate, and today
we have to do three things: We need to
adopt the Murray resolution that says
we support our troops every step of the
way. We need to reject the Gregg reso-
lution that blindly follows the Presi-
dent. And I hope we pass the Reid reso-
lution that sets a new direction in Iraq.

The Murray resolution I have offered
affirms we will provide our troops with
everything they need to be safe and to
complete their missions. We will pro-
vide everything they need in terms of
training, equipment, logistics, and
funding, and we will provide everything
they need when they return home.

Now, some here have a different idea.
The Gregg resolution will tie the hands
of Congress and would, importantly,
leave all decisions to President Bush.

Well, we know how that has turned
out. If Congress—we who are elected by
our constituents at home—surrenders
its voice, we could see our troops being
stuck with more of the same—more
Americans being stuck in the middle of
a civil war and more veterans coming
home without the care they need.

We do not need more of the same, in
my opinion. We need a new direction.
The Murray resolution shows we can
have a new direction in Iraq, and we
can give our troops all the support
they need.

So shortly we will all have a choice:
Either you can blindly follow the
President or you can say: We—here—
are going to stand up to our own re-
sponsibility to support our troops, and
we can also push for a new direction in
Iraq.

Now, the Gregg resolution says we
have to support the President. The res-
olution I have offered says: We—here—
have to support our troops.

The Gregg resolution would simply
make Congress a rubberstamp for a
failed policy. The resolution I have of-
fered says that Congress—us, those of
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us elected here in the Senate—have a
voice, and we have to use that voice to
help our troops.

I suggest to my colleagues if you are
happy with the war in Iraq, go ahead
and vote for the Gregg resolution. It
will keep us locked on the same path.

If you are OK with returning troops
waiting months in a crumbling mili-
tary hold unit—or waiting years for
their benefits—then vote for the Gregg
resolution and keep us locked on the
same path. But if you think our troops
do deserve our support and do deserve
better, vote for the Murray resolution.
If you agree our troops deserve equip-
ment to keep them safe, vote for the
Murray resolution. If you agree our
troops deserve the training that will
help them succeed in their missions,
vote for the Murray resolution. If you
believe our troops deserve better when
they come home, importantly, vote for
the Murray resolution. If you believe
Congress needs to use its voice and its
power to give our country a direction
in Iraq, vote for the Murray resolution.

Our troops deserve better than what
they have been provided so far. This
President sent our troops into battle
without the lifesaving armor and
equipment they need. This President
left our troops on the battlefield with-
out a plan, without a clear mission,
and without being honest about the
costs—all costs—of the war. This Presi-
dent shortchanged health care and ben-
efits for our returning servicemembers,
leaving brave Americans, as we now
know, to languish in squalor at Walter
Reed and facilities across our country.

Haven’t we had enough of that?
Didn’t Americans send us a clear mes-
sage last fall that enough is enough? It
is time, I believe, for a new direction.

The resolution I have offered recog-
nizes that Congress has a role to play
in supporting our troops. We have a
voice also to push for a new direction,
and we are going to use our power we
were elected to use to help the brave
men and women who proudly wear the
uniform of the U.S. military.

I would say to all of my colleagues
today, if you vote against the Murray
resolution, you don’t really support
our troops. Don’t vote against our mili-
tary and don’t vote to tie our own
hands. Use this opportunity today to
tell our troops: We are all here for
them and their families; from the time
they head off to battle through the rest
of their lives, we are there for them.
Most of all, I hope the Senate votes to
support the Reid resolution so we can
change the direction in Iraq.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I rise to express my strong opposition
to the Reid resolution, S.J. Res. 9.

This is a dangerous piece of legisla-
tion. It is constitutionally dubious, and
it would authorize a scattered band of
Senators to literally tie the hands of
the Commander in Chief at a moment
of decisive importance in the fight
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against terrorism in Iraq. I would
never doubt the patriotism of my col-
leagues across the aisle, but I have be-
come increasingly troubled over the
last few weeks as this debate has taken
shape.

When the President prepared a solu-
tion to the growing violence in Bagh-
dad, he had good reason to expect the
support of at least some of our friends
on the other side of the aisle. The
democratic whip, Senator DURBIN, said
in late December:

If we need initially some troops in Baghdad
to quiet the situation, to make it more
peaceful so that our soldiers start coming
home, then I would accept it.

That is the assistant Democratic
leader not years ago but 3 months ago.
Yet as details of the President’s pro-
posal to do so became clear, our friends
on the other side circled the wagons,
and Senator DURBIN got in line. Just 2
weeks—2 weeks—after saying he would
support reinforcements as a way of sta-
bilizing Iraq, the Senator from Illinois
said:

The proposed surge in troops is a sad, omi-
nous echo of something we have lived
through in this country.

Then later on that day he added:

I don’t believe that a surge is the answer to
our challenge in Iraq.

That is 2 weeks after announcing
that it might be a good idea. Would our
friend from Illinois have felt the same
way if one of his Democratic colleagues
had proposed the surge? Increasingly,
the troubling answer to this question
appears to be yes. Indeed, it is increas-
ingly clear that the only principle
guiding our colleagues on the other
side is this: If the President proposed
it, we oppose it. This is a bad principle
in good times. It is an outrageous prin-
ciple in times of war.

Two months after many Democrats
said they would support a surge in
troops if it meant stabilizing Baghdad,
and incredibly 1 month after sending
General Petraeus on his mission to do
so, Democrats are now calling for the
very thing they have consistently op-
posed: setting a timetable for with-
drawal. This is beyond silly. It is a cha-
otic embarrassment that threatens to
shake the confidence of our com-
manders and of our troops, and to em-
bolden an enemy that predicted and
longed for nothing less. Of course, at
some point it is not enough to simply
say: If the President proposed it, we op-
pose it. The principle begs for a coun-
terproposal: What would the Demo-
crats propose instead? We all saw the
answer: Seventeen different proposals,
many of which contradicting the last,
and then finally this, a proposal every-
one could get behind, a proposal that
sets a date certain for America’s with-
drawal from Iraq.

This resolution is a clear statement
of retreat from the support that the
Senate recently gave to General
Petraeus; as I have said, its passage
would be absolutely fatal to our mis-
sion in Iraq.

Senator CLINTON put
said:

it well. She
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I don’t believe it’s smart to set a date for
withdrawal. I don’t think you should ever—
ever—telegraph your intentions to the
enemy so they can await you.

That was Senator CLINTON. Well,
“ever” is here, and our friends on the
other side of the aisle apparently now
think it is a good idea to telegraph our
intentions to the enemy. Osama bin
Laden and his followers have repeat-
edly said that the United States does
not have the stomach for a long fight.
Passage of this resolution will prove
Osama bin Laden, regretfully, was
right. This is the vote he has been
waiting for.

Setting a date certain for withdrawal
will please a vocal group of Democratic
Presidential primary voters, but it
would discourage many others, includ-
ing many Democrats, who agree that
timetables are foolish and dangerous.
More importantly, it would discourage
our own troops—and this is the most
important part about this—who wonder
whether we truly support their mis-
sion, and it will discourage our allies
and the millions of brave Iraqi men and
women who have dared to stand with
America in this fight.

I will proudly vote against a resolu-
tion that sets a timetable that actually
announces the date for our withdrawal
from Iraq. I will do so for the same rea-
son that many prominent Democrats
opposed it up until the day President
Bush announced his plan for securing
Baghdad 2 months ago.

Republicans have a message for our
allies and for our troops, and it is this:
We will continue to fight a timetable
for withdrawal that has no connection
to events or circumstances on the
ground. We will give General
Petraeus’s mission a chance to succeed.
We are proud of the work the general
has done, and we stand with him until
the job is done. We will send this mes-
sage today when we vote in favor of the
Gregg resolution. This resolution
pledges us to support the troops and
their mission. The Republicans pro-
posed a month ago that we be allowed
a vote on this resolution, but we were
denied. We are being allowed that vote
today, and just as proudly as we will
vote against S.J. Res. 9, we will vote in
favor of the Gregg resolution.

In one sense, this debate has been
academic. Senators will have a chance
to show their support for the mission
in Iraqg when we vote on the supple-
mental appropriations bill later this
month. That is the bill that matters.
That is the one that funds the oper-
ation in Iraq. But in another sense, this
debate was worthwhile because it ex-
posed the principle that appears to
guide the opposition: If the President
proposed it, we will oppose it. This is
no principle at all; it is pure politics. It
is unworthy in good times. It is shame-
ful at a time of war.

Meanwhile, the fighting in Iraq con-
tinues, and General Petraeus’s mission
is showing early signs of success. We
are told that bomb deaths are down
one-third in Baghdad since the new
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plan took effect last month. Execution-
style slayings are down by nearly half.
Traffic has returned to the once empty
Baghdad streets.

No one is foolish enough to say this
will last. This is not a prediction, but
it is a sign of hope, the kind of sign
that everyone in this country—Demo-
crat and Republican—has been waiting
for. We in this Chamber have a choice:
We can fan this flame or we can smoth-
er it. By voting on a timetable for
withdrawal, we are very decidedly
doing the latter. Republicans take the
hopeful path today.

Madam President, how much time do
I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes 15 seconds remain-
ing.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield back the
remainder of our time.

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

Mr. REID. Madam President, what-
ever time I have left I will add to that
leader time.

Madam President, on the eve of the
fifth anniversary of this protracted war
in Iraq, the Senate finally considers
important legislation to direct Presi-
dent Bush to change the course of this
civil war. S.J. Res. 9, which is a joint
resolution to revise U.S. policy in Iraq,
is one I offered. The second vote will be
on the Murray resolution expressing
the sense of the Senate that no action
be taken to undermine the safety of
the Armed Forces. Finally, S. Con. Res.
20 is the Gregg resolution on funding
for American troops in the field. I will
discuss at some length at a later time
this afternoon the difference between
Murray and Gregg. Suffice it to say the
Murray resolution takes care of the
troops after battle in addition to while
they are in Iraq. It takes care of the
situation so we don’t have another
Walter Reed situation. The Gregg reso-
lution does not cover the troops after
battle.

As it relates to S.J. Res. 9, Members
will have to consider a choice: Will we
continue to support President Bush’s
failed policy that has our troops
bogged down in the middle of a civil
war while the enemy who attacked us
on September 11 grows stronger or will
we stand with the American people in
demanding a new direction for this
war? This new direction maximizes our
chances for success in Iraq and in that
part of the world, a new direction that
recognizes the current policy has
pushed our troops and their families to
the breaking point, a new direction
which sends a signal to the President
that this Congress will hold him ac-
countable and no longer will we
rubberstamp his failed policies; a new
direction that restores U.S. standing in
the world and refocuses our resources
on our most imminent threats. My
hope is we will stand with the Amer-
ican people, because they are standing
with this resolution, S.J. Res. 9. We
must have a new direction in Iraq.

Monday will be the beginning of the
fifth year of this war, the fifth year of



S3186

this war our troops are now mired in, a
war in this faraway country. Five
years of war, of the President’s ap-
proach to Iraq, and it is clear it is not
working. The country is in a state of
chaos. Iraq is in a state of chaos. There
literally is no stability. U.S. troops are
policing a civil war, a protracted civil
war, not hunting and killing the ter-
rorists who attacked us on 9/11. Five
years. Five years of war.

The mission has changed. Saddam is
gone. There are no weapons of mass de-
struction. The original mission no
longer exists. Five years of war with
3,200 dead Americans, 25,000 wounded
Americans, hundreds of billions of dol-
lars spent, $4 billion a week, a couple of
hundred million dollars a day and still
no end in sight, according to this Presi-
dent. The American military, the fin-
est in the world, cannot and should not
police an Iraqi civil war. General
Petraeus’s name has been thrown
around here as if it is his war. It is not
his war. It is President Bush’s war.
General Petraeus, the commander in
Iraq today, recently observed there is
no military solution in Iraq. The war
must be ultimately won through diplo-
macy, politically, by forcing Iraq’s po-
litical factions to resolve their dif-
ferences.

The key to success in Iraq is not to
escalate the conflict by adding tens of
thousands of additional troops to
march down the same road. Some of
these troops have been down the same
road as many as four and five times. It
is time to find a new way forward and
a new way home that gives our troops
a strategy to complete the mission
and, I repeat, come home.

The Reid resolution will give our
troops the best chance to succeed in
Iraq and to succeed in the larger war
on terror. It will direct the President
to change course in Iraq by changing
the mission in Iraq. This resolution im-
mediately transitions the mission to
training, force protection, targeting
counterterrorist operations, and begin-
ning the redeployment of our troops in
the next 120 days.

Similar to the bipartisan Iraq Study
Group, the goal in my resolution is to
remove all combat forces not associ-
ated with these missions by the spring
of 2008. My resolution also recognizes a
comprehensive strategy in Iraq. Phased
redeployment shall be implemented as
part of a comprehensive diplomatic,
political, and economic strategy that
includes Iraq’s neighbors and the inter-
national community.

S. Res. 107, the Murray alternative to
the Gregg resolution, strongly supports
our troops but also properly interprets
the Constitution by stating that the
President and the Congress have shared
responsibilities for decisions involving
our Armed Forces.

Quoting from the resolution:

The President and the Congress should not
take any action that will endanger the
Armed Forces of the United States, and will
provide necessary funds for the training,
equipment, and other support for troops in
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the field, as such actions will ensure their
safety and effectiveness in preparing for and
carrying out their assigned missions.

In addition, the Murray resolution
makes it clear that the Constitution
gives Congress the responsibility, in
addition to the President, to take ac-
tions to help our troops and veterans.
The Murray resolution says that our
responsibility to our troops doesn’t
begin and end when they are deployed.
Supporting the troops means giving
them the proper training before they
are deployed and ensuring they receive
the proper medical and other support
when they return home.

Madam President, I suggest that vot-
ing no on the Murray resolution is vot-
ing to condone what has taken place at
Walter Reed. The Murray resolution
recognizes that the troops must be
taken care of not only when they are in
battle but when they get out of battle.
If there were ever a picture of what is
wrong, look at what happened at Wal-
ter Reed. The Murray amendment un-
derscores that.

The people voting against the Mur-
ray amendment will be voting against
changing what took place at Walter
Reed.

The Department of Defense said yes-
terday in a report they issued—the
Pentagon issued—that there is a civil
war going on in Iraq now, as we speak.
The Pentagon, in their report yester-
day, said violence is up, not down.
Three soldiers a day are being Kkilled.
February was the month of more at-
tacks than at any time during this 5-
year war.

Al Maliki, when he met with the
President face to face, said get the
American troops out of Baghdad. He is
the leader of Iraq. General Casey, who
was a commander at the time the
President suggested the surge, said the
surge won’t work. This is not General
Petraeus’s war, it is President Bush’s
war, and we must change course.

In our resolution, there is a 120-day
redeployment, and there will be work
on counterterrorism, force protection,
and training. Yes, they will also do po-
litical and economic strategy, and cer-
tainly diplomacy. Our goal is the
spring of 2008.

It is easy to talk about sending the
troops into battle and supporting the
troops. I support the troops. I support
the troops, but I don’t think that we
should spill another drop of American
blood in Irag—mnot another drop of
blood.

I spoke to the mother of LCpl Raul
Bravo a week ago today. She is the
mother of that 21-year-old boy who was
killed in Iraq. It was his second tour of
duty. She said that ‘‘he is the only man
in our family”’—her and his three sis-
ters. She said that he was an angel. Her
son did his best to learn to speak the
language of the Iraqis. She said he said
prayers with the Iraqis. His blood
should not have been left in that far-
away place.

The war has gone on too long. We
must change direction in Iraq. We have
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given the President chance after
chance. We hear that things are get-
ting better. His own Pentagon says it is
a civil war. His own Pentagon says it is
getting worse. That is what these reso-
lutions are about today.

The Reid resolution says let’s change
direction in Iraq. The Murray resolu-
tion says support the troops at all
times. The Gregg resolution takes Con-
gress out of the equation and doesn’t
do a thing for the troops when they
come home.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—EXECUTIVE
CALENDAR

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that following these votes, the
Senate proceed to executive session to
consider en bloc the following nomina-
tions:

Calendar No. 36, John Preston Baily
of West Virginia, to be a district judge.

Calendar No. 37, Otis D. Wright, II, of
California, to be a district judge.

Calendar No. 42, Thomas M.
Hardiman, of Pennsylvania, to be a cir-
cuit court judge for the Third Circuit.

Further, I ask unanimous consent
that there be 20 minutes for debate,
equally divided, under the control of
Senators LEAHY and SPECTER or their
designees on the three nominations;
that when the time is used or yielded
back, the Senate proceed to vote on the
confirmation of each of the nomina-
tions in the above order; that the mo-
tions to reconsider be laid on the table,
the President be immediately notified
of the Senate’s action, and the Senate
then resume legislative session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
reserving the right to object, and I am
certainly not going to object, is the
majority leader expecting rollcall
votes on all three of the judges?

Mr. REID. At the moment, yes, but
that can change.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
S.J. Res. 9.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed for a third reading and
was read the third time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The question is on passage of the
joint resolution.

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) is necessarily absent.

Mr. LOTT. The following Senator
was necessarily absent: the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?
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The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 50, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 75 Leg.]

YEAS—48
Akaka Durbin Mikulski
Baucus Feingold Murray
Bayh Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Biden Harkin Obama
Bingaman Inouye Reed
Boxer Kennedy Reid
Brown Kerry Rockefeller
Byrd Klobuchar Salazar
Cantwell Kohl Sanders
Cardin Landrieu Schumer
Carper Lautenberg Smith
Casey Leahy Stabenow
Clinton Levin Tester
Conrad Lincoln Webb
Dodd McCaskill Whitehouse
Dorgan Menendez Wyden
NAYS—50
Alexander Dole McConnell
Allard Domenici Murkowski
Bennett Ensign Nelson (NE)
Bond Enzi Pryor
Brownback Graham Roberts
Bunning Grassley Sessions
Burr Gregg Shelby
Chambliss Hagel
Coburn Hatch Zgg&ir
Cochran Hutchison
Coleman Inhofe Stevens
Collins Isakson Sununu
Corker Kyl Thomas
Cornyn Lieberman Thune
Craig Lott Vitter
Crapo Lugar Voinovich
DeMint Martinez Warner
NOT VOTING—2
Johnson McCain

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 48, the nays are 50.
Under the previous order requiring 60
votes for the adoption of this measure,
this vote is vitiated, and the measure
is returned to its previous status.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. REID. Madam President, with
the permission of the Republican lead-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
next two votes be 10 minutes in dura-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered.

S. RES. 107

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
divided on Senate Resolution 107, and
the Senator from Washington is recog-
nized.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President,
the Senate is about to vote on the Mur-
ray resolution. There should be no
question that the Members of the Sen-
ate support our troops. We all do. In
this resolution, we want to make sure
we go on record saying we support our
troops from the time they go to battle
and are sent on their missions to the
time they come home.

We make very clear in the Murray
resolution that this Senate will go on
record saying the support of our troops
extends far beyond their mission in the
field. It means when they come home
and are sent to Walter Reed or one of
our other medical facilities, we will
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support them with what they need. It
says we will support their families
throughout their lifetime, if that is
what it takes, for their service to this
country.

I hope this is passed on a strong,
loud, bipartisan vote.

I yield the floor.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, iron-
ically, I agree with the Senator from
Washington, although I disagree with
the characterization of this resolution.

First of all, the resolution does es-
sentially the same thing the Gregg res-
olution does. No. 1, the Gregg resolu-
tion uses the language that ‘‘Congress
should not take any action that will
endanger United States military forces
in the field.” That is exactly the same
language that is in the Murray resolu-
tion: ‘‘Congress should not take any
action that will endanger the Armed
Forces.”

The Gregg resolution talks about ar-
ticle II, section 2, of the Constitution,
in terms of the President’s constitu-
tional powers, and article I, section 8 of
the power of Congress; and the Murray
resolution does essentially the same
thing, except it doesn’t cite it. It mere-
ly says Congress and the President
should continue to exercise their con-
stitutional responsibilities.

So I am going to vote for the Murray
resolution and vote for the Gregg reso-
lution. I don’t see any difference in
them. I think we are supporting the
President, and this is the right thing to
do.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
resolution.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHN-
SON) is necessarily absent.

Mr. LOTT. The following Senator
was necessarily absent: the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN).

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

The result was announced—yeas 96,
nays 2, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 76 Leg.]

YEAS—96
Akaka Cardin Domenici
Alexander Carper Dorgan
Allard Casey Durbin
Baucus Chambliss Ensign
Bayh Clinton Enzi
Bennett Coburn Feingold
Biden Cochran Feinstein
Bingaman Coleman Graham
Bond Collins Grassley
Boxer Conrad Gregg
Brown Cornyn Hagel
Brownback Craig Harkin
Bunning Crapo Hutchison
Burr DeMint Inhofe
Byrd Dodd Inouye
Cantwell Dole Isakson
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Kennedy Menendez Shelby
Kerry Mikulski Smith
Klobuchar Murkowski Snowe
Kohl Murray Specter
Kyl Nelson (FL) Stabenow
Landrieu Nelson (NE) Stevens
Lautenberg Obama Sununu
Leahy Pryor Tester
Levin Reed Thomas
Lieberman Reid Thune
Lincoln Roberts Vitter
Lott Rockefeller Voinovich
Lugar Salazar Warner
Martinez Sanders Webb
McCaskill Schumer Whitehouse
McConnell Sessions Wyden
NAYS—2
Corker Hatch
NOT VOTING—2
Johnson McCain
The resolution (S. Res. 107) was
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.
The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:
S. REs. 107

Whereas under the Constitution, the Presi-
dent and Congress have shared responsibil-
ities for decisions on the use of the Armed
Forces of the United States, including their
mission, and for supporting the Armed
Forces, especially during wartime;

Whereas when the Armed Forces are de-
ployed in harm’s way, the President, Con-
gress, and the Nation should give them all
the support they need in order to maintain
their safety and accomplish their assigned or
future missions, including the training,
equipment, logistics, and funding necessary
to ensure their safety and effectiveness, and
such support is the responsibility of both the
Executive Branch and the Legislative
Branch of Government; and

Whereas thousands of members of the
Armed Forces who have fought bravely in
Iraq and Afghanistan are not receiving the
kind of medical care and other support this
Nation owes them when they return home:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that—

(1) the President and Congress should not
take any action that will endanger the
Armed Forces of the United States, and will
provide necessary funds for training, equip-
ment, and other support for troops in the
field, as such actions will ensure their safety
and effectiveness in preparing for and car-
rying out their assigned missions;

(2) the President, Congress, and the Nation
have an obligation to ensure that those who
have bravely served this country in time of
war receive the medical care and other sup-
port they deserve; and

(3) the President and Congress should—

(A) continue to exercise their constitu-
tional responsibilities to ensure that the
Armed Forces have everything they need to
perform their assigned or future missions;
and

(B) review, assess, and adjust United
States policy and funding as needed to en-
sure our troops have the best chance for suc-
cess in Iraq and elsewhere.

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

Mr. REID. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
S. CON. RES. 20

Mr. REID. Madam President, it is my
understanding there is a minute on
each side. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. REID. Madam President, the
Gregg amendment has been changed
since it was originally filed. It is still
imperfect. I still think, at least from
my observation, it is not good, espe-
cially in light of the fact that the Mur-
ray amendment so clearly defines the
necessity of taking care of the troops
when they come home. But there is no
caucus position on this issue. Senators
on this side of the aisle should vote
however they feel comfortable. I per-
sonally am not going to vote for it be-
cause I don’t feel comfortable. I believe
the resolution leaves a lot to be de-
sired. It can be construed many dif-
ferent ways. It is wrong that we do not
take into consideration the injured
troops when they come home. My cau-
cus can vote any way they feel appro-
priate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. GREGG. I am just wondering
what the parliamentary situation is.
Do I have a minute or was the minute
on the other side just used?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a minute.

Mr. GREGG. That was a minute on
the other side that was used or was
that leadership time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-
five seconds was used.

Mr. GREGG. I think it is important
Members understand what this amend-
ment says, so I am going to read it:

That it is the sense of Congress that Con-
gress shall not take any action that will en-
danger United States military forces in the
field, including the elimination or reduction
of funds for troops in the field, as such ac-
tion with respect to funding would under-
mine their safety or harm their effectiveness
in pursuing their assigned missions.

It is very simple. If you support the
troops, you have to support this
amendment. In fact, if you supported
the Murray amendment, you have to
support this amendment unless you
changed your mind in the last 30 sec-
onds.

I yield back my time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The question is on agreeing to the
resolution. 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) is necessarily absent

Mr. LOTT. The following Senator
was necessarily absent: the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?
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The result was announced—yeas 82,
nays 16, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 77 Leg.]

YEAS—82
Alexander Dorgan McConnell
Allard Durbin Mikulski
Baucus Ensign Murkowski
Bayh Enzi Nelson (FL)
Bennett Feinstein Nelson (NE)
Bond Graham Obama
goxer grassley Pryor
rown Tegg .

Brownback Hagel SObel ts

N X alazar
Bunning Harkin Schumer
Burr Hatch X
Cantwell Hutchison Sessions
Cardin Inhofe She.lby
Carper Inouye Smith
Casey Isakson Snowe
Chambliss Kerry Specter
Clinton Klobuchar Stabenow
Coburn Kohl Stevens
Cochran Kyl Sununu
Coleman Landrieu Tester
Collins Lautenberg Thomas
Conrad Levin Thune
Cornyn Lieberman Vitter
Craig Lincoln Voinovich
Crapo Lott Warner
DeMint Lugar
Dole Martinez g?fl()lk(;n
Domenici McCaskill

NAYS—16
Akaka Feingold Reid
Biden Kennedy Rockefeller
Bingaman Leahy Sanders
Byrd Menendez Whitehouse
Corker Murray
Dodd Reed
NOT VOTING—2

Johnson McCain

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 20) was agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The concurrent resolution, with its
preamble, reads as follows:

S. CoN RES. 20

Whereas under Article II, Section 2, of the
Constitution of the United States, the Presi-
dent is the ‘‘commander in chief of the Army
and Navy of the United States’, and in such
capacity the President has the command of
the Armed Forces, including the authority
to deploy troops and direct military cam-
paigns during wartime;

Whereas under Article I, Section 8, of the
Constitution of the United States, Congress
has the power of the purse specifically as it
relates to the Armed Forces, and in such ca-
pacity Congress has the responsibility to
fully and adequately provide funding for
United States military forces, especially
when they are at war and are defending the
Nation; and

Whereas when United States military
forces are in harm’s way and are protecting
our country, Congress and the Nation should
give them all the support they need in order
to maintain their safety and accomplish
their assigned missions, including the equip-
ment, logistics, and funding necessary to en-
sure their safety and effectiveness, and such
support is the responsibility of both the Ex-
ecutive Branch and the Legislative Branch of
Government: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that 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 action with respect to
funding would undermine their safety or
harm their effectiveness in pursuing their as-
signed missions.

March 15, 2007
EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF JOHN PRESTON
BAILEY TO BE U.S. DISTRICT
JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DIS-
TRICT OF WEST VIRGINIA

NOMINATION OF OTIS D. WRIGHT
II TO BE U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE
FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

NOMINATION OF THOMAS M.
HARDIMAN TO BE U.S. CIRCUIT
JUDGE FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SALAZAR). Under the previous order,
the Senate will proceed to executive
session to consider en bloc the fol-
lowing nominations, which the clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nominations of John Preston Bai-
ley, of West Virginia, to be U.S. Dis-
trict Judge for the Northern District of
West Virginia; Otis D. Wright II, of
California, to be U.S. District Judge for
the Central District of California;
Thomas M. Hardiman, of Pennsylvania,
to be U.S. Circuit Judge for the Third
Circuit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
now 20 minutes equally divided for de-
bate on the nominations.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, is the
pending business the nomination of
Thomas Hardiman to the Court of Ap-
peals for the Third Circuit?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
one of the nominations that is pending.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I urge
my colleagues to support Thomas Mi-
chael Hardiman for the Court of Ap-
peals for the Third Circuit. He has
served on the U.S. District Court for
the Western District of Pennsylvania.
He has an outstanding academic
record. He has a law degree from
Georgetown, bachelor’s degree from the
University of Notre Dame. He started
his practice of law in 1990. He has an
outstanding record both academically
and professionally.

Senator Santorum and I know him
personally and can vouch for him. I
urge my colleagues to confirm him for
the Third Circuit.

I ask unanimous consent that my full
statements on the nominees be printed
in the RECORD.

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

STATEMENT OF SENATOR ARLEN SPECTER ON
THE NOMINATION OF THOMAS MICHAEL
HARDIMAN TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF
APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT
Mr. President, I seek recognition today to

urge my colleagues to confirm Thomas Mi-

chael Hardiman to the Third Circuit Court of

Appeals. Judge Hardiman was nominated

during the last Congress, and a hearing was

held on November 14, 2006. The Senate, how-
ever, did not act on his nomination prior to
adjournment of the 109th Congress. President
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