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SEC. 116. PROHIBITION ON FINANCIAL GAIN
FROM EARMARKS BY MEMBERS, IM-
MEDIATE FAMILY OF MEMBERS,
STAFF OF MEMBERS, OR IMMEDIATE
FAMILY OF STAFF OF MEMBERS.

Rule XXXVII of the Standing Rules of the
Senate is amended by adding at the end the
following:

¢“15. (a) No Member shall use his official po-
sition to introduce, request, or otherwise aid
the progress or passage of a congressional
earmark that will financially benefit or oth-
erwise further the pecuniary interest of such
Member, the spouse of such Member, the im-
mediate family member of such Member, any
employee on the staff of such Member, the
spouse of an employee on the staff of such
Member, or immediate family member of an
employee on the staff of such Member.

“(b) For purposes of this paragraph—

‘(1) the term ‘immediate family member’
means the son, daughter, stepson, step-
daughter, son-in-law, daughter-in-law, moth-
er, father, stepmother, stepfather, mother-
in-law, father-in-law, brother, sister, step-
brother, or stepsister of a Member or any
employee on the staff (including staff in per-
sonal, committee and leadership offices) of a
Member; and

‘(2) the term
means—

‘““(A) a provision or report language in-
cluded primarily at the request of a Member,
Delegate, Resident Commissioner, or Sen-
ator providing, authorizing or recommending
a specific amount of discretionary budget
authority, credit authority, or other spend-
ing authority for a contract, loan, loan guar-
antee, grant, loan authority, or other ex-
penditure with or to an entity, or targeted to
a specific State, locality or Congressional
district, other than through a statutory or
administrative formula-driven or competi-
tive award process;

‘(B) any revenue-losing provision that—

‘(i) provides a Federal tax deduction, cred-
it, exclusion, or preference to 10 or fewer
beneficiaries under the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986; and

‘(i) contains eligibility criteria that are
not uniform in application with respect to
potential beneficiaries of such provision;

‘(C) any Federal tax provision which pro-
vides one beneficiary temporary or perma-
nent transition relief from a change to the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986; and

‘(D) any provision modifying the Har-
monized Tariff Schedule of the United States
in a manner that benefits 10 or fewer enti-
ties.”.

‘congressional earmark’

———
ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that there be a full hour
of morning business following my re-
marks.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, also, we are
going to take up the minimum wage
bill this afternoon. I hope we can finish
it this week. There are a lot of things
going on. There is a conference going
on someplace outside the boundary of
the United States. We have a lot of
work to do. We are going to have votes
throughout this bill. It will be a little
complicated because of cloture being
involved, but I will be meeting with the
Republican leader later today, and we
will talk about ways we can move for-
ward on this minimum wage legisla-
tion, perhaps in a more timely fashion.
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Again, it would be nice to finish the
bill this week. It will be difficult to do,
but we would like to work it out so
that we won’t have a series of votes on
Friday.

RECOGNITION OF THE
REPUBLICAN LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

GETTING STARTED

Mr. MCcCONNELL. Once again, I
thank Senators BENNETT and FEINSTEIN
for their efforts last week on the lob-
bying reform bill. I think the 96-to-2
vote Thursday night pretty well sums
up the broad bipartisan support we had
for this important legislation.

With regard to the minimum wage, 1
encourage Members on our side to
come to the floor today not only to de-
bate the package but to also offer their
amendments. I hope we can have a full,
constructive debate as Members offer
their various proposals to the bill.

Let me ask my friend, the majority
leader, did he indicate that the first
vote will probably be before the policy
luncheons?

Mr. REID. Yes.

Mr. McCONNELL. As the majority
leader indicated, we have a number of
different interruptions this week, not
the least of which is the State of the
Union tomorrow night, which will
truncate the amount of time we have
on the floor. I think the best way to
get started is for Members to come
over and offer their amendments, get
them in the queue, and let’s get start-
ed.

I yield the floor.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

————

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business until 2 p.m., with
Senators permitted to speak therein
for up to 10 minutes each.

The Senator from Arizona is recog-
nized.

———————

THE PRESIDENT’S NEW STRATEGY
IN IRAQ

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I wish to ad-
dress recent changes in the situation in
Iraq and the possibility that resolu-
tions of disapproval to the President’s
new strategy will be offered in the near
future—a possibility which I believe
would be very dangerous to the success
of our military efforts.

I will make three points this after-
noon.
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The first is that it is important for us
to give the newly announced strategy
of the President an opportunity to suc-
ceed. That makes sense not only be-
cause everyone recognized that the
President needed to announce a new
strategy—he has done that, and it
seems to me he should be accorded that
courtesy—but also because, from a
military standpoint, it is the only
thing that makes sense.

The key to the new strategy an-
nounced by the President is not the ad-
dition of new troops. We have had far
more in terms of numbers of troops in
Iraq than the increase that will be pro-
vided by this latest plan. No, the pri-
mary change in the strategy is the ac-
tions of the Iraqi Government—in par-
ticular, Prime Minister al-Maliki’s
commitment to begin doing things we
wanted him to do a long time ago but
which he was unwilling to do—to hold
people after being arrested rather than
releasing them on the streets, to allow
curfews and checkpoints to work, to
allow the control of the Mahdi army,
which is under the leadership of Sadr,
the Shiite leader in Iraq, who has con-
fronted al-Maliki and his government.

It appears this new strategy is begin-
ning to work even after only a few days
of its announcement. People have
asked: Can we trust al-Maliki? The an-
swer is that no one knows. But actions
speak louder than words. Apparently,
he has made good—at least initially—
on his commitment to confront the
Mahdi army and to stop Sadr and that
army from continuing the sectarian vi-
olence against Sunnis in Baghdad. Ap-
parently, there have been a lot of ar-
rests made, and the United States is
going to be able to now conduct the
type of hold operations, after they have
cleared an area, that would be nec-
essary to create stability for an ulti-
mate peace in Iraq.

So the first point is we do need to
give this new strategy a chance to suc-
ceed. The very early returns suggest
that it just might be having that ef-
fect.

In addition, it is important for us to
be able to regain control of the Anbar
Province. Almost a third of the west-
ern part of Iraq is under attack by al-
Qaida and other terrorists who mean to
create their own little fiefdom—called
a caliphate—in that part of the coun-
try. Clearly, we cannot allow al-Qaida
to have a terrorist base in Iraq. The ad-
ditional battalion of marines who are
committed to clearing this area is crit-
ical to the stability in Iraq and the de-
feat of the terrorists there.

The second reason we should give
this strategy a chance is that the non-
binding resolution which has already
been offered and will apparently be
brought before the Senate within a
week or so is wrong for two reasons:
First of all, it presents no credible al-
ternative, and secondly, it is dan-
gerous. It presents no credible alter-
native, just mere criticism. Albeit in a
nonbinding way, it is still criticism
without any kind of an alternative.
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The resolution itself doesn’t contain
an alternative except the following:
“The primary objective of the United
States”—I am really listening at this
point—‘‘strategy in Iraq”—I am look-
ing for a verb here but instead here are
the four words—‘‘should be to have the
Iraqi political leaders make the polit-
ical compromises necessary to end vio-
lence in Iraq.”

‘“Should be to have” them. Well, if I
had a magic wand, maybe I could make
this happen. But the reality is that it
is not the lack of political compromise,
it is the lack of peace that is enabling
them to make the political com-
promise. As long as the Mahdi army is
controlling Sadr City and Sadr is con-
fronting al-Maliki and fomenting vio-
lence—Shiite and Sunni and vice
versa—the political compromises are
going to be impossible to make. That is
why the President and al-Maliki under-
stood you have to first create peaceful
conditions, change the conditions on
the ground. If the Mahdi army is going
to have death squads foment this kind
of violence, you will never have those
political compromises. If al-Maliki can
control Sadr and eliminate the threat,
political compromise is possible. So
there is no alternative to the Presi-
dent’s strategy in the nonbinding reso-
lution that was filed.

Secondly, it would be dangerous. To
pass a nonbinding resolution in the
United States is for effect. What is the
effect? Well, the effect theoretically is
to try to get the President to change
policy. This strategy isn’t going to
change in the near term. Troops are on
the way. Al-Maliki made his commit-
ment and is apparently making good
on the commitment, so the new strat-
egy is working out right now. So a non-
binding resolution passed in a week or
two is not going to change this. In-
stead, its effect is a pernicious one.
What kind of a message does it send,
first of all, to our troops that Congress
doesn’t support what the President and
they are trying to accomplish here;
that the Congress thinks we should be
going in some other direction, albeit
there is no alternative being presented,
just in a resolution of criticism? What
kind of a message does it send to the
allies that the President’s policy is
going to be undercut to the point that
it will not be carried out, and therefore
they better begin to hedge their bets?
And most important, what message
does it send to our enemies? Can they
simply decide that in a matter of time,
support for the President’s policies will
have diminished to the point that they
won’t have to concern themselves with
this new strategy anymore if they can
wait it out, and they will have an op-
portunity for success? So it is not
going to work, No. 1, and secondly, it is
dangerous.

That brings me to the third and final
point. It seems to me that those people
in favor of sending a message without
presenting an alternative have an obli-
gation to consider what will occur if
the President’s policy doesn’t succeed.
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Almost everybody recognizes that the
Iraqi Army is not able to defend this
country and create a peaceful stability
in the country at this point.

So the question is: What would hap-
pen if we leave Iraq a failed state? Most
agree, and the intelligence community
has recently testified, that it would be
disastrous, not only for the people in
Iraq but for our allies in the region and
for our long-term national security in-
terests, both because of the ability of
al-Qaida and other terrorists to con-
solidate their gains in the area and use
that as a place from which to operate,
and secondly, because all of the mo-
mentum we have gained in getting sup-
port, more or less, from countries such
as Afghanistan, Pakistan, Saudi Ara-
bia, Yemen, Egypt, Jordan—all of the
countries in the region—that have
helped in the war against the terrorists
will switch the other way as they real-
ize America will not stay in the fight,
that they have to begin hedging their
bets with the other powers in the re-
gion which include the sectarian kill-
ers and the terrorists.

What is the consequence of a failed
Iraq? It seems to me that for those who
present no alternative other than Iraq
needs to get its act together and pro-
vide for its own security, a policy
which I don’t know of anyone who
agrees would succeed at this point in
time, if that is not going to succeed,
then what is the consequence of a
failed Iraq and what is the consequence
of the President’s strategy failing?

It all gets back to what I said in the
beginning, and that is, it seems to me
all Americans should want this strat-
egy to succeed. Why would anyone
want the strategy to fail? Just to prove
a political point? That doesn’t make
sense when we have young men and
women in harm’s way and a lot riding
on it not just for Iraqis but also for our
national security. We should all want
this strategy to work. We should do ev-
erything in our power to help make it
work, and that begins by giving the
plan a chance and not criticizing it be-
fore the strategy even has a few days
to work out. That is why the possi-
bility of a resolution, which is highly
critical of the President’s strategy and
suggests a different course of action, a
timeline for leaving, is the wrong
strategy.

What is that alternative in terms of
timeline? It simply reads as follows:

The United States should transfer under an
appropriately expedited time line responsi-
bility for internal security and halting sec-
tarian violence in Iraq to the Government of
Iraq and Government security forces.

That is the alternative, in an appro-
priately expedited timeline. That is no
alternative at all. That doesn’t direct
anybody to provide for security in Iraq
on any faster basis than we are already
attempting. I have heard no one criti-
cize our training of the Iraqi forces or
finding or suggesting there is some
other way to train them in a better
way, in a faster way. It takes time. We
are doing the best we can.

S785

The general who was in charge of cre-
ating that program, General Petraeus,
will be our general in charge again. I
think, by all accounts, he did a terrific
job of setting up the program. We know
it takes a certain amount of time to
train these Iraqi forces. We know the
country is not in a position to defend
itself at this point. Why would we want
to set ourselves on a course to leave
when we know they cannot defend
themselves?

The truth is, for the time being, we
are going to have to remain there to
help secure the peace in Iraq, and that
means we ought to give the President’s
policy a chance to succeed, and all of
us hope it will succeed.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota.

—————

IRAQ

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, my dis-
tinguished colleague from Arizona is
speaking about a very important issue
and one that we certainly will have a
discussion about and a debate about in
this Congress in the coming days, and
that is as it should be. We are a democ-
racy with divided branches of Govern-
ment, separation of powers. We have a
President, a legislative branch, a judi-
cial branch, and there is a role here for
the legislative branch.

My colleague suggested this was a
circumstance where some were simply
willing to criticize the President but
offer no plan of their own. Then he sub-
sequently said the resolution that
some of my colleagues will offer in the
Senate will advocate a different course
of action. That is a plan, I guess, isn’t
it? If one advocates a different course
of action than the President is advo-
cating, it seems to me that is a plan.

I don’t disagree with much of what
those who have a different view would
say about these issues. Most of us want
peace in Iraq. We want the Iraqis to
control their own destiny. We want the
Iraqi troops to be sufficiently trained
so they can provide their own security.
We all share that goal. We all want our
country to succeed in the missions.

Let me make one very important
point. My colleague alluded to it in a
way different than I would respond to
it. During the debate on the floor of
the Senate I don’t think there will be a
single Senator who stands up and in
any way says he wants us to withdraw
support for American troops. Speaking
for myself—and I think for most other
Senators, perhaps every other Sen-
ator—I think Members who serve in
this Congress believe it is critically
important to support our troops. When
we send men and women in our uniform
to go to war, we are obligated, it seems
to me, to do everything to support
them in their mission.

So this debate is not about whether
we will support those troops whom we
have asked to go to war in behalf of our
country; we certainly will do that. The
debate will be about the President’s



		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-16T05:17:14-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




