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schedule, toward a real goal of starting 
to bring American troops home. 

When I hear that, then I will be ready 
to stand up and applaud what happened 
yesterday; not just for the courage of 
the voters but the courage and leader-
ship of the new Government in Iraq, 
that they will stand up for their people 
so that our soldiers can come home 
safely, which is what we all pray for. 

That is what I took from yesterday’s 
election, a great triumph for the Iraqi 
people. Tragedies that we have seen in-
volving Americans, I hope, will dimin-
ish now. This administration has to 
move us beyond the promise to the re-
ality of the Iraqis defending them-
selves. 

f 

ENERGY 

Mr. DURBIN. In the New York Times 
yesterday, Thomas Friedman, their 
foreign correspondent, made a valuable 
suggestion that relates both to the En-
ergy Department, which Dr. Bodman 
will be heading, as well as our chal-
lenge in the Middle East. It is a point 
I have made but not as eloquently as 
Thomas Friedman in his article. 

He said he is now part of what he 
calls a ‘‘geo green movement,’’ and he 
defined it as follows: The United States 
of America should be moving toward 
energy conservation and new renewable 
sources of energy to lessen our depend-
ence on foreign oil. 

The vast majority of Americans be-
lieve that is a good thing. I certainly 
do. You would believe that most people 
in this Chamber would. But not when it 
comes to the actual votes on better 
fuel economy and better fuel efficiency 
for America’s trucks and cars. I have 
tried several times unsuccessfully to 
pass this. 

How can we honestly talk about re-
ducing our dependence on foreign oil 
when we continue to drive these SUVs 
and trucks and cars with worse gas 
mileage every year? Almost 50 percent 
of the oil we import goes into refineries 
in indoor gasoline tanks. And unless or 
until we use less of that oil, we cannot 
reduce our dependence on foreign oil. 

The point being made by Mr. Fried-
man in his article is that when Amer-
ica needs less foreign oil, and the price 
of a barrel of oil comes down, then a 
lot of these countries in the Middle 
East that supply us with oil will no 
longer be able to subsidize the life-
styles of monarchies and the govern-
ments of inequity. They will be forced 
to open and diversify their economy. 
Women will go to school. You will have 
more training of people in the work-
force. 

But as long as we have an inflated 
cost for a barrel of oil, and they are 
bringing millions if not billions of dol-
lars from the United States into these 
Middle Eastern countries, there is no 
impetus or force for change in that so-
ciety or lifestyle. 

So Mr. Friedman challenges us in 
Congress and in this Government to 
move toward more fuel efficiency and 

more fuel economy, to lower the price 
of oil and to create another force to-
ward democratization, toward opening 
the societies and governments of the 
Middle East. It is hard to do. It is hard 
to do without Government action. 

My wife and I were recently looking 
for a new car, so we kind of laid down 
some rules: We wanted to buy Amer-
ican. We did not want an SUV. We did 
not need a big car like that. And we 
wanted something that is fuel efficient. 

Well, good luck. In America, there 
were not many choices. We kept read-
ing about the Ford Escape hybrid. As 
we read about this possibility of 35, 36 
miles a gallon in the city, we went out 
and put in an application for one. Do 
you know it took 5 months to get it? 
Those cars are in such high demand 
now you cannot buy them. 

So there is a market out there, and 
we need to encourage that market for 
fuel efficiency and fuel economy. It is 
not only good for reducing our depend-
ence on foreign oil, it is good for the 
environment to burn less gasoline. 

I gave a speech 2 weeks ago in Chi-
cago to a group of professional engi-
neers and talked to them about energy 
and about the need for conservation. 
They stood up and said: We can’t un-
derstand why the Senate doesn’t get it. 
Why aren’t we moving toward more 
fuel efficiency and more fuel economy? 

Well, the honest answer is this: The 
Big Three in Detroit have been slow to 
this issue. Once again, they were 
scooped by the Japanese who offered 
hybrid automobiles long before Detroit 
offered them. 

Why, with all of our great engineer-
ing schools, with all of the great sci-
entists and departments of science in 
our major universities, do we always 
run a distant second when it comes to 
this new technology on automobiles 
and trucks? I do not understand it. De-
troit seems to be a year behind con-
sumer needs and appetites. I hope that 
changes, and changes soon. 

I spoke to Dr. Bodman about this, 
and he reminded me it is more the 
province for the Department of Trans-
portation than the Department of En-
ergy. But when we consider an energy 
bill Senator DOMENICI will bring to the 
floor soon, look closely to see if there 
will be one word in there about fuel ef-
ficiency in cars and trucks. The last 
time there was scant reference to this 
challenge we face. 

Well, we have to look at that from a 
new perspective, an honest perspective 
that will not only help us and our envi-
ronment and lessen our dependence on 
foreign oil but force some changes in 
the countries in the Middle East which, 
sadly, will not change unless there is 
some outside force. 

f 

DARFUR 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I would 

like to speak to an unrelated issue but 
one which has been of great concern to 
me for some time and to many of my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle; 
that is, the situation in Darfur. 

Last week, the United Nations Com-
mission on Inquiry was expected to 
issue its report on the Darfur situation 
in Sudan. Public releases have now 
been delayed until the beginning of 
February. 

That is unfortunate given the ur-
gency of the crisis on the ground. It is 
one more delay among so many that 
have cost lives and delayed justice. 

What media attention the Commis-
sion’s report receives may focus on the 
question of genocide. That question re-
volves around whether the tens of 
thousands of killings, the systematic 
rapes, the destruction and bombing of 
villages, the burning of fields, and the 
poisoning of wells in Darfur constitutes 
genocide. 

I believe it does. Congress has called 
it genocide in a resolution which we 
passed on a bipartisan basis last year. 
President Bush has called it genocide. 

The use of that word is significant. 
President Clinton—and I supported so 
many parts of his administration— 
made a serious mistake in foreign pol-
icy in not referring to Rwanda as a 
genocide. Many Americans now are see-
ing through the movies what happened 
in Rwanda. They read about it, but it 
was so far away. This movie ‘‘Hotel 
Rwanda,’’ talks about one man who 
tried to save so many innocent people 
during the course of what was clearly a 
genocide. For reasons I cannot explain, 
the Clinton administration was reluc-
tant to use the word. 

Now comes the situation in Darfur in 
Sudan. And this administration, to 
their credit, has used the word ‘‘geno-
cide.’’ Why is that important? It is im-
portant because civilized countries of 
the world agreed, decades ago, that if a 
genocide should occur, we will not 
stand idly by. Now, why? Because we 
remember what happened in the holo-
caust in World War II. 

You probably saw the references over 
the weekend to the anniversary cele-
bration of Auschwitz and some of the 
surviving prisoners who went back, 
Jewish survivors who came to that 
same place where so many lost their 
lives, remembering what happened 60 
years ago, and how they were finally 
liberated by the Russian soldiers who 
came to cut the barbed wire and free 
them. That was a genocide of the Jew-
ish people and others. 

We decided after the knowledge of 
that incident that we would stand as 
civilized nations and say: Never again. 
If there is a systematic attempt to kill 
off a people or a population, we will re-
spond. That is why the use of the word 
‘‘genocide’’ by Secretary of State Colin 
Powell, by the Congress, and by the 
President has such historic signifi-
cance—not that we are just acknowl-
edging the problem, but we are ac-
knowledging a responsibility to do 
something about it. 

Think about that. If we accept the 
moral responsibility of recognizing the 
problem, do we not have an equally 
great if not greater moral responsi-
bility to do something about it? 
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