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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, and the following Sen-
ators entered the Chamber and an-
swered to their names:

[Quorum No. 5 Leg.]

Akaka Gregg Salazar
Cardin Isakson Schumer
Casey Lincoln Stabenow
Coburn Menendez Sununu
Craig Mikulski Tester
Dorgan Murray Thune
Durbin Reid Webb
The PRESIDING OFFICER. A

quorum is not present.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I move
to instruct the Sergeant at Arms to re-
quest the presence of absent Senators
and 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
motion of the Senator from Nevada,
Mr. REID, to direct the Sergeant at
Arms to request the attendance of ab-
sent Senators. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN),
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
BINGAMAN), the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. BYRD), the Senator from
North Dakota (Mr. CONRAD), the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN),
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE,
the Senator from Florida (Mr. NELSON),
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
ROCKEFELLER), and the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) are nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ators are necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mr. ALEXANDER),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. AL-
LARD), the Senator from North Caro-

Senate

lina (Mr. BURR), the Senator from
Texas (Mr. CORNYN), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. DEMINT), the Sen-
ator from North Carolina (Mrs. DOLE),
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
GRAHAM), the Senator from Texas (Mrs.
HUTCHISON), the Senator from OKkla-
homa (Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. KYL), the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. LoOTT), the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. McCAIN), and the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from North Carolina (Mrs.
DoLE) would have voted ‘“‘nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 41,
nays 37, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 250 Leg.]

YEAS—41
Akaka Harkin Nelson (NE)
Baucus Kennedy Obama
Bayh Kerry Pryor
Boxer Klobuchar Reed
Brown Kohl Reid
Cantwell Landrieu Salazar
Cardin Lautenberg Sanders
Carper Leahy Schumer
Casey Levin Stabenow
Clinton Lincoln Tester
Dodd McCaskill
Dorgan Menendez Wel?b
Durbin Mikulski Whitehouse
Feingold Murray Wyden
NAYS—37

Barrasso Domenici Sessions
Bennett Ensign Shelby
Bond Enzi Smith
Brownback Grassley Snowe
Bunning Gregg Specter
Chambliss Hagel Stevens
Coburn Hatch Sununu
Cochran Isakson
Coleman Lieberman Tl'ume

. Vitter
Collins Lugar : .
Corker Martinez Voinovich
Craig McConnell Warner
Crapo Murkowski

NOT VOTING—22

Alexander DeMint Kyl
Allard Dole Lott
Biden Feinstein McCain
Bingaman Graham Nelson (FL)
Burr Hutchison Roberts
Byrd Inhofe Rockefeller
Conrad Inouye
Cornyn Johnson

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
WEBB.) A quorum is now present.

The majority leader is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the cloture vote on
the Levin amendment occur at 11 a.m.

(Mr.

today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. McCONNELL. Reserving the

right to object for a moment.

Mr. REID. I will yield in 1 second.

Mr. President, I would further say
that we are going to have another vote
sometime later this morning. I have
talked to both majority and minority,
and there is no time that is appro-
priate. So I arbitrarily am going to
state at this time that we are going to
have another vote. It will not occur be-
fore 5 a.m. It could be a little before, a
little after that, depending on what is
happening on the floor. We will have
another vote, but it won’t be before 5
this morning.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, as I
understand the majority leader, the
unanimous-consent request is that we
have a cloture vote on the Levin
amendment at 11, and there will be not
another procedural rollcall vote prior
to 5 a.m.

Mr. REID. I would further state, and
I should have cleared this with the mi-
nority leader, and I did not, I would
ask that the last 20 minutes prior to
the 11 o’clock vote be left for Senator
McCONNELL, 20 to the hour would be
the minority leader, 10 to the hour
would be me. We each would get 10
minutes.

Mr. McCONNELL. Do I further un-
derstand the majority leader that there
would not then be additional votes be-
tween the procedural vote at 5 a.m. or
later and the 11 o’clock vote?

Mr. REID. I think that is true. We
have the Senate Prayer Breakfast, we
have a steering committee meeting at
9. I think people have other things
scheduled. I think we have done the
votes tonight, so that should work out
fine.
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Mr. McCONNELL. It is my under-
standing that there will be two more
votes on this matter—a procedural
vote not to occur earlier than 5 a.m.,
and then one additional vote at 11
o’clock on the cloture on the Levin
amendment.

Mr. REID. That is true. I ask unani-
mous consent that the vote occur at 11,
that Senator MCCONNELL and I be rec-
ognized as I have indicated, and that
we will proceed with the debate on this
issue during the morning hour.

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

The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
Senators on our side be recognized in
the following order: Senator ISAKSON
from Georgia, Senator COBURN from
Oklahoma, Senator THUNE of South
Dakota, and Senator SNOWE of Maine,
alternating with the designees of the
other side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Under the
previous order, the Senator from Geor-
gia is recognized.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I rise
to address the issue before the Senate.
I have stayed all night and listened to
remarks from my colleagues on both
sides. I have tremendous respect for
each and every one of them.

I do have some issues, however, with
some rhetorical questions that have
been asked and not responded to and I
think are some voices that have been
referred to that have not been really
answered that I would like to address
in my few minutes.

First of all, the Levin-Reed amend-
ment specifically calls for a with-
drawal beginning 120 days from now
and completed by the spring of next
year. Unconditional, notwithstanding
whatever action may be taking place
on the ground, what progress may or
may not have been made, a precipitous
and a final withdrawal.

What I would like to talk about is
something that no one has mentioned;
that is, the consequences if that actu-
ally takes place. I would like to do it in
the context of the rhetorical question
that was asked by the Senator from
New Jersey, who asked the question:
How many more lives?

His reference, I know, was to the sol-
diers in the American and the allied
forces in Iraq. But the question is meri-
torious as a response to the con-
sequences of a Levin-Reed amendment
passing.

I joined the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee this year, as the Presiding Offi-
cer has as well. I noted that he did
what I did. He sat through almost all of
the hearings we had in January and
February on the question of the surge
and the question of withdrawal and re-
deployment. We all heard the same
thing. Expert after expert argued over
whether the surge would or would not
work, or the degree to which it would
work.

But no one, no one—from former Sec-
retary Madeline Albright or former
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Secretary Colin Powell to JOHN MUR-
THA, the representative in the Con-
gress, to Newt Gingrich, the former
Speaker, all of whom testified, and 20
others, everyone said the result of a
withdrawal or redeployment at that pe-
riod in January would mean countless
untold loss of life in Iraq. And most of
them said it would cause a great loss of
life in the entire Middle East.

I have had visits from representa-
tives of other Middle Eastern countries
who have said: Please do not have a
precipitous withdrawal because we will
not be able to contain the sectarian vi-
olence that will certainly follow.

Now, does that mean we should re-
main as an occupying peacekeeper? No.
But it means if we have objectives and
benchmarks for victory, we should give
ourselves the chance for that to take
place.

In May of this year, we had the de-
bate we are having again today. In May
of this year, on the Iraqi supple-
mental—which was to fund the war in
Iraq for our soldiers—we had this de-
bate on whether we should withdraw.
We decided not to do it. And that was
the right decision. We further decided
to put some benchmarks, that we
should judge the merits of our progress
in part by July 15, and then later on
September 15. The President reported 3
days early on July 15 the progress that
has been made.

Some has been made, some has not
been made. But we all determined that
it would be September, and the report
of General Petraeus, the man we unani-
mously put in charge of the battle, as
to whether we went forward, proceeded
the way we were or changed our strat-
egy.

I do not know what the results of the
September 15 report are going to be,
but I know I agree with the lady by the
name of Lucy Harris. Lucy is the kind
of person to whom we ought to all lis-
ten. Her son, Noah, 1LT Noah Harris,
died in Iraq 2 years ago. He was an e-
mail buddy with me during his tour, so
I knew a little bit about why he was
there and what he believed.

Noah Harris was a young man who,
on September 11, 2001, was at the Uni-
versity of Georgia and a cheerleader.
The day the incident, terrible incident
took place in New York City, Noah
Harris went straight to Army ROTC as
a junior ROTC, applied for ROTC, stud-
ied to become a commissioned officer,
solely because of the inspiration he had
gotten from seeing that tragedy and
knowing that he wanted to represent
his country and do something to pur-
sue terrorism.

He went in the Army in 2004, was on
the ground in Iraq, became known as
the Beanie Baby Soldier because in the
one pocket he carried bullets, in the
other he carried Beanie Babies. He be-
friended the Iraqi children.

Noah died tragically. I went to his fu-
neral. I paid respect to his parents. I
have listened to Lucy, and I have fol-
lowed her comments in the 2 years that
have passed since his tragic loss.
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This week, on July 15, in the Colum-
bus newspaper in Georgia and other
newspapers in a syndicated article, Ms.
Harris was interviewed regarding the
current debate that we are having on
the floor of the Senate. I would like to
quote two quotes from that article.
First quote from Lucy Harris:

“They should just defer to Petraeus,” Lucy
Harris said of GEN David Petraeus, the com-
mander of forces in Iraq. ‘“‘It’s a political
game.”’

Mr. President, I would ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
RECORD this entire article.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. ISAKSON. Then, secondly, at the
end of the article, I think a paragraph
that all of us should hear: Lucy said
the following:

We’re talking about boots on the ground,
real people. When I think about my son who
could have done anything with his life, but
he fought because he believed in his country
and what we are doing in Iraq. ... I just
don’t want it to have been in vain.

Well, I want to say to Lucy Harris
and the parents of every soldier and
the loved ones of every soldier who has
been deployed, and especially those
whose lives have been lost, we don’t
want them to be in vain, nor do we
want them to be deployed in an endless
occupation. We have a benchmark
going to September 15, a general who
had the unanimous support of this
body, and operating under a funding
mechanism that received an 80-vote
margin in May.

Let’s end the quibbling at this mo-
ment on what we do and give the plan
a chance to have its final merits judged
and weighed by the man who is on the
ground.

As I said at the outset of my re-
marks, I can completely respect the
statements everybody made and the
opinions of everybody here. But this is
a very serious question. And we should
vote, and will vote, tomorrow at 11.
When we do, I will not vote for cloture
because I want to continue the com-
mitment that was made by this body in
the middle of May on the funding of
the Iraq supplemental, the timetable
for reports to come back, and the con-
ditions upon which we would change, a
new way forward, if and only if, those
benchmarks were not met and progress
was not being weighed.

I think we owe it to Lucy Harris. We
owe it to the legacy of the sacrifice her
son made and the sacrifice made by the
countless men and women who are in
Iraq and those who have served before
them.

I yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1
[From the Columbus Ledger-Enquirer, July
15, 2007]
SENATORS GRAPPLE WITH IRAQ POLICY
(By Halimah Abdullah)

For Rick and Lucy Harris and the small
town of Ellijay, Ga., the Iraq war isn’t just
some policy debate raging on the floor of the
U.S. Senate. It’s about the frailty of life and



July 17, 2007

the power of one young man’s sacrifice to
spur others into action.

First Lt. Noah Harris’s death two years
ago while serving in Iraq brought the con-
flict home to that community. Now, the Iraq
war dominates conversations.

“It’s the discussion in classes. It’s the dis-
cussion in town. Everyone is very interested
in what is going on,” said Noah’s mother,
Lucy Harris.

So it’s with no small degree of annoyance
that the Harris family has watched the back
and forth in the Senate over changing Iraq
war policy.

“They should just defer to Petraeus,” Lucy
Harris said of Gen. David Petraeus, the com-
mander of forces in Iraq. ‘‘It’s a political
game.”

Republicans leaders such as Georgia Sens.
Saxby Chambliss and Johnny Isakson are in
a tough position as they try to assuage the
concerns of people at home, like the Harris
family, while helping the GOP navigate the
debate on funding an increasingly unpopular
war backed by a president whose support is
also on the wane.

A recent Gallup poll showed President
Bush’s approval rating at 29 percent, and 71
percent of Americans favoring a proposal to
remove almost all U.S. troops from Iraq by
April 2008. The president’s job approval rat-
ing in a recent AP-Ipsos was 33 percent.

As Chambliss and Isakson consider changes
to the Iraq war policy they do so amid a cli-
mate of several high ranking Senate Repub-
lican defections, Including that of Sen. Rich-
ard lugar, R-Ind., the ranking Republican on
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
The departures have included Sen. John War-
ner, R-Va., and the moderate-leaning Sen.
Olympia Snowe, R-Maine.

For Republicans, the signs of strain are
starting to show.

“It is Important for us to continue to pur-
sue the goals of the surge, and have a debate
not in advance of the facts but after we know
the facts as they stand,” Isakson said on the
Senate floor Wednesday.

The White House has urged Republican
lawmakers to wait until Petraeus, the top
U.S. military commander in Iraq, gives a re-
port on the war’s progress in September be-
fore voting on any major policy changes.

While most Republican leaders have agreed
to do this, they’ve also acknowledged that
congressional and public patience for the war
effort is growing thin.

“I think what’s happening is that we’ve
come to a critical point,” Isakson said,

Jennifer Duffy, a political analyst and
managing editor with the nonpartisan Cook
Political Report, put it bluntly.

“There’s just so many bullets for a lame
duck president—especially an unpopular one,
that (Republican leaders) can be expected to
take,”” she said.

‘‘Georgia, like most of the South is still
more supportive of the war in Iraq than the
rest of the nation,” said Charles Bullock, a
political science professor at the University
of Georgia and author of the book ‘“The New
Politics of the Old South.”

The Harris family and the folks in Ellijay
could not care less about the politics behind
the war, or how Senate votes and defections
will impact politicians. As a community that
has watched their young people go off to
war, they are intensely interested in seeing
just how military leaders will define victory
In Iraq.

“We’re talking about boots on the ground,
real people,” Harris said. ‘“When I think
about my son who could have done anything
with his life, but he fought because he be-
lieved in his country. In what we were doing
in Iraq ... I just don’t want it to be in
vain.”

That range of emotions surrounding mili-
tary sacrifice isn’t lost on Chambliss and
Isakson.
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Recently, Chambliss made sure a measure
to provide wounded soldiers better medical
care was included in the defense authoriza-
tion bill currently being debated by Senate.

Such efforts are welcome news to Harris,
who often speaks at public events about her
son.

“My son’s mantra was ‘I do what I can,””
she said, her voice trailing off.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the next
Democratic speaker be Senator HAR-
KIN.

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

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise to
express my very deep concern about
the administration’s ongoing policy in
Iraq. As a member of the Senate Armed
Services Committee and chairman of
the Subcommittee on Readiness, I have
had the privilege to hear the testimony
of our troop commanders, to hear our
soldiers, to hear their families, and
now—now more than ever—I insist we
bring an end to this conflict.

Already too many lives have been
lost, too many men and women have
been wounded and permanently in-
jured, and too many spouses, parents,
and children have suffered the pain of
separation and too often permanent
loss of a loved one.

Yet according to the new National
Intelligence Estimate, al-Qaida is
growing stronger, and we are no closer
to achieving a sustainable security in
Iraq. We must make it clear to the
Iraqi political leaders that the future
of Iraq is in their hands, and they must
learn to reach the political com-
promises necessary for a functioning
democracy.

Once again, we are at a crossroads.
We can either continue to pursue a pol-
icy that is no longer working or we can
move forward and implement a strat-
egy that will set us on a new course.
The time is now to reevaluate the costs
of this war.

We must understand that the long-
term responsibility for caring for those
injured during their service and for the
families of those who died is a true cost
of war. Over 3,600 members of the
Armed Forces have given their lives in
the service of this Nation. Thousands
more will come home with injuries,
both physical and psychological, that
will require treatment and rehabilita-
tion, processes that can take, as we
know now, many years. Invisible
wounds that are difficult to detect,
such as PTSD and mild to moderate
traumatic brain injury, will affect a
great many servicemembers. In addi-
tion, it will make it difficult for them
to adjust to civilian life as they deal
with long-lasting visions and experi-
ences they encountered in combat.

While we can help the brave troops
by passing critical legislation that will
provide much needed counseling, these
invisible wounds will take a long time
to heal. Clearly, the total cost of the
current conflicts includes both the loss
of lives and resources needed to help a
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new generation of young combat vet-
erans heal.

The American people also believe
that now is the time to begin the proc-
ess of bringing our troops home. Ac-
cording to a recent poll, 63 percent of
Americans believe that we should no
longer continue on the present course
of action set by the administration.
They believe, as I believe, that the
present surge has not been a success,
and waiting until September to recon-
sider our approach is simply prolonging
a war that is no longer our fight.

I urge my Senate colleagues to sup-
port the Levin-Reed amendment to the
Defense authorization bill, which will
send a clear message to the citizens of
this country that we hear their con-
cerns and we agree it is time to bring
our loved ones home.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
MCcCASKILL). The Senator from OKkla-
homa.

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, I do
not speak very often on the floor on
issues such as that we are talking
about today. We have a wonderful her-
itage in this country, and somehow we
find ourselves in the midst of a mess.
We find ourselves in a position where
we have made decisions, some of them
poor, some of them good, but we find
ourselves—and I agree—at a cross-
roads.

The question in front of us is three-
fold: One is we have a plan which we in-
stituted less than a month ago and
that we set up early this year, which
we are now wanting to change with the
Reed-Levin amendment before we have
data to tell us one way or another, and
that is debatable. We have a large num-
ber of Americans who have given the
ultimate sacrifice in the war in Iraq.
But the question before us is what is
the world like today? What is it that is
going to change if we leave Iraq? What
are the consequences?

Senator LIEBERMAN spoke very elo-
quently about what the plans of al-
Qaida are and what they have told us,
but what happens to the Middle East
when we leave?

I am reminded of the history of this
country that we do not walk away if we
have a mess and allow millions of peo-
ple to die and millions of other people
to be displaced without having a strat-
egy that will solve that situation. And
I do not see that in the Reed-Levin
amendment.

I know the contention is that be-
cause we are there, we incite more vio-
lence; because we are there, al-Qaida
has focused there. But the very thing
we attempted to do in Afghanistan, we
will recreate the situation prior to our
going into Afghanistan if we leave Iraq.
But the more important question for
me is: Do we as a nation have a moral
obligation, regardless of the past?

The fact is we are in Iraq today and
some situations are improving and
some are not improving nearly as fast
as any and all of us want. But is there
a moral obligation for this country not
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to allow this to lead to 2 to 3 million
deaths, not to allow for sure the 450,000
people who have been successful help-
ing us who will come under the threat
of death, not to allow the displacement
of another 2 to 5 million Iraqis out of
Iraq? Do we have a moral obligation
not to allow Iran to be in control and
use Iraq as a basis for their dominance
of the Persian Empire again in the
Middle East? Is there any obligation
for us in that regard? I think there is.

I look at the situation in Iraq as a
cancer, as a physician and also as a
cancer survivor. There is lots wrong in
Iraq right now. We are at the point
where we have to make very hard
choices about whether the patient can
be saved. My concern is that because
the treatment is tough, because the
risk of the treatment is high, we are to
the point where we are going to let the
patient die. The fact is the patient does
not have to die.

I do not dispute my colleagues who
have a different opinion on where we
should go in Iraq. What I do dispute is
whether we recognize fully the obliga-
tions we have for the future.

What is going to happen as we with-
draw? Can anybody in this body guar-
antee to me 2 or 3 or 4 years later down
the road that we are not going to put a
whole lot of American lives at risk be-
cause of the decision we made to turn
off the chemotherapy, to turn off the
radiation for the patient? What we are
saying is, we are going to ration this;
we started down the road, but we are
not going to finish it.

There has not ever been a time in my
life, being alive during the Korean war,
the Vietnam war, and this war, that I
have not seen controversy about any
war we have been in. Anybody who has
been around those three wars knows
that is the truth. The question for me
is what is the best long-term—long-
term, not short-term—policy for our
country in terms of stabilizing the
Middle East? What is the moral obliga-
tion for us as a nation? Having invaded
Iraq and set in motion many of these
situations, how do we measure it and
how do we live up to the heritage we
have as a country that stands to fulfill
moral obligations?

I have to answer a couple of state-
ments that were made earlier. Any in-
nuendo that members of the Repub-
lican conference are having their arms
twisted to support the President in this
war is a bold face misrepresentation of
the facts. On issues such as this, all my
colleagues know nobody is twisting
their arm to be against it and no one is
twisting my arm to support the policy.
As a matter of fact, the statement by
the Senator from Ohio that Vice Presi-
dent CHENEY comes in every week and
gives us a pep talk on the issue—I have
been attending the conference for 2v2
years, and I heard him speak once in
215 years on Iraq. So the politics of
negative comments taken out of con-
text should be labeled what they are.

The other fact I know, the Senator
from New Jersey talked about maybe
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more of the Members of the Senate
should have our children in Iraq. I
know the Presiding Officer had a son
recently return, but I know there are
people in this body who have children
in Irag—one of Senator MCCAIN’s sons
is due to ship out this month—who
have an opinion, a different opinion
than what the Reed-Levin amendment
would consider.

So I think it is highly unfair to spec-
ulate as to what I think is divided with
those who have had children with this
experience.

There are some facts I do know about
our country. I do know the war is tear-
ing at the fabric of our Nation. I do
know that we as a nation are war
weary. I think we ought to talk about
what is great about our country, what
is good about the military.

My impression from being in Iraq and
here is I do not know of finer individ-
uals in our country than those who are
serving in the military. I can also tell
you I do not know of more informed
citizens of all the issues that face our
country than the military.

We have made a lot of mistakes in
the policy in the Middle East, there is
no question. I think we can agree with
that point, and I think we can all
admit to it. But it does not change
where we are and what the con-
sequences are if we leave.

I served as a medical missionary in
Iraq after the first gulf war. I devel-
oped friendships with Kurds and Shia
and Sunni. We talk in the abstract over
here about the Iraqi people and their
leadership. But I wish to tell my col-
leagues, I didn’t see a whole lot of dif-
ference in what those people wanted
and what we want for our families. For
us to speak in a sterile way that there
will be no impact whatsoever on all
those Iraqis, no matter what their
faith or their heritage, belies the fact
that millions will die. That is not my
estimate, that is the estimate of many
very learned scholars on the Middle
East.

We heard this week a mention from
the Secretary General of the United
Nations advising against a precipitous
withdrawal from Iraq in terms of how
that would play out in the Middle East.

I think of the children that I did skin
grafts on in Iraqg who are now in their
middle twenties, and the hope that
they have for a safe and secure free-
dom, to actually have a Government
that is a function of the beliefs of the
multitudes who live in Iraq. Despite all
our mistakes, should their hopes be
dashed?

We look at the sacrifices, we look at
the moneys we have spent, but we
never look at it in terms of the lives of
the Iraqis. The contention is we cause
more violence because we are there
than what will happen when we with-
draw. If I could know for sure that
what the experts tell us is wrong and
millions of Iraqis will not die, I could
probably be in agreement with some of
the positions of those who want to
change our course right now. But I
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don’t know that and, as a matter of
fact, the experts say the exact opposite
will happen and millions will die. So
we do have a moral obligation.

The other question we ought to bring
forward is the contention we want to
change the rules of the Senate on a
vote tonight when everybody Kknows
that a cloture vote and a requirement
of 60 votes on major issues has been the
rule of the Senate for years. It is a
precedent longstanding that we have
found on both sides of the aisle, no
matter who is in charge, works well on
contentious issues.

The vast majority of Republicans are
ready to vote on cloture tonight. We
didn’t have that opportunity. We are
going to vote on cloture tomorrow
morning at 11. But we also know that if
cloture fails, we probably will not be
on the Defense bill.

The question I have for my col-
leagues is, they control the Armed
Services Committee. They wrote the
Defense authorization bill. Why in the
world, when our troops need guidance,
when we need new reauthorizations,
when we need items for the military
that are highly important to the suc-
cess now, not just in Iraq but through-
out the world, would we pull a bill and
not continue to work on it?

As a matter of fact, this debate,
which we had 2 months ago and now
are having again, is keeping us from
doing some of the business we need to
be doing in terms of observing and
doing oversight of the Federal Govern-
ment.

This Defense authorization bill has
$13 billion worth of earmarks, ear-
marks that the Pentagon does not
want, but we want, we want for con-
stituencies, we want for campaign sup-
porters, we want because we know bet-
ter—the very type of thing that is
going to hurt in the long run the con-
fidence of the people in this Chamber.
So instead of continuing to work on
the Defense authorization bill, it is
going to get pulled in the morning and
we are going to go to higher education
reconciliation.

The question we ought to be asking
and what the American people ought to
ask is, because one vote fails on clo-
ture, do we not have an obligation to
go on and authorize defense expendi-
tures? I believe we do. One vote should
not make or break that bill. It was not
part of the original Defense authoriza-
tion bill that came out of committee.
Why would we not continue to work on
it and give our military the authoriza-
tion to do what they need to do in the
future?

Someone asked me earlier today if
this was a political stunt? No, I don’t
think so. I think we need to have this
debate. I think the more the American
people learn about what the con-
sequences are when we leave Iraq, the
more likely they are to have a second
thought about the pressure and tension
they feel on this terrible situation. And
as they learn what the consequences
will be and also see a perspective about
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at least giving General Petraeus until
September 15, as they hear that debate,
I think minds will be changed or at
least attention will be turned to it.

A couple of things that I think also
ought to be asked on the Reed-Levin
amendment are, How does the Reed-
Levin amendment address Iranian in-
fluence in Iraq in the future? How does
the Reed-Levin amendment address in-
creasing Iranian influence in the re-
gion, including Iran’s adverse influence
on the Arab-Israeli peace process? How
does the Reed-Levin amendment guard
against a regional conflict? If the pol-
icy of the Reed-Levin amendment be-
came law, would the United States
stay out of the humanitarian catas-
trophe and ethnic cleansing that will
surely follow with a precipitous with-
drawal of U.S. forces? If the policy of
the Reed-Levin amendment became
law, would the United States offer fi-
nancial assistance to neighboring coun-
tries forced to absorb the massive num-
ber of refugees fleeing such a conflict?
If the policy of the Reed-Levin amend-
ment became law, what would the cost
be to the U.S. Treasury in lives if the
United States eventually had to return
to the Middle East, in terms of forces?

I don’t think those questions can go
unanswered in this debate, and yet
they have not been addressed. What we
do know is we have a tinderbox. What
we don’t know, but some are sug-
gesting, is the tinderbox will quiet
down if we leave. If we leave, I hope
they are right. I don’t think they are
right.

I think this is a time that will really
test the mettle of this country. I think
the conflict we see over the debate in
this body is not bad for our country; I
think it is good for our country. It is
one of the attributes that make us
strong.

Leaving Iraq, losing in Iraq will be
terrible for our country in the long
run—not in the short run but in the
long run. It will limit our influence in
the Middle East. It will limit the trust
and viability of our Nation with every
other nation under which we have any
type of security arrangement. But
most importantly, it will put us back
10 to 15 years in terms of doing what we
need to do in the world.

Senator DURBIN and I are working
hard on the Darfur situation. Darfur is
going to seem like a blip on a screen
compared to what is going to happen in
Iraq when we leave.

What we do know is what is hap-
pening in Iraq today, the concentration
of the violence, especially the suicide
bombers. Two things are happening.
One is they are moving away from the
areas in which the surge is employed.
That is why you see Kirkuk the first
time hit. But we also know that 85 per-
cent of the suicide bombers aren’t
Iraqis; they are al-Qaida, from outside
of Iraq. I suspect they are going to
overplay their hand like they did in
Anbar Province, which is why those
Sunnis now are allied with coalition
forces.
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So I would ask the Members of this
body, No. 1, to not assume that any of
us who support the present course until
September in Iraq have had our arms
twisted. We have not. We actually be-
lieve it is the best policy. I don’t be-
lieve we need to have our moral com-
pass checked, as suggested by the Sen-
ator from New Jersey. We just happen
to have a difference of opinion. And the
difference really doesn’t stem on any
factual basis, but it stems on long-
range versus short-range thinking.

When I took the oath for this office,
my oath was to uphold the Constitu-
tion and to do what was best for the
country—not for my political career,
not what will win the next election,
not what will get me more seats in the
Senate, but what I truly thought in my
heart and mind would be great and best
for this country.

The Iraq war is a perplexing situa-
tion for all of us. I believe it is wrong
for us to stop in the middle of a surge
that is having some progress. Not what
we would like, maybe, not to the de-
gree we would like, but for the first
time, in approximately 2 years, it is
making positive things out of things
that were very negative.

It is my hope that as we continue
this debate, we will recognize that the
most important question is, Then
what? What happens if the Reed-Levin
amendment becomes law? What hap-
pens to our military? What happens in
the Middle East? What happens in Iran,
which is now known to be training a
vast number of people to influence the
outcome? What happens to the morale
of our military? What happens to our
relationship with allies around the
world when we can no longer be count-
ed on as a reliable partner? What next?

That is the question we should be de-
bating—what next? What are the con-
sequences of not fulfilling a moral obli-
gation to clean up a mess we helped
create? You can say we don’t have that
obligation, but we do. History will
judge this Nation on how it handles
this situation. We may, in fact, walk
away, but if we did, and if we do, I be-
lieve we belie the heritage of the sac-
rifice that has been made by so many
people for so many years in our history
that predates us.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
have listened to most of the comments
made by my friend from Oklahoma,
and I think he asked some good ques-
tions, things we all have to consider
about what will happen when we leave.

The Senator talked about the moral
obligations, what moral obligations we
have. I wonder what moral obligation
we had back in the 1980s when Donald
Rumsfeld went to visit with Saddam
Hussein? What moral responsibility did
we have in the Reagan administration
when we supported Saddam Hussein,
gave him weapons, and gave him infor-
mation in his war against Iran? What
was our moral obligation at that time?
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We hear about what will happen
when we leave, all this talk about a
bloodbath and everything. Well,
Madam President, I can remember
Vietnam. I can remember the same
things: Oh, if we leave Vietnam—we ei-
ther fight them there or we fight them
here. We have to stop the Communists
in Vietnam or it will be the Philippines
next and then Japan. We have to stop
them there. And if we leave, there will
be a bloodbath in Vietnam. All of the
people who supported us will be slaugh-
tered in the streets.

Well, it didn’t happen. Here today,
with Vietnam, we have diplomatic re-
lations. I think we just had the new
Ambassador or President come over
and meet with President Bush in the
White House. Cruise ships, these big
cruise ships now dock over in Saigon
and people get off and go into Saigon.
Americans take cruise ships over there
in Vietnam and go to the beaches. You
look back and you think about those
50,000-plus Americans who died over
there, and you wonder, what was that
all about? What was that moral obliga-
tion all about?

So, again, we haven’t learned from
the past. The specter is always raised
that calamities will happen if we don’t
follow what the President wants. Well,
the President is not always right. This
President and his colleagues here
couldn’t be more wrong about our
course in Iraq.

So I have come to the floor this
evening on behalf of many Iowans who
have been calling and e-mailing my of-
fice. The overwhelming majority of
people in my State have turned against
the war in Iraq, as have the over-
whelming majority of Americans else-
where. According to a USA Today/Gal-
lup poll released last week, 71 percent
of Americans favor removing all U.S.
troops from Iraq by April 1 of next
year.

The American people are sick of see-
ing our brave men and women Kkilled
and maimed in what has become a vi-
cious civil war in Iraq. They want to
chart a new course in Iraq, a course out
of that civil war. They simply can’t be-
lieve President Bush and his allies in
this body have responded to their wish-
es with a strategy of obstruction, fili-
buster, and veto threats. They can’t be-
lieve Republican Senators here are
blocking votes on the No. 1 issue before
our Nation, the No. 1 issue on the
minds of the American people.

All we are asking of our Republican
colleagues is let us vote. Let us vote up
or down on whether we want to extri-
cate ourselves from Iraq and bring the
troops home. In a nutshell, people have
been calling my office saying that Re-
publican Senators certainly have a
right to support President Bush’s war
in Iraq, they have a right to advocate
that we stay the course, but our Repub-
lican colleagues should not claim a
right to block simple up-or-down votes
on amendments calling for a new
course in Iraq.
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The President and his allies are de-
manding we wait until September be-
fore we act, but this is the same game
of obstruction and delay they have
been playing for years now. Time and
again, the President has announced a
new plan, a new strategy for victory in
Iraq. Time and again, the President has
asked for patience. Time and again, he
has cited progress and suggested that
success 1is just around the corner.
Sounds just like Vietnam. Meanwhile,
with each new plan, with every new
strategy, the TUnited States gets
dragged deeper and deeper into the
quagmire in Iraq. More Americans get
killed and maimed, more innocent
Iraqgi men, women, and children are
killed and wounded, and Iraq spirals
deeper into chaos and sectarian divi-
sion. Sounds just like Vietnam.

The President’s spokesmen insult our
intelligence, saying that the surge is
only a couple weeks old, that we should
give it a chance. As we all know, it was
announced in January, more than 6
months ago. I remember very well be-
cause 1 day after the President an-
nounced his surge, 640 soldiers from the
133rd Infantry of the Iowa National
Guard were told they would not be
coming home from Anbar Province as
planned. Instead, their combat tour
would be extended to 16 months—near-
ly a year and a half in the middle of
the most deadly combat in Iraq.

Since the surge began back in Janu-
ary, 615 more U.S. troops have died in
Iraq. Many thousands more have been
injured. Since the surge was an-
nounced, eight more soldiers from Iowa
have been killed in Iraq, including a
second soldier from the small town of
Tipton, TA. Think about that, a small
community of 3,100 people in rural
Iowa has lost two of its sons in Iraq.

On Sunday, the Washington Post
published a story about Tipton, IA, and
its growing disillusionment with the
war in Iraq. The story noted that in the
first 6 months of this year—since the
surge began—125 troops from 10 Mid-
western States have died in Iraq, the
bloodiest stretch of the war so far.

Mr. President, as more and more
Iowans and other Americans turn
against this war, as more and more of
our young men and women are Kkilled
and wounded, the administration asks
us to be patient. But patience is not a
virtue in the face of a manifestly failed
policy, and there is no virtue in stay-
ing the course when the course you are
on is dragging you deeper and deeper
into a geopolitical disaster.

Just last week, the administration
issued the required progress report on
benchmarks for Iraq. As expected, the
report shows that the Government in
Baghdad has failed to meet any of the
benchmarks for political and economic
reform. The Iraqis have failed to make
progress in passing a law governing the
sharing of o0il revenues. They have
failed to make progress in allowing
former Baath party members to return
to their jobs. They have failed to make
progress in disarming militias. They

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

have failed to make progress in orga-
nizing new provincial elections. Fail-
ure after failure after failure. Indeed,
the only thing the Sunni, Shiites and
the Kurds in Parliament have agreed
on is that they will go on vacation in
the month of August.

The American people refuse to be pa-
tient in the face of this monumental
failure. And I agree wholeheartedly
with Senator LUGAR’s remarks on this
floor to the effect that we cannot and
should not wait until September to
begin to chart a new course. The war
has been spiraling downward for 52
months. What possible difference could
2 months make?

Indeed, I can predict right now what
will happen when we get General
Petraeus’s report in mid-September.
Against all evidence to the contrary,
the President will cherry-pick the re-
port to claim positive military results
from the surge, and he will say those
results justify staying the course until
the end of the year or into next spring
or for another year. Indeed, yesterday,
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff said the surge could well be fol-
lowed by a request for even more
troops. I was told today that about 50
percent of our troops in Iraq are now
National Guard and reservists.

Well, it is abundantly clear to me
that this President has no intention
whatsoever of changing course or re-
ducing the number of troops in Iraq
through the end of his term on January
20, 2009. He will only change course
when and if he is compelled to do so by
the Congress, and that is exactly what
a clear majority of the Senate is at-
tempting to do with amendments to
this Defense authorization bill.

The Levin-Reed amendment was basi-
cally passed by the House. But now,
Republican Senators here will not
allow us to vote on it. All we are ask-
ing is to let us vote up or down on the
Levin-Reed amendment. The President
and his allies are responding with a fu-
rious campaign of obstruction, fili-
buster, and veto threats. They refuse
to listen. They refuse to learn. They
refuse to consider a new direction. All
we are asking is, let us vote. Let us
vote.

I personally know many Iowans serv-
ing in our Armed Forces. Whether Ac-
tive Duty or the Guard or Reserve,
they are disciplined professionals who
love their country. Even those who
profoundly disagree with the war and
the surge will continue to do their
duty. They deserve our profound re-
spect and admiration. But we need to
listen to them. We need to listen to
their families.

So I have come to the floor tonight
to read just a few of the e-mails and
letters I have received in recent days.
One of them is from Peggy—I won’t use
her last name—from Council Bluffs, IA,
whose son is serving in Iraq, and here
is what she writes:

My 19-year-old son is in Iraq with the
United States Army. Please, please get us
out of this horrific nightmare and bring
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them all home. I can’t go a day without cry-
ing, as I worry about him. Every single mem-
ber of our brave military that dies in this
quagmire is a waste, a tragic waste of life. If
my son were to be killed over there, I could
never reconcile to it due to the fact that we
should not be over there in the first place.
We invaded a country based on lies and have
caused the death and suffering of untold
thousands of Iraqi people. Please vote to
withdraw the troops.

Peggy, all I can tell you is that is
what we are trying to do. We are trying
to get a vote up or down to get your
son and the troops out of Iraq and
bring them home. But our Republican
colleagues will not allow us to have
that vote.

I received the following letter from
Regina—again, I will not use her last
name—from  Bloomfield, IA. She
writes:

While reading some articles yesterday, I
ran across several stating the possibility of
extending even more the tours of duty of our
soldiers in Iraq. Is there anybody thinking
about these soldiers other than how many
live in a day and how many die? Do they un-
derstand how hard this is on these soldiers,
and costly to our Government? And more im-
portant, the tremendous pain and agony on
the families of these troops? Have you ever
been in a war zone for an extended time, or
members of your family—in Vietnam, Ku-
wait or Iraq? ... If you sense frustration
here, it is. [I feel it] every time we lose a sol-
dier over there for something we can never
win. . .. I have never taken as much to
heart, and fear for my grandchildren. . . .
Where is the common sense of our country?

Regina, we are here, pleading with
our Republican colleagues for common
sense. Let us vote up or down on the
Levin-Reed amendment, that is all we
ask. That is what all these letters are
asking, basically.

Let me read portions of a letter from
Barbara of Waverly.

I sit here to write this letter, not knowing
why, since I'm feeling like no one cares any-
more or will be able to do anything about it.
I am a 41-year-old woman, a military wife of
23 years and a mother of 3. My husband’s
unit is currently serving in Iraq and has been
gone for 16 months so far on this mission.
The soldiers and the families were finally
feeling like we were seeing the light at the
end of the tunnel. As the new year began, we
started our countdown for our reunions ex-
pected in April. Our worlds came crashing
down once again as we learned that our loved
ones would not be coming home in April but
were being extended until August, thus being
deployed for almost 2 years by the time they
return. I am angry, I am devastated. How
could this happen? I have lost all hope and
faith in our Government. I don’t understand
politics, so my biggest question is, if so
many people are against this war and the in-
crease in troops being sent over, then why is
the President not listening? Doesn’t he care?
I voted for him and believed in him and he
has let me down. . . .Please think about the
effects this is having on our soldiers and
their families. We have all given so much
and though we are proud to have been part of
serving our country, it is time for our sol-
diers to come home. Please, bring them
home.

Barbara, all I can say is that is what
we are trying to do. All we are asking
is that we be allowed to vote up or
down on the Levin-Reed amendment.

Let me read excerpts from one more
letter. That is why I am reading these.
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There are probably a lot of things I can
say about this issue, but I think it is
more poignant to read the letters from
Iowans, people who have been trag-
ically touched by this war. This one is
from a mother in Dows, IA.

I have a 19-year-old son, my only child,
who is fighting in Iraq. He is a smart, strong
and brave infantry soldier. He has always
wanted to be a soldier and is proud to serve
in the United States Army. He is our pride
and joy. Heaven forbid if anything happens
to him in Iraq, my husband and I will be
crushed beyond measure. ... My point in
telling you all this is that we are talking
about young lives that have a bright future.
This is not some political game. Why should
our Government put our soldiers’ lives at
risk for a civil war in Iraq? Like it or not,
that’s what it is, a civil war, and our pre-
cious soldiers are smack dab in the middle of
it. . .. Why should our soldiers be losing
limbs and even dying for a group of people
who can’t get along and will probably never
get along? Iraq did not attack us. . . . Things
are going from bad to worse in Iraq. . . . Un-
less you have a loved one fighting in Iraq,
you can’t begin to understand how difficult
it is. It is time to get the troops back home
and back to their families. Every one of
these soldiers who have died meant ‘‘every-
thing”’ to someone. They were a husband,
wife, son, daughter, grandchild or close
friend to someone. . . .I am neither a Repub-
lican nor Democrat, I am just an American
mother who wants this violent war stopped
and to get our soldiers home safe.

I can say to this mother, that is what
we are trying to do. We are trying to
get a vote. Let us vote. Let us vote up
or down on a deadline for getting our
troops out of Iraq. What are the Repub-
licans so afraid of? Why are they so
afraid to let the Senate express its
will?

I want all of our colleagues to listen
especially closely to the final words
from this soldier’s mother. This is from
Dows, IA. She writes:

With the overwhelming majority of the
American people wanting to bring our sol-
diers home and stop the war, don’t you
think, since you actually work for the Amer-
ican people and are elected by the American
people, that you should seriously consider
our views and hear our voices? Someone told
me I was wasting my time writing this let-
ter, but I believe otherwise. I want my voice
heard and isn’t this what democracy and
freedom are all about? I plead with you with
all my heart that you will consider this and
do what is best for our troops, their families,
and the United States.

That is the end of that letter. Yes,
you are right, we actually work for the
American people. Your voices should be
heard. That is what democracy and
freedom is all about. Yet we are not
being allowed to have your voices
heard here on the Senate floor in terms
of a vote. Because of the Republican
filibuster, we can’t. Once again, all we
are asking is a very simple request
from our Republican colleagues: Let us
vote up or down. Why are you so afraid
of that?

The letters and e-mails coming to my
office are heartbreaking. They tell the
story of lives disrupted, lives put at
risk, lives in a war that the over-
whelming majority of Americans be-
lieve was a tragic mistake. Now 6
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months into a surge that has failed to
significantly reduce the violence in
Iraq, 6 months into a surge that has ut-
terly failed to bring about any progress
or reconciliation within the Iraqi Gov-
ernment, Republicans in the Senate are
pulling out the stops to block a simple
up-or-down vote on charting a new
course in Iraq.

Once again, I plead, I ask, let us vote.
Let us vote. All we are asking is just
that opportunity, a simple up-or-down
vote. Let us have the vote.

Frankly, I was shocked last week
when Republicans on the other side of
the aisle filibustered Senator WEBB’s
amendment which was even supported
by the ranking Republican on the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee, Sen-
ator WARNER. The amendment would
only have required that active-duty
troops receive as much time at home
recuperating and training as they
spend deployed in combat. The amend-
ment even allowed for a Presidential
waiver if the troops were needed for an
emergency. This ought to have been an
amendment to have drawn strong bi-
partisan support. After all, many
troops in Iraq are now in their third or
even fourth deployment. The Army
Chief of Staff has warned Congress that
the current pace of combat deployment
threatens to ‘‘break’ the Army.

The Webb amendment would have
passed if we had been allowed a simple
up-or-down vote, a majority vote. Isn’t
that what we believe in? We believe in
a majority vote. Majority votes elect
the President. Majority votes here pass
bills. There was a majority here to pass
the Webb amendment, but because the
Republicans filibustered it, we needed
60 votes. We couldn’t get an up-or-down
vote on that amendment.

The wives and mothers and family
members who have written to me and
whose words I placed here in the
RECORD tonight have their own idea of
what it means to support the troops.
They believe it means allowing the
Senate to have a straight up-or-down
vote on these amendments to ensure
decent treatment of our troops. They
believe it means allowing a straight
up-or-down vote on whether we need to
have a new direction in Iraq. But they
are being denied this by a willful, ob-
structionist minority here in the Sen-
ate, a minority that believes, frankly,
they know better than the American
people; a minority that insists on end-
lessly prolonging a war that the Amer-
ican people want to bring to a close.

The American people are not only
angry about this war, they are angry
the way our brave men and women in
uniform have been misused and mis-
treated. The President rushed our
troops into combat without proper
equipment and in insufficient numbers.
He has insisted on staying the course
of that failed policy for more than 4
miserable years. He has sent troops
back to Iraq for a third and even fourth
rotation, with insufficient time to re-
train and regroup.

In January he decided to roll the dice
one more time by throwing another
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30,000 troops into the middle of this
sectarian civil war in Baghdad. Now
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff is suggesting that come Sep-
tember the President may decide to
send even more troops to Iraq. At this
point, the single best way to support
the troops is to tell President Bush
more than 4 years of bungling, bad
judgment, and bullheadedness is
enough. We have complete and total
confidence in our troops, but we have
no confidence in your leadership or in
pursuing this war any further.

This evening we have reached an ex-
traordinary juncture. We have a surge
in Iraq now 6 months old which was de-
signed to give the Iraqi Government
breathing space for reconciliation.

As I said, the only thing the Sunnis,
Shiites, and Kurds in Parliament have
agreed on is that they will go on vaca-
tion in August. Meanwhile, here in
Washington we have a President refus-
ing to listen to the American people,
supported by a Republican minority in
Congress that is determined to ob-
struct any legislation charting a new
course. If they prevail, if the President
and his Republican obstructionists in
the Senate prevail, our military units
will be deployed again and again and
again until they finally break and the
United States will stay bogged down
and bleeding in Iraq, creating terror-
ists around the world faster than we
could ever hope to kill them.

It has reached the point, frankly,
where you are either on the side of the
President and his failed policies or you
side with the American people and our
military commanders who have con-
cluded there is no military solution to
the mess in Iraq. You either support
this endless, pointless war or you sup-
port a smarter, more focused campaign
against the terrorists who truly threat-
en us. It is unconscionable that the Re-
publican leader, at the behest of Presi-
dent Bush, is refusing to allow the Sen-
ate to vote on changing our course in
Iraq. At long last it is time for them to
listen to the American people, to the
families of our troops in the field. The
Senate should be allowed to vote on
the No. 1 issue facing this country.

It is time the Republicans stop their
obstruction to allow the Senate to
work its will. It is time for Republicans
to let us vote, up or down, simply up or
down on the Levin-Reed amendment to
chart a new course in Iraq.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to speak on
this very important issue. We are here
in this wee hour of the morning. There
have been a lot of accusations flying
back and forth today, this evening,
about why we are here and what this is
about. But I do want to remind my col-
leagues of what this is about. The un-
derlying legislation, the Defense au-
thorization bill, H.R. 1585, says it very
clearly here. It is:
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To authorize appropriations for fiscal year
2008 for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the Department
of Energy, to prescribe military personnel
strengths for such fiscal year, and for other
purposes.

That is what we are here for. We are
here to do something we do every year,
or that we have done every year for the
past 45 years, and that is pass the De-
fense authorization bill. What that De-
fense authorization bill does is it au-
thorizes a 3.5-percent across-the-board
pay raise for all military personnel. It
increases Army and Marine end
strength to 525,400 and 189,000, respec-
tively. It also approves $2.7 billion for
items on the Army Chief of Staff’s un-
funded requirement list, including $775
million for reactive armor and other
Stryker requirements, $207 million for
aviation survivability equipment, $102
million for combat training centers
and funding for explosive ordnance dis-
posal equipment, night vision devices,
and machineguns.

The bill also authorizes $4.1 billion
for Mine Resistant Ambush Protected
Vehicles, known as MRAP vehicles, for
all of the services’ known require-
ments.

That is what the underlying bill
would do. That is what this debate
should be about. It ought to be about
taking care of the needs of our men and
women in uniform who we have asked,
day in and day out, to do a very dif-
ficult task, and that is to protect
America’s freedoms around the world.
We have lots of them deployed in dif-
ferent places around the world.

What is interesting to me, as I have
listened to the debate about this par-
ticular amendment, the Levin-Reed
amendment, throughout the course of
the day, is I keep hearing this distinc-
tion between Afghanistan and Iraq, and
how somehow Afghanistan is a good
war and Iraq is a bad war. The reason
is in Afghanistan we aren’t having as
many casualties as we are in Iraq. We
are taking on a lot of casualties in
Iraq. That is where they are Kkilling our
soldiers, and the reason we are taking
on casualties in Iraq is because that is
where our soldiers are. If we move
troops to Afghanistan, they will start-
ing Kkilling our troops there because
that is what they are and that is what
they do; they are killers whose goal is
to kill Americans and they are going to
keep coming at us.

I do not think sometimes our col-
leagues on the other side see this for
what it is, a titanic struggle between
good and evil, between radical Islam
and nations that cherish freedom.

I have to say I believe the men and
women in uniform understand that
when they are fighting al-Qaida, it
doesn’t matter where they are fighting
them. They are our enemy, they are
our adversary, they are the people who
are out to kill and destroy us, whether
that is in Afghanistan or in Iraq. They
are a global terrorist network intent
on destroying us and our allies.

Our young men and women in uni-
form deserve to have this Defense au-
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thorization bill passed so they have the
funding and the equipment and the
weapons and the training and every-
thing that is necessary for them to suc-
ceed and to achieve their mission,
which is to protect us from terrorist
organizations and terrorist threats,
such as al-Qaida.

I have also heard it said that al-
Qaida is—there were a lot of quotes
today from the National Intelligence
Estimate about where the real threats
are around the world, but I have to
read for you what some of the judge-
ments and findings were of the Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate. It says:

We assess the greatly increased worldwide
counterterrorism efforts over the past 5
years have constrained the ability of al-
Qaida to attack the U.S. homeland again and
have led terrorist groups to perceive the
homeland as a harder target to strike than
before 9/11. These measures have helped dis-
rupt known plots against the United States
since 9/11.

That is the good news.

But it goes on to say:

We assess that al-Qaida will continue to
advance its capabilities to attack the home-
land through greater cooperation with re-
gional terrorist groups. Of note: We assess
that al-Qaida will probably seek to leverage
the contacts and capabilities of al-Qaida in
Iraq, its most visible and capable affiliate
and the only one known to have expressed a
desire to attack the homeland.

In addition, we assess that its association
with al-Qaida in Iraq helps al-Qaida to ener-
gize the broader Sunni extremist commu-
nity, raise resources, and to recruit and in-
doctrinate operatives, including for home-
land attacks.

We assess that al-Qaida will continue to
try to acquire and employ chemical, biologi-
cal, radiological and nuclear material in at-
tacks and would not hesitate to use them if
it develops what it deems to be sufficient ca-
pability.

That is what the National Intel-
ligence Estimate has to say about our
enemy and what their capabilities are.
And again, I have to reiterate that I
think, as I have listened to this debate
throughout the course of the day, that
people continue to make a discrepancy
between Afghanistan, the good war,
and Iraq, the bad war. The problem is,
it is the same enemy, it is the same al-
Qaida, intent on the same objective to
kill and destroy Americans. We have to
fight al-Qaida every place we can to
make sure they do not take that war
right here and those attacks of the
United States to our homeland.

Debating a change in policy in Iraaq,
particularly given what we just did last
May, is premature, and that is why I
am going to oppose the Levin-Reed
amendment.

This past May, the Senate passed the
2007 Iraq supplemental which required
two reports by the President. The first
was released just days ago, and the sec-
ond will be released in September.
These reports will assess whether the
Iraqi Government is making sufficient
progress with respect to the 18 bench-
marks. The interim July report stated
that we are making satisfactory
progress toward meeting 8 of the 18
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benchmarks. While there is much work
that remains to be done, the new strat-
egy is still in its early stages.

We need to make sure our forces can
set the conditions for that progress to
continue and to succeed. There have
been some encouraging signs, but we
will not see the full effect of this new
strategy until General Petraeus’s Sep-
tember report. This assessment will
provide a clearer picture of how the
new strategy is unfolding and what, if
any, adjustments should be made.

But I reiterate, that was in May. This
Senate acted on an Iraq supplemental
in May requiring those two reports. We
just received the first report. The final
report we will get in September, and
yet here we are today once again de-
bating withdrawal resolutions before
we have even given our commanders
and our troops an opportunity to suc-
ceed in this new strategy.

The surge operation is intended to
clear insurgent opposition so that we
can protect the Iraqi population and
provide the Iraqi Government a stable
environment in which to conduct their
business. I have said on several occa-
sions that my support for this war is
not open-ended. But we have to give
General Petraeus and Ambassador
Crocker a chance.

We have a viable plan in place to
gauge the surge operation, success of
the Iraqi Government, and I cannot
support a plan such as this, the Levin-
Reed amendment, to abandon the legis-
lative provisions we have already en-
acted. Congress cannot legislate the
war strategy, nor do we have the exper-
tise, the staff, or the constitutional au-
thority to micromanage the war.
American generals in Iraq, not politi-
cians in Washington, should decide how
to fight wars. What we are doing as leg-
islators right now is trying to get into
the middle of that very important
chain of command.

As legislators, our actions on this
war have not been consistent. On the
one hand, we unanimously confirmed
General Petraeus with the hopes that
he could bring stability to Iraq; then,
on the other hand, we at every turn
consider Iraq withdrawal language here
on the floor of the Senate. So we keep
sending conflicting signals.

I would remind my colleagues that
back in March, the vote to confirm
General Petraeus was 81 to 0. Eighty-
one Senators—no Senators objecting—
voted to give him this new responsi-
bility, to entrust him with this very
difficult task. Then, in May, we said we
would give him at least until Sep-
tember, when he would report back to
us about the progress he has made. No
one said the progress was going to take
place quickly. We have to be realistic
about the pace and scope of change in
Iraq. But mandating timelines for
withdrawal or other amendments like
reauthorizations of the war are not the
answer. We are too eager to declare the
surge a failure before it has even been
fully implemented.

This debate should not be about how
quickly we can withdraw but how
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quickly we can succeed in Iraq so that
our troops can come home. Now, sadly,
many of the provisions we have been
discussing here on the floor of the Sen-
ate are politically motivated by legis-
lators thousands of miles away from
the battlefield.

During the course of the endless Iraq
policy debate, there have been state-
ments from the Democratic leadership
such as:

We are going to pick up Senate seats be-
cause of this war.

And:

We will break them, the Republicans, be-
cause they are looking extinction in the eye.

Those are direct quotes. These are
not legitimate policy statements but
the sad politicization of the war on ter-
ror.

I would add to those some other
statements that have been made more
recently. Someone said today, earlier
this evening, that this has been charac-
terized as a publicity stunt, keeping
the Senate in all night. Members on
the other side have gotten up and re-
acted to this and said this is not a pub-
licity stunt. Well, you have a senior
Democratic aide on FOX News who
said: Is this a publicity stunt? Yes. You
have the majority leader saying: I do
not know if we will get 60 votes, but I
will tell you, there are 21 Republicans
up for reelection this time. You have
other statements by the majority lead-
er saying: We are going to pick up Sen-
ate seats as a result of this war. Sen-
ator SCHUMER has shown me numbers
that are compelling and astounding.

I do not condemn my colleagues for
their legitimate Iraq policy positions.
As Senators, we have a right to offer
amendments. But I would again stress
that I believe this is not the time to
debate this question. We have made it
very clear in previous legislation that
the time for that debate will be in Sep-
tember of this year. I fear that the cur-
rent Iraq policy debate taking place on
the Defense authorization bill will en-
danger its passage. This is a bill which,
as I said earlier, specifically is de-
signed to increase the size of the Army
and the Marine Corps, provide in-
creased authorization to purchase more
MRAP vehicles, provide a 3.5-percent
pay increase across the board for our
troops, and further empower the Army
and Air Force National Guard. We
should not endanger this bill when we
can have a full and comprehensive de-
bate on Iraq in September, which is
what this body, this Congress specifi-
cally directed as recently as May.

As a member of the Armed Services
Committee, I am committed to seeing
this bill pass on the floor of the Senate.
I believe it would be a complete failure
of leadership on our part if we failed to
pass this very vital measure, while our
men and women are engaged in a dif-
ficult conflict.

I will not support amendments to
mandate a strategic military shift by
force of law. As I have said multiple
times, Congress should not, Congress
must not get into the habit of inter-
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jecting itself into the military chain of
command. To do so invites disaster and
moves our country through the
premise of conducting wars and mili-
tary operations with one commander in
chief to fighting wars by committee.
And history has proven and shown that
fighting wars by committee does not
work.

Last week, I attended the funeral of
SSG Robb Rolfing. Sergeant Rolfing
was an Army green beret killed in ac-
tion by insurgents in Baghdad. And I
have to say that, again, he was a young
man who was incredibly skilled and
gifted, someone who had tremendous
success in academics, in athletics, was
an inventor, was a very gifted young
man, someone who had demonstrated
great leadership abilities, someone
with a big heart, someone who always
gave all to everything he had no mat-
ter what he did.

After September 11, he was compelled
to the service of his country. As he did
with everything, he wanted to do the
best, and he became the best, he was
the best of the best. He was a green
beret. Before his tragic death, Sergeant
Rolfing expressed to his family that he
believed in what he was doing and
there were good things happening in

Iraq, that the whole story was not
being told.
Well, Sergeant Rolfing’s voice may

be silent, but his message is not. I will
honor Sergeant Rolfing’s sacrifice in
my own way—by allowing our troops,
led by General Petraeus, to continue
the work they believe in and work that
I believe in.

Our obligation to the troops and our
efforts in Iraq extend far beyond these
benchmarks. We all want our troops to
begin coming home, but we must first
set the conditions for that to happen,
without risking a humanitarian dis-
aster in Iraq, sanctuaries for terrorists,
or a broader regional conflict. If you do
not believe what I say, there are a lot
of people who know a lot more about
this subject than I do who have come
to the very same conclusion.

You can look at the comments of
GEN Anthony Zinni, who has said:

We cannot simply pull out of Iraq, as much
as we may want to. The consequences of a
destabilized and chaotic Iraq, sitting in the
center of a critical region of the world, could
have catastrophic implications. There is no
short-term solution. It will take years to
stabilize Iraq. How many? I believe at least
5to".

Well, I hope he is wrong. I hope it
does not take 5 to 7 years. It is very
clear from the experts in this region of
the world who have repeatedly stated
the great risk and danger we put our
troops and we put the region and we
put the United States in if we abandon
this important mission without fin-
ishing it.

The Iraq Study Group—the Baker-
Hamilton report—has been quoted a lot
on the floor during the course of this
debate, sometimes selectively. But I
also wish to quote for you what that
particular report said.
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It said:

Because of the importance of Iraq, the po-
tential for catastrophe in the role and the
commitments of the United States in initi-
ating events that have led to the current sit-
uation, we believe it would be wrong for the
United States to abandon the country
through a precipitous withdrawal of troops
and support.

A premature American departure from Iraqg
would almost certainly produce greater sec-
tarian violence and further deterioration of
conditions leading to a number of adverse
consequences outlined above. The near-term
result would be a significant power vacuum,
greater human suffering, regional desta-
bilization and a threat to the global econ-
omy.

Al-Qaida would depict our withdrawal as a
historic victory. If we leave and Iraq de-
scends into chaos, the long-range con-
sequences could eventually require the
United States to return.

That is the Iraq Study Group Baker-
Hamilton report, which I think also
points out the very serious and disas-
trous risks we face, the consequences
we face of quitting before this job is
done.

Former Secretary of State Henry
Kissinger said:

Precipitous withdrawal would produce a
disaster, one that would not end the war but
shift it to other areas like Lebanon, or Jor-
dan or Saudi Arabia, produce greater vio-
lence among Iraqi factions and embolden
radical Islamists around the world.

Those are people who, as I said, are
incredibly knowledgeable, people who
have great experience in this region of
the world.

But I would like to share with you
too, if I might, a letter or an e-mail 1
received from a soldier who has spent a
good amount of time in Iraq. Here is
what he said:

I hope that you do not defect from the cur-
rent policy on Iraq.

And this came into my office in the
last couple of days.

Having served there for over 7 months, I
know first-hand that this is a fight that is
worth fighting and winning. To admit defeat
and pull out now would be dishonorable to
those that have served. Please allow the
military to conduct the war in Iraq and not
the politicians. The military commanders
are professional soldiers. How many of the
members of the Senate have ever served in
the military or even know the sacrifices that
are endured each and every day? Watching
the news, listening to briefings, or going and
visiting for a couple of days to the war-torn
nation is not ‘‘experience.”” When the com-
manders say it is time to leave, it is time to
leave. Please respect the input of one Marine
who has seen the sacrifice and lived the sac-
rifice and knows what is at stake if we aban-
don our post.

I think his sentiments capture very
effectively the way a lot of our soldiers
view these events.

I cannot speak from personal experi-
ence as this soldier can. I have visited
Iraq on three different occasions. I will
tell you that having been there basi-
cally three different times a year
apart, there has Dbeen significant
progress in some areas of the country.
When I went the last time, I went to
Ramadi, Fallujah, and Al Anbar Prov-
ince.
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In the Washington Post, one of the
headlines the week before we went over
there said, ‘“‘Armed and Ready in
Ramadi.” Well, if you look at what has
happened in Al Anbar Province—and
John Burns from the New York times
recently characterized that the capital
city of Anbar, Ramadi, has ‘‘gone from
being one of the most dangerous places
in Iraq to being one of the least dan-
gerous places.”

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. THUNE. I will yield.

Mr. MCCAIN. The Senator and I also
went together and saw at that time
how Ramadi and Fallujah were basi-
cally battlegrounds of enormous pro-
portions. Isn’t it true that recently
both Ramadi—particularly Ramadi,
but also Fallujah is a basically secure
area. The last time there has been an
attack at Ramadi—they have gone
many days. Yet somehow that escapes
the notice of some of our colleagues.

In fact, I don’t know if my friend
from South Dakota is, is aware of what
Lieutenant General Lamb, the British
lieutenant general, the deputy com-
mander of Multi-National Force, said
the other day when the growing senti-
ment in our Congress to bring U.S.
troops home sooner affected the mood
of troops deployed in Iraq.

He said: I find it a touch difficult be-
cause it was so clear to them that we
are making progress. It is not reflected
by those who are not in the fight but
are sitting back and making judgment
upon what they, the troops, can see
with absolute clarity.

I guess my question for the Senator
from South Dakota is, Is there a dis-
connect between the rhetoric we hear
and all of this stuff about how we are
losing—and the majority leader of the
Senate said we had lost—and the reali-
ties on the ground as reflected by the
men and who are fighting?

Mr. THUNE. My colleague from Ari-
zona, for whom I have the greatest re-
spect—and I have had the opportunity
to travel a couple of different times to
Iraq with you. I know you have been
back since then and have seen the
marked improvement in that region.

I know from having traveled there on
several different occasions and having
seen the progress that has taken place
and talked with the troops on the
ground, those who are there now and
those who have been there, as I visit
with them, both in my State and dif-
ferent places around the country, it is
very clear that they view this to be a
disconnect. They are very frustrated at
the fact, as I said—the soldier whose
funeral I attended, the green beret who
was Kkilled kicking down a door and was
shot by an al-Qaida insurgent, before
that happened expressed to his family
the incredible progress he had noted
and the fact that does not get ade-
quately covered back here.

I think that is a fair statement. The
letter, the e-mail I read from the ma-
rine here that I just received in the
last couple of days said the very same
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thing. Watching the news, listening to
the briefings, or going and visiting for
a couple of days to the war-torn nation
is not an experience. He believes that
we—as do I—that we ought to let our
commanders make decisions with re-
gard to our effort there.

I would also add that I believe Gen-
eral Petraeus, in whom I have great
confidence, will be very candid when he
comes before the Congress in Sep-
tember, and I think we ought to give
him and our troops an opportunity to
succeed. The strategy has just been
fully implemented as the troops have
arrived there just recently. In my view
it would be premature to do something
which would undermine their efforts,
and I think the debate we are having
here on this particular amendment
would do just that, if it is successful.

So I hope my colleagues will see their
way to do the right thing for our
troops, listen to the judgment of our
commanders, listen to what our troops
are saying, listen to what our enemies
are saying, because I think that is a
very relevant point as well. Look at
what Zawahari and bin Ladin are say-
ing about Iraq and its importance.
They realize full well that this is where
the battle line is drawn.

So I will, as we get to the final vote
tomorrow at 11 clock on cloture, I will
be voting against cloture.

Mr. WEBB. Would the Senator from
South Dakota agree that the United
States military is made up of people
with the same diversity of political
views as the country at large?

Mr. THUNE. I don’t profess to know
the answer to what political persuasion
the members of our military are.

Reclaiming my time——

Mr. MCCAIN. Regular order.

Mr. THUNE. Reclaiming my time, if
I could answer the question of the Sen-
ator from Virginia, I talk to military
personnel all the time. I have heard, as
I have heard you express, a poll that
the military doesn’t like what we are
doing in Iraq. That has certainly not
been my experience in any conversa-
tion I have had with any member of the
military. I would question any poll re-
sult that would conclude what you
have stated, as I have heard you state,
with regard to the views of our mili-
tary about our work in Iraq.

Mr. WEBB. If I may clarify the polls
for the Senator.

Mr. THUNE. Go ahead.

Mr. McCAIN. Regular order, Madam
President.

Mr. WEBB. Excuse me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator can only yield for a question.

Mr. THUNE. I will continue. I appre-
ciate the comments of my friend from
Virginia. I have to say——

Mr. WEBB. If I may say, it is more
than one poll.

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, re-
claiming my time——

Mr. McCCAIN. Madam President, we
have to observe the regular order here
in the Senate. The Senator from Vir-
ginia is clearly not observing the reg-
ular order.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota has the floor.

Mr. THUNE. Thank you, Madam
President.

Let me say, as someone who has been
to the area—my understanding is that
the Senator from Virginia has not
traveled to Iraq; perhaps his experience
in visiting with members of the mili-
tary is different from mine—I have
talked regularly with members of the
military. As I have noted from the
communication I received from this
marine, it was reflective of the general
response I get whenever I talk about
what is happening in Iraq with mem-
bers who are there currently. I think
that is very reflective of the general
overall view of those who wear the uni-
form of the United States. They believe
in our mission, what we are doing.
They want to give the strategy a
chance to succeed. I believe we need to
do that. I hope we will be able to defeat
the Levin-Reed amendment when it
comes up for a vote tomorrow.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Ms. CANTWELL. Madam President, I
rise because I believe we need to have
an up-or-down vote on the bipartisan
Levin-Reed amendment. I believe it is
time to change course in Iraq. I believe
a majority of the Senate believes we
need to change course in Iraq and
change the combat role the United
States is playing to a role of support.
We have lost more than 3,600 U.S. sol-
diers, and my State of Washington has
been deeply involved from the very be-
ginning, from the deployment of the
USS Abraham Lincoln to the service of
the Stryker brigade from Fort Lewis
and the continued service of that bri-
gade on the front lines in Iraq today.
The Stryker brigade has suffered se-
vere casualties, and they continue to
serve us well.

The cost of this war has been great,
over $450 billion. The United States is
now spending $10 billion a month in
Iraq. What we are asking is the ability
to find out whether a majority of the
Senate supports changing the course in
Iraq. By filibustering, the other side is
preventing us from finding that out. I
am not saying I don’t support the
rights of the minority to filibuster. I
do. But I also respect the strong desire
by the American people to see where
every Senator stands on this proposal
to change the course in Iraq being pro-
posed today. That is what the debate is
about, whether we are going to see how
each Senator votes on this issue. If the
filibuster continues, we won’t see that
vote.

Some people have talked about the
surge. I respect those who believe and
advocate for the surge. I do not support
the surge as a strategy. This Senator
bought into the milestones that this
body approved in the Warner-Frist
amendment. I believed in a bipartisan
effort of 79 Senators, in legislation that
was a part of the Defense authorization
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act that was then signed by the Presi-
dent of the United States in January
2006.

The Warner-Frist amendment said, in
a bipartisan fashion, what this body
wanted to see happen in Iraq. It said
that 2006 should be the year of signifi-
cant transition. We said that 2006 is
when Iraqi Security Forces should take
the lead. That is when they should cre-
ate conditions for a phased redeploy-
ment of United States forces from Iraq.
That was the goal at the end 2006. I
took those goals seriously.

The Warner-Frist amendment said we
should be telling the leaders of all
groups and all political parties in Iraq
that in 2006 they needed to make the
political compromises necessary to
achieve the broad, sustainable political
settlements that were essential for
bringing Iraq together and defeating
the insurgents. Even during that time
period, President Talabani of Iraq said
that by the end of 2006 they would be
able to take over all 18 provinces under
their security. So, yes, this Senator
was greatly disappointed when those
goals were not met. Again, I did not
support the surge because the 2006
milestones were not met. It showed
that we were not making sufficient
progress in Iraq and needed a change of
course.

And by any measure today, the Iraqis
have not and are not making progress
on the political and security bench-
marks that need to be achieved.
Debaathification reform, amendments
to the Iraqi Constitution, the passage
of an oil law—all of these things are
being stymied. Only seven of the 18
provinces have acquired full responsi-
bility for their own security, even
though there are 349,000 Iraqi security
forces that have been trained and
equipped.

The violence continues in Iraq, ev-
erywhere from Kirkuk to Basra. This
Senator wants to see a change in how
we are approaching this situation. I
want to see more of an aggressive ef-
fort on diplomacy and international
engagement to press for political solu-
tions to stabilize Iraq.

This is what the Iraq Study Group
called for. It said:

The United States should immediately
launch a new diplomatic offensive to build
international consensus for stability in Iraq
and the region.

That is what the Iraq Study Group
recommended. It saw that at the heart
of the violence in Iraq were political
disagreements causing a lot of turmoil
within the country. Those disputes re-
quire a diplomatic and political solu-
tion.

I believe this is what is at the core of
the Levin-Reed amendment—a strategy
to press for a political solution. I know
my colleagues disagree on dates and
guidelines in the amendment. However,
I believe in the Levin-Reed amend-
ment, which calls for a comprehensive
diplomatic, political, and economic
strategy that includes sustained en-
gagement with Iraq’s neighbors and the
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international community for the pur-
poses of collectively bringing stability
to that region. I applaud Senator
HAGEL for including language in this
amendment requiring the TUnited
States to work with the United Nations
to appoint an international mediator
for Iraq.

I know people believe the United
States should continue to play a pri-
mary role in Iraqi disputes, but the
United Nations and United Nations Se-
curity Council must have a significant
role. The international community
should engage in these political and
ethnic issues that are stymying us. I
believe it is time for the international
community and the United States not
to be for the long, hard slog of deploy-
ment but for the long, hard slog of di-
plomacy. The Levin-Reed amendment
creates a framework for international
engagement that has been missing.

Why do I believe this is so impor-
tant? I believe this is important be-
cause I think one of the key bench-
marks we are missing that has caused
great consternation is the issue of eq-
uitable distribution of Iraqi oil rev-
enue. I wish the Iraqis had successfully
passed an oil law and it had stabilized
the region. It is no surprise that three
different regions of the country are
concerned about the distribution of oil
revenue. There is a lot of concern
about exactly who will have control
over the oil in those areas, how much
oil revenue will be distributed by the
federal government, and what role the
new Iraqi national oil company will
play. But also at the heart of this dis-
pute are Iraqi fears that, in the draft
oil law, there is a great deal of benefit
for foreign oil companies. In fact, the
Bush administration has pushed the
current draft of an oil law that allows
for the privatization of Iraqi oil.

I know that there is a dangerous per-
ception that somehow we went to Iraq
for oil. That was not something this
Senator believed. However, there have
been many statements that concern
me. In fact, Ahmed Chalabi was quoted
as saying:

American companies will have a big shot
at Iraqi oil.

Another European oil executive said:

For any oil company being in Iraq is like
being a kid in FAO Schwarz.

This Senator did not pay much atten-
tion to that, but I am paying attention
now to the fact that this current draft
of an oil law says the Iraqi National Oil
Company would have exclusive con-
trol—that is the federal entity—of just
17 of Iraq’s 80 known oil fields.

All the rest, along with all the undis-
covered oil, would be open to foreign
control. So the majority of oil in Iraq
would be open to foreign control. Why
is this such a big deal? It is important
because at one time Iraqi oil reserves
were seen as the second largest in the
world. Today they are probably some-
where between the third and fourth
largest oil reserves.

In fact, the Heritage Foundation, in
2003, released a paper advocating for
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the privatization of Iraq’s oil and argu-
ing that Iraq’s reconstruction and pri-
vatization of its o0il and gas sector
could become a model for oil industry
privatization in other OPEC states as
well.

I know that may be attractive to
people who think we should stay there
and somehow glom on to Iraqi oil. This
Senator does not believe that is what
we should be doing.

I know that many people have men-
tioned former Secretary of State Kis-
singer’s recent policy op-ed piece. He
said we cannot allow the Iraqi energy
supply to be controlled by a country
with Iran’s revolutionary and taunting
foreign policy. He suggested that, if we
leave and Iran takes over, they will
have control of the Iraqi oil. But I
would refer those who agree with Kis-
singer to the Iraq Study Group’s con-
clusion:

The United States can begin to shape a
positive climate for diplomatic efforts inter-
nationally with Iraq through public state-
ments that reject the notion that the United
States seeks to control Iraq’s oil or seeks to
have permanent bases within Iraq.

We are sending the wrong message in
Iraq if we continue to support a policy
that gives the Iraqi people and the
Iraqi Government the notion that we
are there to try to control the oil.

Like the Iraq Study Group, I believe
the international community and
international energy companies should
invest in Iraqi oil. Foreign expertise in
investment is important to upgrading
the infrastructure and boosting produc-
tion. But that international involve-
ment must come at Iraq’s initiative,
and the Iraqi people must decide what
level of foreign participation is best for
their country.

We need to send the Iraqi people, the
people of the Middle East, and the
world a message that is loud and
clear—we do not intend to stay in Iraq
for their oil. To that end, I am happy
to cosponsor with my colleague Sen-
ator BIDEN a resolution that calls on us
to clearly articulate that we have no
intention of keeping permanent U.S.
bases in Iraq or any intentions of exer-
cising control over Iraqi oil.

Before we went into Iraq, there were
a lot of people, including the Vice
President, who said we would get X
million barrels a day from Iraq.
Former Secretary of Defense Paul
Wolfowitz estimated at one point in
time the oil revenues of that country
would bring us between $50 and $100 bil-
lion over the next 2 to 3 years. One
State Department spokesperson said
oil would be the ‘‘engine of Iraq’s re-
construction. No one is talking about a
Marshall plan for Iraq because the oil
will take care of that.”

That did not happen. Today we see a
bogged-down political process in Iraq
because they are fighting over oil. We
can move ahead, and this amendment
by my colleagues Senators LEVIN and
REED gives us the framework to do
that. Our efforts here in the Senate are
moving forward on a diversified plan to
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get off our overdependence on Middle
East oil. They are also critically im-
portant.

I know some would say: Well, it is
important that we make sure that ter-
rorists don’t get their hands on Iraqi
0il money. I would remind my col-
leagues that a U.S. Government report
that was obtained by the New York
Times said many insurgents involved
in terrorist attacks in Iraq are already
raising $25 to $100 million a year from
oil smuggling and criminal activities.

It is important to secure Iraqi oil in-
frastructure and for the Iraqis to re-
solve their disputes over oil rights.

I believe we should move ahead on a
framework that has more international
involvement. The United States and
the international community should be
trying to bring Iraqis together to reach
compromises on these important
issues. I believe this is something the
United States can achieve.

Some people may look at the prob-
lems in Iraq, the ongoing ethnic vio-
lence, the division between the Sunnis
and Shiites and the Kurds, and think it
is impossible to stabilize the country.
But the United States has stepped up
to serious international challenges in
the past and stabilized new govern-
ments that have also been plagued by
ethnic violence and long histories of
dispute.

How did we do it? All we have to do
is look at the former Yugoslavia where
the international community got to-
gether with various parties, from the
European Union to Russia to NATO to
countries in the region, and built a
framework that ended serious ethnic
violence. The civil war in Bosnia re-
sulted in 100,000 to 110,000 deaths. While
it is not on the same scale as the chal-
lenges we face in Iraq, the peace the
United States was able to help achieve
was nonetheless remarkable.

We must do the same thing in Iraq.
We need the help of the United Na-
tions, the Arab League, and the rest of
Iraq’s neighbors, and we need the
framework in the amendment my col-
leagues Senators LEVIN and REED have
authored. It would put us on a path to-
ward a real comprehensive diplomatic
and political solution for Iraq.

We deserve the chance to have an up
or down vote on the Levin-Reed amend-
ment. It is now an important time for
us to realize that the benchmarks we
set have not, and are not, being met.
We need a change of course in Iraq. We
need to have more involvement by the
international community in solving
the political problems on the ground.
The Levin-Reed amendment would
make a strong statement about what
the U.S. hopes to achieve in stabilizing
the Iraqi government. And we need to
put to rest the notion that the United
States will stay in Iraq for oil or for
permanent U.S. bases. We cannot con-
tinue in an endless combat role in Iraq.

We need to change the course, and we
can have a policy that allows us to do
that by holding an up or down vote on
this amendment today.
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I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE). The Senator from Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, first of
all, I express my profound gratitude to
my friend and colleague from Arizona,
Senator McCAIN, the ranking member
of the Armed Services Committee, for
his unsurpassed and exemplary leader-
ship on so many defense and national
security issues throughout his distin-
guished career.

I rise to speak to the monumental,
consequential matter before us with re-
gard to the future course of the United
States and our courageous men and
women in Iraq, and specifically to ex-
press my support and cosponsorship of
the amendment that is presently before
the Senate that has been authored by
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, Senator LEVIN, and Sen-
ator REED of Rhode Island. I thank
them for their hard work and out-
standing leadership on this historic
matter.

I recognize that none of us arrives at
this debate lightly. In my 28-year ten-
ure in Congress, I have witnessed and
participated in debates on such vital
matters as Lebanon, Panama, the Per-
sian Gulf, Somalia, Bosnia, and
Kosovo. Indisputably, a myriad of deep-
1y held beliefs were expressed on those
pivotal matters—some in concert, some
complimentary, some in conflict. Yet,
without question, all were rooted in
mutual concern for and love of our
great Nation. Without question, that
remains so today with the various pro-
posals that are before us.

I remind my colleagues in the Senate
that the framework that has been em-
braced in the amendment authored by
Senator LEVIN and Senator REED is one
that is not without precedent through-
out our history in the actions taken by
this institution in previous conflicts.
So it is not a departure from precedent
but very consistent with precedent in
the past. Where we make decisions to
impose our imprint on a longstanding
conflict is obviously of critical con-
sequence to this Nation.

In my view, 4% years following the
commencement of our military oper-
ations in Iraq, and 6 months after the
troop surge was announced and was ini-
tiated, we now stand at the crossroads
between help and reality with respect
to the Iraqi Government’s ability or
even willingness to achieve national
reconciliation for its own country and
its own people.

The time has come to address that
reality. The time has come to deter-
mine if our military and our strategy
should continue on the basis of perpet-
ually hoping the Iraqis will succeed or
whether they actually possess the de-
sire and the drive to place their na-
tional interest above their sectarian
ambitions.

In my considered examination and
analysis, taking into account my visits
to Irag—most recently in May—the
facts and information we already have
had at hand, the record of serial in-
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transigence on the part of the Iraaqi
Government regarding its inability to
forge the political underpinnings essen-
tial for national reconciliation, and the
fact there is universal agreement that
a military solution alone is not pos-
sible, I believe a dramatic and funda-
mental change in our strategy in Iraq
is essential and that Congress must re-
quire it based on that reality.

Because while the hands of time have
now advanced in what has been de-
scribed as sort of the 11th hour for
Iraqi political reconciliation, in fact,
in many ways, I see progress has moved
in a regressive fashion. We can no
longer afford to place more American
service men and women in harm’s way
to instill a peace that the Iraqis seem
unwilling to seek for themselves.

I do not come to this conclusion cas-
ually or abruptly. Far from it. Indeed,
following the President’s address to the
Nation in January, in which he un-
veiled a ‘‘New Way Forward in Iraq”
through primarily increasing troop lev-
els, I was among the first to publicly
oppose that plan. In my view, it ad-
dressed neither the root cause of the
violence in Iraq that was fueled by
longstanding and deep-seated sectarian
conflicts, nor the failure of the Iraqi
Government to either demonstrate the
will or capacity to quell that sectarian
violence.

It is incumbent upon the Iraqi people
and their Government to work toward
their own national unity. At that junc-
ture, when we were about to assume
even greater risk on behalf of the fu-
ture of Iraq, there was, frankly, no
compelling evidence that the Iraqis
were willing to assume similar risks
for a united future that only they can
truly secure.

Therefore, I then joined my col-
leagues Senators BIDEN, LEVIN, and
HAGEL, in introducing a Senate resolu-
tion that opposed the surge and instead
would have urged the President to in-
crease our counterterrorism efforts,
maintain the territorial integrity of
Iraaq, promote regional stability
through a renewed diplomatic offen-
sive, and continue the training of the
Iraqi security forces—all without with-
drawing precipitously.

I said at the time that it was essen-
tial for the Congress to make our
voices heard in a policy that has sig-
nificant implications not only for our
Nation and the Middle East but, in-
deed, the world community. I believe
our bipartisan proposal would have of-
fered a clear expression for a new strat-
egy that would have compelled, in the
words of the resolution itself, ‘‘the
Iraqi political leaders to make the po-
litical compromises necessary to end
the violence.” TUnfortunately, the
measure did not generate sufficient
support at the time, and now we find
ourselves confronting a similar situa-
tion only 6 months later.

In May, I traveled again to Iraaq,
where the good news was mixed and the
bad news was deeply disturbing. First
and foremost, I want to say our troops



July 17, 2007

were performing superbly and coura-
geously and in an extremely complex
and challenging environment. I am cer-
tain every Member of this body would
agree when I say the men and women
fighting for this great Nation are inte-
gral members of the most professional
and dedicated military the world has
ever witnessed. So there is no ques-
tion—no question—of our troops’ he-
roic commitment.

Indeed, I witnessed the improved se-
curity situation, as has been men-
tioned many times on the floor, in
Ramadi. I was part of the first congres-
sional group to travel into downtown
Ramadi and visit a joint security post.
In that city, the tribal sheiks and the
Iraqi forces have begun to work in con-
junction with our own forces to fight a
common enemy, and that common
enemy is al-Qaida. We know the suc-
cess, and clearly it was a model of suc-
cess and cooperation. However, we also
were told that what worked in Anbar
might not necessarily work in the
other provinces, that the threat varies
from province to province, as we have
already discovered. The threat varies
from city to city, and the threat is
multidimensional. What we have wit-
nessed in Anbar where the ‘‘enemy of
my enemy is also my enemy’’ does not
necessarily suggest that it can apply
across the board and may not be a
model that can be replicated in other
provinces and in other cities. Cer-
tainly, we should use it where it can
work and can be applied, but certainly
it may not be possible in all of the
other areas within Iraq, because the
common enemy within al-Anbar was, of
course, al-Qaida.

So I happen to believe it is abun-
dantly apparent that we must send a
strong message to the Iraqi Govern-
ment that by linking our continued
strategy in Iraq to the level of progress
they made in attaining the political
benchmarks they themselves had
agreed to were so central to securing
an Iraqi Nation. After all, by the Presi-
dent’s own account, the Baghdad Secu-
rity Plan, the surge, was designed to be
the final window of opportunity for the
Iraqis to institute those benchmarks.
They had to know it was a window we
would close if they did not act with
commensurate urgency.

That is why, upon my return from
Iraq, I, along with my colleague, Sen-
ator BAYH from Indiana, introduced bi-
partisan legislation that would have
required the Iraqi Government to meet
the benchmarks outlined by the Iraq
Study Group and the administration. If
the Iraqi Government failed to do so,
our bill directed that the surge forces
would redeploy and the remaining
forces would transition to a far more
limited mission that included the
training and equipping of the Iraqi
forces, assisting the deployed Iraqi bri-
gades with intelligence, transpor-
tation, air support, and logistics, pro-
tecting U.S. and coalition personnel
and infrastructure, and maintaining
rapid reaction teams to undertake
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counterterrorism missions against al-
Qaida.

I argued in May that we are at a crit-
ical juncture and that we were at a
point where we must be pivoting to-
ward a policy that responsibly brings
us to a resolution on the future course
of America’s involvement in Iraq. I be-
lieved at the time the bipartisan legis-
lation that I introduced with Senator
BAYH would place the onus and the bur-
den rightfully where it belongs—on the
Iraqi Government and its political
leaders to enact and to implement the
benchmarks that, again, they them-
selves had pledged to achieve.

Our legislation would have required
General Petraeus to come before the
Congress and testify 14 days following
his September report and, if the polit-
ical benchmarks had not been met, to
submit a plan on phased redeployment
of the surge troops associated with the
Baghdad security plan and a change in
mission for all of the troops, con-
sistent, again, with the recommenda-
tions set forth by the Iraq Study Group
report.

Senator BAYH and I crafted the bill
with the intent of garnering bipartisan
support and called for not a mandate
but, rather, an objective of completing
the transition and redeployment 6
months later—which would have been
approximately the end of March 2008.

As I said at the time, we cannot fur-
ther countenance political intran-
sigence on the part of the Iraqi Govern-
ment, while our men and women are on
the front lines confronting sacrifices
and making sacrifices each and every
day. I am pleased that many elements
of the Snowe-Bayh bill were included
in the measure that was drafted by our
esteemed colleague Senator WARNER,
which was incorporated into the sup-
plemental legislation which the Senate
passed on May 24 and that became law,
which established the 18 benchmarks to
evaluate the performance of the Iraqi
Government.

Yet here we are now, nearly 2 months
from the passage of that supplemental,
and coming off the bloodiest 3-month
period for American troops since the
war began, with 331 deaths in that pe-
riod, and more than 600 since the surge
began. And yet, as last week’s White
House interim report only underscored,
there still has been no significant
progress on any of the political bench-
marks whatsoever.

Among other failures, they have not
passed an oil law which fairly divides
oil revenue among Iraq’s ethnicities
and religious sects. Last month, the
largest Sunni political grouping an-
nounced its four Cabinet ministers
were boycotting the Government and
were withdrawing its 44 members from
the Parliament, and there was a ‘‘no
confidence” vote scheduled to take
place even against Prime Minister
Maliki. Perhaps most incredible, given
this stunning lack of progress, is the
fact that the Iraqi Parliament will not
be in session for the entire month of
August.
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That effectively means that the Iraq
Parliament—even assuming—even as-
suming—they can attain the required
quorum to conduct their affairs given
that in the past 2 months, the Par-
liament has had considerable difficulty
obtaining a quorum and has rarely had
enough members in the chamber to
vote—has another 3 weeks remaining
in session before the month of Sep-
tember arrives; all the while, our sol-
diers continue the battle, while the
Iraqi Government will take a recess,
having failed to make significant
progress on any of the benchmarks in-
cluded in the supplemental bill we
passed 2 months ago.

These stark facts have led our top
military, diplomatic, and intelligence
officials in Iraq to the conclusion that
the political reconciliation which the
surge was meant to facilitate is not
being undertaken. Last month, General
Petraeus stated that conditions in Iraq
will not improve sufficiently by Sep-
tember to justify a drawdown of U.S.
military forces.

Thomas Fingar, the Deputy Director
of National Intelligence and chief of
the National Intelligence Council, tes-
tifying before the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee last week, stated that
while the government of Prime Min-
ister Nouri al-Maliki has made ‘‘lim-
ited progress on key legislation,” that
““scant common ground between Shias,
Sunnis and Kurds continues to polarize
politics.” Mr. Fingar even stated that
the majority Shiite bloc that Maliki
heads ‘‘does not present a unified
front.”

Let us also consider the words of key
Iraqi leaders themselves, which are
even more disturbing and telling. In-
deed, Iraq’s foreign minister said re-
cently that ‘“These are not your bench-
marks, these are our goals. Why do you
make it yours?”’ This, despite the fact
that American troops are selflessly
risking and giving their lives to make
it possible for such officials to achieve
the political, economic, and security
benchmarks which were agreed to in
September of last year by Iraq’s Polit-
ical Committee on National Security
and reaffirmed by the Presidency Coun-
cil on October 16.

So, frankly, given statements such as
these, it is not a surprise that, last
week, the administration issued a re-
port—the interim report—that found
that the Iraqi Government had failed
to accomplish any of these political ob-
jectives the Iraqis themselves set.

Let’s look at those deadlines and
those goals and the track record.

In October 2006, provincial elections
law, a date for provincial elections, and
a new hydrocarbon law—the new o0il
revenue-sharing law—were supposed to
be approved. But that deadline came
and went.

A debaathification law and a provin-
cial council authorities law were to be
enacted in November. But that dead-
line came and went.

In December they were to approve a
law demobilizing and disarming the
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militias. But that deadline came and
went.

The Constitutional Review Com-
mittee was to complete its work in
January, independent commissions
were to be formed in February, and a
constitutional amendments ref-
erendum was to be held, if required, in
March. But those deadlines also came
and went.

What does it suggest when a U.S. of-
ficial—and actually it is incorporated
in the interim report—recently ob-
served that political reconciliation is
largely trailing any advances in secu-
rity—calling it a ‘‘lagging indicator’’?
But if the Iraqi Government were truly
serious, shouldn’t concrete steps to-
ward reconciliation be the predictor—
shouldn’t it be a leading indicator—of
an inner fortitude and intention to ac-
complish those benchmarks that are
supposed to be happening in tandem
with the surge—if the surge was de-
signed to be that window of oppor-
tunity, to give the breathing space to
the Iraqi Government to create the
conditions on the ground that will
allow them to make the political com-
promises so essential to unifying their
country?

Security will only come through a
belief by the Iraqis that they will have
a political and economic future. That
is why Iraq’s fate is in the hands of the
Iraqi leadership and its Government.
The only way they will be able to se-
cure their future is to be able to quell
the sectarian violence, to integrate the
minority population, to create power-
sharing arrangements to diffuse the
sectarian conflicts. In that way only
can Iraq maintain its integrity as a
unitary state.

So I ask, if the intelligence commu-
nity assessed in February that ‘“‘with
the current winner-take-all attitude
and sectarian animosities affecting the
political scene the prospects for rec-
onciliation are bleak’—that is the in-
telligence community’s assessment—
and General Petraeus stated in March,
““there is no military solution” and
that “‘a political resolution . . . is cru-
cial,” and the general is quoted in the
Air Force Times last month saying
‘“‘counterinsurgency is roughly ... 80
percent political,” as codified in his
own counterinsurgency manual—and
the interesting part about that is in
that manual General Petraeus states
that the host nation has to win it on
its own, and that is exactly what the
surge was all about; it was to allow
them to accomplish those key political
goals that would demonstrate to the
Iraqi people they had a government
that was representative of all the peo-
ple and not just a few—and the Iraqi
Government has failed to accomplish
these political benchmarks that were
established by their own leadership and
the Government of Iraq, then doesn’t it
make sense to begin to choose an alter-
native course? Because it is difficult to
see the wisdom of this current strategy
without holding the Iraqis accountable,
the time has come to stand up and to
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speak out on behalf of the American
people to say that the current strategy
is unacceptable and the moment has
arrived to change that direction.

That is why I have joined with Sen-
ators LEVIN and REED on a bipartisan
basis because in my view, given the
record of demonstrated inaction on the
part of the Iraqi Government, we are
now beyond nonbinding measures. That
is what we have accomplished in the
last 6 months. We considered non-
binding measures. But now we are a
mere 2 months from General Petraeus’s
September report, with no demon-
strable evidence to suggest political
progress. What time is more important
than now, as we consider the pending
Defense authorization bill, to maxi-
mize our voice and opportunity to send
an unequivocal message that if the
Iraqis fail to chart a different course
politically, then we will chart a dif-
ferent course militarily?

The fact is, America requires more
than Iraq’s commitment to accom-
plishing the benchmarks that will lead
to a true national reconciliation. We
must see demonstrable results. That is
why we are at this critical juncture.
That is the answer to why now and why
wait until September. Because given
all we know, I happen to believe we
cannot lose precious time in delivering
an unmistakable message that the
Iraqi Government must take the con-
sensus-building measures necessary for
reconciliation.

For those who characterize this bill
as tantamount to a precipitous with-
drawal, let me say it is neither precipi-
tous nor a withdrawal. I urge my col-
leagues to read the legislation, to read
the amendment that has been drafted,
to actually look at the language. I
think it would be worthwhile, because
I have heard mischaracterizations of
what this legislation would accom-
plish. This legislation would result in
redeployment, a change in mission, and
reduced forces, but it does not sug-
gest—it does not require—a precipitous
withdrawal. In fact, it does not do that.
It would reduce our troops and change
our mission, beginning 120 days after
passage, while specifically allowing the
troops to remain for critical missions
such as counterinsurgency and attack-
ing al-Qaida, providing force protec-
tion, as well as training the Iraqis—
again, goals that are very consistent
with the Iraq Study Group.

I think it is very important for Mem-
bers of the Senate to read—to actually
read—the language which has been in-
corporated in the amendment that is
pending before the Senate, because it
requires a very different mandate than
has been described here on the floor of
the Senate. It is not a precipitous with-
drawal. In fact, it allows the discretion
to maintain troops by the commanders
in order to complete those missions as
described in the amendment that would
allow us to continue to train the Iraqis
and to fight al-Qaida.

Some of my colleagues have also
opined that this proposal will limit the
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President’s ability to conduct the war
on terror. Last week we heard the
President state that we are working to
defeat al-Qaida and other extremists
and aid the rise of an Iraqi Government
that can protect its people. Well, again,
this amendment rightly does nothing
to detract from that objective. In fact,
as I said, the amendment defers to the
commanders on the group to determine
the number of troops and forces nec-
essary to fight al-Qaida.

Specifically, the amendment empow-
ers the Secretary of Defense to deploy
and maintain members of the Armed
Forces in Iraq to engage in targeted
counterterrorism operations against
al-Qaida, al-Qaida-affiliated groups,
and other international terrorist orga-

nizations, which encompasses main-
taining Iraq’s territorial integrity
against terrorist groups, including

those backed by foreign countries. So
that is the reality of the language
which has been included in this amend-
ment that is pending before the Sen-
ate—not as some have described.

Furthermore, this measure would not
take effect until 120 days after the pas-
sage of this legislation—after the pas-
sage of the Defense authorization. Let
me note that in the last 4 years, the
earliest approval of the National De-
fense Authorization Act occurred on
October 17. That was the earliest date
in which it became law in each of the
last 4 years. So this isn’t rash. This is
reasoned, and this is responsible. In-
deed, the language crafted by Senator
HAGEL in the amendment also seeks to
internationalize our effort by calling
on the U.N. to appoint an international
mediator in Iraq and that the auspices
of the United Nations Security Coun-
cil, which has the authority of the
international community to engage po-
litical, religious, ethnic, and tribal
leaders in Iraq, and include them in the
political process. This mediator will
seek to bridge the divide between the
competing sects to bring stability to
Iraq and prevent a spillover into a civil
war.

The Levin-Reed amendment specifi-
cally states it shall be implemented as
part of a comprehensive, diplomatic,
political, and economic strategy that
includes sustained engagement with
Iraq’s neighbors and the international
community for the purposes of working
collectively to bring stability to Iraq.
As the Baker-Hamilton report con-
cluded, Iraqi political accommodations
can be achieved only within a construc-
tive regional framework supported by
the international community, a state-
ment that I believe highlights the ne-
cessity now in the United States to
refocus its policy, its leadership, and
its resources on directly helping the
Iraqis to establish an inclusive polit-
ical framework to begin to diffuse the
violence.

Finally, to those with concerns about
the April conclusion date included in
the Levin-Reed amendment, let me
also point out this is not an arbitrary
date the Congress imposed but, rather,
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it reflects the reality on the ground.
The ability to maintain this large force
in Iraq becomes virtually impossible
because of the overall size of the Army.
We cannot sustain current troop levels
in Iraq indefinitely. General Peter
Shoomaker, the prior Army Chief of
Staff, testified before the Senate
Armed Services Committee in March
that sustaining the troop increase in
Iraq beyond August would be a chal-
lenge, he said. In fact, Andrew
Krepinevich of the Center for Strategic
and Budgetary Assessments, told the
Senate Armed Services Committee in
April that our ground forces, the Army
in particular, are ‘‘broken’” or in dan-
ger of “‘breaking.” The reality is that
without significantly changing the
force structure or employing a ‘‘dif-
ferent force mix,”” we must begin to re-
deploy.

The bottom line is this is a defining
moment. It is a defining moment for
America’s policy in Iraq and it is a de-
fining moment for the Senate—indeed,
the entire Congress—as to whether we
are now prepared to assert our legisla-
tive prerogatives and authorities that
are not without precedent, as I said
earlier, to direct a different course and
to alter our strategy—a strategy that
reality warrants and demands. The de-
cision before us is one of grave con-
sequence because it is a matter of war.
It demands that we look past the rhet-
oric and the partisanship which often
enshrouds and clouds many of the most
significant issues of our time, and that
is certainly true with respect to this
war.

We expect passion to run high, but I
hope it doesn’t create the inability on
the part of our collective wisdom and
desire to do what is right and what is
best for our country and for the men
and women in uniform who are on the
front lines each and every day per-
forming magnificent sacrifices, as we
all well know, with the loss of lives we
have experienced in each of our States
across this country. Frankly, if it
weren’t for those men and women, you
know, we wouldn’t be the greatest Na-
tion on Earth, because they have
woven the fabric for greatness for this
country throughout the generations.

So I would hope that at this moment
in time, we can rise to the occasion and
that in spite of the spirited debate, we
can come together to try to resolve
this major question, because that is
what the American people want. That
is what my constituents want in the
State of Maine. They are hoping and
praying we can come together and
unite and to do what is right for this
country at this most challenging and
vexing and consequential moment in
our Nation’s history. I hope we can live
up to the moniker of the Senate as the
world’s greatest deliberative body, be-
cause certainly that moment is upon
us.

Thank you, Mr. President.

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

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Maine. I know she
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has thought long and hard about this
issue, and I appreciate her thoughtful
remarks. We are respectfully in dis-
agreement.

I wish to make a few points, and then
I know the Senator from Michigan and
others are waiting. I intend to, I tell
my colleagues, exercise my right of
recognition as we go from speaker to
speaker, as we are at 10 minutes of 3 in
the morning.

The Senator from Maine and others
have described this amendment in ways
I don’t quite agree with, including,
among other things, some confidence
in the United States permanent rep-
resentative to use the voice vote and
influence the United States and the
United Nations to seek the appoint-
ment of an international mediator in
Iraq under the auspices of the United
Nations Security Council. I am not pre-
pared to put the future of Iraq under an
international mediator of the United
Nations Security Council. The United
Nations Security Council’s record has
not been very good, whether it be Iran,
North Korea, or other crises, including
Bosnia where we had to go in basically
and bail them out.

In this resolution, I would call to the
attention of my colleagues that it says:
After the conclusion of reduction in
transition, the United States forces to
a limited presence as required by this
section, the Secretary of Defense may
deploy or maintain members of the
Armed Forces in Iraq only for the fol-
lowing missions, and the third one is
engaging in targeted counterterrorism
operations against al-Qaida, al-Qaida-
affiliated groups, and other inter-
national terrorist organizations.

How do you do that? How do you do
that? There are some people planting
IEDs who are going to kill our troops,
and you say: Excuse me, sir. Are you
al-Qaida or are you a Shiite militia?
Oh, you are a Shiite militia? Excuse
me.

What is that all about? That is one of
the most unrealistic scenarios I have
encountered in warfare. There is a de-
gree of naivete associated with this
resolution which is a disconnect be-
tween the reality of how warfare is
conducted and the utopian United Na-
tions Security Council international
mediator. Our troops can be there in
Iraq in diminished numbers, but they
can only engage in targeted counter-
terrorism operations against al-Qaida.
So I guess al-Qaida would be required
to wear T-shirts that say ‘‘al-Qaida.”
In that way, we would know, and it
would be OK—it would be OK: You are
al-Qaida? OK. A Shiite militia? Do
whatever you think.

It was al-Qaida that blew up the
Golden Dome mosque in Samara. Fol-
lowing that was horrendous sectarian
strife. We are finally getting around—
finally, belatedly—to asking those who
want this withdrawal and who support
this resolution to tell us what happens
if this strategy fails, if the pullout
fails. I quote from today’s Los Angeles
Times. It says:
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Many lawmakers who have pushed Presi-
dent Bush to bring troops home from Iraq
have not developed plans to deal with the vi-
olence that could follow a pullout, inter-
views with more than two dozen Democrats
and Republicans show. Many of them ac-
knowledge that Iraq might plunge into vi-
cious sectarian fighting, much like the eth-
nic cleansing that consumed Bosnia a decade
ago.

They acknowledge that Irag might
plunge into sectarian violence that
consumed Bosnia, which was so offen-
sive that we went into Bosnia to stop
it, but if it is in another part of the
world, then we won’t go in. In fact, the
article goes on to say:

“I wouldn’t be surprised if it is horren-
dous,” said House Appropriations Committee
Chairman David Obey, Democrat, Wisconsin,
who has helped lead the drive against the
war. 'The only hope for the Iraqis is their
own damned government, and there is slim
hope for that.”

More incredibly, the article goes on
to say:

Some proponents of a withdrawal decline
to discuss what the United States should do
if the violence increases. ‘‘That’s a hypo-
thetical. I'm not going to get into it,” said
Senate majority leader Harry Reid.

Senator REID is the one who an-
nounced on the floor of the Senate that
the war was lost. If the war is lost and
we are going to pull out, what is hypo-
thetical? What is hypothetical about
assessing the consequences of this
withdrawal?

Many Democrats, however, believe that
any increase in violence would be short-term
and argue that a troop drawdown eventually
would lead to a more stable Iraq and Middle
East.

I know of no expert who agrees with
that statement. I know of no one. In
fact, the Secretary General of the
United Nations, not exactly known as a
strong supporter of the war in Iraq,
said:

I would like to tell you that great caution
should be taken for the sake of the Iraqi peo-
ple. The international community cannot
and should not abandon them. Any abrupt
withdrawal or decision may lead to a further
deterioration of the situation in Iraq.

That is a statement by the Secretary
General of the United Nations.

I know my colleagues are waiting,
but I wish to point out again another
fact. General Petraeus came before the
Senate Armed Services Committee on
January 23, 2007. General Petraeus at
that time articulated the strategy
which would be employed and needed
to be employed and needed to be given
time to succeed. In fact, General
Petraeus was asked at his confirmation
hearings, which was later ratified by
this body by a vote—without a dis-
senting vote:

General Petraeus, in your view, since you
have been intimately involved in Iraq from
the beginning, suppose we announced tomor-
row that we would withdraw within 4 months
to 6 months. That happens to coincide with
the 120 day withdrawal that we are talking
about here. What are the results there in
Iraq and in the region?

GEN Petraeus: Well, sir, I think that sec-
tarian groups would obviously begin to stake
out their turf, try to expand their turf. They
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would do that by greatly increased ethnic
cleansing. There is a very real possibility of
involvement of countries from elsewhere in
the region entering Iraq to take sides with
one or the other groups. There is a possi-
bility certainly of an international terrorist
organization truly getting a grip on some
substantial piece of Iraq. There is the possi-
bility of problems in the global economy
should in fact this cause a disruption in the
flow of oil and a number of other potential
outcomes, none of which are positive.

That is what General Petraeus said
at his confirmation hearings. Every-
body confirmed him. Everybody knew
in this body what the mission was,
what they intended to do, what the
strategy was, and here we are a few
months later pulling the plug, or at-
tempting to pull the plug, on what
General Petraeus wants to do.

I am proud of the United States of
America that we went to Bosnia and
stopped the ethnic cleansing. I am
proud the United States of America
went to Kosovo and stopped ethnic
cleansing. I am ashamed we haven’t
gone to Darfur in some way and ef-
fected the stop of ethnic cleansing
there. I am ashamed we didn’t stop the
slaughter of hundreds of thousands of
people in Rwanda, and so are all of us.
That is a majority opinion in this
country and in this body. But now—but
now, in the case of Iraq:

I wouldn’t be surprised if it is horrendous.

“I wouldn’t be surprised if it is hor-
rendous.” That is what we are con-
demning the people of Iraq to. And on
the other side, the majority leader of
the Senate—and I apologize, because I
will ask him about it again on this
floor:

That’s a hypothetical. I'm not going to get
into it.

Now, I don’t know of anybody who
believes that is a hypothetical. The
fact is, when we leave there is going to
be a vacuum, there is going to be
chaos, and there is going to be geno-
cide. I can quote on the floor Henry
Kissinger, Brent Scowcroft, General
Lynch, General Petraeus, literally—
General Zinni, those who oppose our
presence in Iraq opposed the initial in-
vasion, and yet believe that at least we
should face up to and begin to address
the consequences of withdrawal. It is
not hypothetical. It is not hypo-
thetical.

I appreciate the courtesy of my col-
leagues, and I yield the floor.

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

Ms. STABENOW. Thank you, Mr.
President.

At this 3 o’clock hour in the morn-
ing, I think it is important to refocus
on exactly what the vote will be in the
morning as it relates to the issue in
front of us, the Levin-Reed amend-
ment. First, let me do this. Let me
thank Senator SNOWE, who was here a
moment ago, for her eloquence and her
courage in laying out the facts, and for
her thoughtfulness. I wish to thank our
Senate majority leader, Senator REID,
who has been laser focused on what, in
fact, we need to be doing to change the
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course in Iraq based on the facts, based
on the iron will of the American peo-
ple.

I appreciate all he has done to keep
us focused on this critical issue of our
time.

I also thank Senator CARL LEVIN, my
senior Senator from Michigan. We are
very proud of him in Michigan for all
he does, advocating for our troops and
for a foreign policy and an armed serv-
ices policy that makes sense for our
country, for all of us. I thank Senators
LEVIN and JACK REED for introducing
an amendment that is currently being
filibustered.

What we have in front of us and what
we are doing is demonstrating through
this all-night debate—which is very im-
portant, regardless of where someone
comes from on this issue; it is very im-
portant that we have this debate and
discussion. I appreciate all of my col-
leagues expressing themselves. What
we have in front of us is the question of
whether we are going to end a fili-
buster tomorrow, and whether we are
going to have an opportunity to have a
simple majority vote—a yes-or-no
vote—on a change in direction in Iraq,
which would in fact change the mission
by next year, by April 30 of next year.
I find it amazing that our men and
women right now who are fighting for
democracy, fighting for majority rule—
to put together a coalition to create a
working majority and that the major-
ity should rule. Yet here we are not al-
lowed to have the majority make the
decision—a majority being 51, or in
this case 50 at the moment, being able
to vote and determine what the policy
is.

Last week, we had a very significant
debate and issue in front of us that
Senator WEBB from Virginia brought
forward in terms of supporting our
troops, supporting them as it relates to
the deployment and redeployment poli-
cies right now for our National Guard
and our full-time military. There were
56 members—a clear majority of this
body—who voted for that policy, that
change in policy. So if you are de-
ployed for 12 months, you would be
home on dwell time for 12 months with
your family and with an opportunity to
be retrained, to regroup, in order to be
able to go back. Fifty-six members, a
clear majority, said yes. Yet we were
stopped. Why? Because our Republican
colleagues insist on filibustering and
not allowing a vote.

We are saying to the other side of the
aisle, let us vote. Let us do what we as-
sume everybody in the American public
assumes in a democracy with a major-
ity, that the majority would have their
say, that whoever is in the majority
has an opportunity to win a vote. But
that is not the case anymore in the
Senate. We are not talking about 50 or
51 but 60. So we have in front of us a
filibuster that is going on as to wheth-
er we will even vote on a policy that
has a majority of this Senate, and it is
clearly supported by a majority of the
American people.
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(Mr. DURBIN assumed the Chair.)

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President,
there are no good wars or bad wars;
there are only necessary wars or un-
necessary wars. Five years ago, I was
proud to stand along with the distin-
guished Presiding Officer on the floor
of this body and argue that going into
war with Iraq was unnecessary. It
wasn’t an easy day for any of us. No
burden weighs heavier on the shoulders
of any one of us than questions of war
and peace. We deliberate countless and
important issues in this Chamber, but
none are as serious as sending Amer-
ica’s sons and daughters into harm’s
way. I stood here that day in October
and said this is a vote of conscience,
also a vote of historic consequence, be-
cause what we debate and decide here
will not only significantly affect this
great Nation, but will immediately in-
fluence global events for years to
come. No matter how difficult the deci-
sion may be, it is one each of us must
make for the sake of our country. We
have an obligation and a duty to care-
fully weigh the consequences of a pre-
emptive attack. I went on to say that
before we engage in war, we must un-
derstand that the results of war are ir-
revocable and a peaceful solution
should always be our first choice.

Today, we are living with the con-
sequences of this war. We will continue
to live with those consequences in our
communities, in terms of young lives
lost and shattered, and families who
will never be whole again, and the emp-
tiness left by neighbors who gave their
last full measure in this fight. As a na-
tion, we will live with these con-
sequences for years to come as we face
a world we shaped by this unnecessary
war—a world in which we must now
deal 