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on the McCain benchmarks resolution,
they are blocking a vote that would ac-
tually set concrete goals.

So let’s be very clear about what
happened last night. Our colleagues on
the other side do not want to vote on
whether troops should be funded—pe-
riod. There is no more critical question
at this moment. We have the duty to
take it up, and we will continue to
fight for that right.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER.

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

———————

IRAQ ESCALATION

Mr. REID. The issue before the Amer-
ican people that relates to Iraq is the
surge—the escalation of the war in
Iraq. That is the debate that should be
before this body, and last night that
was prevented. An up-or-down vote on
McCAIN, who is supporting the surge,
or a vote in opposition to the surge,
the escalation sponsored by WARNER
and LEVIN—that is the issue before this
body today.

This is a diversion. This is a diver-
sion. We finished the Super Bowl. This
is a trick play by the Republicans. The
real issue before this body is surge or
no surge, escalation or no escalation.
That is the debate the American people
deserve.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont is rec-
ognized.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, what is
the parliamentary situation?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the distin-
guished Presiding Officer.

I heard what the distinguished ma-
jority leader said. I agree with him.
The Senate, as I have often said, should
be the conscience of the Nation. There
are only 100 of us to represent 300 mil-
lion people. Americans expect us to
speak up on the war. Americans expect
us to vote on the war. Americans ex-
pect us to vote on the issue of the
surge.

Now, I understand some Senators
will support the surge, some will op-
pose it, but allow us to have those
votes. Allow us to express the con-
science of this Nation.

I ask unanimous consent that a col-
umn by E.J. Dionne entitled ‘“The War
To Save The Surge” from today’s
Washington Post be printed in the
RECORD.

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

[From the Washingtonpost.com, Feb. 6, 2007]
THE WAR TO SAVE THE SURGE
(By E. J. Dionne, Jr.)

When political opponents tell you that to

prove your seriousness you need to pursue a
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strategy they know is doomed to failure,
shouldn’t you be skeptical of their advice?

As the Senate considers a resolution to put
itself on record opposing President Bush’s es-
calation of the Iraq war through a ‘‘surge’ of
troops, Bush’s backers are saying one thing
and doing another.

They are saying that the resolution is
meaningless and that true opponents of the
war should prove their sincerity by cutting
off funding altogether. But they are doing all
they can to keep the Senate from even vot-
ing on a bipartisan anti-surge resolution
that would send a powerful message to Bush
that most Americans have lost faith in his
bungled war policy.

If you doubt that the war’s supporters
would love its opponents to put all their eggs
in the fund-cutoff basket, consider what it
means for them to sound as if the adminis-
tration’s only serious foes were the likes of
Dennis Kucinich and Cindy Sheehan.

“I don’t think these resolutions, non-
binding resolutions, are going to accomplish
anything,” Sen. John Cornyn, a Texas Re-
publican and a Bush loyalist, told Gwen Ifill
on PBS’s “NewsHour” last week. “‘If we real-
ly had the courage of our convictions,”
Cornyn said, the ‘“‘we’’ referring to the war’s
opponents, ‘‘if people said, ‘You know what?
This is an immoral task we’ve asked our
troops to do because we don’t believe in the
mission, we think they’re going to fail.’
They ought to cut off funds. But to have this
sort of—this debate without any real con-
sequence, I just don’t think is the best use of
our time.”

So Cornyn wants to block a vote on a sup-
posedly unimportant anti-surge resolution,
but he would be happy to entertain a debate
on a funding cutoff. Does that not send a
message to the war’s critics?

And it’s not just Cornyn. It is now a stand-
ard talking point for supporters of this war,
from the editorial pages of the Wall Street
Journal and the Weekly Standard to Vice
President Cheney himself, to try to block
any statement by Congress of its views, ex-
cept through a vote to block funds for Iraq.

“The Congress has control over the purse
strings,”” said Cheney, who on most other oc-
casions insists upon the executive’s suprem-
acy over Congress. In an interview with
CNN’s Wolf Blitzer last month, Cheney
added: ‘“They have the right, obviously, if
they want to cut off funding, but in terms of
this effort the president has made his deci-
sion. . . . We’ll continue to consult with the
Congress. But the fact of the matter is, we
need to get the job done.”

In other words: Even if a substantial ma-
jority of Congress that includes many Re-
publicans demonstrates a lack of confidence
in the Bush-Cheney surge, the administra-
tion will feel free to ignore the other elected
branch of our government—and the more re-
cently elected branch (remember November,
anyone?) at that.

Oh, and if an anti-surge resolution were
trivial, why would William Kristol, editor of
the Weekly Standard and one of the war’s
most passionate advocates, devote a long and
angry editorial in the latest issue of his mag-
azine to attacking Sen. John Warner (Va.)
and other Republicans as ‘‘ignominious’ for
their support of an anti-surge measure?
Kristol knows that every Republican vote
against escalation carries special weight in
speeding this war to an end. So does the Sen-
ate’s Republican leadership, which used a
procedural vote yesterday evening to impede
the majority’s will on the surge.

Supporters of Bush’s war policy would love
a vote on a full funding cutoff right now be-
cause they know that, at this moment, they
could win it. They would love responsibility
for the failures in Iraq to fall not on an ad-
ministration that planned its policy so badly
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and carried it out so incompetently. Far bet-
ter for them to heap blame on the war’s op-
ponents for ‘‘losing faith.”

And they know, as the war’s opponents
should, that in a democracy whose constitu-
tion accords so much power to the president,
turning around even a failed war policy
takes time, persuasion, organizing, legisla-
tive strategizing and pressure.

The impatience of the administration’s
critics is entirely understandable. But it
would be a shame if impatience got in the
way of a sensible long-term strategy to bring
America’s engagement in this war to as de-
cent an end as possible as quickly as pos-
sible—even if not as quickly as they’d like.
The anti-surge resolution is a necessary first
step, which is why those who are against a
genuine change in our Iraq policy are fight-
ing so hard to stop it.

(The remarks of Mr. LEAHY per-
taining to the introduction of S. 495 are
located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Resolutions.”)

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Maryland.

————

IRAQ

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, to my
colleagues, my constituents, and the
American people, I rise today to abso-
lutely say without any equivocation
that I do support the Warner-Biden-
Levin resolution on Iraq opposing the
escalation of our troops. I also stand in
the Senate to say: We were robbed! We
were robbed of our ability to be able to
vote on this resolution!

The American people, on November 7,
sent a message to Congress and to the
President of the United States: Change
the tone in Washington, change the di-
rection in Iraq, and change the prior-
ities of this Nation. We, on this side of
the aisle, got the message. The other
side does not seem to have. This par-
liamentary maneuver to block a vote
on the Warner-Biden-Levin resolution,
to allow us to vote up or down on ap-
proving the escalation, shows that it is
the same old tone. Please, let’s give the
process a chance.

Second, it also robs us of the ability
to begin to express our vocal support
for changing the direction.

This bipartisan resolution is a first
step. It is not going to be the last word
in bringing our troops home safely and
swiftly. The Warner-Biden-Levin reso-
lution affirms clearly and unequivo-
cally a commitment to our men and
women in uniform: Congress will not
abandon you while you are in Iraq and
when you come home. We stand by our
troops. However, this resolution says
“no” to the President’s reckless plan
to escalate troop presence in Iraq. The
bipartisan resolution insists that the
Iraqi Government stand up for its own
people to provide security, services,
and an agreement on oil revenue shar-
ing.

I am not new to this position. I never
wanted to go to war in the first place.
I was 1 of the 23 who voted against this
war on October 11, 2002—4 years ago. I
will never forget it. I didn’t believe the
administration’s arguments then, and I
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don’t believe them now. I opposed giv-
ing the President unilateral authority
to launch a preemptive attack. I said
the United States had to exhaust its
diplomatic options. I encouraged the
administration to stick with the U.N.,
to let the U.N. meet its responsibility
to deal with the Saddam threat. I said
we should not go on our own.

The day of the vote, I was so filled
with apprehension about the course of
the war, about the course we were em-
barking on, I said in this Senate that
we don’t know whether our troops will
be greeted with flowers or landmines.
Well, now we know. That mission did
not get accomplished. I called the 72
families in Maryland who gave their
lives and made the ultimate sacrifice. I
know what is going on out there with
the families. I also know when we got
to Iraq there were no weapons of mass
destruction, but the destruction hap-
pened, and it happened fast.

No one can ask more of our troops.
They are brave. They are courageous.
They have fought valiantly. But after 4
years of fighting, where are we in Iraq?
Well, the United States, went to war
with Iraq, but right now we are at war
within Iraq. Saddam is gone, but we
are still there. And we are mired in a
civil war between different ethnic and
sectarian groups.

I have stated what I am against, but
let me state what I am for. I am for the
Warner-Levin-Biden resolution. I sa-
lute the leadership who produced it:
JOHN WARNER, a decorated war hero,
former Secretary of the Navy, chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices when the Republicans were in con-
trol, a distinguished person, and a man
of great comity and civility—no one
more compassionate about America’s
security than JOHN WARNER; JOE
BIDEN, chair of our Foreign Relations
Committee; CARL LEVIN, an expert on
the Committee on Armed Services and
now the chairman. They put their
heads together and they came up with
this resolution, and to a man—and this
woman supports them—the Senate op-
poses the President’s plan because we
think it is reckless.

The bipartisan resolution says the
objective of overall U.S. strategy in
Iraq should be to encourage Iraqi lead-
ers to make political compromises, to
foster reconciliation, and strengthen
the unity government. This is what I
consider essential.

The resolution says the primary ob-
jective of our military strategy should
be to maintain Iraq’s territorial integ-
rity—fancy words for protecting the
border; deny the terrorists a safe
haven—yes, but they weren’t there in
the first place; promote regional sta-
bility; promote counterterrorism; train
and equip the Iraqi forces. We have
been doing it for 3 years. Guess what?
They have not been showing up! And
the other day when they were supposed
to show up for a battle, 55 percent of
them showed up in Baghdad. Gates, our
new Secretary of Defense, said: Isn’t
this improvement? Last year, they
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didn’t show up at all. It is their war
and they are not showing up. Why
should we show up for their war when
they have a b50-percent attendance
rate? What is wrong with this think-
ing?

As much as possible, the current U.S.
military operations should be confined
to these goals. We show up, they don’t.
Something is really wrong with this
picture.

The bipartisan resolution calls for
the United States to engage the na-
tions in the Middle East to develop a
regionally and internationally spon-
sored peace and reconciliation process.
That is what we should be doing. The
resolution says it should not be an
open-ended commitment or uncondi-
tional. Sure, there should be bench-
marks, but benchmarks with enforce-
ment capability.

I do support this resolution because
it makes clear to our men and women
in uniform that Congress will not aban-
don them. It explicitly says that Con-
gress should not take any action that
will endanger U.S. military forces in
the field. Whether on the battlefield or
on the homefront, our troops deserve
the best.

Also, the latest intelligence shows
that Iraqi leadership has to make dif-
ficult changes. The solution in Iraq re-
quires a political solution from the
Iraqis—not military muscle—from the
Americans.

There are parts of this resolution
with which I don’t agree. They call it
an augmentation; I call it escalation. I
oppose the calls for the vigorous oper-
ations at Anbar until there is greater
clarification. There is no doubt that al-
Qaida is operating in Iraq. But when I
voted 4 years ago, al-Qaida was not
there; they were in Afghanistan. Why
didn’t we stick with Afghanistan and
really clean their clock? Now the
President wants to send more Marines
to Anbar to fight al-Qaida when we
should have been in Afghanistan,
catching Osama bin Laden.

We do need a way forward in Iraq.
The Iraq Study Group gave us 79 rec-
ommendations as a way to go forward.
Surely the President of the United
States could have found 50 for us to sit
down at a table, talk, and work to-
gether for the good of our country, the
good of our troops, and the good of
peace in the Middle East. Seventy-nine
recommendations and they have all
been cast aside. The Iraq Study Group
calls for diplomatic and political ef-
forts, a change in their primary mis-
sion to move our troops out of Iraq re-
sponsibly. They gave us a way forward
that they believe could have gotten our
troops out by the first quarter of 2008.
Let’s give those 79 recommendations at
least a forum to be debated and dis-
cussed and acted on.

Where do we go from here? I will tell
you where I think we ought to go. First
of all, we ought to have a vote on the
Warner-Biden-Levin resolution. If they
do not want to give us that, give us a
vote on the McCain resolution to vote
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to approve this escalation. One way or
the other, that is our constitutional
duty.

The President says he does not need
congressional consent to be able to do
this reckless escalation. But he sure
does need congressional advice. And
my advice is, let’s send in the dip-
lomats before we send in more troops.
We need a robust diplomatic strategy
to match our robust military strategy.
We need to make it clear that the Con-
gress will not abandon our troops in
the field, and we will not abandon them
when they come home. Look at this
President’s budget; we are abandoning
our troops. This whole escalation—
sure, they talk about money for the
21,000, but it takes another 20,000 to
support them. They don’t walk their
talk. They don’t put the money in the
budget.

Then we have our troops coming
home. You look at the President’s
budget on Veterans Affairs—not only
have they lost the records, they have
lost their way at VA. We are not
equipped to deal with Iraq and Afghani-
stan veterans coming home. They have
horrific, permanent wounds of war, and
we have a weak, unreliable funding sys-
tem. You can’t just support the troops
with yellow ribbons. You have to put
the money behind it. How about put-
ting the money behind it when they
come home? They need us. And they
need us not only with words; they need
us with deeds in the budget process.
And I don’t see it.

Now, we also need to make it clear to
Iraqi Prime Minister Maliki that he
has to start to act. Speaking of show-
ing up, I saw they could not get a
quorum in the Iraqi Parliament. Only
50 percent of the troops show up, their
own Parliament doesn’t show up, but
we show up with 21,000 more troops?
The Prime Minister must meet bench-
marks.

Let me conclude by saying that a
great American military should not be
a substitute for a weak Iraqi Govern-
ment. Neither Congress nor the Amer-
ican people will abandon our troops,
but the best way to support our troops
is not to send more in harm’s way.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the remaining time for Sen-
ator KENNEDY be reserved.

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas.

———
IRAQ

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I noted
with some interest the headline in to-
day’s Washington Post. It says ‘“‘GOP
Stalls Debate on Troop Increase.” I
must say, in light of the remarks of the
Senator from Maryland, obviously no-
body has stalled the debate on troop in-
crease or anything else to do with the
conflict in Iraq. In fact, I think that is
a positive thing because there isn’t
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