
MR. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I rise today to address the grave situation facing us in 
Iraq. I have spent hours in private meetings, hearings, and classified briefings discussing 
military leadership, tactics, and our future strategy for achieving peace and long-term 
security in Iraq.  At this juncture, it is clear that we must do a better job of responding to 
the sectarian violence that threatens Iraq’s existence, stability in the region, and the future 
safety of our nation. 

As we debate this issue, we must consider our broader national security interests in the 
Middle East.  Despite one’s views about the current situation in Iraq, it is in our country’s 
vital national security interest to pursue a comprehensive strategy of diplomacy and 
military action in the region. To put it simply, the stakes are too high for us to sit on the 
sidelines. We must remain active players in the Middle East to maintain regional 
stability, to protect vital energy supplies, and to guarantee peace and security here at 
home.

We have had longstanding economic and military interests in the Middle East, and we 
were involved in the region long before we decided to challenge Saddam Hussein for his 
defiance of the UN Security Council. But today, with conflicts brewing in Iraq, Iran, 
Lebanon and between Israel and the Palestinian territories, it is even more critical that we 
remain steadfast in our commitment. Despite what one might believe about the 
President’s strategy in Iraq, we cannot confuse debate over tactics with the non-
negotiable need to remain engaged in the Middle East.

Currently, the greatest threat to the stability of the Middle East is the possibility of failure 
in Iraq, which threatens to destabilize the region and poses a critical national security risk 
to the United States. A premature withdrawal from Iraq would signify, in essence, that we 
are abandoning the region in its entirety. Our departure could greatly damage, if not 
sever, relationships with key allies, resulting in dire economic, political, and social 
consequences throughout the world. 

The long-term security interests of the United States will be best served by a peaceful 
Iraq that can sustain, govern and defend itself. This is why we must figure out a way 
forward and why we must succeed. 

It is a function of this great democracy that we continue to debate the virtues of this war 
and the manner in which it has been conducted. There are serious arguments to be made 
and real considerations to reflect on that will impact future foreign policy decisions. 
Since the beginning of this war, I have called upon the President and the administration to 
be honest with the American people about our commitments in Iraq and our involvement 
in the Middle East. Despite how one feels about the war, this body must appreciate that 
we are involved in the Middle East for the foreseeable future and that failure is not an 
option. 

Therefore, the real question facing us today is not whether or not we will continue our 
mission in Iraq.  The question is how should we move forward to bring stability and 
peace to Iraq and security to the region?   What is our plan moving forward?  How can 
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we protect our long-term national security interests in the region while preserving the 
greatest number of lives? 

* * *

We cannot achieve a stable Iraq without a comprehensive diplomatic, political, and 
military strategy.  As we have heard repeatedly in testimony from regional experts, 
generals, and former Cabinet members, military force is not sufficient to win this war. In 
December 2006, the bipartisan Iraq Study Group issued their recommendations for a 
successful U.S. strategy in Iraq.  A core component of their proposal was that the United 
States act immediately to undertake a “diplomatic offensive” consisting of “new and 
enhanced diplomatic and political efforts in Iraq and the region.’ 

The recommendation called on the Administration to engage with the international 
community, the Arab League, traditional U.S. allies in the Middle East, and all of Iraq’s 
bordering neighbors in order to address regional conflicts and jointly bring stability to 
Iraq.  They advised the Administration to work quickly to convene a regional conference, 
which would compliment the “Iraq Compact” being undertaken by the United Nations.

We need to embrace the Study Group’s recommendations on this issue and act now to 
increase diplomatic engagement with the international community. 

This is one of the main reasons I support the Warner Resolution.  The Resolution 
specifically sites the Iraq Study Group report and calls on the President to engage key 
nations in the region to help us develop an internationally-sponsored peace plan in Iraq.

A diplomatic offensive must become a core component of our immediate strategy in Iraq 
and our long-term policy in the greater Middle East. Without a diplomatic approach, our 
military objectives – no matter what the tactic – will be pursued in vain.

* * *

I need to be very clear that I do not support a military withdrawal from Iraq, nor do I 
support disengagement from the Middle East. This is another reason I back the Warner 
Resolution, which states that “it should not be interpreted as encouraging an immediate 
reduction in, or withdrawal, of the present level of forces.”  In fact, it is stated clearly in 
the resolution that operations should continue in Iraq and that a failed state “would pose a 
threat to regional and world peace.” 

The National Intelligence Estimate, which was issued earlier this week, underscores the 
dangers of withdrawal, stating succinctly: “If Coalition forces were withdrawn rapidly 
during the term of this Estimate, we judge that this almost certainly would lead to a 
significant increase in the scale and scope of sectarian conflict in Iraq, intensify Sunni 
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resistance to the Iraqi Government, and have adverse consequences for national 
reconciliation.”

They conclude that the immediate withdrawal of U.S. troops likely would lead the Iraqi 
Security Forces to unravel, encourage neighboring countries to engage openly in the 
conflict, and lead to massive civilian casualties and population displacement. It is also 
very likely that were the U.S. to pull out of Iraq prematurely, al Qaeda would use Iraq as 
a central recruitment and training ground to plan future attacks inside and outside of Iraq. 
And, this escalation of violence and political disarray could ultimately prompt Turkey to 
launch a military incursion of its own. 

These are outcomes we can not afford to risk. 

I would like to read a few quotes from the testimony of former Secretary of State Henry 
Kissinger and former National Security Advisor Brent Scowcroft, both of whom testified 
during Foreign Relations hearings last week:

• Kissinger testified that “withdrawal is not an option” and continued that “An 
abrupt American departure would greatly complicate efforts to stem the terrorist 
tide far beyond Iraq; fragile governments from Lebanon to the Persian Gulf would 
be tempted into preemptive concessions.  It might drive the sectarian conflict in 
Iraq to genocidal dimensions beyond levels that impelled U.S. intervention in the 
Balkans.”

• Scowcroft testified that “an American withdrawal before Iraq can, in the words of 
the President, ‘govern itself, sustain itself, and defend itself’ would be a strategic 
defeat for American interests, with potentially catastrophic consequences in both 
the region and beyond.  Our opponents would be hugely emboldened, our friends 
deeply demoralized.”

Another point that I want to clarify is that the Warner Resolution does not, in any way, 
threaten to reduce or jeopardize critical funding for U.S. troops serving in Iraq.  In fact, 
the Resolution states explicitly: “Congress should not take any action that will endanger 
United States military forces in the field, including the elimination or reduction of funds 
for troops in the field, as such an action with respect to funding would undermine their 
safety or harm their effectiveness in pursuing their assigned missions.”

Last month, this body confirmed General Petraeus as the Commanding General of the 
Multi-National Force in Iraq without a dissenting vote.  He is carrying out the orders of 
the President, and it is critical that General Petraeus get the resources and equipment he 
believes are necessary to complete the mission and keep his forces safe in the field. 

I am particularly concerned about making sure the troops are appropriately supplied. 
This is one of the reasons I am focusing on supply chain management as Ranking 
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Member of the Subcommittee on Oversight of Government Management, the Federal 
Workforce, and the District of Columbia.  

We cannot send our forces into the field without the necessary equipment.  We did this at 
the beginning of the war, and it just cannot happen again.  We have the resources in this 
country – and we must ensure that the men and women who are risking their lives are 
fighting with the best support we can give them.  We also must provide the funding to 
reset the equipment when it comes home, and to keep the Armed Forces from breaking 
under the strain of the war. 

The Warner Resolution makes it clear that we must guarantee the troops what they need 
when they need it.

* * *

The debate over the best way forward in Iraq will continue to evolve. However, the best 
exit strategy for U.S. troops is a multi-faceted and comprehensive strategy focused on 
creating an Iraq for the Iraqis. 

We must concentrate our attention on training the Iraqi Security Forces so that Iraqis can 
defend and protect themselves.  The Iraqi people must understand that they will be given 
the full responsibility of defending and rebuilding their country. We must remove any 
ambiguity in the minds of Iraqis about our intention and desire to leave Iraq and make it 
clear that we do not want to be there forever.  In fact, they need to understand that we 
want to bring our troops home, and that we want to help them develop the political and 
military tools necessary to carry on this mission without us.

There is no single story that represents the experience and feelings of all Iraqis.  We have 
different snapshots of reality, depending on one’s geography, age, and gender. Some 
Iraqis believe their country has emerged from a terrible oppressor and is better off. 
Others complain of an American occupation. This nation will not become united 
overnight, but it must become stable before we can walk away from the situation.

Bringing stability to Iraq will require a massive improvement in interagency 
coordination, better communication, better reporting to Congress, and the help of our 
allies and friends throughout the region.  We must implement a broad strategy with 
multiple components, agencies, and the help of the whole international community.

It is my responsibility as a member of Congress to exercise oversight and to contribute to 
our national security policy. And, I support the Warner Resolution because it recognizes 
that we need a better plan in Iraq.

Success in Iraq – and in the Middle East – requires a comprehensive approach. At this 
point, I am afraid we have focused disproportionately on the military component of this 
war, and we have not adequately stressed the diplomatic and political arms of our 
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strategy. But it is only through a complete military, diplomatic, and political approach 
that will we succeed in Iraq.

I remain hopeful that we can emerge from the current state of affairs with a stable, self-
governing Iraq.  I have great confidence in General Petraeus, in our troops, and in our 
Commander in Chief.  

May the Holy Spirit inspire all of us to become united as a Congress and government, so 
that we can develop a stronger strategy for the Middle East and a more peaceful way 
forward for our nation.

Time: 14.25 minutes
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Mr. President. Before I share my thoughts about our current involvement in Iraq and its 
impact on our economy, national security, world peace, and stability in the Middle East, I 
want to make clear to my colleagues that had we had better information and intelligence 
we could have invaded Iraq adequately prepared to win the peace after the war. 

The administration and Congress should have recognized that by taking out Saddam 
Hussein, we changed the contour of the country from Sunni to Shiite and disturbed the 
balance of power in the region between Iraq and Iran. Our lack of preparation, our early 
error in deciding troop numbers, and the bungling of Paul Bremer in disbanding the army 
and isolating former Baathists – in spite of better advice from J. Garner and others – is 
unacceptable. 

In spite of this, I have the highest praise for the generals and, more importantly, for their 
troops, who have made the best of a difficult and deteriorating situation. I will be forever 
grateful to those who have served and continue to serve our nation in a time of need. 
And, I am especially indebted to those who have lost their lives – and whose families 
have suffered – making the ultimate sacrifice, as well as to those who have returned home 
disabled, their lives changed forever. 

Because of the way in which this country has handled this war, I am not supportive of the 
proposed surge and believe that it is time for the Iraqi people to stand up and confront the 
sectarian violence in Baghdad. I am reluctant to “(from past)”. In spite of meeting with 
the White House, the session briefings, and meeting with General Petraeus, I am not 
convinced the mission will be successful.   
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