
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 152, Pt. 18 22991 December 7, 2006 
Studies, the premier teaching and research 
program in the Middle East where future 
Arab and Jewish leaders are prepared to co-
operatively solve the region’s environmental 
challenges, has been unable to get permits 
for Palestinian students outside of East Je-
rusalem to study on its campus. This in-
cludes students who wish to, ‘‘learn to use 
the environment as an approach to peace- 
building between Palestinians and Israelis.’’ 

At present the Arava Institute has put to-
gether a coalition that includes the office of 
U.S. Ambassador Richard Jones, USAID, 
Members of the Knesset Orit Noked and Ami 
Ayalon, the Middle East Division of the 
Israel Foreign Ministry, and Gisha: the Cen-
ter for the Legal Protection of Freedom of 
Movement. This coalition is working to chal-
lenge the Israeli policy of not issuing any 
new study permits for Palestinians, who 
have security clearance, and who wish to 
study in Israel. This policy flies in the face 
of the Agreement on Movement and Access 
that was signed last year by the United 
States, Israel, and the Palestinian Author-
ity. Another question not asked of Prime 
Minister Olmert, ‘‘Are you willing to end 
this blanket policy of no new study permits 
for Palestinians to study in Israel?’’ 

The author David Grossman, who lost his 
son Uri during the war this past summer, 
poignantly addressed 100,000 Israelis who 
gathered on the anniversary of Rabin’s mur-
der in Rabin Square. Turning to Prime Min-
ister Olmert he said, ‘‘We have no choice and 
they have no choice. And a peace of no 
choice should be approached with the same 
determination and creativity as one ap-
proaches a war of no choice. And those who 
believe we do have a choice, or that time is 
on our side do not comprehend the deeply 
dangerous process already in motion.’’ 

Prime Minister Olmert reached out to Pal-
estinians a few days ago when he spoke at 
the grave of Ben-Gurion and reiterated his 
call for the establishment of a Palestinian 
State next to Israel. We have had enough of 
words. What we need is peaceful action to 
back up such words by both Palestinians and 
Israelis. An affirmative answer by Prime 
Minister Olmert to the questions raised 
above would signal a tangible seriousness 
about moving the peace process forward, and 
would show a determination and creativity 
that is so desperately needed. Similar action 
will also need to come from the Palestinian 
side so that both Israeli and Palestinians can 
move the peace process forward and not 
backward. 

Rabbi Michael M. Cohen is the Director of 
Special Projects for the Arava Institute for 
Environmental Studies and can be reached 
at rabbimichael@arava.org. 
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DARFUR 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, the 
crisis in Darfur demands a more robust 
response. In July 2004, more than 2 
years ago, the United States Senate de-
clared genocide in Darfur. As the crisis 
has continued, as the death toll has 
mounted, it was hard to believe that 
the situation on the ground could dete-
riorate further. Unfortunately, it has, 
and the realities today are even worse 
than they were in July 2004. 

As many as 4 million civilians have 
been uprooted from their homes, and 
by some accounts 400,000 people have 
been killed. Countless women and 
young girls are being violently and sex-

ually abused. Escalating violence is 
forcing the evacuation of many vital 
relief workers. These realities are well 
documented. We have United Nations, 
U.N., reports, State Department re-
ports, reports from our colleagues who 
have traveled to the region, and count-
less other reports that tell us what has 
happened, what is happening, and who 
may be responsible. 

In the face of this crisis, the response 
of many citizens, officials, relief work-
ers, and journalists has been impres-
sive and inspiring. Their courageous ef-
forts are testimony to the great work 
that can be done by individuals who 
act on their moral duty to end atroc-
ities. 

The Senate also has taken important 
steps. We have provided funding to Af-
rican Union peacekeepers and to hu-
manitarian workers; we have urged 
NATO assistance; we have encouraged 
the establishment of a no-fly zone; we 
have supported sanctions against the 
perpetrators of violence; we have estab-
lished Presidential accountability by 
requiring regular reports on Darfur; 
and we have demanded the appoint-
ment of a Presidential Envoy to Sudan. 
We must continue to shine a spotlight 
and to take action wherever possible. 

But like many of my constituents, I 
am disturbed that the killings and 
rapes and violence continue. I fear that 
our efforts and those of many Ameri-
cans are not being complemented by 
equal efforts from our President. I 
again urge the administration to be 
more proactive and to turn the tables 
on Khartoum. 

Khartoum repeatedly has committed 
to disarm the Jingaweit. In fact, the 
Government of Sudan committed to do 
so long ago, in the summer of 2004. To 
date, this promise remains unfulfilled. 
And this Spring, Sudanese officials said 
that U.N. peacekeepers would be al-
lowed into Darfur once a peace deal 
was agreed. This commitment has been 
broken also. These abandoned promises 
may not be surprising in light of 
Khartoum’s long history of intran-
sigence. What is astonishing is that 
Khartoum has faced few consequences 
for these massive failures, and worse, 
that Khartoum still is being allowed to 
dictate the terms of peacekeeping and 
humanitarian efforts in Darfur. 

I implore the administration to learn 
from this grim history, and to get one 
step ahead of the leaders in Khartoum. 
We must prepare for all scenarios, not 
just those we seek. 

Going forward, our agreements with 
Khartoum must include some ‘‘teeth’’ 
to incentivize compliance. We should 
remind Khartoum that we already have 
good records of the crimes committed 
in Darfur and of the suspected per-
petrators. We also should pursue with-
out delay all points of pressure that 
have been authorized by the U.N. Secu-
rity Council. We must demonstrate to 
Khartoum that continued intran-

sigence will be more painful than co-
operation. 

As we pursue these measures with 
Khartoum, we should remind rebel 
groups that they will be held account-
able for violations of international law. 
In addition, we should work urgently 
with partners to stabilize eastern Chad 
and the Central African Republic. 

I suspect that history will pass exact-
ing judgment on all parties who have 
acted insufficiently to end the suf-
fering in Darfur. But history is a long 
way off for the people of Darfur, and I 
will continue to work urgently with 
colleagues towards peace in Sudan and 
the region. I urge the President to 
work more proactively to end this un-
conscionable crisis. 
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TRIBUTE TO JASON LEE 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize a member of my 
staff, Jason Christopher Lee, who has 
been recalled to active Federal service 
as a member of the United States 
Army Reserve and will deploy in sup-
port of Operation Iraqi Freedom. 

Jason joined my staff in February 
2005, where he has done a tremendous 
job serving Virginians out of my Nor-
folk office. In addition, Jason is at-
tending college at Old Dominion Uni-
versity, where he is maintaining an ex-
cellent grade point average while 
studying communications. 

I believe much of Jason’s success is 
due to his distinguished service in the 
U.S. Army, where he has attained the 
rank of corporal and is responsible for 
leading fellow soldiers into battle. This 
is not the first time Jason has an-
swered the call of duty in support of 
our country. He has previously served 
in both Kosovo and Iraq, where he 
earned the Army Commendation Medal 
and was recognized as an outstanding 
soldier. Indeed, Jason was originally 
scheduled to be discharged from the 
Army prior to his Iraq tour, but he an-
swered his country’s call to arms and 
was deployed to some of the most dan-
gerous locations in Iraq in 2003 and 
2004. Following this period, Jason was 
honorably discharged from the Army 
and was placed in the inactive reserve. 

Though generals and admirals may 
be the public face of this war, it is serv-
icemembers, such as Jason, who fill the 
ranks of our formations, who carry out 
our Nation’s policy on the deadly 
streets of Iraq, Afghanistan, and else-
where. They do not complain about the 
hazardous conditions they face, but go 
on with the knowledge that this Nation 
relies on them to fulfill their duty 
under all conditions. We owe them all a 
tremendous debt of gratitude for their 
selfless service. 

Jason, I salute your courage and your 
unending personal sacrifice on behalf 
of this country. I join your family and 
friends in wishing you a swift and safe 
return. 
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REMARKS TO THE GERMAN 

MARSHALL FUND CONFERENCE 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that my remarks, 
delivered in a keynote address at the 
German Marshall Fund conference on 
Monday, November 27, in Riga, Latvia, 
in advance of the NATO Summit, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

Thank you, Madam President [Dr. Vaira 
Vike-Freiberga, President of the Republic of 
Latvia]. I appreciate your thoughtful intro-
duction and your generous hospitality. It is 
a pleasure to be back in Riga and to deliver 
the keynote address here at this important 
German Marshall Fund conference. This con-
ference and the participants it has drawn are 
evidence of the deep respect the Fund merits 
throughout Europe and North America. 

In 1991 NATO stood at a crossroads. With 
the collapse of the Soviet Union and the 
Warsaw Pact, the Alliance could have de-
clared victory and disbanded. Instead, NATO 
chose to adapt to the new security environ-
ment and build on its legacy of being the 
most successful security and defense organi-
zation in history. 

Since that time, we have welcomed ten 
new members into the Alliance and have 
begun a dramatic transformation of our mili-
tary capabilities. We have also undertaken 
missions in the Balkans and Afghanistan 
that have extended the purpose of the Alli-
ance beyond the territorial defense of its 
membership. However, while NATO is busier 
than ever, these activities do not guarantee 
that the Alliance will remain strong and rel-
evant. 

For nearly half a century, NATO was ori-
ented toward defending against an attack 
from the East by Warsaw Pact forces. Today, 
NATO’s posture is influenced by emerging 
threats such as the proliferation of weapons 
of mass destruction, rogue states, terrorism, 
and genocide. The security threats of the 
21st century require NATO members to de-
ploy forces rapidly over long distances, sus-
tain operations for extended periods of time, 
and operate jointly as trans-Atlantic part-
ners with the United States in high intensity 
conflicts. To be fully relevant to the security 
and well being of the people of its member 
nations, NATO must think and act globally. 

THE TEST OF AFGHANISTAN 
This is evident in the NATO mission in Af-

ghanistan. That country presents a difficult 
environment, but NATO must be resourceful, 
resilient, and ultimately successful. The 
September 11 attacks were planned in Af-
ghanistan, al-Qaeda still operates there, and 
the fate of the country remains inexorably 
tied to the Alliance. NATO’s International 
Security and Assistance Force (ISAF) is re-
sponsible for security operations throughout 
all of Afghanistan. 

In recent months, Taliban attacks have oc-
curred with greater frequency, coordination, 
and ferocity. They have extended well be-
yond the South and East, where most of the 
fighting has been located. Although the hunt 
for al-Qaeda terrorists continues, the pri-
mary threat to the stability of Afghanistan 
is Taliban insurgents who are challenging 
ISAF in greater numbers, sowing dissent 
among Afghanis, cooperating with the 
bourgeoning narcotics trade, and compli-
cating security efforts in ways that inhibit 
the rule of law and reconstruction. 

If the most prominent alliance in modern 
history were to fail in its first operation out-

side of Europe due to a lack of will by its 
members, the efficacy of NATO and the abil-
ity to take joint action against a terrorist 
threat would be called into question. More-
over, Afghanistan has a legitimately elected 
government and a long-suffering people, both 
of which deserve a chance to succeed without 
the threat of violent upheaval. 

It is imperative that NATO fulfills its com-
mitments to Afghanistan. The Alliance has 
found it difficult to generate the political 
will to meet NATO objectives. The reluc-
tance in capitals to grant NATO requests for 
troops and resources have complicated this 
process. Despite months of intensive discus-
sions, Supreme Allied Commander/Europe, 
General Jim Jones, disclosed in September 
that NATO was 2,500 troops short of the 
minimal commitment requested for ISAF. 
These troops did not materialize until Gen-
eral Jones and other NATO leaders publicly 
put Alliance nations on the spot for these 
shortfalls. 

Afghanistan has become a test case for 
whether we can overcome the growing dis-
crepancy between NATO’s expanding mis-
sions and its lagging capabilities. NATO 
commanders must have the resources to pro-
vide security, and they must have the flexi-
bility to use troops to meet Afghanistan’s 
most critical security needs. Unfortunately, 
NATO capitals are making the military mis-
sion even more difficult by placing national 
caveats on the use of their forces. These re-
strictions, coupled with troop shortages, are 
making ISAF a less cohesive and capable 
force. 

Similar problems are plaguing the NATO 
Response Force (NRF), which is slated to be 
NATO’s expeditionary fighting unit. As is 
often the case, the lack of transport capabili-
ties is a glaring deficiency. I am hopeful that 
the plan to establish a fleet of C–17s under 
the command and control of NATO succeeds. 
To overcome these challenges and similar 
ones, we must reverse the downward spiral of 
defense budgets. Only a handful of members 
spend more than 2 percent of their gross do-
mestic product on defense. Good intentions 
can only carry a military force so far—the 
NRF and other NATO assets must have the 
equipment, training, and resources to fulfill 
their mission. 

I believe strongly that NATO is capable of 
meeting the challenge in Afghanistan. NATO 
commanders have demonstrated that they 
understand the complexity of the mission. 
They know that success in Afghanistan de-
pends on the attitudes of the people, the 
progress of reconstruction, the development 
of the economy and the building of civil in-
stitutions that can deal with the narcotics 
trade, as much as it depends on battlefield 
victories. 

Most Afghanis have welcomed the ad-
vances in personal freedom, political partici-
pation, and educational opportunities that 
have come during the last five years. The re-
cent increase in violence in Afghanistan 
clearly is not evidence of a popular uprising. 
But to the degree that there is discontent, 
disillusionment, or fear among the Afghan 
people due to their security situation, trust 
in the Afghan government and NATO will 
dissipate. Insecurity stemming from insur-
gent activity by Taliban forces has also 
caused Afghanis in some regions to seek the 
protection of tribal leaders and warlords, 
which in turn undercuts the authority of the 
Afghan government and increases the risk of 
civil conflict between tribal factions. Given 
these dynamics, we must dispel any doubts 
about the commitment of NATO and the 
West to Afghanistan’s emergence as a stable 
and free society. 

THE CENTRALITY OF ENERGY 
NATO’s challenges continue to come in 

new formations. We have to understand not 
only the military configuration of threats 
before us, but also the likely basis for future 
conflict. The NATO alliance has been suc-
cessful, not because it fought wars, but be-
cause it prevented them. If the NATO alli-
ance is to be fully relevant to the security of 
its members, it must expand beyond the mis-
sion of military defense and begin to think 
about how to prevent the conditions that 
will lead to war. 

In the coming decades, the most likely 
source of armed conflict in the European 
theater and the surrounding regions will be 
energy scarcity and manipulation. It would 
be irresponsible for NATO to decline involve-
ment in energy security, when it is abun-
dantly apparent that the jobs, health, and 
security of our modern economies and soci-
eties depend on the sufficiency and timely 
availability of diverse energy resources. 

We all hope that the economics of supply 
and pricing surrounding energy transactions 
will be rational and transparent. We hope 
that nations with abundant oil and natural 
gas will reliably supply these resources in 
normal market transactions to those who 
need them. We hope that pipelines, sea lanes, 
and other means of transmission will be safe. 
We hope that energy cartels will not be 
formed to limit available supplies and ma-
nipulate markets. We hope that energy rich 
nations will not exclude or confiscate pro-
ductive foreign energy investments in the 
name of nationalism. And we hope that vast 
energy wealth will not be a source of corrup-
tion within nations that desperately ask 
their governments to develop and deliver the 
benefits of this wealth broadly to society. 

Unfortunately, our experiences provide lit-
tle reason to be confident that market ra-
tionality will be the governing force behind 
energy policy and transactions. The major-
ity of oil and natural gas supplies and re-
serves in the world are not controlled by effi-
cient, privately owned companies. Geology 
and politics have created oil and natural gas 
superpowers that nearly monopolize the 
world’s oil supply. According to PFC Energy, 
foreign governments control up to 79 percent 
of the world’s oil reserves through their na-
tional oil companies. These governments set 
prices through their investment and produc-
tion decisions, and they have wide latitude 
to shut off the taps for political reasons. 

The vast majority of these oil assets are 
afflicted by at least one of three problems: 
lack of investment, political manipulation, 
or the threat of instability and terrorism. As 
recently as four years ago, spare production 
capacity exceeded world oil consumption by 
about ten percent. As world demand for oil 
has rapidly increased in the last few years, 
spare capacity has declined to two percent or 
less. Thus, even minor disruptions of oil sup-
ply can drive up prices. Earlier this year, a 
routine inspection found corrosion in a sec-
tion of BP’s Prudhoe Bay oil pipeline that 
shut down 8 percent of U.S. oil output, caus-
ing a $2 spike in oil prices. That the oil mar-
ket is this vulnerable to something as mun-
dane as corrosion in a pipeline is evidence of 
the precarious conditions in which we live. 

Within the last year and a half, the inter-
national flow of oil has been disrupted by 
hurricanes, unrest in Nigeria, and continued 
sabotage in Iraq. Al-Qaeda and other ter-
rorist organizations have openly declared 
their intent to attack oil facilities to inflict 
pain on Western economies. We should also 
recognize that NATO members are transfer-
ring hundreds of billions of dollars each year 
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