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Rumsfeld later rescinded the author-

ization of some of these techniques for 
use at Guantanamo, and reauthorized 
the use of others. But the consequences 
of these high-level approvals were far- 
reaching. A recent report by the De-
partment of Justice Office of the In-
spector General revealed that tech-
niques authorized by Rumsfeld were 
used on detainees at Guantanamo Bay, 
both during the period they were au-
thorized and after they had been re-
scinded. And such behavior was not 
limited to Guantanamo Bay. According 
to the 2004 ‘‘Review of Department of 
Defense Detention Operations and De-
tainee Interrogation Techniques,’’ 
known as the Church Report, the Com-
bined Joint Task Force in Afghanistan 
also developed, authorized and imple-
mented interrogation procedures simi-
lar to those Rumsfeld had approved in 
2002. The Church Report and the ‘‘Final 
Report of the Independent Panel to Re-
view DOD Detention Operations,’’ 
known as the Schlesinger Report, also 
document how, in August 2003, MG 
Geoffrey Miller was sent from Guanta-
namo Bay to Iraq, and brought with 
him Guantanamo policies allowing the 
use of harsher interrogation tech-
niques. Shortly thereafter, LTG Ri-
cardo A. Sanchez, the top military offi-
cial in Iraq, formally adopted tech-
niques heavily influenced by those in 
use at Guantanamo, such as stress po-
sitions, forced sleep adjustment, and 
the use of dogs, although some of these 
were later rescinded. 

While OLC was issuing memos effec-
tively saying there were no legal re-
strictions on interrogations and high- 
level officials were authorizing abusive 
techniques, there is evidence to suggest 
that interrogators on the ground were 
given very little information about ex-
actly what was and was not permitted. 
During a Judiciary Committee hearing 
on interrogation policy in June, I 
asked Department of Justice inspector 
general Glenn Fine whether he thought 
that military interrogators had clear 
guidance on what techniques were per-
missible, given the administration’s 
shifting policies. He responded that 
changes in policy ‘‘didn’t always get 
down to the level of the interrogators’’ 
and that, at times, ‘‘they weren’t sure 
or aware of what exactly was author-
ized.’’ Likewise, the Schlesinger Report 
stated that ‘‘[t]he existence of con-
fusing and inconsistent interrogation 
technique policies contributed to the 
belief that additional interrogation 
techniques were condoned.’’ In light of 
all this, the administration’s insistence 
that low-level interrogators are solely 
to blame for incidents of detainee 
abuse simply is not plausible. 

Many individuals who were aware of 
what was happening raised concerns. 
Secretary of State Colin Powell wrote 
a January 2002 memo that weighed the 
costs and benefits of trying to evade 
the Geneva Conventions, noting that to 

do so would ‘‘reverse over a century of 
U.S. policy and practice in supporting 
the Geneva Conventions and undermine 
the protections of the rule of law for 
our troops.’’ Others raised concerns as 
well. According to the DOJ inspector 
general’s report on the involvement of 
the FBI in military interrogations, sev-
eral FBI agents ‘‘became deeply con-
cerned not only about the efficacy of 
these techniques but also about their 
legality.’’ In 2002, the FBI Director de-
cided unequivocally that FBI agents 
would not participate in interrogations 
that used abusive techniques. In a No-
vember 7, 2002, memorandum for the 
Office of the Army General Counsel, 
Army COL John Ley stated that he be-
lieved that some of the techniques that 
the Pentagon was considering for use 
at Guantanamo Bay and that were 
later approved by Rumsfeld—could vio-
late both the Federal criminal prohibi-
tion on torture and the Uniform Code 
of Military Justice. He expressed con-
cern not only about the legality of the 
interrogation techniques, but also 
about eroding public support and losing 
the moral high ground. And in a hear-
ing before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee in June, RADM Jane Dal-
ton, who served as legal adviser to the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
from June of 2000 until June of 2003, 
testified that all four of the Armed 
Services were concerned about author-
izing new interrogation techniques. 

Fortunately, in 2006 after the De-
tainee Treatment Act became law, the 
Department of Defense finally agreed 
it would no longer authorize the use of 
harsh interrogation techniques by mili-
tary personnel, and ordered that all 
personnel follow the interrogation poli-
cies laid out in the Army Field Manual. 
I have strongly supported proposals to 
require all intelligence agencies—spe-
cifically the CIA—to do the same. For 
far too long, this administration has 
failed to abide by the law and to pro-
tect our values. The use of abusive in-
terrogation techniques is unsupporta-
ble on moral, legal or national security 
grounds. It does not represent who we 
are as a nation, and it does not make 
America safer. 

The responsibility for the use of im-
moral, illegal and counter-productive 
interrogation techniques does not stop 
with the interrogators who employed 
them. It extends to those in the high-
est echelons of the Bush administra-
tion that sought to encourage these 
techniques, who confused interrogators 
with constantly shifting policies, and 
that ignored the many voices who told 
them that what they were doing was 
unlawful and that it was not the Amer-
ican way. And it extends to the Presi-
dent himself, who has acknowledged 
publicly that in 2003 he approved meet-
ings of his most senior national secu-
rity officials to consider and sign off on 
so-called enhanced interrogation tech-
niques. The abuses that have occurred 

under this administration’s watch have 
constituted one of the darkest episodes 
in this Nation’s recent history. They 
have fed growing anger at and opposi-
tion to U.S. policies, and in the process 
have undermined our efforts to combat 
al-Qaida and associated extremist 
groups. The next administration will 
have to work long and hard to undo the 
damage that has been done to our 
country’s reputation and national se-
curity and to restore the rule of law. 

f 

RESOURCE FAMILY RECRUITMENT 
AND RETENTION ACT 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
rise today to voice my support for the 
Resource Family Recruitment and Re-
tention Act of 2008, which was intro-
duced on September 16, 2008, by my 
good friend Senator BLANCHE LINCOLN 
of Arkansas. This is an important piece 
of legislation, and I am proud to be an 
original cosponsor. 

I have long been a member of the 
Congressional Coalition on Adoption 
and worked in a bipartisan manner to 
support adoptive and foster parents 
and children. In 1997, I strongly advo-
cated for the passage of the Adoption 
and Safe Families Act which has made 
a significant difference in the lives of 
vulnerable children. Since the imple-
mentation of the Adoption and Safe 
Families Act, the number of children 
adopted out of foster care has more 
than doubled. In West Virginia alone, 
more than 3,600 children have been 
adopted out of the West Virginia foster 
care system. This is a real victory for 
these children who deserve the love and 
comfort of a safe, permanent home. 

However, with more than 500,000 chil-
dren still in foster care, it is clear that 
more needs to be done. This is why I 
was so pleased when the Senate passed 
the Fostering Connections to Success 
and Increasing Adoptions Act by unan-
imous consent. This legislation will 
provide additional support for grand-
parents and other relatives who pro-
vide a safe home for children in foster 
care. Additionally, this legislation will 
allow states to continue to assist older 
foster children, those who are 18, 19, 20, 
or 21 years old, so that these children 
aging out of the system do not have to 
choose between pursuing an education 
or working to prevent becoming home-
less. I believe that this legislation is 
another step towards the ultimate goal 
of each child having a safe, permanent 
home. 

Senator LINCOLN’s legislation would 
also help bring us closer to this goal. A 
study conducted in 2005 by the U.S. De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices found that one in five foster homes 
leaves the system each year. One-fifth 
of the foster parent population pro-
vides 60 to 80 percent of all foster care. 
Foster parents sacrifice in tremendous 
ways to provide a home for vulnerable 
children. The Resource Family Re-
cruitment and Retention Act would 
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support their efforts by awarding 
grants to States to improve the leader-
ship, support, training, recruitment, 
and retention of foster care, kinship 
care, and adoptive parents. 

It is my hope that organizations and 
individuals such as Mr. Dennis Sutton 
of the Children’s Home Society of West 
Virginia, who has worked tirelessly in 
his effort to secure a home for all of 
West Virginia’s vulnerable children, 
will have the financial support to find 
and retain enough foster parents to 
make this goal a reality. Foster and 
adoptive parents will greatly benefit 
from the Resource Family Recruitment 
and Retention Act, but the big winners 
will be the children who are placed lov-
ing homes. We need to invest and focus 
on these families. 

f 

AFRICOM 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, today 
marks the full operational launch of 
the U.S. Africa Command, known as 
AFRICOM. I have long supported the 
idea of a unified regional combatant 
command for Africa that recognizes 
the continent’s growing strategic im-
portance for U.S. security and that is 
coordinated with other U.S. agencies. 
As I have discussed many times on the 
Senate floor, we can not pretend that 
weak and failing states, protracted vio-
lent conflicts, maritime insecurity, 
narcotics and weapons trafficking, 
large-scale corruption, and the mis-
appropriation and exploitation of nat-
ural resources are not relevant to our 
long-term interests. At the same time, 
there are exciting economic and social 
developments underway across Africa 
that provide openings for the United 
States to help save lives, strengthen 
governance institutions, and build 
long-term partnerships. It is not a 
question of whether the United States 
needs to work proactively and collabo-
ratively with African nations in these 
areas but a question of how we should 
do so to maximize our efficacy while 
minimizing potential backlash. 

Toward that end, the standup of 
AFRICOM presents both opportunities 
and risks. Indisputably, our Nation’s 
military strength is one of our greatest 
assets and may be necessary to deal 
with some of the emerging national 
and transnational threats, such as nar-
cotics trafficking, piracy, and ter-
rorism. Military training, equipping, 
and logistical support are essential to 
develop strong, disciplined national 
militaries and also strengthen regional 
peacekeeping, especially with African 
Union missions currently operating in 
Somalia and Sudan. Furthermore, in 
many postconflict societies, such as Li-
beria, our military expertise can assist 
in demobilization, disarmament, and 
reintegration while also helping to re-
build that country’s army. 

However, while militaries make im-
portant contributions in these areas, 

they are insufficient to address the un-
derlying causes of violence and insta-
bility in Africa. Lasting security re-
quires reconciling political grievances, 
improving governance, strengthening 
the rule of law, and promoting eco-
nomic development: tasks for which 
our military, or any military for that 
matter, cannot be the lead. To advance 
and support those tasks, the United 
States needs to continue to invest in 
our diplomatic, economic, humani-
tarian, and development capacities on 
the continent. We need a unified inter-
agency approach to these challenges in 
which AFRICOM is supporting, not 
eclipsing, the work of our diplomats, 
our aid workers, and other key part-
ners. 

I am concerned that the opposite is 
happening. Despite initial ambitions to 
have 25 percent of AFRICOM’s head-
quarters’ positions filled by non-
military staff, that number has been 
severely reduced because of resource 
and staffing limitations in civilian 
agencies. Furthermore, a report by the 
Government Accountability Office pub-
lished this July stated that concerns 
persist among civilian agencies and 
nongovernmental organizations that 
the military is becoming the lead for 
U.S. policy in Africa. Even as Pentagon 
officials claim this is not their inten-
tion, it is hard to argue with the num-
bers. While civilian agencies operating 
abroad continue to face resource con-
straints, more and more resources are 
being invested in military relation-
ships and assistance in Africa. 

Given this context, it is not sur-
prising that some are casting 
AFRICOM’s emergence as a signal of 
further militarization of U.S. Africa 
policy. Such perceptions of militariza-
tion are dangerous and risk under-
mining our ability to engage local pop-
ulations. As I have said many times, 
the military has a critical role to play 
in helping Africans address their secu-
rity challenges, but we must be careful 
that it does not outweigh or over-
shadow other forms of engagement. 
This is especially true in cases where 
local security forces are engaging in 
repressive tactics or committing seri-
ous human rights abuses, such as in 
Chad or Ethiopia. In these cases, we 
run a very real risk that U.S. military 
engagement could be seen by local pop-
ulations as complicit in those abuses 
and become a target of resulting griev-
ances. Before we jump at short-term 
opportunities to exert military influ-
ence, we need to consider seriously the 
long-term risks to U.S. stature and in-
terests. 

Mr. President, this is not to say that 
AFRICOM is not capable of such 
nuanced strategic planning and inter-
agency coordination. I have met with 
General Ward and know that he is 
aware of both the opportunities and 
risks as AFRICOM stands up. I still be-
lieve that a unified regional combatant 

command can contribute to broader 
U.S. Government efforts to confront 
the many security challenges in Africa 
and can provide additional tools to pur-
sue coherent and strategic objectives 
across the continent. But to fulfill that 
potential, AFRICOM must demonstrate 
in its inaugural months and years that 
it recognizes the unique political reali-
ties throughout Africa, concentrates 
on its defined mandate, and takes its 
lead from our diplomats. Simulta-
neously, we in Congress must act to en-
sure that our diplomats have the re-
sources they need to take that lead in 
formulating and implementing com-
prehensive U.S. strategies in Africa. 

f 

NATIONAL ADOPTION MONTH 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I rise 
today in honor of National Adoption 
Day and National Adoption Month. 
Senator COLEMAN and I understand 
that the Senate passed our resolution 
recognizing National Adoption Day and 
National Adoption Month. I stand be-
fore you today and challenge every 
Member of Congress to take this oppor-
tunity to be the voice for children who 
do not necessarily have someone to 
speak for them. 

As chair of the Congressional Coali-
tion on Adoption, I strongly believe 
that ‘‘there is no such thing as an un-
wanted child, just unfound families.’’ 
The Hague Convention recognizes 
‘‘that the child, for the full and harmo-
nious development of his or her person-
ality, should grow up in a family envi-
ronment, in an atmosphere of happi-
ness, love and understanding.’’ Unfor-
tunately, not all children have a family 
of their own, but through adoption our 
children have the opportunity to find 
their ‘‘forever family.’’ 

Nearly half of all Americans have 
been touched by adoption, and last 
year more than 4,200 children became 
members of permanent loving families 
through adoption celebrations that 
were held in all 50 States, the District 
of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. I com-
mend every State for its efforts, but we 
still have miles to go. 

Between 2002 and 2007, approximately 
4.8 million children were serviced by 
the U.S. foster care system, and only 
310,000 of them were adopted by ‘‘for-
ever families.’’ Children in foster care 
are some of the most vulnerable mem-
bers of our society, and we must do ev-
erything in our power to make sure 
they have the necessary tools to live a 
normal healthy life. As Members of 
Congress we have taken a stance in 
helping children move from foster care 
to permanent, adoptive homes by pass-
ing the Fostering Connections to Suc-
cess and Increasing Adoptions Act of 
2008. However, National Adoption Day 
gives us the chance to experience first-
hand the joys that adoption brings to 
the lives of our children and their fami-
lies. 
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