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at work lately drumming up support
for the $87 billion appropriation to ex-
tend the precarious occupation of Iraq.
Opposition to this funding, according
to the Secretary of Defense, encourages
our enemies and hinders the war
against terrorism. This is a distortion
of the facts and is nothing more than
destroying the messenger when one dis-
approves of the message.

Those within the administration,
prior to the war, who warned of the
dangers and real costs were fired. Yet
it now turns out that they were more
right, that it would not be a cakewalk,
that it would require a lot more troops,
and costs would far exceed original ex-
pectations.

The President recently reminded us
that we went into Iraq to force Iraq’s
compliance with U.N. resolutions since
the U.N. itself was not up to the task.
It was not for national security rea-
sons. Yet we all know that the U.N.
never endorsed this occupation.

The question we in the Congress
ought to ask is this: What if our efforts
to Westernize and democratize Iraq do
not work? Who knows? Many believe
that our pursuit of nation building in
Iraq will actually make things worse in
Irag, in the entire Middle East,
through the entire Muslim world, and
even here in the United States.

This is a risky venture and this new
funding represents an escalation of our
efforts to defend a policy that has little
chance of working.

Since no weapons of mass destruction
were found in lraq, nor any evidence
that the army of Saddam Hussein could
have threatened the security of any na-
tion, let alone the United States, a new
reason is now given for the endless en-
tanglement in a remote area of the
world 6,000 miles from our homeland.

We are now told that the need to be
in lIraq is to fight the terrorists that
attacked us on 9/11. Yet, not one shred
of evidence has been produced to show
that the Iragi government had any-
thing to do with 9/11 or the al-Qaeda.

The American people are first told
they have to sacrifice to pay for the
bombing of Iraq. Now they must accept
the fact that they must pay to rebuild
it. If they complain, they will be ac-
cused of being unpatriotic and not sup-
porting the troops. | wonder what a se-
cret poll of our troops would show on
whether or not they thought coming
home next week indicated a lack of
support for their well-being.

Some believe that not raising taxes
to pay for the war is a way to pay for
the war on the cheap. It is not. When
deficits skyrocket the Federal Govern-
ment prints the money and the people
are taxed by losing value in their sav-
ings and in their paychecks. The infla-
tion tax is a sinister and evil way to
pay for unpopular wars. It has been
done that way for centuries.

Mr. Speaker, | guess we shouldn’t
worry because we can find a way to pay
for it. Already we are charging our
wounded soldiers $8.10 a day for food
when recuperating in a hospital from
war injuries.
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We also know that other soldiers are
helping out by buying their own night
vision goggles, GPSs, short wave ra-
dios, backpacks and even shoes. That is
sure to help as well.

It does not seem like much of a both-
er to cut veterans’ benefits. Besides,
many conservatives for years have ar-
gued that deficits do not really matter,
only tax rates do. So let us just quit
worrying about deficits and this $87 bil-
lion supplemental.

Seriously, though, funding for this
misadventure should be denied no mat-
ter how well-meaning its supporters
are. To expect a better world to come
from force of arms abroad and confis-
catory taxation at home is nothing but
a grand illusion. The sooner we face
the reality, the better.

While we nation-build in Iraq in the
name of defeating terrorism, we ignore
our responsibilities to protect our bor-
ders at home and we compromise the
liberties of our citizens with PATRIOT
Act types of legislation.

There are two main reasons we need
to reject the foreign policy of the past
50 years that has been used to ration-
alize our presence in lIraq. First, the
practical: We cannot expect to force
Western, U.S.-style democracy on a na-
tion that for over 1,000 years learned to
live with and accept an Islamic based
legal system.

No matter what we say or believe, to
the Iraqgis they have been invaded by
the Christian West, and whether it is
the United States, U.N. or European
troops that are sent to teach them the
ways of the West it will not matter.

Second, we have no constitutional
authority to police the world or in-
volve ourselves in nation building, in
making the world safe for our style of
democracy. Our founders advised
against it and the early Presidents fol-
lowed that advice. If we believe strong-
ly in our ideals, the best way to spread
them is to set a good example so that
others will voluntarily emulate us.
Force will not work. Besides, we do not
have the money. The $87 billion appro-
priations request should be rejected.

————

PROTECT EMPLOYER-SPONSORED
COVERAGE IN MEDICARE CON-
FERENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KLINE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | rise
this evening to highlight a crucial
issue that is beginning to take center
stage in the Medicare debate, and that
is the fate of employer-sponsored
health coverage for retirees.

As it currently stands, the House-
passed Republican Medicare bill en-
courages employers who are currently
providing retiree health benefits to
drop that coverage. Unfortunately, the
Republican bill states that any dollar
an employer pays for an employee’s
prescription drug costs would now
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count towards the employee’s out-of-
pocket catastrophic cap. This dis-
advantages seniors with employer-
sponsored coverage because it would be
almost impossible for them to ever
reach the bill’s catastrophic cap over
which Medicare would pay 100 percent
of their drug costs. Without a doubt,
many employers will simply stop offer-
ing retiree coverage.

The potential loss of this valuable
benefit that many unions and employ-
ers provide today was reported today in
the New York Times. According to the
front page lead story by Robert Pear,
“About 12 million of the 40 million
Medicare recipients has retiree health
benefits, usually including some drug
benefits. But the Congressional Budget
Office estimates that one-third of the
people with such drug coverage could
lose it under bills passed in June by the
House.””

Mr. Speaker, Republican conferees so
far are unwilling to provide a final
Medicare agreement that will provide
seniors with an affordable, available
and guaranteed prescription drug ben-
efit that does not privatize Medicare.
With the added threat of employers
dropping retiree health benefits if a re-
tiree is eligible for Medicare, we will
no doubt have a public health crisis on
our hands.

Mr. Speaker, Republicans are prom-
ising tax credits and subsidies to em-
ployers in order to persuade them not
to reduce or deny benefits to seniors.
But these approaches do not work and
the answer is very simple. Employer
dollars being provided for retiree cov-
erage should contribute towards the
out-of-pocket cap on the Medicare ben-
efit. This system would allow seniors
to reach the catastrophic amount ear-
lier in the year, the amount at which
point Medicare would pay 100 percent
of drug costs, thereby providing relief
to employers and providing an incen-
tive for them to continue providing re-
tiree coverage. It is simple.

I just hope, Mr. Speaker, tomorrow
when President Bush plans to meet
with the Medicare conferees, | would
encourage him to ask the conferees to
ensure that this important issue is ad-
dressed, because if all we do in passing
a Medicare drug benefit is manage to
basically eliminate employer-retiree
coverage for drug benefits in health
care, then certainly there is no point in
having the Medicare agreement or the
Medicare drug coverage at all.

I would hope that this could be ad-
dressed. Otherwise, | would say that
the Democrats will continue to raise
this as an issue while the conferees
meet because it is so important. And so
many of my constituents, Mr. Speaker,
have already talked to me about it and
are very concerned about the possible
loss of their coverage.
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