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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Indiana (Ms. CARSON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. CARSON of Indiana addressed 
the House. Her remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BEREUTER addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. HINCHEY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

HEALTH SAVINGS ACCOUNTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire (Mr. 
BRADLEY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire. 
Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleasure 
that I rise tonight to spend 5 minutes 
talking about health savings accounts. 
Clearly, much of the attention that our 
Nation has given to the medicare drug 
benefit has focused on the long overdue 
nature of the fact that we do need a 
drug benefit for senior citizens on 
medicare. For instance, Mr. Speaker, it 
is not acceptable that under medicare, 
expensive heart surgery is paid for, but 
the far cheaper prescription medica-
tions that will prevent senior citizens 
from having to have expensive heart 
surgery is not paid for.
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And this is a long overdue reform. 
But a little noticed section of the 

Medicare drug benefit legislation deals 
with health savings accounts. 

Mr. Speaker, you may recall that in 
the past we have had medical savings 
accounts that individuals can use but 
they have been very flexible and dif-
ficult to use. And with this important 
legislation that now allows for health 
savings accounts along with House 
passed efforts for medical liability re-
form, as well as associated health 
plans, we are making attempts in the 
House to lower the cost of health insur-
ance and to improve accessibility. 

How do health savings accounts 
work? Well, first of all, individuals, 
their family members, or their employ-

ers can put tax-free dollars into an 
IRA-type of account that will be able 
to be rolled over for use for bona fide 
medical expenses. An individual can 
contribute $2,600, a family, couple, 
$5,150. 

As I said, if you do not use all of the 
health savings account tax-free dollars 
that you have put into your account in 
one year, it can roll over, can accumu-
late so senior citizens can use it, for in-
stance, when they retire, for some ex-
penses that they might not tradition-
ally found Medicare has paid for. It can 
be part of one’s estate, inherited by 
one’s children. 

As I indicated before, individuals can 
contribute to this as can family mem-
bers or employers. It can be transferred 
from job to job. And if you are in the 
age group of 55 to 65, you can do catch-
up contributions of up to $1,000 more 
because retirement is coming along 
fairly quickly. This increased flexi-
bility is what has made health savings 
accounts very exciting for people that 
are looking for market-based mecha-
nisms to reform health care and to im-
prove its delivery across our Nation. 

What can health savings accounts be 
used for? Number one, for bona fide 
medical expenses. It can be used for 
many different things that are not tra-
ditionally covered by health insurance, 
chiropractic care, acupuncture. This 
will enable alternative medicine to get 
the kind of attention that sometimes is 
missing from health insurance policies. 
And it can be used for the purchase of 
higher-deductible health care policies, 
$1,000 for an individual, and $2,000 for a 
family. 

So the use of tax-free dollars, Mr. 
Speaker, for medical attention, for 
medical care, is going to transform, I 
believe, the way that we purchase 
health insurance in this country and 
how we judge health insurance. Be-
cause no longer will it be somebody 
else’s money, an insurance company’s 
money or something like that; it will 
be our own money that we have earned. 

And so the practice of defensive med-
icine might be shrunk a little bit, un-
necessary tests will be diminished be-
cause anybody using their health sav-
ings account dollars will be using their 
own money. So we will be much wiser 
consumers of medical care in this 
country. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I certainly encour-
age all Americans who are eligible for 
health savings accounts to look at 
them carefully because they are part of 
the law that has already been imple-
mented. 

One can create their own health sav-
ings account as of January 1, 2004. And 
as we approach April 15, it is a good 
time to think about doing that. Be-
cause as I said, like an IRA, they are 
simple to use, easy to set up, and cer-
tainly, when all is said and done, this 
will transform how we purchase health 
insurance in our country in a very 
positive way.

f 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
BALLANCE) is recognized for 5 minutes 

(Mr. BALLANCE addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is recognized 
for 5 minutes 

(Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.)

f 

THE HIGH COST OF EMPLOYEE 
HEALTH CARE COVERAGE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker and 
Members of the House, I was visited by 
the Michigan floral shop owners, small 
business people who were telling me 
they can hardly afford the private 
health insurance coverage for their em-
ployees. And many of them are going 
to have to give up the practice of insur-
ing for health purposes their employees 
because the costs are just too enor-
mous. 

I am reminded of a discussion I had 
with the esteemed president of the 
United Automobile Workers, Mr. Ron 
Gettelfinger, who indicated that we 
have just about run out of how much 
unions in collective bargaining agree-
ments can continue to give up in terms 
of the health care, employer-based 
health care that the United Auto-
mobile Workers have been working on 
for decades because the demands of the 
corporations, the automobile corpora-
tions, continue and insist at every 
round of collective bargaining to re-
quire more and more give-backs, high-
er premiums, and fewer services to be 
provided under the employer-employee 
health plan. 

It is also my duty to report to you 
that I have been advised that 
DaimlerChrysler Corporation is exam-
ining something different from the 
plan that the Chrysler Corporation, 
who they succeeded, has been engaged 
in with the United Automobile Work-
ers in terms of their employee health 
coverage. It is getting too high, it is 
costing too much. 

And so I am here to continue a dis-
cussion that has been going on for 
many years. And I would like to rec-
ommend to my colleagues a few of the 
things I have been reading about this 
subject matter and see where it takes 
it. I had the pleasure of meeting Dr. 
Ron Mueller, the author of a book enti-
tled ‘‘As Sick As It Gets: The Shocking 
Reality of America’s Health Care, a Di-
agnosis and Treatment Plan,’’ which he 
prescribes in this book. 
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Here is what he said: Some of the pa-

tients had to tell him about their 
health coverage. One said that, ‘‘When 
my wife dies I can slow down, I will not 
need to work so hard to pay for her 
medications.’’ Another said, ‘‘I bor-
rowed my sister’s insulin, she has in-
surance.’’ Another, ‘‘I don’t have insur-
ance. Actually I do, but I have a $5,000 
per year deductible.’’ Another, all of 
his Social Security goes for his medica-
tions and his medical bills. ‘‘I am 
trapped. You work all your life and 
look forward to retirement and it will 
not come. I got to work to pay for the 
pills and the bills.’’ Another, ‘‘It was 
only after my lawyer got involved that 
they agreed to cover my surgery.’’ 

‘‘Those (expletive deleted) are a 
bunch of thieves. I called Medicare and 
they told me not to pay another dime. 
Then the (expletive deleted) threatened 
me.’’ 

Another, ‘‘I have a history of using 
cocaine but I have been drug free for 3 
years. Unfortunately, I have had 
thoughts of using it again and I am 
afraid I might relapse. So I called my 
insurance company to see if counseling 
was covered. The insurance company 
said I was not covered unless I tested 
positive. So I have to go out and use 
the drugs before I am covered. Makes 
sense, does not it?’’ 

And the final comment, ‘‘The letter 
said we have covered all your medical 
bills except $384,000.’’ 

And so it is an important subject 
that we begin to examine more and 
more closely as we move forward. 

Dr. David Himmelstein, Dr. Steffie 
Woolhandler, and Dr. Ida Hellander 
have a book that deals with the con-
sequences of corporate health care. 
And they make the following points, 
and I quote: ‘‘Centuries ago, doctors 
practiced phlebotomy by applying inci-
sions and leaches to their patients. 
Doctors acted on the misguided belief 
that illnesses could be cured by bleed-
ing them away. Some patients lost so 
much blood that it killed them. Today 
we wonder how they got it so wrong. 
One day our grandchildren will look 
back on the damage wrought by cor-
porate health care with an equal sense 
of bewilderment. They will learn that 
early in the 21st century, 45 percent of 
all bankruptcies involved a medical 
reason or a large medical debt; that 47 
percent of those denied authorization 
for emergency room care by their 
HMOs had unstable vital signs or other 
high-risk indicators; the death rates 
and patient expenses are higher at the 
for-profit hospitals than at nonprofit 
facilities; that doctors are actually 
paid money to withhold medical serv-
ices; that in a solid economy, infant 
mortality rates for African Americans 
are more than twice those for whites. 
And perhaps most baffling is the con-
tinued existence of a corporate system 
when 77 percent of Americans believe 
the government should provide quality 
medical coverage to all adults.’’ 

And so their book, with extraor-
dinary detail, is a compelling argu-

ment in favor of a national health care 
program, a program that would cover 
everyone and provide better care for 
less than what we spend today. 

I want to emphasize that. We could 
spend less with a reorganized national 
health care system than we are spend-
ing today. How could that be? How 
could we get better care for less 
money? 

Well, one simple answer would be to 
take the incredible profit taking that 
goes on within the health care indus-
try. It is amazing; 47 percent, or 45.6 
percent to be precise, of all bank-
ruptcies involve a medical reason or a 
large medical debt; 326,441 families 
identified illness as the main reason 
for bankruptcy in the year 1999. An ad-
ditional 269,757 had large medical debts 
at the time of bankruptcy. And that 7 
per 1,000 single women and 5 per 1,000 
men suffered a medical-related bank-
ruptcy in the year 1999. 

This is from the Norton’s Bank-
ruptcy Advisor, which is the source of 
those statistics.
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So we could do a lot for our Nation’s 
citizens by revisiting health care. 

We have some other issues that re-
late to this subject that I think are 
pretty important. We have here an-
other interesting book, soft cover, put 
together by the staff of the New York 
Times. It is called ‘‘Solving America’s 
Health-Care Crisis, A Guide to Under-
standing the Greatest Threat to Your 
Family’s Economic Security,’’ and so 
they point out to us that this great 
problem is the biggest one that con-
fronts the most Americans. 

‘‘The labyrinth of issues involved in 
understanding this crisis is daunting,’’ 
and so they provide for a primer that 
will help all of us make judgments 
about the complicated health care 
issues now plaguing the country. This 
New York Times staff provides search-
ing reportage and penetrating analysis 
and tells what works and what does 
not, who profits and who loses and 
what might or might not be done to fix 
a health care industry on the brink of 
collapse. 

What is done in this book that is 
most interesting is to examine how 
high technology and high medical costs 
both save lives and at the same time 
hurt growing numbers of Americans, 
how other countries, for example, han-
dle health care better than we do. As a 
matter of fact, all of the industrialized 
nations of the world have a national 
health care plan that does not turn on 
whether a person has the right insur-
ance company or carries the right pro-
visions within the health care plan be-
fore it can be covered, whether or not 
a person can independently afford to 
pay for it. 

This book, ‘‘Solving America’s 
Health-Care Crisis,’’ examines how 
some doctors profit from patients by 
becoming high-tech entrepreneurs; and 
so it seems to many of us that it is cor-
rect to say that the key to America’s 

economic fate lies in health care re-
form, and so I would like to thank Mr. 
Eric Eckholm, who led the team that 
put this very interesting discussion to-
gether. 

We are forced now to examine wheth-
er, with the hundreds and hundreds of 
proposals of bills in both the House and 
the Senate relating to health care and 
health care delivery, to Medicare and 
Medicaid, to Social Security, how we 
are going to more quickly improve the 
system that we are working on; and I 
look forward to discussions with my 
colleagues, informally, about what we 
must do to deal with this subject. 

I would like now to turn to a very in-
teresting statement that has been put 
forward by my friend, the Secretary of 
State, Colin Powell, in which he as-
serted that 130 nations backed us in the 
war against Iraq. There are 191 coun-
tries in the United Nations. There are 
some 40 or more that are not in the 
United Nations, and there may be as 
much as a dozen who are neither in the 
United Nations nor are formally orga-
nized and recognized as nation states. 
We are talking about a lot of people, 6.4 
billion people in the world, more than 
250 countries, and 130 of them backed 
us up. 

I have sent a note, and I will include 
it in the RECORD, asking the Secretary 
to advise me of which of these coun-
tries contributed to our success in the 
war in Iraq.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, DC, March 16, 2004. 
Hon. COLIN POWELL, 
Secretary, Department of State, Washington, 

DC.

Urgent Attn: Office of the Secretary.
DEAR SECRETARY POWELL: I write to re-

quest a specific identification from your of-
fice of the countries who support the United 
States’ decision to declare war on Iraq. In 
your statement regarding the matter, it was 
your position that approximately 130 coun-
tries were behind the U.S. in this war. I 
would appreciate your urgent assistance in 
providing a list of these countries at your 
earliest possible convenience. 

Thank you for your kind assistance in this 
matter, and if you need any further informa-
tion relevant to this request, please do not 
hesitate to contact me directly at 202–225–
5126. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN CONYERS, Jr. 

Ranking Member.

May I indicate, that it has been 
brought to the attention of the Roll 
Call newspaper that the question of 
whether the legality of the govern-
ment-sponsored ads promoting the new 
Medicare prescription drug benefit is 
appropriate or indeed legal. GAO, of 
course, the investigative arm of the 
Congress, wants to find out whether 
this ad program launched by the ad-
ministration violates a Federal law 
prohibiting the government from dis-
seminating ‘‘covert propaganda,’’ and 
so we await the examination and re-
port of the General Accounting Office. 

It has been commented by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) that 
there are a number of questions that 
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are related to this very important sub-
ject. 

IRAQ 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, in con-

nection with Iraq, we had the benefit of 
the Committee on Government Reform, 
which has had a study done about this, 
which runs some 30 pages, that raises 
the question of the Bush administra-
tion’s public statements on Iraq. It is 
called ‘‘Iraq on the RECORD,’’ and there 
have been questions raised in several 
areas. I will include this report in the 
Record, which was prepared at the re-
quest of the distinguished ranking 
member of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. WAXMAN); but this table 
of contents, and this has been released 
today, special investigations division, 
raises the question of the number and 
timing of misleading statements on the 
part of the administration.
IRAQ ON THE RECORD—THE BUSH ADMINISTRA-

TION’S PUBLIC STATEMENTS ON IRAQ 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On March 19, 2003, U.S. forces began mili-
tary operations in Iraq. Addressing the na-
tion about the purpose of the war on the day 
the bombing began, President Bush stated: 
‘‘The people of the United States and our 
friends and allies will not live at the mercy 
of an outlaw regime that threatens the peace 
with weapons of mass murder.’’

One year later, many doubts have been 
raised regarding the Administration’s asser-
tions about the threat posed by Iraq. Prior to 
the war in Iraq, the President and his advi-
sors repeatedly claimed that Iraq possessed 
weapons of mass destruction that jeopard-
ized the security of the United States. The 
failure to discover these weapons after the 
war has led to questions about whether the 
President and his advisors were candid in de-
scribing Iraq’s threat. 

This report, which was prepared at the re-
quest of Rep. Henry A. Waxman, is a com-
prehensive examination of the statements 
made by the five Administration officials 
most responsible for providing public infor-
mation and shaping public opinion on Iraq: 
President George Bush, Vice President Rich-
ard Cheney, Defense Secretary Donald Rums-
feld, Secretary of State Colin Powell, and 
National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice. 
It finds that the five officials made mis-
leading statements about the threat posed 
by Iraq in 125 public appearances. The report 
and an accompanying database identify 237 
specific misleading statements by the five 
officials. 

METHODOLOGY 
The Special Investigations Division com-

piled a database of statements about Iraq 
made by President Bush, Vice President Che-
ney, Secretary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, 
and National Security Advisor Rice. All of 
the statements in the database were drawn 
from speeches, press conferences and brief-
ings, interviews, written statements, and 
testimony by the five officials. 

This Iraq on the Record database contains 
statements made by the five officials that 
were misleading at the time they were made. 
The database does not include statements 
that appear in hindsight to be erroneous but 
were accurate reflections of the views of in-
telligence officials at the time they were 
made. The entire database is accessible to 
members of Congress and the public at 
www.reform.house.gov/min. 

This report is a summary of the Iraq on the 
Record database. Because the officials’ state-

ments have been compiled into a searchable 
database, the report can make new observa-
tions about the topics that were the subject 
of misleading claims, the timing of these 
claims, and the officials who were respon-
sible. To ensure objectivity, the report was 
peer reviewed for fairness and accuracy by 
two leading experts: Joseph Cirincione, sen-
ior associate and director of the Non-Pro-
liferation Project at the Carnegie Endow-
ment for International Peace, and Greg 
Thielmann, former acting director of the Of-
fice of Strategic, Proliferation, and Military 
Affairs in the Department of State’s Bureau 
of Intelligence and Research. 

FINDINGS 
Number of Misleading Statements. The 

Iraq on the Record database contains 237 
misleading statements about the threat 
posed by Iraq that were made by President 
Bush, Vice President Cheney, Secretary 
Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and National 
Security Advisor Rice. These statements 
were made in 125 separate appearances, con-
sisting of 40 speeches, 26 press conferences 
and briefings, 53 interviews, 4 written state-
ments, and 2 congressional testimonies. Most 
of the statements in the database were mis-
leading because they expressed certainty 
where none existed or failed to acknowledge 
the doubts of intelligence officials. Ten of 
the statements were simply false. 

Timing of the Statements. The statements 
began at least a year before the commence-
ment of hostilities in Iraq, when Vice Presi-
dent Cheney stated on March 17, 2002: ‘‘We 
know they have biological and chemical 
weapons.’’ The Administration’s misleading 
statements continued through January 22, 
2004, when Vice President Cheney insisted: 
‘‘There’s overwhelming evidence that there 
was a connection between al-Qaeda and the 
Iraqi government.’’ Most of the misleading 
statements about Iraq—161 statements—were 
made prior to the start of the war. But 76 
misleading statements were made by the five 
Administration officials after the start of 
the war to justify the decision to go to war. 

The 30-day period with the greatest num-
ber of misleading statements was the period 
before the congressional vote on the Iraq war 
resolution. Congress voted on the measure 
on October 10 and October 11, 2002. From Sep-
tember 8 through October 8, 2002, the five of-
ficials made 64 misleading statements in 16 
public appearances. A large number of mis-
leading statements were also made during 
the two months before the war began. Be-
tween January 19 and March 19, 2003, the five 
officials made 48 misleading statements in 26 
public appearances. 

Topics of the Statements. The 237 mis-
leading statements can be divided into four 
categories. The five officials made 11 state-
ments that claimed that Iraq posed an ur-
gent threat; 81 statements that exaggerated 
Iraq’s nuclear activities; 84 statements that 
overstated Iraq’s chemical and biological 
weapons capabilities; and 61 statements that 
misrepresented Iraq’s ties to al Qaeda. 

Statements by President Bush. Between 
September 12, 2002, and July 17, 2003, Presi-
dent Bush made 55 misleading statements 
about the threat posed by Iraq in 27 separate 
public appearances. On October 7, 2002, three 
days before the congressional votes on the 
Iraqi war resolution, President Bush gave a 
speech in Cincinnati, Ohio, with 11 mis-
leading statements, the most by any of the 
five officials in a single appearance. 

Some of the misleading statements by 
President Bush include his statement in the 
January 28, 2003, State of the Union address 
that ‘‘the British government has learned 
that Saddam Hussein recently sought signifi-
cant quantities of uranium from Africa’’; his 
statement on October 2, 2002, that ‘‘the Iraqi 

regime is a threat of unique urgency’’; and 
his statement on May 1, 2003, that ‘‘the lib-
eration of Iraq . . . removed an ally of al 
Qaeda.’’

Statements by Vice President Cheney. Be-
tween March 17, 2002, and January 22, 2004, 
Vice President Cheney made 51 misleading 
statements about the threat posed by Iraq in 
25 separate public appearances. 

Some of the misleading statements by Vice 
President Cheney include his statement on 
September 8, 2002, that ‘‘we do know, with 
absolute certainty, that he is using his pro-
curement system to acquire the equipment 
he needs . . . to build a nuclear weapon’’; his 
statement on March 16, 2003, that ‘‘we be-
lieve he has, in fact, reconstituted nuclear 
weapons’’; and his statement on October 10, 
2003, that Saddam Hussein ‘‘had an estab-
lished relationship with al Qaeda.’’

Statements by Secretary Rumsfeld. Between 
May 22, 2002, and November 2, 2003, Secretary 
Rumsfeld made 52 misleading statements 
about the threat posed by Iraq in 23 separate 
public appearances. 

Some of the misleading statements by Sec-
retary Rumsfeld include his statement on 
November 14, 2002, that within ‘‘a week, or a 
month’’ Saddam Hussein could give his 
weapons of mass destruction to al Qaeda, 
which could use them to attack the United 
States and kill ‘‘30,000, or 100,000 . . . human 
beings’’; his statement on January 29, 2003, 
that Saddam Hussein’s regime ‘‘recently was 
discovered seeking significant quantities of 
uranium from Africa’’; and his statement on 
July 13, 2003, that there ‘‘was never any de-
bate’’ about whether Iraq had a nuclear pro-
gram. 

Statements by Secretary Powell. Between 
April 3, 2003, and October 3, 2003, Secretary 
Powell made 50 misleading statements about 
the threat posed by Iraq in 34 separate public 
appearances. 

Secretary Powell sometimes used caveats 
and qualifying language in his public state-
ments. His statements that contained such 
cautions or limitations were not included in 
the database. Nonetheless, many of Sec-
retary Powell’s statements did not include 
these qualifiers and were misleading in their 
expression of certainty, such as his state-
ment on May 22, 2003, that ‘‘there is no doubt 
in our minds now that those vans were de-
signed for only one purpose, and that was to 
make biological weapons.’’

Statements by National Security Advisor Rice. 
Between September 8, 2002, and September 
28, 2003, National Security Advisor Rice 
made 29 misleading statements about the 
threat posed by Iraq in 16 separate public ap-
pearances. 

Although Ms. Rice had the fewest public 
appearances and the fewest misleading state-
ments, she had the highest number of state-
ments—8—that were false. These false state-
ments included several categorical asser-
tions that no one in the White House knew of 
the intelligence community’s doubts about 
the President’s assertion that Iraq sought to 
import uranium from Africa. 

I. INTRODUCTION 
The President and his senior advisors have 

a special obligation to describe accurately 
the national security threats facing the Na-
tion. This special obligation derives in part 
from the nature of the subject. There is no 
decision that is more grave than sending our 
armed forces to battle. The special obliga-
tion also derives in part from the unique ac-
cess that the President and his advisors have 
to classified information. On matters of na-
tional security, only the President and his 
advisors have full access to the relevant clas-
sified information. Members of Congress and 
the public see only a partial picture based on 
the information the President and his advi-
sors decide to release. 
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Recently, serious questions have been 

raised regarding whether President Bush and 
his Administration met this special obliga-
tion. Numerous news reports and columns 
have questioned the accuracy of specific 
statements by President Bush and other Ad-
ministration officials. The White House 
maintains that any misstatements were 
‘‘only a small part of an ‘overwhelming’ case 
that Iraqi President Saddam Hussein posed a 
threat to the United States.’’ Other observ-
ers, though, have detected a pattern of con-
sistent misrepresentation. 

The one-year anniversary of the beginning 
of military operations in Iraq marks an occa-
sion for comprehensively assessing whether 
the President and his senior advisors met 
their obligation to accurately present intel-
ligence to the American public. For this rea-
son, Rep. Waxman asked the Special Inves-
tigations Division to assemble in a single 
database any misleading statements made by 
President Bush, Vice President Cheney, and 
other senior Administration officials about 
the threat posed by Iraq. This report summa-
rizes key findings from this Iraq on the 
Record database. The database itself is avail-
able to members of Congress and the public 
at www.reform.house.gov/min. 

II. METHODOLOGY 
The Iraq on the Record database contains 

statements from the five Administration of-
ficials most responsible for providing public 
information and shaping public opinion on 
the Iraq war: President George Bush; Vice 
President Richard Cheney; Secretary of De-
fense Donald Rumsfeld; Secretary of State 
Colin Powell; and National Security Advisor 
Condoleezza Rice. 

The statements in the database are drawn 
from 125 public statements or appearances in 
which the five officials discussed the threat 
posed by Iraq. The sources of the statements 
are 40 speeches, 26 press conferences and 
briefings, 53 interviews, 4 written statements 
and articles, and 2 appearances before con-
gressional committees. Quotes from the offi-
cials in newspaper articles or other similar 
secondary sources were not included in the 
database because of the difficulty of dis-
cerning the context of such quotes and en-
suring their accuracy. Statements made by 
the officials before March 2002, one year be-
fore the commencement of hostilities in 
Iraq, were also not included. 

The database contains statements that 
were misleading based on what was known to 
the Administration at the time the state-
ments were made. In compiling the database, 
the Special Investigations Division did not 
assess whether ‘‘subjectively’’ the officials 
believed a specific statement to be mis-
leading. Instead, the investigators used an 
‘‘objective’’ standard. For purposes of the 
database, a statement is considered ‘‘mis-
leading’’ if it conflicted with what intel-
ligence officials knew at the time or in-
volved the selective use of intelligence or the 
failure to include essential qualifiers or ca-
veats. 

The database does not include statements 
that appear mistaken only in hindsight. If a 
statement was an accurate reflection of U.S. 
intelligence at the time it was made, the 
statement is excluded from the database 
even if it now appears erroneous. 

To determine whether a statement was 
misleading, the Special Investigations Divi-
sion examined the statement in light of in-
telligence known to the Administration at 
the time of the statement. The primary 
sources for determining the intelligence 
available to the Administration were (1) the 
portions of the October 2002 National Intel-
ligence Estimate that have been released to 
the public, (2) the February 5, 2004, state-
ment by Director of Central Intelligence 

George Tenet entitled Iraq and Weapons of 
Mass Destruction, (3) the recent report of the 
nonpartisan Carnegie Endowment for Inter-
national Peace entitled WMD in Iraq: Evi-
dence and Implications, and (4) news and 
other reports quoting U.S. officials regarding 
the intelligence available to the administra-
tion on Iraq. 

In general, hypothetical and implied state-
ments about threats posed by Iraq were not 
included in the database of misleading state-
ments. A few such statements were included, 
however, where they implied a threat in 
evocative and frightening language. These 
statements were misleading because the ef-
fect was to instill in the public the percep-
tion that the threat actually existed. 

To be conservative, the Special Investiga-
tions Division excluded hundreds of state-
ments by the five officials that many observ-
ers would consider misleading. For example, 
the five officials made numerous claims that 
Iraq ‘‘had’’ stockpiles of chemical weapons. 
Many of these statements were misleading in 
that they implied that Iraq possessed these 
stockpiles currently and did not acknowl-
edge the doubts of intelligence experts. Nev-
ertheless, these statements were not in-
cluded in the database when they were ex-
pressed in the past tense because Iraq did 
possess chemical weapons at least as late as 
the early 1990s and used them during the 
1980s. 

Investigators also excluded scores of state-
ments of certainty that Iraq possessed 
‘‘weapons of mass destruction’’ prior to the 
war. To many observers, these statements 
would be misleading because they implied 
that Iraq possessed nuclear weapons without 
acknowledging the division among intel-
ligence officials about whether this was the 
case. The Special Investigations Division ex-
cluded these general ‘‘weapons of mass de-
struction’’ assertions, however, because of 
the ambiguity inherent in the phrase. 

The Special Investigations Division asked 
two leading independent experts to peer re-
view this report for fairness and accuracy. 
These two independent experts are: Joseph 
Cirincione, senior associate and director of 
the Non-Proliferation Project at the Car-
negie Endowment for International Peace, 
and Greg Thielmann, former acting director 
of the Office of Strategic, Proliferation, and 
Military Affairs in the Department of State’s 
Bureau of Intelligence and Research. These 
experts judged that this report is a fair and 
accurate depiction of the administration’s 
statements. 

III. NUMBER AND TIMING OF MISLEADING 
STATEMENTS 

President Bush, Vice President Cheney, 
Secretary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and 
National Security Advisor Rice repeatedly 
made misleading statements about the 
threat posed by Iraq. They made these state-
ments in 125 separate public appearances. 
The total number of misleading statements 
made by the five officials is 237. 

The 237 misleading statements were made 
in a variety of forums. On 53 occasions, the 
five officials gave interviews in which they 
made claims that were misleading. They also 
made misleading statements in 40 speeches, 
26 press conferences and briefings, 4 written 
statements and articles, and 2 appearances 
before Congress. 

The misleading statements began at least 
one year before the start of the war in Iraq, 
when Vice President Cheney stated on March 
17, 2002: ‘‘The President’s made it clear that 
we are concerned about nations such as Iraq 
developing weapons of mass destruction. We 
know the Iraqis have been engaged in such 
efforts over the years. We know they have bi-
ological and chemical weapons. . . . And we 
also have reason to believe they’re pursuing 
the acquisition of nuclear weapons.’’

These misleading statements have contin-
ued through at least January 2004. On Janu-
ary 22, 2004, Vice President Cheney said in a 
National Public Radio interview, ‘‘I think 
there’s overwhelming evidence that there 
was a connection between al-Qaeda and the 
Iraqi government. . . . I’m very confident 
that there was an established relationship 
there.’’ He also said in the same interview, 
‘‘we know . . . that prior to our going in that 
he had spent time and effort acquiring mo-
bile biological weapons labs, and we’re quite 
confident he did, in fact, have such a pro-
gram. We’ve found a couple of semi trailers 
at this point which we believe were, in fact, 
part of that program.’’ As described below, 
both of these assertions were misleading in 
that they failed to disclose the serious 
doubts held by intelligence officials. 

The majority of the misleading state-
ments—161—were made in the buildup to the 
war in Iraq. The volume of misleading state-
ments by the five officials peaked before key 
decision points in the buildup to the war. 
Congress began debate on the Iraq war reso-
lution in early October 2002 and voted on the 
measure on October 10 and October 11, 2002. 
During the 30 days between September 8 and 
October 8, 2002, the five officials made 64 mis-
leading statements in 16 public appearances. 
This was the highest number of misleading 
statements for any 30-day period. 

There were also a large number of mis-
leading statements in the two months before 
hostilities began on March 19, 2003, when the 
five officials made 48 misleading statements 
in 26 public appearances. 

Most of the misleading statements in the 
Iraq on the Record database involve the se-
lective use of intelligence or the failure to 
include essential qualifiers or caveats. For 
example, statements of certainty that Iraq 
was close to possessing nuclear weapons were 
misleading because they ignored significant 
doubts and disagreement in the U.S. intel-
ligence community regarding whether Iraq 
was actively pursuing a nuclear program. 

In 10 instances, however, the statements 
included in the database were false state-
ments that directly contradicted facts 
known at the time by the Administration. 
For example, on July 11, 2003, Ms. Rice stat-
ed with respect to the claim that Iraq was 
seeking uranium in Africa: ‘‘Now, if there 
were doubts about the underlying intel-
ligence . . . those doubts were not commu-
nicated to the President, to the Vice Presi-
dent, or to me.’’ This statement is false be-
cause, as Ms. Rice’s deputy Stephen Hadley 
subsequently acknowledged, the CIA sent 
Ms. Rice and Mr. Hadley memos in October 
2002 warning against the use of this claim. 
IV. CATEGORIES OF MISLEADING STATEMENTS 
The misleading statements by President 

Bush, Vice President Cheney, Secretary 
Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and National 
Security Advisor Rice fall into four general 
categories: (1) statements suggesting that 
Iraq posed an urgent threat, (2) statements 
regarding Iraq’s nuclear activities, (3) state-
ments regarding Iraq’s biological and chem-
ical weapons capabilities, and (4) statements 
regarding Iraq’s support of al Qaeda. 

A. STATEMENTS THAT IRAQ POSED AN URGENT 
THREAT 

On February 5, 2004, Director of Central In-
telligence George Tenet categorically stated 
that the U.S. intelligence community ‘‘never 
said there was an ‘imminent’ threat.’’ Yet 
this was not the impression conveyed by 
President Bush, Vice President Cheney, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and Na-
tional Security Advisor Rice in their public 
statements on Iraq. In 10 different appear-
ances, these five officials made 11 statements 
claiming that Iraq posed an urgent threat. 

For example: President Bush stated on Oc-
tober 2, 2002: ‘‘The Iraqi regime is a threat of 
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unique urgency. . . . [I[t has developed weap-
ons of mass death.’’ President Bush stated on 
November 20, 2002: ‘‘Today the world is . . . 
uniting to answer the unique and urgent 
threat posed by Iraq.’’ Vice President Cheney 
stated on August 26, 2002: ‘‘Simply stated, 
there is no doubt that Saddam Hussein now 
has weapons of mass destruction. There is no 
doubt he is amassing them to use against our 
friends, against our allies, and against us.’’

In one instance, Secretary Rumsfeld said 
that Iraq could give weapons of mass de-
struction to al Qaeda in ‘‘a week, or a 
month,’’ resulting in the deaths of up to 
100,000 people. On November 14, 2002, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld stated: ‘‘Now, transport 
yourself forward a year, two years, or a 
week, or a month, and if Saddam Hussein 
were to take his weapons of mass destruction 
and transfer them, either use them himself, 
or transfer them to the Al-Qaeda, and some-
how the Al-Qaeda, and somehow the Al-
Qaeda were to engage in an attack on the 
United States, or an attack on U.S. forces 
overseas, with a weapon of mass destruction 
you’re not talking about 300, or 3,000 people 
potentially being killed, but 30,000, or 100,000 
. . . human beings.’’

B. STATEMENTS ABOUT IRAQ’S NUCLEAR 
CAPABILITIES 

In their potential for destruction and their 
ability to evoke horror, nuclear weapons are 
in a class by themselves. As Dr. David Kay, 
former special advisor to the Iraq Survey 
Group, testified on January 28, 2004: ‘‘All of 
us have and would continue to put the nu-
clear weapons in a different category. It’s a 
single weapon that can do tremendous dam-
age, as opposed to multiple weapons that can 
do the same order of damage. . . . I think we 
should politically treat nuclear as a dif-
ference.’’

For precisely this reason, the Administra-
tion’s statements about Iraq’s nuclear capa-
bilities had a large impact on congressional 
and public perceptions about the threat 
posed by Iraq. Many members of Congress 
were more influenced by the Administra-
tion’s nuclear assertions than by any other 
piece of evidence. Rep. Waxman, for example, 
wrote to President Bush in June 2003 that in 
voting for the Iraq war resolution: ‘‘Like 
other members, I was particularly influenced 
by your views about Iraq’s nuclear inten-
tions. Although chemical and biological 
weapons can inflict casualties, no threat is 
greater than the threat of nuclear weapons.’’ 
Numerous members of Congress stressed 
Iraq’s nuclear threat in their floor state-
ments explaining their support of the resolu-
tion. 

Despite the significance of the nuclear 
issue, President Bush, Vice President Che-
ney, Secretary Powell, Secretary Rumsfeld, 
and National Security Advisor Rice repeat-
edly misrepresented the nuclear threat posed 
by Iraq. The five officials made 49 separate 
public appearances in which they made mis-
leading statements about Iraq’s nuclear 
threat. In these appearances, they made a 
total of 81 misleading statements regarding 
Iraq’s nuclear activities. 

These misleading statements generally fall 
into one of three categories: (1) misleading 
statements about the status of Iraq’s nuclear 
program, (2) misleading statements about 
the purpose of aluminum tubes sought by 
Iraq, and (3) misleading statements about 
Iraq’s attempts to obtain uranium from Afri-
ca. 
1. Claims about the Status of Iraq’s Nuclear 

Program 
Prior to the war, there were significant di-

visions within the intelligence community 
about whether Iraq had resumed efforts to 
make nuclear weapons. In his speech on Feb-
ruary 5, 2004, Mr. Tenet explained that there 

was not unanimity on whether Iraq had re-
constituted its nuclear program and that 
these differences were described in the Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate (NIE): ‘‘Let me 
be clear, where there were differences, the 
Estimate laid out the disputes clearly.’’ In 
particular, the State department’s Bureau of 
Intelligence and Research (INR) concluded in 
the NIE that ‘‘[t]he activities we have de-
tected do not, however, add up to a compel-
ling case that Iraq is currently pursuing 
what INR would consider to be an integrated 
and comprehensive approach to acquire nu-
clear weapons.’’ INR added: ‘‘Lacking per-
suasive evidence that Baghdad has launched 
a coherent effort to reconstitute its nuclear 
weapons program, INR is unwilling to specu-
late that such an effort began soon after the 
departure of UN inspectors.’’ The INR posi-
tion was similar to the conclusions of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA), which concluded that there was ‘‘no 
indication of resumed nuclear activities . . . 
nor any indication of nuclear-related prohib-
ited activities.’’

These doubts and qualifications, however, 
were not communicated to the public. In-
stead, the five Administration officials re-
peatedly made unequivocal comments about 
Iraq’s nuclear program. For example, Presi-
dent Bush said in October 2002 that ‘‘[t]he re-
gime has the scientists and facilities to build 
nuclear weapons and is seeking the materials 
required to do so.’’ Several days later, Presi-
dent Bush asserted that Saddam Hussein ‘‘is 
moving ever closer to developing a nuclear 
weapon.’’

Vice President Cheney made perhaps the 
single most egregious statement about Iraq’s 
nuclear capabilities, claiming: ‘‘we know he 
has been absolutely devoted to trying to ac-
quire nuclear weapons. And we believe he 
has, in fact, reconstituted nuclear weapons.’’ 
He made this statement just three days be-
fore the war. He did not admit until Sep-
tember 14, 2003, that his statement was 
wrong and that he ‘‘did misspeak.’’

President Bush and others portrayed the 
threat of Saddam Hussein waging nuclear 
war against the United States or its allies as 
one of the most urgent reasons for preemp-
tively attacking Iraq. Administration offi-
cials used evocative language and images. On 
the eve of congressional votes on the Iraq 
war resolution, for example, President Bush 
stated: ‘‘Knowing these realities, America 
must not ignore the threat gathering against 
us. Facing clear evidence or peril, we cannot 
wait for the final proof—the smoking gun—
that could come in the form of a mushroom 
cloud.’’

Following the commencement of military 
operations in Iraq, Administration officials 
continued to make misleading statements 
regarding Iraq’s nuclear program. For exam-
ple, Secretary Rumsfeld denied on July 13, 
2003, that there was ‘‘any debate’’ about 
Iraq’s nuclear capabilities within the Admin-
istration, stating: ‘‘We said they had a nu-
clear program. That was never any debate.’’

Since the war ended, the Iraq Survey 
Group has been unable to find evidence of 
the nuclear program described by the five of-
ficials. On October 2, 2003, David Kay re-
ported that ‘‘we have not uncovered evidence 
that Iraq undertook significant post-1998 
steps to actually build nuclear weapons or 
produce fissile material.’’ In his January 28, 
2004, testimony, Dr. Kay reported that ‘‘[i]t 
was not a reconstituted, full-blown nuclear 
program.’’ He added, ‘‘As best as has been de-
termined . . . in 2000 they had decided that 
their nuclear establishment had deteriorated 
to such point that it was totally useless.’’ 
His conclusion was that there was ‘‘no doubt 
at all’’ that Iraq had less of an ability to 
produce fissile material in 2001 than in 1991. 
According to Dr. Kay, the nuclear program 

had been ‘‘seriously degraded’’ and the ‘‘ac-
tivities of the inspectors in the early ’90s did 
a tremendous amount.’’
2. Claims about the Aluminum Tubes 

In 2001 and 2002, shipments of aluminum 
tubes to Iraq were intercepted. This dis-
covery led to an active debate within intel-
ligence agencies about the intended use of 
the tubes. 

Numerous experts believed the tubes were 
for conventional rockets rather than a nu-
clear development program. In his February 
5, 2004, speech, Mr. Tenet explained that dis-
agreement over the purpose of the aluminum 
tubes was ‘‘a debate laid out extensively in 
the estimate and one that experts still argue 
over.’’ The agency with the most technical 
expertise in this area, the Department of En-
ergy, believed that the tubes likely were not 
part of a nuclear enrichment program, stat-
ing in the NIE that ‘‘the tubes probably are 
not part of the program.’’ The International 
Atomic Energy Agency agreed, concluding: 
‘‘There is no indication that Iraq has at-
tempted to import aluminum tubes for use in 
centrifuge enrichment.’’

In addition to dissent from the Energy De-
partment and international inspectors, the 
State Department also expressed formal res-
ervations, stating in the NIE that ‘‘INR is 
not persuaded that the tubes in question are 
intended for use as centrifuge rotors.’’ In-
stead, the State Department accepted the 
‘‘judgment of technical experts at the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE) who have con-
cluded that the tubes Iraq seeks to acquire 
are poorly suited for use in gas centrifuges.’’ 
The State Department explained its position 
in detail: The very large quantities being 
sought, the way the tubes were tested by the 
Iraqis, and the atypical lack of attention to 
operational security in the procurement ef-
forts are among the factors, in addition to 
the DOE assessment, that led INR to con-
clude that the tubes are not intended for use 
in Iraq’s nuclear weapon program. 

According to the NIE, ‘‘INR considers it far 
more likely that the tubes are intended for 
another purpose, most likely the production 
of artillery rockets.’’

These doubts about the use of the alu-
minum tubes were not conveyed by Adminis-
tration officials, however. Instead, the alu-
minum tubes became one of the two prin-
cipal pieces of information cited by the Ad-
ministration to support the claim that Iraq 
was reconstituting its nuclear weapons pro-
gram. President Bush, Vice President Che-
ney, Secretary Powell, and National Secu-
rity Advisor Rice made 10 misleading state-
ments in 9 public appearances about the sig-
nificance of the aluminum tubes. 

For example, Ms. Rice stated on September 
8, 2002: ‘‘We do know that there have been 
shipments going into . . . Iraq . . . of alu-
minum tubes that . . . are only really suited 
for nuclear weapons programs, centrifuge 
programs.’’ Similarly, Vice President Che-
ney said on September 8, 2002: ‘‘[Saddam 
Hussein] now is trying, through his illicit 
procurement network, to acquire the equip-
ment he needs to be able to enrich uranium 
to make the bombs . . . [s]pecifically alu-
minum tubes.’’ These statements were mis-
leading because they did not present the pos-
sibility that the tubes were suitable or in-
tended for another purpose, or acknowledge 
that key U.S. experts doubted that the tubes 
were intended to make nuclear bombs. 

In one instance, Secretary Powell did ac-
knowledge that some experts disputed that 
the aluminum tubes were intended for nu-
clear uses. In his February 5, 2003, address 
before the United Nations, Secretary Powell 
stated, ‘‘By now, just about everyone has 
heard of these tubes and we all know that 
there are differences of opinion. There is 
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controversy about what these tubes are for. 
Most U.S. experts think they are intended to 
serve as rotors in centrifuges used to enrich 
uranium.’’ Even in that statement, however, 
Secretary Powell did not make clear that ex-
perts from the Department of Energy and 
the State Department’s own intelligence di-
vision played a significant role in the anal-
ysis of this issue and in formal and delib-
erate dissents had disputed the view that the 
tubes would likely be used to enrich ura-
nium. 

On another occasion, Secretary Powell 
cited the tubes as evidence of pursuit of nu-
clear weapons, without noting that the in-
tended use of the tubes was under dispute, 
asserting: ‘‘We also know that Iraq has tried 
to obtain high-strength aluminum tubes, 
which can be used to enrich uranium in cen-
trifuges for a nuclear weapons program.’’

By January 27, 2003, the International 
Atomic Energy Agency had reached the ten-
tative conclusion that the aluminum tubes 
‘‘would be consistent with the purpose stated 
by Iraq and, unless modified, would not be 
suitable for manufacturing centrifuges.’’ 
Following the occupation of Iraq, the Iraq 
Survey Group did not find evidence indi-
cating that the tubes were intended for nu-
clear use. In his January 28, 2004, testimony, 
Dr. Kay announced: ‘‘It is my judgment, 
based on the evidence that was collected . . . 
that it’s more probable that those tubes were 
intended for use in a conventional missile 
program, rather than in a centrifuge pro-
gram.’’
3. Claims about Uranium from Africa 

Another significant component of the Ad-
ministration’s nuclear claims was the asser-
tion that Iraq had sought to import uranium 
from Africa. As one of few new pieces of in-
telligence, this claim was repeated multiple 
times by Administration officials as proof 
that Iraq had reconstituted its nuclear weap-
ons program. In total, the five Administra-
tion officials made misleading assertions 
about Iraq’s attempts to obtain uranium 
from Africa in 7 statements in 6 public ap-
pearances. 

In his State of the Union address on Janu-
ary 28, 2003, President Bush stated: ‘‘The 
British government has learned that Saddam 
Hussein recently sought significant quan-
tities of uranium from Africa. . . . Saddam 
Hussein has not credibly explained these ac-
tivities. He clearly has much to hide.’’ 

Other officials echoed this statement. In a 
January 23, 2003, New York Times op-ed 
piece, Ms. Rice argued that Iraq had lied in 
its December 2002 declaration, noting: ‘‘the 
declaration fails to account for or explain 
Iraq’s efforts to get uranium from abroad.’’ 
In his opening remarks in his televised press 
conference on January 29, 2003, Secretary 
Rumsfeld stated, ‘‘[Saddam Hussein’s] re-
gime . . . recently was discovered seeking 
significant quantities of uranium from Afri-
ca.’’ 

These claims that Iraq was seeking to im-
port uranium were misleading. The docu-
mentary evidence behind the assertions was 
declared to be ‘‘not authentic’’ by the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency. An envoy, 
former Ambassador Joseph Wilson, was sent 
by the CIA to investigate the alleged pur-
chase. Ambassador Wilson concluded that it 
was ‘‘highly doubtful that any such trans-
action had ever taken place,’’ and on his re-
turn, he provided detailed briefings to the 
CIA and to the State Department African Af-
fairs Bureau. 

When evidence emerged that the importa-
tion claim was false, Ms. Rice claimed that 
the White House had no knowledge of these 
doubts. She asserted unequivocally that no 
senior White House officials were informed 
about questions about the uranium claim 

prior to its use in the State of the Union ad-
dress. She stated that ‘‘[t]he intelligence 
community did not know at that time, or at 
levels that got to us . . . that there was seri-
ous questions about this report.’’ As she put 
it on another occasion: ‘‘[H]ad there been 
even a peep that the agency did not want 
that sentence in or that George Tenet did 
not want that sentence in, that the Director 
of Central Intelligence did not want it in, it 
would have been gone.’’ 

Ms. Rice’s claims were simply false. The 
CIA sent two memos to the National Secu-
rity Council—one of which was addressed to 
Ms. Rice personally—warning against includ-
ing the claim in a speech by the President. 
Director of Central Intelligence George 
Tenet also ‘‘argued personally’’ to Ms. Rice’s 
deputy national security adviser, Stephen 
Hadley, ‘‘that the allegation should not be 
used’’ by the President. Further, in the Octo-
ber 2002 NIE provided to top White House of-
ficials, the State Department’s Bureau of In-
telligence and Research had stated that 
claims that Iraq sought to acquire uranium 
in Africa were ‘‘highly dubious.’’

Ultimately, the White House was forced to 
admit its error. On July 9, 2003, White House 
spokesperson Ari Fleischer said that the 
statement about importing uranium from 
Africa ‘‘should not have risen to the level of 
a presidential speech.’’ The White House 
minimized the significance of the Adminis-
tration’s use of the Niger claim, arguing that 
it was ‘‘only a small part of an ‘over-
whelming’ case that Iraqi President Saddam 
Hussein posed a threat to the United 
States.’’

C. STATEMENTS ABOUT IRAQ’S CHEMICAL AND 
BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS PROGRAMS 

President Bush, Vice President Cheney, 
Secretary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and 
National Security Advisor Rice made mis-
leading statements regarding Iraq’s chemical 
and biological weapons programs in 61 public 
appearances. In these appearances, the five 
officials made 84 different misleading state-
ments. These statements addressed three 
general topics: (1) Iraq’s chemical and bio-
logical weapons, (2) Iraq’s efforts to build un-
manned aerial vehicles (UAVs), and (3) Iraq’s 
mobile biological laboratories. 
1. Claims about Chemical and Biological Weap-

ons 
Prior to the war, there were questions 

within the intelligence community about 
whether Iraq in fact possessed stockpiles of 
chemical and biological weapons. Because 
Iraq previously had such stockpiles, had used 
them in the past, and had not adequately 
demonstrated that all previously produced 
stockpiles had been destroyed, the intel-
ligence community made an assessment in 
the October NIE that it was likely that Iraq 
continued to possess them. Because intel-
ligence agencies had no direct evidence of 
such stockpiles, however, the conclusions in 
the October NIE were cast in the context of 
an intelligence ‘‘estimate.’’ The NIE began 
its sections on chemical and biological weap-
ons with the phrases ‘‘we assess’’ and ‘‘we 
judge.’’ The NIE concluded that Iraq ‘‘prob-
ably’’ had stockpiled chemicals and ‘‘prob-
ably’’ had genetically engineered biological 
agents. The NIE also included major quali-
fiers, such as: ‘‘We lack specific information 
on many key aspects of Iraq’s WMD pro-
grams.’’

Other intelligence assessments specifically 
cited the uncertainty surrounding Iraq’s pos-
session of such stockpiles. In September 2002, 
the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) issued 
a report that concluded: ‘‘There is no reli-
able information on whether Iraq is pro-
ducing and stockpiling chemical weapons or 
where Iraq has—or will—establish its chem-
ical warfare agent production facilities.’’ 

The report also observed that ‘‘[a] substan-
tial amount of Iraq’s chemical warfare 
agents, precursors, munitions, and produc-
tion equipment were destroyed between 1991 
and 1998 as a result of Operation Desert 
Storm and UNSCOM (United Nations Special 
Commission) actions.’’ While the report as-
sessed that Iraq ‘‘probably’’ retained some 
‘‘CW agents,’’ it warned that ‘‘we lack any 
direct information.’’

Despite these uncertainties among the in-
telligence officials, the five Administration 
officials made 45 misleading statements in 35 
appearances about Iraq’s possession of chem-
ical or biological weapons. Often these state-
ments were misleading because they pro-
jected certainty about their claims. Sec-
retary Powell, for example, claimed, ‘‘there 
is no doubt in our mind that he still has 
chemical weapons stocks.’’ Secretary Rums-
feld stated: ‘‘He has at this moment stock-
piles of chemical and biological weapons.’’ 
Vice President Cheney asserted: ‘‘We know 
they have biological and chemical weapons.’’ 
And President Bush said bluntly, ‘‘He’s got 
them.’’

Administration officials sometimes 
claimed to have specific details about stock-
pile locations and movements. In his speech 
to the United Nations, for example, Sec-
retary Powell showed photographs of sup-
posed Iraqi chemical stockpiles, stating: 
‘‘How do I know that? How can I say that? 
Let me give you a closer look. Look at the 
image on the left. On the left is a close-up of 
one of the four chemical bunkers. The two 
arrows indicate the presence of sure signs 
that the bunkers are storing chemical muni-
tions.’’

Secretary Rumsfeld was even more spe-
cific, claiming that the Iraqis were ‘‘moving 
them to different locations as often as every 
12 to 24 hours and placing them in residential 
neighborhoods.’’ He also made this state-
ment: ‘‘We know where they are. They’re in 
the area around Tikrit and Baghdad and 
east, west, south, and north somewhat.’’

The five officials also drew selectively 
from individual intelligence sources. In 1995, 
Hussein Kamel, the Iraqi official who had 
been in charge of Iraq’s weapons of mass de-
struction programs, defected and described 
how Iraq had violated U.N. resolutions in the 
early 1990s. Administration officials cited 
these claims repeatedly. For example, Presi-
dent Bush said: ‘‘In 1995, after several years 
of deceit by the Iraqi regime, the head of 
Iraq’s military industries defected. It was 
then that the regime was forced to admit 
that it had produced more than 30,000 liters 
of anthrax and other deadly biological 
agents. . . . This is a massive stockpile of bi-
ological weapons that has never been ac-
counted for, and capable of killing millions.’’

President Bush failed to disclose, however, 
that this same defector reported to U.N. in-
spectors that Iraq had destroyed all of its 
chemical and biological weapons stocks. 

Since the war ended, the Iraq Survey 
Group has reported that it is unlikely that 
chemical or biological stockpiles existed 
prior to the war. As Dr. Kay concluded: ‘‘I’m 
personally convinced that there were not 
large stockpiles of newly produced weapons 
of mass destruction. We don’t find the peo-
ple, the documents or the physical plants 
that you would expect to find if the produc-
tion was going on.’’ Dr. Kay reported in Oc-
tober 2003 that ‘‘Iraq’s large-scale capability 
to develop, produce, and fill new CW muni-
tions was reduced—if not entirely de-
stroyed—during Operation Desert Storm and 
Desert Fox, 13 years of UN sanctions and UN 
inspections.’’

Director of Central Intelligence George 
Tenet echoed these findings: ‘‘It also appears 
that Iraq had the infrastructure and talent 
to resume production—but we have yet to 
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find that it actually did so, nor have we 
found weapons.’’ His bottom line was that 
‘‘we do not know if production took place—
and just as clearly—we have not yet found 
biological weapons.’’
2. Claims about Unmanned Aerial Vehicles 

Prior to the war, Administration officials 
raised the specter of Iraq using unmanned 
aerial vehicles (UAVs) to distribute chemical 
or biological weapons directly over the 
United States. Although there was agree-
ment within the intelligence community 
that Iraq had a UAV program, there was a 
sharp split over whether these UAVs were de-
signed to deliver chemical or biological 
weapons. The October NIE concluded that 
the UAV program was ‘‘probably’’ intended 
to deliver biological weapons. However, the 
government entity most knowledgeable 
about UAVs and their potential applications, 
the Air Force’s National Air and Space Intel-
ligence Center, disagreed with this conclu-
sion. According to the NIE, the U.S. Air 
Force ‘‘does not agree that Iraq is developing 
UAVs primarily intended to be delivery plat-
forms for chemical and biological (CBW) 
agents.’’ Instead, the Air Force experts as-
serted that ‘‘[t]he small size of Iraq’s new 
UAV strongly suggests a primary role of re-
connaissance.’’

The five Administration officials did not 
acknowledge these doubts in their public 
statements, however. Instead, they made 
misleading assertions regarding the purpose 
of the UAVs in 5 statements in 5 public ap-
pearances. 

For example, on October 7, 2002, just days 
before the October 10 and October 11, 2002, 
congressional votes on the Iraqi war resolu-
tion, President Bush claimed that ‘‘Iraq has 
a growing fleet of manned and unmanned 
aerial vehicles that could be used to disperse 
chemical or biological weapons.’’ He did not 
disclose that experts at the Air Force found 
such a use improbable. Instead, he high-
lighted the fear of Iraq’s UAVs being used 
‘‘for missions targeting the United States.’’ 
Such statements had an impact on members 
of Congress. For example, Senator Bill Nel-
son voted for the Iraq war resolution ‘‘pre-
cisely because of the administration’s UAV 
evidence.’’ He explained: ‘‘I was told not only 
that [Hussein had weapons of mass destruc-
tion] and that he had the means to deliver 
them through unmanned aerial vehicles, but 
that he had the capability of transporting 
those UAVs outside of Iraq and threatening 
the homeland here in America, specifically 
by putting them on ships off the eastern sea-
board. . . . I thought there was an imminent 
threat.’’

In his address to the United Nations, Sec-
retary Powell asserted: ‘‘UAVs are well suit-
ed for dispensing chemical and biological 
weapons. There is ample evidence that Iraq 
has dedicated much effort to developing and 
testing spray devices that could be adapted 
for UAVs.’’ In making his presentation to 
the U.N., Secretary Powell showed a photo of 
an ‘‘illustrative’’ UAV, which he suggested 
was well-suited for spraying chemical or bio-
logical weapons over the United States. This 
presentation affected members of Congress. 
Senator Dianne Feinstein stated that of the 
various pieces of evidence presented by Sec-
retary Powell, ‘‘The most compelling to me 
was the unmanned aerial vehicle and the de-
velopment of that with spray tanks. And he 
kind of laid down the fact that this could be 
in our country and there was a possibility 
that this might be used against the United 
States.’’

President Bush later highlighted Secretary 
Powell’s presentation, claiming: ‘‘All the 
world has now seen the footage of an Iraqi 
Mirage aircraft with a fuel tank modified to 
spray biological agents over wide areas. . . . 
A UAV launched from a vessel off the Amer-
ican coast could reach hundreds of miles in-
land.’’

The Iraq Survey Group found little to sub-
stantiate these claims. According to Dr. 
Kay’s January 28, testimony, Iraq’s UAV 
program ‘‘was not a strong point’’ because it 
was only ‘‘theoretically possible’’ to have 
‘‘snuck one of those on a ship off the East 
Coast of the United States that might have 
been able to deliver a small amount some-
place.’’ He found only that ‘‘at least one of 
those families of UAVs’’ was a ‘‘descendent’’ 
of another model that once had a ‘‘spray 
tank on it.’’ In his assessment, there was no 
‘‘existing deployment capability at that 
point for any sort of systematic military at-
tack.’’ 
3. Claims about Mobile Biological Laboratories 
In April and early May 2003, military 

forces found mobile trailers in Iraq. Al-
though intelligence experts disputed the pur-
pose of the trailers, Administration officials 
repeatedly asserted that they were mobile 
biological weapons laboratories. In total, 
President Bush, Vice President Cheney, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and Na-
tional Security Advisor Rice made 34 mis-
leading statements about the trailers in 27 
separate public appearances. 

Shortly after the trailers were found, the 
CIA and DIA issued an unclassified white 
paper evaluating the trailers. The white 
paper was released without coordination 
with other members of the intelligence com-
munity, however. It was disclosed later that 
engineers from DIA who examined the trail-
ers concluded that they were most likely 
used to produce hydrogen for artillery 
weather balloons. A former senior intel-
ligence official reported that ‘‘only one of 15 
intelligence analysts assembled from three 
agencies to discuss the issue in June en-
dorsed the white paper conclusion.’’

Despite these doubts within the intel-
ligence community, the five officials repeat-
edly misled Congress and the public about 
the trailers by asserting without qualifica-
tion that they were proof of Iraq’s biological 
weapons program. President Bush made per-
haps the most prominent misleading state-
ment on this matter when he proclaimed: 
‘‘We found the weapons of mass destruction. 
We found biological laboratories. You re-
member when Colin Powell stood up in front 
of the world, and he said, Iraq has got lab-
oratories, mobile labs to build biological 
weapons. They’re illegal. They’re against the 
United Nations resolutions, and we’ve so far 
discovered two. And we’ll find more weapons 
as time goes on. But for those who say we 
haven’t found the banned manufacturing de-
vices or banned weapons, they’re wrong, we 
found them.’’

Similarly, Secretary Powell’s comments 
about the trailers frequently asserted with 
certainty that the trailers were biological 
weapons laboratories. For example: 

On May 21, 2003, Secretary Powell said: 
‘‘The intelligence community has really 
looked hard at these vans, and we can find no 
other purpose for them. Although you can’t 
find actual germs on them, they have been 
cleaned and we don’t know whether they 
have been used for that purpose or not, but 
they were certainly designed and con-
structed for that purpose. And we have taken 
our time on this one because we wanted to 
make sure we got it right. And the intel-
ligence community, I think, is convinced 
now that that’s the purpose they served.’’

On May 22, 2003, Secretary Powell said, ‘‘So 
far, we have found the biological weapons 
vans that I spoke about when I presented the 
case to the United Nations on the 5th of Feb-
ruary, and there is no doubt in our minds 
now that those vans were designed for only 
one purpose, and that was to make biological 
weapons.’’

The doubts about the trailers were con-
firmed by the work of the Iraq Survey 
Group. According to Dr. Kay’s January 28, 
2004, testimony, ‘‘the consensus opinion is 

that when you look at those two trailers, 
while [they] had capabilities in many areas, 
their actual intended use was not for the 
production of biological weapons.’’ In a sepa-
rate interview, Dr. Kay explained that the 
trailers ‘‘were actually designed to produce 
hydrogen for weather balloons, or perhaps to 
produce rocket fuel.’’

D. STATEMENTS ABOUT IRAQ’S SUPPORT OF AL 
QAEDA 

Another key component of the case for 
going to war against Iraq was the claim that 
Iraq was supporting al Qaeda. As was the 
case with other featured claims the al Qaeda 
claims were disputed by intelligence officials 
within the Administration. Yet President 
Bush, Vice President Cheney, Secretary 
Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and National 
Security Advisor Rice regularly failed to ac-
knowledge these doubts or the weaknesses in 
the case linking Iraq and al Qaeda. They 
made 61 misleading statements about the 
strength of the Iraq-al Qaeda alliance in 52 
public appearances. 

Well before the war of Iraq, the October 
2002 National Intelligence Estimate made 
clear that the U.S. intelligence community 
had serious doubts about the threat of Iraq 
arming al Qaeda. In its section on ‘‘Con-
fidence Levels for Selected Key Judgements 
in This Estimate,’’ the NIE gave a ‘‘Low 
Confidence’’ rating to the notion of ‘‘Wheth-
er in desperation Saddam would share chem-
ical or biological weapons with Al Qa’ida.’’ 
The discussion of this possibility in the NIE 
contained highly qualified language: ‘‘Sad-
dam, if sufficiently desperate, might decide 
that only an organization such as al Qa’ida . 
. . could perpetuate the type of terrorist at-
tack that he would hope to conduct.’’ The 
NIE also reported that ‘‘Baghdad for now ap-
pears to be drawing a line short of con-
ducting terrorist attacks with conventional 
or CBW against the United States, fearing 
that exposure of Iraqi involvement would 
provide Washington a stronger cause for 
making war.’’

Director of Central Intelligence Tenet 
stated in an October 2002 letter that there 
were intelligence reports of contacts be-
tween al Qaeda and Iraq. At the same time, 
however, he asserted clear qualifiers for this 
information: ‘‘Our understanding of the rela-
tionship between Iraq and al- Qa’ida is evolv-
ing and is based on sources of varying reli-
ability.’’ Senators who were briefed by intel-
ligence officials in the fall of 2002 expressed 
skepticism about the significance of the 
link. For example, Senator JEFFORDS on Oc-
tober 8, 2002, stated, ‘‘While there is talk of 
cooperation between Iraq and al-Qaeda, and I 
don’t doubt that there has been some co-
operation, I have not seen any hard evidence 
of close cooperation.’’ According to another 
account, Sen. Richard J. Durbin . . . said 
some classified information he had seen did 
not support the administration’s portrayal 
of the Iraqi threat. ‘‘It’s troubling to have 
classified information that contradicts 
statements made by the administration,’’ 
Durbin said. ‘‘There’s more they should 
share with the public.’’ Durbin would not be 
more specific, but he did say the committee 
had received the views of some analysts who 
do not share the administration’s conclusion 
that Iraq was an urgent threat with impor-
tant links to al-Qaeda terrorists. 

Journalists also reported that many intel-
ligence officials within the Administration 
doubted the significance of reported contacts 
between Iraq and al Qaeda. According to one 
report: ‘‘[A]nalysts at the C.I.A. . . . believed 
that the evidence showed some contacts be-
tween Baghdad and the terrorist organiza-
tion, but not an operational alliance. . . . 
[A]t the C.I.A., many analysts believed that 
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Mr. bin Laden saw Mr. Hussein as one of the 
corrupt secular Arab leaders who should be 
toppled.’’ 

Despite the doubts of many intelligence 
analysts, the five Administration officials 
regularly asserted that there was a close re-
lationship between Iraq and al Qaeda. For 
example: 

In a November 7, 2002, speech, President 
Bush stated: Saddam Hussein is ‘‘a threat be-
cause he is dealing with al Qaeda. . . . [A] 
true threat facing our country is that an Al 
Qaeda-type network trained and armed by 
Saddam could attack America and not leave 
one fingerprint.’’ 

In his January 28, 2003, State of the Union 
address, President Bush stated: ‘‘Evidence 
from intelligence sources, secret commu-
nications, and statements by people now in 
custody reveal that Saddam Hussein aids and 
protects terrorists, including members of al 
Qaeda. Secretly, and without fingerprints, he 
could provide one of his hidden weapons to 
terrorists, or help them develop their own.’’ 

In his February 5, 2003, remarks to the 
United Nations, Secretary of State Colin 
Powell stated: ‘‘what I want to bring to your 
attention today is the potentially much 
more sinister nexus between Iraq and the al 
Qaeda terrorist network, a nexus that com-
bines classic terrorist organizations and 
modern methods of murder. Iraq today har-
bors a deadly terrorist network headed by 
Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, an associate and col-
laborator of Usama bin Laden and his al-
Qaeda lieutenants.’’ 

In his remarks on May 1, 2003, announcing 
the end of major combat operations in Iraq, 
President Bush stated: ‘‘The battle of Iraq is 
one victory in a war on terror that began on 
September the 11, 2001—and still goes on. . . . 
[T]he liberation of Iraq . . . removed an ally 
of al Qaeda.’’ 

Vice President Cheney’s statements on 
this topic repeatedly cited reports of a spe-
cific alleged Iraq–al Qaeda contact: A meet-
ing between Mohammed Atta, one of the 
September 11 hijackers, and a senior Iraqi of-
ficial in Prague a few months before Sep-
tember 11, 2001. For example, Vice President 
Cheney stated on September 14, 2003: ‘‘With 
respect to 9/11, of course, we’ve had the story 
that’s been public out there. The Czechs al-
leged that Mohammed Atta, the lead 
attacker, met in Prague with a senior Iraqi 
intelligence official five months before the 
attack, but we’ve never been able to develop 
any more of that yet either in terms of con-
firming it or discrediting it. We just don’t 
know.’’ 

The Vice President’s assertions about this 
meeting omitted key information. He did not 
acknowledge that the CIA and FBI had con-
cluded before the war in Iraq that ‘‘the meet-
ing probably did not take place’’; and Czech 
government officials had developed doubts 
regarding whether this meeting occurred; or 
that American records indicate that Mr. 
Atta was in Virginia Beach, Virginia, at the 
time of the purported meeting. 

Assessments following the war further 
highlighted the tenuous nature of the Ad-
ministration’s assertions about an Iraq–al 
Qaeda alliance. According to the New York 
Times, ‘‘Since American forces toppled the 
Hussein government and the United States 
gained access to captured Iraqi officials and 
Iraqi files, the C.I.A. has not yet uncovered 
evidence that has altered its prewar assess-
ment concerning the connections between 
Mr. Hussein and Osama bin Laden, the leader 
of al Qaeda, officials said.’’

Consistent with this view, during Dr. Kay’s 
testimony before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee on January 28, 2004, the following 
exchange occurred between Senator Warner 
and Dr. Kay. Senator Warner: Any evidence 
with regard to participation by either Sad-

dam Hussein or his principal henchmen in 
the WMD-sharing with al Qaeda or any other 
terrorist organizations? Dr. Kay: Senator 
Levin—Senator Warner, there is no evidence 
that I can think of that I know of. 

V. MISLEADING STATEMENTS BY INDIVIDUAL 
OFFICIALS 

A. PRESIDENT BUSH 
President Bush made 55 misleading state-

ments about the threat posed by Iraq in 27 
separate public statements or appearances. 

Of the 55 misleading statements by Presi-
dent Bush, 4 claimed that Iraq posed an ur-
gent threat; 14 exaggerated Iraq’s efforts to 
develop nuclear weapons; 18 overstated Iraq’s 
chemical or biological weapons capacity; and 
19 misrepresented Iraq’s links to al Qaeda. 

On October 7, 2002, just days before the Oc-
tober 10 and October 11, 2002 congressional 
votes on the Iraq war resolution, President 
Bush gave an address in Cincinnati, Ohio, 
about the threat posed by Iraq. In this 
speech, President Bush made 11 misleading 
statements about Iraq, the highest number 
of misleading statements in any single ap-
pearance by any of the five officials. In this 
single appearance, President Bush made mis-
leading statements about Iraq’s nuclear ca-
pabilities, Iraq’s efforts to procure alu-
minum tubes, Iraq’s chemical and biological 
capabilities, and Iraq’s connection to al 
Qaeda. 

Some of the misleading statements made 
by President Bush included the following: 
‘‘On its present course, the Iraqi regime is a 
threat of unique urgency. . . . It has devel-
oped weapons of mass death.’’ ‘‘The British 
government has learned that Saddam Hus-
sein recently sought significant quantities of 
uranium from Africa.’’ ‘‘The liberation of 
Iraq . . . removed an ally of al Qaeda.’’ ‘‘We 
found the weapons of mass destruction. . . . 
[F]or those who say we haven’t found the 
banned manufacturing devices or banned 
weapons, they’re wrong, we found them.’’

B. VICE PRESIDENT CHENEY 
Vice President Cheney made 51 misleading 

statements about the threat posed by Iraq in 
25 separate public statements or appear-
ances. 

Of the 51 misleading statements by Vice 
President Cheney, 1 claimed that Iraq posed 
an urgent threat; 22 exaggerated Iraq’s ef-
forts to develop nuclear weapons; 7 over-
stated Iraq’s chemical or biological weapons 
capacity; and 21 misrepresented Iraq’s links 
to al Qaeda. 

Some of the misleading statements made 
by Vice President Cheney included the fol-
lowing: ‘‘[W]e do know, with absolute cer-
tainty, that he is using his procurement sys-
tem to acquire the equipment he needs in 
order to enrich uranium to build a nuclear 
weapon.’’ Saddam Hussein ‘‘had an estab-
lished relationship with al Qaeda.’’ ‘‘[W]e be-
lieve he has, in fact, reconstituted nuclear 
weapons.’’

C. SECRETARY RUMSFELD 
Secretary Rumsfeld made 52 misleading 

statements about the threat posed by Iraq in 
23 separate public statements or appear-
ances. 

Of the 52 misleading statements by Sec-
retary Rumsfeld; 5 claimed that Iraq posed 
an urgent threat; 18 exaggerated Iraq’s ef-
forts to develop nuclear weapons; 21 over-
stated Iraq’s chemical or biological weapons 
capacity; and 8 misrepresented Iraq’s links 
to al Qaeda. 

Some of the misleading statements made 
by Secretary Rumsfeld included the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘Now transport yourself forward a year, 
two years, or a week, or a month, and if Sad-
dam Hussein were to take his weapons of 
mass destruction and transfer them, either 

use himself, or transfer them to the Al-
Qaeda, and somehow the Al-Qaeda were to 
engage in an attack on the United States 
. . . with a weapon of mass destruction 
you’re now talking about 300, or 3,000 people 
potentially being killed, but 30,000, or 100,000 
. . . human beings.’’

‘‘[Saddam Hussein’s] regime . . . recently 
was discovered seeking significant quantities 
of uranium from Africa.’’

‘‘We said they had a nuclear program. That 
was never any debate.’’

D. SECRETARY POWELL 
Secretary Powell made 50 misleading 

statements about the threat posed by Iraq in 
34 separate public statements or appear-
ances. 

Of the 50 misleading statements by Sec-
retary Powell, 1 claimed that Iraq posed an 
urgent threat; 10 exaggerated Iraq’s efforts 
to develop nuclear weapons; 32 overstated 
Iraq’s chemical or biological weapons capac-
ity; and 7 misrepresented Iraq’s links to al 
Qaeda. 

Sometimes Secretary Powell used caveats 
and qualifying language in his public state-
ments. For example, on March 9, 2003, he 
said, ‘‘Well with respect to the aluminum 
tubes, we still believe the case is out. The 
CIA has done a great deal of analysis on 
those tubes. They are not persuaded they 
were just for rockets. And, in fact, another 
nation this week, a European nation, came 
forward with some additional information 
that still, I think, leaves it an open question 
as to what the purpose of those tubes was.’’ 
Secretary Powell’s acknowledgement of dif-
ferences in this example was not an unquali-
fied statement that only mentioned one side 
of an intelligence debate. 

On numerous other occasions, however, 
Secretary Powell made unconditional state-
ments about the threats posed by Iraq with-
out disclosing the doubts of intelligence offi-
cials. Some of the misleading statements he 
made included the following:

‘‘Iraq is now concentrating . . . on devel-
oping and testing smaller UAVs. . . . UAVs 
are well suited for dispensing chemical and 
biological weapons.’’

‘‘The more we wait, the more chance there 
is for this dictator with clear ties to ter-
rorist groups, including al-Qaida, more time 
for him to pass a weapon, share a tech-
nology, or use these weapons again.’’

‘‘So far, we have found the biological weap-
ons vans that I spoke about when I presented 
the case to the United Nations on the 5th of 
February, and there is no doubt in our minds 
that those vans were designed for only one 
purpose, and that was to make biological 
weapons.’’

E. NATIONAL SECURITY ADVISOR RICE 
Ms. Rice made 29 misleading statements 

about the threat posed by Iraq in 16 separate 
public statements or appearances. 

Of the 29 misleading statements by Ms. 
Rice, 17 concerned Iraq’s efforts to develop 
nuclear weapons; 6 overstated Iraq’s chem-
ical or biological weapons capacity; and 6 
misrepresented Iraq’s links to al Qaeda. 

Some of the misleading statements made 
by Ms. Rice included the following: 

‘‘We do know that [Saddam Hussein] is ac-
tively pursuing a nuclear weapon.’’

‘‘We do know that there have been ship-
ments going into . . . Iraq, for instance, of 
aluminum tubes that really are only suited 
to—high quality aluminum tools that are 
only really suited for nuclear weapons pro-
grams, centrifuge programs.’’

‘‘[T]he declaration fails to account for or 
explain Iraq’s efforts to get uranium from 
abroad.’’

Ms. Rice made significantly more state-
ments that were false—8—than any of the 
other four officials. Many of these state-
ments came in June and July 2003 when ques-
tions were being raised about why President 
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Bush asserted in his State of the Union ad-
dress that Iraq was seeking to import ura-
nium from Africa. Ms. Rice repeatedly stated 
during this period that no one in the White 
House was informed of the doubts about this 
uranium claim. For example, she stated: 

‘‘We did not know at the time—no one 
knew at the time, in our circles—maybe 
someone knew down in the bowels of the 
agency, but no one in our circles knew that 
there were doubts and suspicions that this 
might be a forgery.’’

‘‘[H]ad there been even a peep that the 
agency did not want that sentence in or that 
George Tenet did not want that sentence in, 
that the director of Central Intelligence did 
not want it in, it would have been gone.’’

These statements were simply false. As ex-
plained above, the CIA had repeatedly com-
municated its objections to White House of-
ficials, including Ms. Rice. 

VI. CONCLUSION 
Because of the gravity of the subject and 

the President’s unique access to classified 
information, members of Congress and the 
public expect the President and his senior of-
ficials to take special care to be balanced 
and accurate in describing national security 
threats. It does not appear, however, that 
President Bush, Vice President Cheney, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and Na-
tional Security Advisor Rice met this stand-
ard in the case of Iraq. To the contrary, 
these five officials repeatedly made mis-
leading statements about the threat posed 
by Iraq. In 125 separate appearances, they 
made 11 misleading statements about the ur-
gency of Iraq’s threat, 81 misleading state-
ments about Iraq’s nuclear activities, 84 mis-
leading statements about Iraq’s chemical 
and biological capabilities, and 61 misleading 
statements about Iraq’s relationship with al 
Qaeda.

Some of the categories of the mis-
leading statements: A, a statement 
that Iraq posed an urgent threat; B, 
statements about Iraq’s nuclear capa-
bilities, including the claims about the 
status of the Iraqi nuclear program; 
the claims about the aluminum tubes; 
the claims about uranium from Africa. 

Then there is another category, 
statements about Iraq’s chemical and 
biological weapons programs, claims 
about chemical and biological weapons, 
about unmanned aerial vehicles, about 
mobile biological laboratories; and 
then there is a special part in this 
study about Iraq’s statements about 
Iraq’s support of al Qaeda. 

Then just to be fair to the four other 
members in the White House that work 
on these matters, there are misleading 
statements by individual officials. The 
first official is the President of the 
United States. The second official is 
the Vice President of the United 
States. The third official is the Sec-
retary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld. 
The fourth category is the Secretary of 
State, Colin Powell, and the fifth cat-
egory is reserved for the National Se-
curity Adviser, Condoleezza Rice. 

I recommend these items and this 
study to each and every Member of the 
House; and I would be happy to discuss 
it, along with the ranking member of 
the Committee on Government Reform, 
with any of the Members of the Con-
gress on or off the record. 

HAITI 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I turn 

now to a subject that I consider to be 

very important, and that is, Haiti, a 
beleaguered tiny nation in the western 
hemisphere that has been subject to a 
succession of activities that have 
caused President Jean-Bertrand 
Aristide, his wife, and children to flee 
from the country. 

I would like to commend the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE), the 
vice chair of the Progressive Caucus, 
who has introduced a truth bill to dis-
cover and uncover the truth about 
Haiti. It is a bill that would establish 
an independent commission and has 
been cosponsored by more than two 
dozen other Members, in which she 
calls for in this measure that we create 
an independent commission to inves-
tigate the circumstances that surround 
a democratically elected president 
being forcibly driven from his office 
and forced to leave the country, which 
is, incidentally, the second time this 
has happened during the election of 
President Aristide.

b 2030 

This last time raises some quite am-
biguous questions that we need to re-
solve. Did the United States Govern-
ment impede democracy and in any 
way contribute to the overthrow of the 
Aristide government? What were the 
circumstances that the President 
issued a resignation? To what extent 
did the United States impede efforts by 
the international community to pre-
vent the overthrow of the democrat-
ically elected Government of Haiti? 
What was the role of the United States 
in influencing decisions regarding 
Haiti at the United Nations Security 
Council in discussions between Haiti 
and other countries that were appar-
ently willing to assist in the preserva-
tion of the democratically elected Gov-
ernment of Haiti by sending security 
forces there? Was our assistance pro-
vided or were U.S. personnel involved 
in supporting indirectly the forces op-
posed to the President of Haiti? And, 
finally, was there bilateral assistance 
from the United States channeled 
through nongovernmental organiza-
tions that were directly or indirectly 
associated with political groups ac-
tively involved in creating hostilities, 
and in some instances violence, toward 
the government of President Aristide 
and citizens who supported the Presi-
dent of that country? 

And so we have referred that House 
Resolution 2625 to the appropriate 
Committee on Government Reform to 
be acted upon. We think this is a very 
important, very timely activity, and 
we are hoping that there can be a per-
fectly candid impartial commission 
formed to study these vexing questions 
that have been propounded in the pro-
posal of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE).

f 

THE TRAGEDY IN SPAIN AND 
HEALTH CARE REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KLINE). Under the Speaker’s announced 

policy of January 7, 2003, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BURGESS) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I too 
want to touch on a variety of subjects 
tonight. There are so many things that 
are before this body and before the 
country, and I think it is important to 
speak out about a number of them. 

The first thing, Mr. Speaker, that is 
on my mind, of course, is the terrible 
tragedy that happened in Spain last 
week. And in the sad aftermath of the 
bombings in Madrid, unfortunately we 
see coming from that some sort of new 
strategy to deal with the war on terror 
and it is a most unwelcome strategy. 
This is a strategy of capitulation and 
of compromise. It is a strategy, in 
short, of surrender. In that surrender, 
what do we give up? We give up secu-
rity, we give up our beliefs, and we give 
up our values. 

Mr. Speaker, I am here tonight to 
say that ‘‘Appeasement does not bring 
peace.’’ Just ask Neville Chamberlain. 
‘‘Compromise with hate will not 
work.’’ Remember Joseph Stalin? 

Mr. Speaker, these terrorists are not 
seeking peace. They seek to terrorize. 
Their desire is to bring ruin and disrup-
tion into people’s lives. They want con-
trol, but we must stand firm. 

The war on terrorism was brought to 
this country in September of 2001. Our 
President, George Bush, responded to 
that act of war in an address to this 
House with these wise words: ‘‘The pic-
tures of airplanes flying into buildings, 
fires burning, huge structures col-
lapsing, have filled us with disbelief, 
terrible sadness, and a quiet unyielding 
anger. These acts of mass murder were 
intended to frighten our Nation into 
chaos and retreat, but they have failed. 
Our country is strong. A great people 
has been moved to defend a great Na-
tion. Terrorist attacks can shake the 
foundation of our largest buildings, but 
they cannot touch the foundation of 
America. These acts shattered steel, 
but they cannot dent the steel of 
American resolve. America was tar-
geted for attack because we are the 
brightest beacon for freedom and op-
portunity in the world, and no one will 
keep that light from shining.’’ Presi-
dent George Bush, September 2001. 

Mr. Speaker, I, like everyone else in 
this House, was greatly saddened by 
the attacks in Spain. It is a mournful 
time for the people of Spain and for all 
of Europe as they bury their dead. But 
in the midst of this sorrow a more 
menacing problem is evolving. People 
are blaming the war on terrorism for 
causing the attack, and using this as a 
reason to vote out a strong ally in this 
war. In fact, I would remind the Speak-
er that Prime Minister Aznar was in 
this House and spoke to the House and 
Senate just a scant 5 weeks ago and re-
ceived standing ovation after standing 
ovation in this House at the time he 
delivered his address. 

In voting out the strong ally in the 
war on terror, the people of Spain have 
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