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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. KAGEN).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 13, 2007.

I hereby appoint the Honorable STEVE
KAGEN to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2007, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 25 minutes, and each Member,
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip, lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes, but in
no event shall debate extend beyond
9:50 a.m.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) for 5
minutes.

——————

TURKISH THREATS TO U.S.—
GENOCIDE RESOLUTION

Mr. PALLONE. Thank you,
Speaker.

I rise this morning to share my con-
cerns regarding the Turkish govern-
ment’s threats to retaliate against our
country if the U.S. Congress adopts a
resolution affirming the Armenian
genocide. These shocking threats have
been issued in response to the recent
introduction of the Armenian genocide
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resolution, H. Res. 106. This measure
seeks to affirm the U.S. record on the
Armenian genocide by recognizing it as
a historical fact. It also praises the
American record of opposition to this
tragedy which is marked by courageous
diplomatic protests and unprecedented
American relief efforts for the sur-
vivors of this crime.

Senior Turkish government officials
have warned that if Congress ever con-
siders this resolution, they will cut off
supply access for our forces serving in
Iraq. In fact, Turkish Foreign Minister
Abdullah Gul told Vice President DICK
CHENEY that the U.S. must, and I
quote, calculate the costs of losing
Turkey.

Such a brazen threat to interfere in
U.S. military operations is absolutely
unacceptable. I am outraged that the
Turkish government would put the
lives of soldiers at risk in the pursuit
of its desperate campaign to deny the
systematic slaughter of 1.5 million Ar-
menians. This extremist behavior is
known as blackmail in my book and it
should be publicly and forcefully re-
jected as such. Clearly, Turkey is no
friend of the United States.

As an American, I am deeply offended
that another country is seeking to dic-
tate where our Nation stands on core
moral issues. Especially a country that
claims to embrace democracy, yet has
a longstanding history of abusing mi-
norities, intellectuals and the principle
of freedom of expression. As a Member
of Congress, it is extremely troubling
that a foreign government is meddling
in our Nation’s legislative process
through threats and intimidation. This
is the most dramatic intervention of a
foreign government in U.S. congres-
sional affairs and it has been going on
for much too long.

Mr. Speaker, senior Bush administra-
tion officials, rather than outright re-
jecting these outrageous intimations
by the Turkish government, are pass-
ing them on to Members of Congress as

justification for not supporting the Ar-
menian genocide resolution. The Bush
administration is showing no courage
on this issue, instead giving Turkey a
free pass on their efforts to delib-
erately reject the truth. They seem to
go to any lengths, including having sol-
diers call into their Representatives in
fear of their lives, to deny the Arme-
nian genocide simply because Turkey
demands that they do so.

Mr. Speaker, the Armenian genocide
resolution already has 175 cosponsors. I
am certain that if Members of this
House were given the opportunity to
vote on this resolution, we would pass
it overwhelmingly. Congress should be
allowed to reaffirm what we all believe
and know to be fact, and that is that
genocide was orchestrated by the Otto-
man Empire in 1915 to exterminate its
Armenian citizens.

Reaffirming the Armenian genocide
is a matter of conscience. It is my hope
that this Congress will rebuke any
warnings against the United States by
Turkey and consider legislation on the
Armenian genocide.

———

IRAQ WAR RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2007, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you,
Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, apparently we are going
to start today on debate of a resolu-
tion, the meat of which simply indi-
cates, Resolved by the House of Rep-
resentatives that Congress and the
American people will continue to sup-
port and protect the members of the
United States Armed Forces who are
serving or who have served bravely and
honorably in Iraq; and Congress dis-
approves of the decision of President
George W. Bush announced on January
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10, 2007 to deploy more than 20,000 addi-
tional United States combat troops to
Iraq.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the record has
been clear. The new commander for
Iraq, General Petraeus, has had hear-
ings and has now been confirmed
unanimously by the Senate. The out-
going commander of Iraq, General
Casey, has had hearings and has now
been confirmed as the new chief of the
United States Army unanimously.
Both commanders and their subordi-
nate commanders have indicated that
these additional troops are needed.

We hear talk that we are supporting
our troops, but basically the message
to the troops is, Yes, with our lips we
say we support you but with all of our
actions we say, We don’t believe a word
you say. We don’t think you know
what you’re talking about. We don’t
want to give you what you say is nec-
essary to protect yourselves and to win
the day in Iraq.

There are no proposed solutions in
the resolution that we will debate this
week, no proposed fixes, nothing pro-
posed to help anybody. It just says, We
disapprove, we don’t agree with the
generals, the commanders, those who
are in the theater, those that have
come from the theater who are on ac-
tive duty.

Now, you will always have some re-
tired generals and commanders who are
not happy that they are retired and
who will take their pot shots, but here
again there are no new solutions, no
new efforts in Iraq. The Democratic
Party does not propose to change any-
thing. So this resolution, I guess, could
be more properly categorized as stay
the course, stiffen the enemy, start our
collapse, because when you say to the
world and to all of our enemies, We
don’t believe our commanders, we don’t
believe they know what they’re talking
about, we don’t believe they know
what they need, we’re not going to
have any new solutions, what you are
doing to the enemy, you are stiffening
their resolve. Materials that have been
found in Iraq have indicated just that,
that the Americans don’t have the
stomach, they ran from Vietnam, they
didn’t keep their commitments to the
people of South Vietnam. Even after
the Paris Accord, they did not keep
their commitment. The new larger
Democratic Congress in 1975 even cut
off all the funds and millions of people
in Southeast Asia lost their lives. In
1979 while I was stationed at Fort
Benning, we were attacked. It was an
act of war. And we did nothing. We
begged to have our hostages returned.
We did nothing. And those are the kind
of things that the enemy goes back to
in saying, we don’t have the stomach
to do this. In 1983 when our barracks
was bombed in Beirut, we withdrew. In
1993 when the World Trade Center was
attacked, we did virtually nothing on
the international front. Then through-
out the nineties, the attack of the USS
Cole, Mozambique, Somalia, Africa,
time and again, time and again we
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showed we didn’t have the resolve. This
must be the time we stand firm, tell
our enemy, We will defeat you, we have
nothing but solutions. This resolution,
the stay the course, stiffen the enemy,
start our collapse resolution, is not the
way to go. I hope our fellow Members
of this House will do the right thing.
We will try something new. We will try
to help the troops. We will give them
what they ask. The Democratic stay
the course, stiffen the enemy and start
our collapse resolution is not a solu-
tion.

———

IRAQ WAR RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2007, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HALL) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. HALL of New York. Thank you,
Mr. Speaker.

Indeed, as my colleague from across
the aisle says, there are many of us,
citizens and Members of this House,
who do not believe our Commander in
Chief, and we have good reason not to
believe him. I wish it were not so.

After President Bush announced his
escalation of the war, I said that he
owed the American people an honest
explanation as to why he thinks this
surge will succeed when previous ef-
forts have failed. Unfortunately, the
President decided to stay the course
and to begin the escalation before ei-
ther House of Congress had a chance to
consider it. Instead of providing a new
comprehensive strategy to turn the
tide in Iraq, President Bush offered the
same tired rhetoric. Rather than en-
gage in an important discussion with
the American people, his loyalists pre-
vented the Senate from debating this
crucial matter.

Fortunately for us, such obstruction
will not occur in this Chamber and the
House will begin to take up this impor-
tant debate this week. As a new Mem-
ber of the House, I feel it is my respon-
sibility to ask serious questions of our
President who refuses to take this in-
stitution seriously. I ask my colleagues
to join with me, to not try to score
cheap political points but to push this
administration and its supporters in
Congress for real change in the direc-
tion of our Iraq policy. Our men and
women in uniform, who have done ev-
erything that has been asked of them,
deserve no less.

So I ask the President why this Con-
gress should support his proposal to
send 20,000 more troops into harm’s
way when his own former Iraq com-
mander, General Abizaid, said it is not
needed? Why should we support it when
the Prime Minister of Iraq has himself
expressed no support? And why should
we support it when the American peo-
ple have shown that they actively op-
pose the President’s policy towards
Iraq?

From the very outset, this adminis-
tration has been wrong at every step of
this war.
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The administration led us into an un-
necessary war with flawed or manipu-
lated intelligence. Wrong.

This administration went to war
without enough troops to win the
peace. Wrong.

This administration gave no-bid con-
tracts to its friends and political allies,
locking out other countries who might
have helped us and indeed locking out
the Iraqis. Wrong.

President Bush stood on the deck of
the USS Abraham Lincoln on May 1,
2003 and said, ‘‘Major combat oper-
ations in Iraq have ended. In the battle
of Iraq, the United States and our al-
lies have prevailed.”” Wrong.

This administration literally took
piles of cash, flying pallets of millions
of dollars from the U.S. mint to Bagh-
dad, into a war zone, and lost billions
of dollars of taxpayer money. Wrong.

Now this administration wants us to
blindly place our faith and the lives of
20,000 more of our troops in an Iraqi
government that has failed to meet
every security obligation it has
pledged. Sadly, once again, this Presi-
dent is wrong. And no amount of presi-
dential wrongs is going to make the
situation in Iraq right.

Last fall’s National Intelligence Esti-
mate concluded that the President’s
policy in Iraq is creating more terror-
ists than it is eliminating. Nothing in
this policy will change that. Three
thousand one hundred twenty-four
American service men’s and women’s
lives have been lost in Iraq as of yes-
terday. Three thousand one hundred
twenty-five will not make it right.

It is time for a new strategy in Iraq.
It is time to start to bring our brave
men and women who have fought so
courageously back home. By turning
Iraq over to the Iraqis, we will force
their government to fight for their own
security. Al Qaeda in Iraq will lose
their mission and be less likely to in-
flame the Sunni-Shiite conflict. And
Iran and Syria will have to work for
calm rather than sit in the shadows
and stir the insurgency.

Mr. President, it is time for a new
path for the United States and Iraq.
This nonbinding resolution reflects the
will of the American people. It is an
important first step but only a first
step. I look forward to working with
my colleagues as we seek to untangle
this disaster the administration has
brought upon us all. Together, we can
begin to repeal this tragic blunder and
undo the damage done to our military,
to our country, and to our standing in
the world.

—————

IRAQ WAR RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2007, the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. WESTMORELAND) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Thank you,
Mr. Speaker.

You know, I think we must be debat-
ing two different resolutions here
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today. I just heard my colleague from
across the aisle talk about a new plan.
Of course, I guess that fits in with the
smoke-and-mirror 110th Congress about
a new plan. Well, if you don’t want to
increase the troop size, which the un-
democratic majority evidently does
not want to do with this resolution,
and you don’t want to stop the funding,
then what do you want to do? You
want to stay the course. I think the
American people said in the election,
we don’t want to stay the course.

I think that our military leaders, we
hear this resolution when the other
side talks about it, they talk about
supporting our troops. And I am sure
General Petraeus is confused to get ap-
proved unanimously in the Senate and
hear this resolution about supporting
our troops and yet we don’t want to
follow what he has said we need to do.
General Casey agrees with this and he
has been confirmed to a new position.
And so how can we tell our men and
women in the field that, Hey, look, we
support you, but don’t listen to what
your commanders have to say. We’ve
got something different. We’re going to
micromanage the war from Wash-
ington.

A lot of the people that are going to
be voting on this resolution have never
been to Iraq. They have never been to
Afghanistan. They have never seen
some of the situations that our young
men and women are put in for freedom-
loving people all over this world. I
don’t know how they could actually
vote on it if they have never been, but
I guess they will. Because they are try-
ing to paint a picture of having your
cake and eating it, too. We support our
troops but, look, we don’t want to
change our way of what we’re doing.
We don’t want to try to help you with
more troops, to try to help you save
your life over there and securing these
areas that you risked your life in going
in to take, knock the enemy out, and
then have to leave and let the enemy
come back in and be even stronger.
What kind of message does that send?

This is not about President Bush, be-
cause I think President Bush has tried
every way, Mr. Speaker, he knows how
to make this a successful campaign in
Iraq and Afghanistan, and he continues
to come up with new ideas through the
help and the advice of his military
commanders to win this war on terror.
This is a global war on terror. Some
people from the other side seem to be-
lieve that if we pull out of Iraq that
the Iraqi people are going to go back to
tending sheep and herding goats. That
is not what is going to happen. If we
pull out of Iraq, what is going to hap-
pen is you are going to see more blood-
shed than we have seen in a long time
in this world, and it is going to be the
innocent Iraqi people who stuck their
finger in that purple ink and went and
voted for the first time in their life
that are going to be the ones to suffer,
the ones that said, we believe in free-
dom, we believe in governing ourselves,
we support the coalition forces here be-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

cause we believe that they’re coming
to free us from this tyrant that we
have been under. Those are the ones
that are going to die. Those are the
ones that are going to suffer the most.
Those are the Iraqis that are losing
their lives today because they want
freedom.

Our men and women in uniform,
those blessed souls that are in Iraq and
Afghanistan and are losing their lives,
they volunteered to put their lives in
harm’s way not only to protect our
freedom in this country, not only to
protect this Republic that we have but
to spread freedom and democracy all
across the world to every human being
that loves freedom and liberty. These
brave men and women need our sup-
port. They need our encouragement.
But what they don’t need is a smoke-
and-mirror resolution that is done for
political reasons and because of polit-
ical promises made on a campaign
trail. They don’t need that. They need
real encouragement and support from
this Congress. Let’s do something to
give them that and not do things that
strengthens the enemy, discourages
our troops and really and truly, I be-
lieve, goes against the Constitution.
When we all took the oath of office, we
made an oath to the Constitution, not
to anybody else. Let’s uphold that.
Let’s respect our Commander in Chief
and the generals in the field.

———

IRAQ WAR RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2007, the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.

It is interesting listening to the Re-
publican fog machine starting to churn
out its smoke surrounding the resolu-
tion that we are going to be discussing
this week. I listened to my friends from
Texas and from Georgia talking about
the innocent people that are going to
suffer under the approaches that we are
talking about. Well, it is interesting
that polls show that the people in Iraq,
the majority of them, think it’s all
right for the insurgents to shoot and
kill our soldiers. They are not just
fighting us. They are also fighting each
other. The discussion this week is
going to be the first honest and direct
opportunity to start redirecting the
course here.

Stay the course? My Lord, that is not
remotely what we are talking about
here. Anybody who has watched what
the Democrats have done for the first
month that they have been in power re-
alize that we are setting in motion a
foundation to do what should have
been done from the outset: to regain
the power of the purse, to be able to
deal with oversight which has been
completely abandoned by my Repub-
lican friends over the last 5 years, and
start developing the policy framework
that is going to be necessary to deal
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with the disaster that has been created
in Iraq. The increase in troops, the
over 20,000 that we will be talking
about this week, was not the first
choice of the military and indeed the
masterminds that President Bush
turned to for this surge theory did not
talk about 20,000 or 25,000. They wanted
far more troops. They have stripped
this down.

I heard my friend from Texas dispar-
age the retired generals and admirals
who have come forward to deal with
their deep concern about the flawed
strategy and implementation of the
Iraq campaign. These are men and
women who have proven their dedica-
tion to this country, who in many
cases have been in far more battles
than all the people in Congress com-
bined, who don’t have anything to win
or lose by not speaking their mind. If
you go back and check the record with
what they have said, with what has
happened in Iraq, I’'1l take those retired
commanders every time. The fact is
they’ve been right, and if the President
and Congress had listened to them, we
wouldn’t be in the middle of the mess
that we’re in now.

I served in this body when President
Clinton took steps to stop the genocide
in the Balkans, and I watched the Re-
publicans on the other side of the aisle
be unable to figure out whether they
supported the President, they were op-
posed to the President, or they wanted
to change the policy. Go back and look
at the former majority leader, Tom
DeLay, who just couldn’t figure out
what to do in the Balkans but he sure
knew that he wasn’t going to support
the Commander in Chief.

What the Democrats are doing now is
laying a foundation that should have
been done from the outset. We have
had over 50 oversight hearings now, in
the first month, more meaningful over-
sight than in the last 5 years of the Re-
publicans who just couldn’t bring peo-
ple in to find out what happened to the
billions of dollars in cash that is now
unaccounted for. In committee after
committee, the American people are fi-
nally getting to what should have hap-
pened years ago in terms of meaningful
oversight. This is what the Truman
Commission did during World War II.
The Republicans would have no part of
it, and now the American people are
seeing for themselves. We will soon see
in the appropriations process that Con-
gress is regaining the power of the
purse to make sure that the money will
be spent properly.

There is no reason to not have troops
that are deployed with a guarantee
that they will have the equipment that
they need. It was a travesty what men
and women from my State were sub-
jected to, being sent over to Iraq in a
war of choice without being properly
equipped. Under the Democratic watch,
we are going to make sure that that is
not going to happen.

Last but not least, by having a sim-
ple debate on whether or not this Con-
gress approves of this escalation, we
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are going to establish a baseline. I sug-
gest that this baseline is not only
going to have overwhelming Demo-
cratic support, but we are going to find
dozens of Republicans on the other side
of the aisle who, when finally given a
choice, are going to make a clear stand
with us. It’s just the beginning, it’s
long overdue, and it’s exactly what the
American people, what our troops and
the Iraqi people deserve.
——

ON THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET
AND DEBT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2007, the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. BUTTERFIELD) is recog-
nized during morning hour debates for
5 minutes.

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Thank you very
much, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, in just a few minutes,
we will begin to debate House Concur-
rent Resolution 63. The American peo-
ple are ready for this debate, and fi-
nally the time has now come, and we
will decide and recommend whether or
not the President should escalate our
troop strength in Iraq. I look forward
to this debate.

But this morning, Mr. Speaker, 1
want to use my time to talk about the
fiscal crisis that we have in America.
You know, Mr. Speaker, in my speech-
es to constituents throughout the First
District of North Carolina, I always
make a point to talk about the fiscal
crisis that we are facing in this coun-
try, the fiscal crisis that the Repub-
licans have created over the last 5
years. You know, Mr. Speaker, when I
tell them that we have unprecedented
deficits that have resulted in $8.6 tril-
lion in debt, and when I tell them that
we spend $2 billion a week in Iraq, $8
billion per month, and yes, $100 billion
per year, but only spend $90 billion in
funding education in this country, they
are absolutely shocked.

And now, Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent’s 2008 budget will raise our debt
by more than $1 trillion over the next
5 years. This proposed budget that we
received last week from President Bush
would make tax cuts for the wealthy
permanent while cutting vital pro-
grams that are important to middle-
class families.

To help pay for the nearly $2 trillion
in tax cuts over the next 10 years, the
budget substantially cuts Medicare and
Medicaid, creating uncertainty for mil-
lions of seniors and low-income fami-
lies who get their health insurance
through these programs. The Presi-
dent’s budget also shortchanges vet-
erans’ programs, cutting veterans’
health care by $3.5 billion over 5 years
and providing less than veterans serv-
ice organizations say is needed to meet
the growing needs of our veterans, in-
cluding those returning from Iraq and
Afghanistan.

Mr. Speaker, congressional Demo-
crats have repeatedly, repeatedly ex-
pressed the desire to work construc-
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tively with the administration to re-
store fiscal responsibility to the Fed-
eral budget consistent with our Na-
tion’s priorities. However, this budget
that we received last week is marked
by a disappointing dedication to the
failed policies of the past rather than a
commitment to a new course. Fortu-
nately for the American people, Demo-
crats will now produce an alternative
that will be fiscally responsible and
meet the demands of our great Nation.

———

IRAQ WAR RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2007, the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. COHEN) for 5 minutes is rec-
ognized during morning hour debates
for 5 minutes.

Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Speak-
er.

Mr. Speaker, you like I am a fresh-
man in this body and today we will
begin the debate on one of the most im-
portant topics that this Congress has
debated and that is America’s involve-
ment in the Middle East and Iraq and
eventually in Afghanistan in dealing
with the whole terrorist situation.

I have been in this House, Mr. Speak-
er, and listened to the Republicans and
listened to the Democrats and the
Democrats, of which I am a member,
have talked about protecting the
troops and opposing the President’s
surge, which is really an escalation,
and the Republicans have come in here
today and said that we need to in es-
sence stay the course, we need to put
in more troops and we’re doing wrong
by opposing the President’s escalation
or surge.

Mr. Speaker, from what I have heard
from the American people, the Amer-
ican people realize this war has been a
failure, that American men and women
are dying, and dying for what purpose?
For the purpose theoretically of trying
to bring democracy to Iraq where the
people in Iraq don’t even want us to be
there, where the Iraqi government is
almost nonexistent, where calling what
is going on in Iraq a civil war is almost
a misnomer, for a civil war connotes a
nation and there really is not a nation
in Iraq. The ministries are not work-
ing. The government is not working.
Many of the people in Iraq of the high-
est caliber have left Iraq and gotten
out of what is a zone where there have
been tens of thousands of Iraqis die.
What the people across the aisle talk
about in bringing democracy to these
people, in bringing democracy to these
people we have killed tens of thousands
of Iraqis, we have destroyed their na-
tion, and we have put casualties among
tens of thousands of Iraqis. What a
price to pay to bring democracy to a
country, to destroy the country.

Mr. SKELTON, who will bring forth
the Democratic response, has said that
this, quote-unquote, surge is 100,000
troops too few and 3 years too late. I
don’t have anybody in this House I re-
spect more on this position than the
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head of the Armed Forces Committee,
Mr. SKELTON from Missouri.

The fact is this war was started
under false pretenses and much of that
information has come out lately. Many
of the people who voted to give the
President the power to go into Iraq did
so under facts, or appearance of facts
that were given the American people
and this Congress that were false. I re-
member being at home and watching
on television when the President ad-
dressed this Congress and talked about
Osama bin Laden and talked about
what he said were connections between
Iraq and 9/11 and it made everybody
feel like if you were a red-blooded
American, you wanted to do something
about Iraq because they had destroyed
the Twin Towers, they had killed 2,000
people, Americans and others, and put
a devastation in this world that we
hadn’t seen except in movies.

Well, that information given us was
false. There wasn’t a connection be-
tween Iraq and 9/11. We went to war for
reasons that are still not quite clear
and known, and this United States of
America went to war against a country
that was not at war with us and we
were an aggressor nation. This is some-
thing we shouldn’t have done. It is not
about cut and run, as the people on the
Republican side say, but it is, as Presi-
dent Clinton says often, it is about
stop and think. And when you stop and
think, do you support the troops by
continuing to send them in harm’s
way?

Mr. Speaker, I am a prizefight fan
and one of my favorite fighters was
Floyd Patterson. At one time Floyd
Patterson fought Muhammad Ali and
Muhammad Ali was just whooping him
and whooping him and whooping him.
And his trainers kept putting him back
in the ring and Floyd kept going in
there and trying to fight. But Floyd
Patterson didn’t belong in the ring
with Muhammad Ali. He could beat a
lot of fighters, but he couldn’t beat
Muhammad Ali. He was in the wrong
fight at the wrong time and he just got
beat and beat and beat. And what a
good trainer would do is throw in the
towel, and say, We quit. It’s a technical
knockout. We’ll fight another day.
We’ll figure out a new way to fight Mu-
hammad Ali maybe or maybe that’s
just somebody we can’t fight. It just
wasn’t our fight.

To support our troops isn’t to con-
tinue to send more troops into Iraq and
have more American men and women
die and more American men and
women come back as casualties and be
in veterans hospitals but is to get them
out of a war they can’t win and out of
a situation where all they are is fodder
for a civil war, where Iraqis are Killing
Iraqis and Iraqis are killing Americans
and whether the Americans are there
or not, the Iraqis are going to have
their civil war and there is going to be
bloodshed. The only issue left, Mr.
Speaker, is how much American blood
will be spilled on this foreign soil on a
foreign policy folly that is somewhat
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akin to Napoleon’s entries into Russia,
to Hitler’s entries into Russia and in
the Danish countries’ efforts to go into
Russia. There are certain places you
can’t go and you can’t win, and after
4%, years this country should know it.
To put more troops there, to waste
more blood, and to give up more lives
is simply wrong. To support our troops
is to bring them home.

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for this
time. I hope that not more American
men and women will lose their blood or
lose their limbs in what is an impos-
sible war. We need to bring America
home, bring our resources home, and
bring our troops home.

————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until 10
a.m. today.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 35 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess
until 10 a.m.

——
J 1000

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order at 10 a.m.

———

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Lord God, giver of all good gifts,
endow this Nation with moral integ-
rity. Help us to grow in virtue and in
vision, that America may truly be a
leader in the community of nations.
Use us to create Your kingdom here on
earth, a Kkingdom of goodness and
truth, a kingdom of peace and justice,
a sign of Your presence dwelling here
on earth, active in Your people, and a
great blessing for the rest of the world.

We ask this, trusting in Your Holy
Name, both now and forever. Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
her approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. WALZ) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.
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IRAQ RESOLUTION SUPPORTS OUR

TROOPS BY OPPOSING THE
PRESIDENT’S TROOP ESCA-
LATION

(Mr. WALZ of Minnesota asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Madam
Speaker, this week the House will have
an opportunity to truly support our
troops by having a substantial debate
here on the House floor about the
President’s latest proposal for a troop
escalation in Iraq. Some of my Repub-
lican colleagues will say that such a
debate undermines our troops’ efforts
in Iraq. Nothing could be further from
the truth.

How can this Congress stand on the
sidelines when the President has been
told by his generals, by an independent
commission created by the old Repub-
lican Congress, by the American peo-
ple, and by both Democrats and Repub-
licans in the new Congress that this
plan will not work? How can this Con-
gress stand on the sidelines while our
troops continue to serve as referees in
a situation that even our own intel-
ligence agencies say is worse than a
civil war?

Madam Speaker, the resolution we
will begin to debate today has the well-
being of our troops first. First and fore-
most, we support them. We support
them by saying enough is enough with
the bad planning. The President should
not send more troops to Iraqg for the
simple reason that it will not make
any difference on a deteriorating situa-
tion on the ground.

——————

THE UNGRATEFUL NATION?

(Mr. POE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, as we begin
the debate on Iraq today, I have re-
ceived input from Brian in Humble,
Texas. He says, “I am a veteran of
Vietnam. My father is a veteran of
World War II, Korea and Vietnam. I
have four brothers that are veterans,
and my oldest son is serving his fourth
tour of duty in Iraq. If winning in Iraq
takes more resources, it is far better
than the alternatives. You owe the
young men and women, and yes, my
son in harm’s way, your total support.”

The cost of our security does not
come without a price. The alternatives,
the loss of American freedoms and se-
curity and leaving Iraq before our duty
is done, is not the option. If more
troops are needed, then it is our duty
to supply them.

What message does this Nation send
its heroes deep within the belly of com-
bat to tell them no troops are coming
to their aid? This leaves those left be-
hind stranded without the resources in
front of a deadly enemy.

Mr. Speaker, the words of this vet-
eran, whose family holds a proud his-
tory of service to America, are wise
words. This Nation owes its gratitude
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and support to its U.S. soldiers fighting
to protect our interests; otherwise, we
will be judged to be the ungrateful Na-
tion.

And that’s just the way it is.

———

PRESIDENT DOES NOT PRIORITIZE
ISSUES IMPORTANT TO MIDDLE
CLASS AMERICANS

(Ms. SOLIS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, for 6 years,
Americans have felt left behind by this
administration and a Republican Con-
gress that did not prioritize issues im-
portant to many Americans. With the
November elections, we had hoped that
President Bush would get the message
that Americans wanted change. Unfor-
tunately, the President’s budget, in my
opinion, is no different than many of
the budgets of his last 6 years; it leaves
too many people behind.

Six years ago, the President vowed to
leave no child left behind, but his budg-
et underfunds our schools by $15 bil-
lion. How can the President hold
schools accountable when he refuses to
give them the funding necessary to
make those improvements?

The President’s budget will also force
States to eliminate health care cov-
erage for children because he refuses to
provide enough money to the SCHIP
program to cover more than 9 million
kids now enrolled in the program. At a
time when 1 million more Americans
are joining the ranks of the uninsured
every year, do we really want to take
health care coverage away from the
most vulnerable populations, the chil-
dren and low-income parents?

Mr. Speaker, the President’s prior-
ities are different than ours, and our
budget will look significantly different.

——————

O’HARE AIRPORT

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, the security
at O’Hare Airport is not what it should
be. Reports over the weekend showed
3,700 security badges have not been re-
turned from former employees no
longer allowed to work at the airfield.
Many of the badges had not been can-
celed and would permit anyone access
to an aircraft.

According to CBS TV, several of the
employees involved had previous arrest
records and convictions for nonmajor
crimes. Reports also indicated that
several doors at O’Hare did not even
have ID scanners, allowing anyone who
appeared to be official to enter the air-
field.

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, the Transportation Security
Agency and Federal law enforcement
officers that I have met with have all
promised action. While they can levy
fines on the contractors involved, the
penalties should be increased.
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Later this month, I will introduce
legislation levying a fine of $10,000 per
day for an airport security badge that
is not canceled for an employee that
was fired. That should get their atten-
tion and help make the world’s busiest
airport more secure.

——

PRESIDENT’S PROPOSED BUDGET
AND DEBT

(Mr. WILSON of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the President’s proposed budget is an-
other step down the long road of fiscal
irresponsibility.

While this administration’s budget
claims to reach balance in 2012, in re-
ality, it actually will remain in the red
all along those years. After all, over
the last 6 years, the Bush administra-
tion’s fiscal policies have posted the
highest deficits in our Nation’s history.

The administration has squandered
the budget surplus it inherited, trans-
forming $5.6 trillion projected surplus
into a $2.8 trillion deficit over the same
period, completely losing focus of what
we need to do in America.

Even with this continued deficit, the
budget still hurts American families. It
proposes substantial cuts to Medicare
and Medicaid both. What does this out-
of-whack budget really fund? The
President’s tax cuts for the wealthy, of
course.

Mr. Speaker, the President has put
forth another budget that raises our
national debt while cutting vital pro-
grams to Americans. His priorities

haven’t changed. Fortunately, the
leadership in this Congress has
changed.

———

CONGRESSIONAL INACTION JEOP-
ARDIZES UNION COUNTY ROADS

(Mr. WALDEN of Oregon asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. The failure
of Congress to reauthorize the Secure
Rural Schools and Community Self-De-
termination Act amounts to a breach
of faith to more than 600 forested coun-
ties and 4,400 school districts across
our country.

For Union County, Oregon, this
means a third of the road department
employees no longer will have a job,
other county services will be cut, and
another rural school district is left be-
hind.

Last night, County Commissioner
Colleen MacLeod was making the 8-
hour, 616-mile round trip from her
home in Union County to the State
capital in Salem, where she and other
commissioners around Oregon were
meeting to discuss how a county de-
clares bankruptcy. Commissioner
MacLeod says, ‘“‘County governments,
all they want is to be able to work for
themselves, and the Federal Govern-
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ment needs to let us. We just want to
be able to work in the woods.”

Traveling with the commissioner was
the Union County Chamber of Com-
merce Executive Director, Judy
Loudermilk, who says, ‘“What affects
one area in a rural community affects
us all. Loss of these funds is dev-
astating.”

My colleagues, Congress must keep
the Federal Government’s promise to
timbered communities. Pass H.R. 17
and do it now.

———
NEED FOR DEBATE ABOUT PRESI-
DENT’S TROOP ESCALATION
PLAN

(Ms. SHEA-PORTER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Mr. Speaker,
President Bush’s plan to escalate the
war in Iraq will not bring success in
Iraq or make America more secure. It
faces significant bipartisan opposition
in both Chambers of Congress, and the
plan is opposed by a majority of people
in our country.

The American people rightfully want
to know where their leaders stand on
this critical issue, and the House is
prepared to act. Unfortunately, on the
other side of the Capitol, Senate Re-
publicans blocked debate on this crit-
ical issue, and the House is prepared to
do it now.

While Senate Republicans cut and
ran from this most important issue,
over the next 4 days this House will de-
bate, and then on Friday vote on a res-
olution on the President’s plan to esca-
late the war.

Mr. Speaker, House Democrats will
ask the tough questions about the
President’s new strategy and continue
to insist on a new direction, while al-
ways putting our troops first.

The days of rubber-stamping the
President’s war plans are over. And
starting today, this House is going to
have an important debate on the Presi-
dent’s troop escalation plan.

————

DEMOCRATS’ NEW DIRECTION IS
NOT NEW

(Mr. MCHENRY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MCHENRY. After months of cam-
paigning against ‘“Stay the Course,”
the Democrats are proposing just that,
a stay-the-course resolution here on
the House floor. Their Iraq resolution
does not have the force of law, and in
fact, this nonbinding resolution is sim-
ply a mealy-mouth attempt to appease
their Democrat leftist base.

Democrats have held 52 hearings on
Iraq since taking control of Congress.
So let me get this right. The Demo-
crats have held 52 hearings so they can
show one resolution on the House floor
that has no bearing on the President’s
policy, does not have the force of law,
does not advocate the withdrawal of
troops, and does nothing except have a
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tantrum here on the House floor. So
please explain this new direction,
Madam Speaker. This is not a new di-
rection, it is political posturing of the
worst kind.

Madam Speaker, where is your plan?
Where is your plan for victory in Iraq?
Where is your plan for success and na-
tional security?

———

WE MUST UNDERSTAND IRANIAN
CULTURE

(Mr. PASCRELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I am
very, very concerned. President Bush
initially wanted the authority in the
October 16, 2002 Act of War to use force
to restore peace and security in the re-
gion, not just Iraq.

We rejected that. The Congress of the
United States, Mr. Speaker, rejected
that and said no. The exercise of the
authority granted in the resolution,
read the resolution, is conditioned on
the President certifying that war in
Iraqg would not harm the war on ter-
rorism. We will make a point of that
over the next 3 days.

Iran has an oppressive economy. We
must understand Iranian culture in
order not to make the same mistakes
we made in Iraq. Ethnically, Iranians
are of Indo-European descent and have
no Kkinship to their neighbors in the
Middle East. Their language is Indo-
European, with grammar and structure
similar to classical Latin. They do not
identify with Arabs.

We do not understand the Middle
East. We made that mistake once, we
should not make that mistake again.

———

SILLY POLITICS AND SILLY
RESOLUTIONS

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, if the
troops in Baghdad were watching what
we were doing today, they would be
outraged; but when you are in harm’s
way, you don’t exactly sit around and
watch C-SPAN and silly politicians
with silly resolutions.

Here is what the Democrats are up
to. Dearest troops, we support you, but
your mission is in the tank. We don’t
support your mission. Americans are
dying, the situation is dire, but we are
not going to send more reinforcements.
You are on your own.

But wait. The majority party still
wants to play backseat driver. This is
nothing but a nonbinding resolution,
fit for the Democrat club back home,
but when you are the U.S. Congress in
the majority party, you have the right
to pass laws, real laws affecting real
people.

If you have an alternative plan, in-
troduce it. Get out of the back seat.
November 7th put your hands on the
steering wheel with the President. You
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can now help drive the direction of pol-
icy, national policy in Iraq. This is a
silly resolution. I recommend a ‘‘no”
vote.

———

IRAQ WAR RESOLUTION

(Mr. ARCURI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, the Amer-
ican people and both Democrat and Re-
publican Members of Congress are de-
manding a new direction in Iraq.

It is long past time for Congress to
debate whether or not the President’s
latest troop escalation will actually
change the situation on the ground in
Iraq. This is a debate that Congress
must have. We will all have 5 minutes
to explain to our constituents and to
the American people and to our troops
why we either support the President’s
strategy or why we think it is time for
a new direction.

This is the first time since the war
began that every Member of the House
will have 5 minutes to speak about the
situation in Iraq. The last time Con-
gress was allowed so much time for a
debate on the war was during the lead-
up to the first gulf war back in the
1990s.

Mr. Speaker, every single one of us in
this House supports the efforts our
troops are making in Iraq. Some be-
lieve the best way to support them is
to allow the President to conduct the
war in any way he sees fit, without
question. I believe it is our job in Con-
gress to ask the tough questions, and
that is what we are doing this week.

—
0 1015

AMERICA NEEDS A BALANCED
BUDGET

(Mr. BUCHANAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to ask my colleagues to join me
in cosponsoring legislation, H.J. Res.
21, which would add a balanced budget
amendment to the United States Con-
stitution. The amendment sets the fi-
nancially responsible goal of balancing
the budget by the year 2012.

Currently, the national debt is $8.6
trillion. Each taxpayer’s share of that
debt is almost $29,000. In fiscal year
2006, over $400 billion of taxpayers’
money was spent on interest payments
to the holders of the national debt.

Last year the interest paid on the na-
tional debt was the third largest ex-
pense of the Federal budget. The debt
is increasing by over $1 billion every
day. Our economy is ready for us to set
this important priority.

Last year alone Federal revenues in-
creased 11.8 percent. Receipts this year
have grown by 8 percent so far in the
first quarter compared to last year in
that first quarter. Forty-nine out of 50
States, including my home State of
Florida, currently have a balanced
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budget. It is time that we follow the
lead there and balance the budget for
the country.

———

AMERICA’S GROWING TRADE
DEFICIT

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, our Na-
tion needs a course correction in our
foreign policy, and we are being given
the chance by the Democratic leader-
ship this week to debate it fully, as we
should have when that resolution was
first debated in this House.

Our country needs many course cor-
rections, including on the economy.
President Bush’s trade policy has
clearly failed, as his foreign policy has,
as American workers and American
businesses find we are losing more jobs
to imports again. The confirmed num-
bers for 2006 released today show that
the annual trade deficit in 2006 doubled
since this President took office.

In fact, for 2006 the trade deficit
equaled $763.6 billion and broke the
prior year’s trade deficit by adding an-
other 6 percent more deficit from 2005’s
level of $716 billion.

Five straight years of record deficits
have left millions more Americans
with displaced jobs, outsourced jobs,
unemployment across regions of this
country, and putting our financial fu-
ture in the hands of foreign creditors
such as China and Saudi Arabia.

Mr. Speaker, to grant renewed fast
track authority to this President
would be a serious mistake and irre-
sponsible. This administration needs a
course correction by this Congress,
both in foreign policy and in domestic
economic policy.

———
AMERICA NEEDS A COURSE COR-
RECTION IN INTERNATIONAL

AND ECONOMIC POLICY

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I want
to agree with my colleague from Ohio
that we need a course correction in
international and domestic policy.

As Congress prepares to debate a
nonbinding resolution on Iraq, this ad-
ministration is already on its way to
the next war against Iran. We are los-
ing our democracy to war and to debt.
We are borrowing money from China,
from Korea and Japan to fight a war in
Baghdad and to prepare for war against
Iran.

Meanwhile here at home, there are so
many people that lack access to ade-
quate health care, who do not have
money for housing or education. We do
not have money for job creation, but
we have money for war. It is time to
stand up for the American people. It is
time for Congress to assume its full
power under the Constitution. It is
time to impose some discipline on this
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administration. It is time for Congress
to truly be a coequal branch of govern-
ment and to do the work for the Amer-
ican people.

———

BOTH PARTIES SUPPORT TROOPS
EVEN THOUGH WE VOICE OPPO-
SITION TO BUSH PLAN

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, Con-
gress has a responsibility to the Amer-
ican people and to our troops bravely
serving our Nation in Iraq to debate
the President’s plan to send 21,500 more
troops to Iraq.

Today this House will begin debate
on a bipartisan resolution supporting
our troops and voicing disapproval
with the President’s plan. I want to
say, Mr. Speaker, it really concerns me
that some of the Republicans on the
other side this morning talked about
this debate as silly and tried to
trivialize a debate that involves our
troops who are fighting, some of whom
are dying in Iraq.

Our own intelligence agencies re-
leased a report earlier this month say-
ing that the war in Iraq is not a civil
war, it is worse, with numerous groups
killing each other to gain the upper
hand. Four times before, the President
has sent thousands of additional troops
to Iraq, and each time the situation on
the ground either remained the same
or grew even more dangerous. Could
that be why our generals concluded, be-
fore being let go by this President, that
sending more troops to Iraq simply will
not help the situation?

Mr. Speaker, Congress needs to ask
the tough questions this week so we
can begin taking our Iraq strategy in a
new direction.

———————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H. CON. RES. 63, IRAQ WAR
RESOLUTION

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 157 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 157

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 63) disapproving of the decision of the
President announced on January 10, 2007, to
deploy more than 20,000 additional United
States combat troops to Iraq. The concur-
rent resolution shall be considered as read.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the concurrent resolution to final
adoption without intervening motion or de-
mand for division of the question except: (1)
debate not beyond midnight on Tuesday,
February 13, 2007, equally divided and con-
trolled by the Majority Leader and the Mi-
nority Leader or their designees; (2) debate
not beyond midnight on Wednesday, Feb-
ruary 14, 2007, equally divided and controlled
by the Majority Leader and the Minority
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Leader or their designees; (3) 12 hours of de-
bate commencing on Thursday, February 15,
2007, equally divided and controlled by the
Majority Leader and the Minority Leader or
their designees; and (4) one motion to recom-
mit which may not contain instructions.

SEC. 2. During consideration of House Con-
current Resolution 63 pursuant to this reso-
lution, notwithstanding any other provision
of this resolution, on each demand of the Ma-
jority Leader or his designee after consulta-
tion with the Minority Leader, it shall be in
order at any time to debate the concurrent
resolution for an additional hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the Majority Leader
and Minority Leader or their designees.

SEC. 3. During consideration of House Con-
current Resolution 63 pursuant to this reso-
lution, notwithstanding the operation of the
previous question, the Chair may postpone
further consideration of the concurrent reso-
lution to a time designated by the Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WEINER). The gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) is recognized for
1 hour.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.

For the purpose of debate only, I am
pleased to yield the customary 30 min-
utes to my colleague from California
(Mr. DREIER). All time yielded during
consideration of the rule is for debate
only.

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, H.
Res. 157 provides for comprehensive
consideration of H. Con. Res. 63. It pro-
vides all of the Members of this House
with 3 full days of debate on this im-
portant matter. It is a momentous day
for us, Mr. Speaker.

This is the debate that many of us
have yearned for for at least 4 years,
and our constituents have long suffered
the lack of this debate. Every Member
who wishes to speak on the resolution
will have the opportunity to do so.

The rule also, in addition to the time
in the rule, allows the majority leader
at any time, after consultation with
the minority leader, to extend the de-
bate when necessary.

On January 10, President Bush an-
nounced an escalation of the Iraq war
that will put as many as 50,000 more of
our men and women in harm’s way.
Why 50,000 and not 20,000? Because the
number of support groups who have to
be there to support the troops adds up
to nearly 50,000.

This body owes them an explanation
for why at this moment in history the
sacrifice is justified. Democrats and
Republicans alike are determined to
defend our Nation from harm and are
wholly committed to supporting and
protecting the members of our Armed
Forces. But numerous military offi-
cials of the highest ranks, like General
Colin Powell, General John Abizaid,
and many, many others, have expressed
a strong belief that increasing the
number of combat troops in Iraq will
not improve the situation in the coun-
try.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Two-thirds of the American peobple
believe that further escalating the war
is the wrong path to follow. This morn-
ing, 67 percent of them polled said we
should get out at once. Even respected
Members in the House and the Senate
have been quick to state publicly that
they oppose any troop escalation.

Republican Representative STEVE
LATOURETTE best explained this broad
bipartisan opposition to the Presi-
dent’s plan. Like many Americans, he
recently said, I desperately want Amer-
ica to succeed in Iraq and I would wel-
come a fresh approach, but this is not
a fresh approach. This is more of the
same.

For 4 years, through the deaths of
3,126 American service people and near-
ly 60,000 Iraqi civilians and 25 to 30,000
grievously wounded, through the forced
dislocation of millions of Iraqi fami-
lies, through numerous troop esca-
lations, and $379 billion appropriated
by this Congress, through unbearable
strain stretching our National Guard
and Army Reserve, their members, and
their families to the breaking point,
more of the same has never worked.

As of last June, only 25 percent of the
Iraqis had clean water to drink. The oil
production has fallen by nearly half
since the war began. The unemploy-
ment rate in Iraq as of December
ranged between 25 and 40 percent.

Sixty-seven more innocent civilians
were killed just yesterday in yet an-
other bombing. Eighty-four of our
troops were killed last month. Forty-
one have been killed in the last 2 weeks
alone. My district has suffered six cas-
ualties since 2005, and 140 men and
women from my State of New York
have been killed so far in Iraq.

Every piece of evidence suggests that
the strategy currently employed by
this administration is failing in Iraq.
The only argument being used to sup-
port an escalation of the war would be
one of trust. If we just give the Presi-
dent one more chance, we are told,
things will be different.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the Amer-
ican people and the military leaders
who know what war really is and a
broad majority of this Congress are
tired of giving this administration one
more chance and have no reason to
give it our trust.

The Pentagon Inspector General re-
cently reported that statements made
by Under Secretary of Defense Douglas
Feith, during the runup to war, were
“inconsistent with the consensus in
the intelligence community and drew
conclusions that were not fully sup-
ported by available intelligence.”

Mr. Feith joins the President of the
United States, the Vice President of
the United States, Secretary Rumsfeld,
Secretary Rice, and many others who
made statements which simply misled
us into war. So why should we trust
the administration’s assessments of
Iraq?

Why should we trust the President to
give the new troops that he wants to
send the protection that they need to
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come back home unharmed? Despite all
the President’s rhetoric in support of
our Armed Forces, a second Pentagon
report released at the end of January
bluntly states that for years in Iraq
and Afghanistan ‘‘servicemembers ex-
perienced a shortage of force protec-
tion equipment and were not always
equipped to effectively complete their
mission.”

In fact, the report speaks of soldiers
having to trade off Kevlar vests be-
cause there were not enough for each of
them. This is what is happening today,
Mr. Speaker. We were aware when we
first went into the war that we were ill
prepared, but 4 years later it is no bet-
ter.

The Washington Post noted just yes-
terday that many Humvees still do not
have the armor needed to protect them
from the bombs that are killing and in-
juring 70 percent of our troops abroad.
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While our troops have gone unpro-
tected, corruption exploitation and in-
competence has squandered billions of
dollars and allowed vital reconstruc-
tion projects to be handed to well-con-
nected companies that failed to fulfill
their duties. Unbid contracts pro-
liferate. Despite it all, for years the ad-
ministration treated accountability as
if it were a dirty word.

And why should we expect that with-
out a radical change, of course, that
things will suddenly improve?

Mr. Speaker, changing a broken
course in Iraq is not going to demor-
alize our troops or abandon them.
Frankly, they must wonder what it is
we have been doing here all along. To
the contrary, it is the only way to sup-
port the troops.

Changing a broken course will not
provide our enemies with encourage-
ment either. If our strategy is not
working, then why would we help our
enemies by resolutely adhering to the
failing plan?

Now, that is a question that needs to
be asked again. If our strategy is not
working, why would we help our enemy
by resolutely adhering to the failing
plan?

Democrats are insisting on a new
level of accountability in Congress,
calling 52 hearings since January 4.
But we also need a new course in Iraq.
We need to oppose this escalation and
stubborn adherence to a failing strat-
egy.

We need to shift our focus and foot-
print in the region and to accept what
s0 many observers have Kknown for
years: The conflict in Iraq will only be
solved politically, not militarily.

As strongly as I feel on this matter,
Mr. Speaker, I recognize that many of
my colleagues in the House have a dif-
ferent perspective.

What is needed is a serious discussion
conducted by serious people. The first
step of such a discussion is a focused,
clear and full debate on the question of
the escalation itself. We need an unam-
biguous up-or-down vote on the esca-
lation. We are keeping this rule and
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this bill so straightforward in order to
best achieve that result.

I want to emphasize that this is the
first step, and Congress will have many
opportunities during discussions of the
supplemental funding request, for ex-
ample, to debate the numerous dimen-
sions of this war and to present new
ways forward.

But we must first know where we
stand. Our goal this week is to estab-
lish whether Congress disagrees or
agrees with the President’s current ap-
proach to Iraq. If the answer is no, then
we will have the basis for forcing the
President to work in a bipartisan way
with us to change that approach.

The obvious truth is that a failure to
achieve such a change will seal the fate
of this war as one of the greatest blun-
ders in America’s history.

I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on the previous
question and on the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
express my appreciation to my distin-
guished colleague, the gentlewoman
from Rochester, New York, the distin-
guished Chair of the Committee on
Rules. And I appreciate having the cus-
tomary 30 minutes, and I yield myself
such time as I might consume.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to this rule and the
underlying resolution. This rule lays
out a bad process, and the underlying
legislation lays out bad policy.

This rule silences any meaningful de-
bate on the floor by denying both Re-
publicans and Democrats the right to
offer any amendments or any sub-
stitute whatsoever.

Mr. Speaker, the Democratic leader-
ship has attempted to mask this denial
of real debate by providing us with 36
hours of floor time. But this nearly un-
precedented amount of time is really
little more than a joke; 36 hours of de-
bate, without any opportunity whatso-
ever to voice dissent with a substitute,
amounts to nothing more than 36 hours
of talk. The American people want and
deserve a real and meaningful debate,
not empty gestures that show utter
disregard for an honest and open dis-
cussion on this issue.

Why can’t we have a discussion that
explores real options and real solu-
tions?

The reason is very clear, Mr. Speak-
er. Our Democratic colleagues have
none.

It was bad enough when we addressed
issues like stem cell research and min-
imum wage without any transparency
or openness whatsoever. We have dealt
with several important issues in a com-
plete vacuum. But now, our Demo-
cratic colleagues are running rough-
shod over our national security, what
is clearly the number one priority that
we as a Federal Government, as feder-
ally elected officials, address.

We know, Mr. Speaker, that the war
on terror and policy in Iraq is very
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clearly the single most important issue
that will be addressed by the 110th Con-
gress. It clearly ranked very high on
the list of issues voters cared about
most in last November’s election. The
American people are concerned about
this war, and they want to know that
their elected officials are developing a
sound and effective policy.

So what have the Democrats offered
us? What is the substance of their pro-
posal in a nonbinding resolution that
denies the troops the numbers that
they need to succeed? In other words,
their proposal is, in fact, meaningless
as legislation, and it is disastrous as a
policy.

Mr. Speaker, it is an admission of de-
feat. And it is a vote of no confidence
in our troops. Like it or not, it is a
vote of no confidence in our troops.
Why? Because it does not provide our
troops what they need to succeed.

Mr. Speaker, we are all opposed to
the status quo in Iraq. And the Presi-
dent stood right here when he delivered
his State of the Union message and
made it very clear. He wants this war
to be over, and he wants it to be won.

We all know about the tremendous
challenges that our men and women
are facing over in Iraq. We all know
that. We hear it regularly from our
constituents, the families, and we hear
it directly from the men and women
who are serving. We all feel very deeply
about the enormity of the sacrifice
that so many have made in service to
their country. And we know that they
look to their Commander in Chief for a
strategy for victory.

The President has put forth his strat-
egy, Mr. Speaker. With the advice and
close consultation of our generals in
the field, he has called for a surge in
troop levels in order to give our Armed
Forces the support that they need.

Why, again is he doing this? So that
he can give our men and women in uni-
form, our troops, the support that they
need so that they can succeed.

Now, Mr. Speaker, it is our role as a
Congress to thoroughly vet the Presi-
dent’s proposal to ensure that we de-
velop an effective policy for moving
forward. With this resolution, the
Democrats have ignored our constitu-
tional role. They have not held a single
hearing on this resolution. They have
called not one expert witness to testify
for the record on the merits of this res-
olution. All that they offer is a knee-
jerk reaction against anything that the
President says. Again, anything that
the President says is wrong in the eyes
of so many of our colleagues.

Obviously, we, Mr. Speaker, cannot
be a rubber stamp for the executive
branch, the second branch of govern-
ment. But neither can we afford, nei-
ther can we forfeit our duty as a delib-
erative body to fully explore the plan
that has been put forward and to craft
sound public policy as it relates to
this.

Mr. Speaker, in the absence of any
deliberation, the Democrats have con-
cocted a resolution that simply does,
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as I say, concede defeat. To the Amer-
ican people, it admits the Democratic
leadership is devoid of ideas. And to
the troops, it admits that they have no
faith in their mission, no faith in the
troops’ mission whatsoever, because
they need this sound strategy that has
been put into effect so that we can, in
fact, attain victory and they can be
successful.

What is worse, it tries to shroud their
lack of faith in our military with plati-
tudes about supporting our troops. You
can’t claim support for our troops
without supporting their mission, Mr.
Speaker. Again, you cannot claim to
support our troops without supporting
their mission. It is an outrage that
they would deny our men and women
in harm’s way the traditional and addi-
tional support that they need to suc-
ceed.

Now, Mr. Speaker, yesterday after-
noon I had an opportunity to talk with
one of my constituents, a former ma-
rine called Ed Blecksmith. Very trag-
ically, 2 years ago this past November,
his son, J.P. was killed in one of the
most famous battles in the war in Iraq,
the battle of Fallujah. Mr. Blecksmith
implored me to support a policy of vic-
tory. He said that his son’s death will
have been in vain if we do not complete
our mission. He made that very clear
to me. Again, we got into this battle to
win, and victory is, in fact, the only
option. That is from the father of a
man who was tragically killed in Iraq.

And I know that we are going to hear
a wide range of views over the next 36
hours that have come forward from dif-
ferent families. And, of course, our
hearts go out to them. But I will say
that this proud former marine does not
want his son to have died in vain, and
he is insistent that we do all that we
can to ensure that we complete this
mission.

Mr. Speaker, the war in Iraq, like all
wars, has been very long, very difficult
and very painful. It has come at a very
high price, and we all know that it has
taken its toll on the American people.

But, Mr. Speaker, we go to war to
win. We go to war with a mission, and
we dishonor the lives of those who have
made the ultimate sacrifice, if we, in
fact, abandon that mission.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution offers no
hope to the troops, and it offers no
hope to the people of this country who
want to see the conflict in Iraq re-
solved so that our troops can come
home to their families.

Mr. Speaker, they deserve better. We
have a duty to offer them something
better. We have a duty to pursue noth-
ing less than victory.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
rule, reject this resolution, and, in-
stead, work together to fulfill our con-
stitutional responsibility as effective

legislators.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN).
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Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, let me
begin by first thanking my colleagues,
ToM LANTOS, IKE SKELTON and WALTER
JONES for working together in a bipar-
tisan way to create this very simple,
straightforward and clear resolution.
Their work will allow this House to
have a full and fair debate and, at the
end of this week, have a clear up-or-
down vote on whether or not we sup-
port or oppose the President’s plan to
escalate this war in Iraq.

I also want to thank all my col-
leagues on the Rules Committee for a
very thoughtful and productive debate
last night.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
are way ahead of the politicians in
Washington on this issue. They want
this war ended, and they want our
troops to come home. Any Member of
this House who has been home recently
knows that the questions are increas-
ing, the concern is growing, and the pa-
tience is running out.

The American people are tired of the
bickering and partisan posturing. They
are also tired of people trying to
muddy the waters and confuse the
issue. They want their leaders to be
less concerned with saving political
face and more concerned with saving
lives.

It is my hope that at the end of this
debate, the House will send a strong bi-
partisan message to the President of
the United States that it is time to
change course in Iraq.

I hope that the President will listen
and will take the opportunity to sit
down with us, roll up his sleeves and do
the hard but necessary work of bring-
ing this tragic war to an end.

If he does not, if he continues to ig-
nore the will of the Congress and of the
American people, then we will have no
choice but to go beyond nonbinding
resolutions.

Mr. Speaker, Members like me, who
believe it is time to exercise the power
of the purse, will get that opportunity
when we take up the President’s sup-
plemental appropriations request and
the fiscal year 2008 defense bills.

The best way to support our troops is
to bring them home safely to their
families. The best way to protect them
is to begin their immediate, safe and
orderly withdrawal from Iraq.

But this week we are focused, rightly
in my opinion, on the narrow and im-
portant question of whether we support
the President’s desire to escalate the
war.

The irony is that Members of this
House will be given more time to de-
bate this nonbinding resolution than
they were given by the previous major-
ity on the question of authorizing the
war itself.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a meaning-
less exercise, which is what some of my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
have said. For the first time in 4 years,
the people’s House will be on record op-
posing the President’s policy in Iraq.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
are watching. They want to know
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where each Member stands on the issue
of escalating the war in Iraq. That is
the issue before us today. That is the
only issue we shall be debating. It is
what the American people want to
know, and it is what the President of
the United States needs to hear.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I have the
distinct honor of yielding 5 minutes to
my very distinguished colleague from
Miami, Mr. DIAZ-BALART.
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Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman, my dear friend from Cali-
fornia, for the time.

Mr. Speaker, after the debate in the
Rules Committee last night where I
hoped, and I made clear that it was my
hope, that there would be an oppor-
tunity for the minority to present an
alternative to this debate in the form
of an alternative motion, an amend-
ment, it was disappointing that that
was not made possible. So now we are
faced with a resolution before us that
we cannot seek to amend with regard
to that extraordinarily serious problem
facing the United States of America:
the crisis in Iraq.

Iraq presents the United States, Mr.
Speaker, as the leader of the free
world, with very difficult options,
tough options. None of the options be-
fore us are simple nor easy. Clearly, as
in every war in history, mistakes have
been made. I believe, for example, that
we should have learned the lessons
from a neighbor of Iraq, from the cre-
ation in the 20th century of the Turk-
ish state, modern Turkish state, by
Ataturk, the father of that state,
where the ability of religious parties,
for example, to insert themselves into
the political process was significantly
limited. I think we could have done
things such as that.

I admit, we all must admit, that mis-
takes have been made. But, Mr. Speak-
er, as the Spanish philosopher Ortega y
Gasset said: ‘“Man is man plus his cir-
cumstances,”” and our circumstances in
Iraq today constitute our options.

What are our options? One option is
partition. I do not believe that it is
reasonable nor appropriate nor accept-
able to very important realities in the
region and factors in the region, I don’t
think that is a reasonable alternative.
Another alternative is to withdraw be-
fore the situation is stabilized, before
the democratically elected government
in Iraq is stable. That is an option.

I happen to believe that the resolu-
tion before us, in effect, says this is the
beginning of withdrawal. That is what
the resolution says in effect. Melt it
down. The resolution states this is the
beginning of withdrawal, despite the
fact that the situation in Iraq by the
democratically elected government has
not been stabilized.

So what will occur if we withdraw
prematurely? Ethnic cleansing on a
massive scale; obviously, the collapse
of the current government; the cre-
ation of an ideal vacuum in power, a
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power vacuum for international ter-
rorism. We would see the creation of
terrorist camps that would dwarf what
we saw in Afghanistan before 9/11. In-
evitably a surge in influence and the
projection of power by the Iranian dic-
tatorship. That uncontrolled projection
of power in its quest to acquire, by the
way, a nuclear weapon, that uncon-
trolled projection of power by Iran may
very possibly lead to a regional war,
Mr. Speaker, because the reality of the
matter is that that region of the world
cannot permit the uncontrolled projec-
tion of power by the Iranian dictator-
ship.

Now, the withdrawal could be, as I
have stated, either announced and im-
mediate or announced and phased. The
reality of the matter is what the new
congressional majority is bringing to
the floor today is an announcement of
withdrawal irrespective of what the
situation may be on the ground in Iraq.

Another alternative, Mr. Speaker, is
the President of the United States’ at-
tempt to stabilize the situation, to pro-
vide sufficient order, sufficient absence
of chaos, for the government of Iraq to
survive, for the sake not only of Iraq
but of our national security. That is an
option the President of the United
States is trying to convert into a re-
ality for the sake of our national secu-
rity.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the options before
us are not difficult. The resolution be-
fore us constitutes the wrong message
at the wrong time in the wrong man-
ner.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. MATSUI).

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from New York for
yielding me the time and for her out-
standing leadership on our committee.

Mr. Speaker, this debate is long over-
due. There is no issue more serious or
more urgent. The American people said
loud and clear in the last election that
they consider bringing this war to a
close to be the singular imperative of
their leaders. Yet rather than begin-
ning to bring the troops home, the
President has proposed escalating this
conflict.

The American people deserve to
know where their elected representa-
tives stand on this, the most critical
issue at this moment in history. This
week the people will get their answer.

Mr. Speaker, here is where I stand: I
opposed this war from the beginning,
and I support several responsible pro-
posals to bring this war to a close. I be-
lieve the President’s proposed esca-
lation would be a tragic mistake. It
will most likely result in an increase in
violence while only postponing the
hard political choices the Iraqi people
must make. It will also increase the
strain on a military that is already
stretched to the breaking point.

Mr. Speaker, it is critically impor-
tant to make clear that Iraq has spi-
raled into civil war because of the fail-
ure of this country’s political leader-
ship, not our troops. Our brave men
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and women in uniform have done ev-
erything that has been asked of them.
The real tragedy is how ill served they
have been by their political leadership.

I have heard firsthand from many
families in Sacramento the impact this
has had on their lives. Linda, a con-
cerned mother, told me about her son,
Nicholas, who serves as an Army ser-
geant in the 82nd Airborne in Germany.
Shortly, he will be returning to Iraq
for his third tour. And there are some
30 soldiers in the Sacramento area who
have died in this war. I have met sev-
eral times with members of the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve and their
families. Every Member knows what I
am talking about. We have all done it.
We all know the pain.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, this ad-
ministration has failed to meet the
most basic requirements of responsible
leadership. As a result, it has abdicated
any claim to deference from this
Chamber on this war and has certainly
relinquished the moral authority to
send men and women into this catas-
trophe.

Undoubtedly, this Chamber will need
to take more forceful action if we are
to bring this war to a conclusion. But
today is an important first step.

I urge my colleagues to support this
resolution and to oppose this gravely
mistaken proposal to escalate the war.

Mr. Speaker, this debate is long overdue.
There is no issue more serious . . . or more
urgent. The American People sent a message
in the last election. That message was that
they consider bringing this war to a close to
be the singular imperative of their leaders.

Yet rather than beginning to bring troops
home, the President has proposed escalating
this conflict . . . sending tens of thousands of
additional troops to Iraq.

Rather than change direction they
would instead continue down our current, dis-
astrous path . . . only at a faster pace and
with more human life placed in harm’s way.

This week, every Member of the House of
Representatives will have an opportunity to let
their constituents know where they stand on
the President’s proposed escalation. That is
only right.

The American people deserve to know
where their elective representatives stand on
this, the most critical issue at this moment of
our history.

Mr. Speaker, here’s where | stand. | op-
posed this war from the beginning, and | sup-
port several responsible proposals to bring this
war to a close.

| believe the President's proposed esca-
lation would be a tragic mistake. His stubborn
insistence on pursuing the present course has
been rejected by our military leaders . . . the
independent Iraq study group and a
strong majority of the public. And with good
reason.

This escalation will most likely result in an
increase in violence while only postponing the
hard political choices the Iraqi people must
make.

Escalation of this conflict will also increase
the strain on a military that is already
stretched to the breaking point.

Mr. Speaker, it is critically important to make
clear that Iraq has spiraled into civil war be-
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cause of the failure of this country’s political
leadership . . . not our troops.

Our brave men and women in uniform have
done everything that has been asked of them.
They courageously put their lives on the line
every day for us.

The real tragedy is how ill-served our men
and women in uniform have been by their po-
litical leadership.

| have heard firsthand from many families in
Sacramento about the impact this has had on
their lives.

In 2005, | spoke with a group of women
whose husbands were serving in the National
Guard in Iraq.

One woman told me she bought her hus-
band a Kevlar vest before he deployed . . .
something all too many families were doing for
their loved ones because the military wasn’t
providing it. Imagine the stress . . . sending a
loved one into danger without the confidence
that he would be given the needed equipment
for protection.

And | have heard countless stories about
the hardships being created by the multiple
tours this conflict has demanded.

Linda, a concerned mother from Sac-
ramento, told me about her son, Nicholas,
who serves as an Army sergeant in the 82nd
Airborne in Germany. He lives on-base with
his wife and two children, ages four and five.
Another child is on the way.

Nicholas recently learned that he was going
to have to return to Iraq for his third tour.

Linda wrote me and said that his family . . .
and I'm quoting . . . “. . . will be all alone in
Germany when he leaves and each time he
has gone, the children have terrible night-
mares and anger issues because they do not
understand the long separations.”

Another Sacramento couple that wrote me
are the proud parents of three Army soldiers

. one is currently serving his second tour
in Iraq . . . the other two have already com-
pleted two tours in Iraq. They ask . . . will
their sons be asked to go back a third time?

My friend Richard Beach served as a chap-
lain in the U.S. Army Reserves in Iraq. Rich-
ard served in Iraq early in the conflict, and re-
alized that four years since he went there,
many of his fellow reservists are still serving
there.

Richard shared with me a note he sent to
some of his fellow members of the 114th. He
wrote . . . and | quote . . . “I remember four
years ago we were getting ready for our trip
to Fort Lewis and then on to Iraqg. | hope as
the fourth anniversary of the war comes up
you are all in good health and living life to the
fullest. | too pray that soon this war will end,
and we will stop sending our soldiers off to
war.”

Four years later . . . and still many of the
same soldiers and their families are making
the same sacrifice. But that is the heart-
breaking reality here.

There are some 30 soldiers in the Sac-
ramento area who have died in this war. I've
met several times with members of the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve and their families.
Every member knows what | am talking about.
We've all done it. We all know the pain.

The notion of “shared sacrifice” is some-
thing that helped make this country great.

But with this administration . . . only our
soldiers and their families share in the sac-
rifice.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, it is important to
note that this country has tried troop increases
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before . . . to no avail. Sadly, this administra-
tion simply lacks credibility when arguing that
this proposal will work.

As a result of this administration’s failure to
meet the most basic requirements of respon-
sible leadership, it has abdicated any claim to
deference from this chamber on this war . . .
and it has certainly relinquished the moral au-
thority to send additional men and women into
this catastrophe.

Today’s step is only a first step. Undoubt-
edly, this chamber will need to take more
forceful action if we are to bring this war to a
conclusion. But it is an important first step.

| urge my colleagues to support this resolu-
tion . . . and to oppose this gravely mistaken
proposal to escalate the war.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am happy to yield 5 minutes to
a hardworking member of the Rules
Committee, the gentleman from Pasco,
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS).

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the ranking member
for the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
House Resolution 157 and the under-
lying resolution.

Mr. Speaker, our Nation is engaged
in a Global War on Terror, a war that
we did not seek, but a war that was
brought to our shores on September 11,
2001. Today, we fight an enemy without
borders that is determined to destroy
our Nation by any means necessary. An
al Qaeda leader said that they have the
right to ‘‘kill 4 million Americans, 2
million of them children, and to exile
twice as many and wound and cripple
thousands.”

The President of Iran has called a
world without America and Israel ‘‘pos-
sible and feasible.”

It is also undeniable that Iraq is the
central front on the war on terror. But
you don’t have to take my word for it,
Mr. Speaker. The terrorists themselves
have told us it is so. Al Qaeda’s deputy
leader has repeatedly said that Afghan-
istan and Iraq are the ‘“‘two most cru-
cial fields” in the Islamists’ war. In a
letter he said that expelling Americans
from Iraq is the first step in expanding
the jihad wave.

If this, Mr. Speaker, is what the ter-
rorists are telling us, why should we
not believe them?

As much as I wish that our troops
were home, I recognize that arbitrary
pulling out of Iraq would provide a
sanctuary for terrorists and have seri-
ous consequences for our U.S. security.
A self-sustaining government there is
critical to our security here.

I share the frustration of all Ameri-
cans who had hoped that the Iraqis
would be protecting and governing
themselves by now, but that simply is
not the reality. Previous strategies to
stabilize Iraq have not succeeded and
things cannot continue as they have
been. In order to succeed, Iraqis must
step up and take responsibility for
their own security. And under the new
strategy, Mr. Speaker, announced last
month, they will be held more account-
able in the future.

Some say this new strategy is wrong;
yet they fail to say what is right. They
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call for an arbitrary pullout yet have
not answered the question ‘‘what
then?”’ They seek to cut off funding for
our troops yet offer no plan for fighting
terrorists.

Mr. Speaker, there is no easy answer.
But simply declaring that we don’t
wish to be at war anymore does not
make our enemies surrender. With-
holding military personnel, failing to
provide funds for our troops, or pulling
out of Iraq with no plan to win the war
on terror are simply not options. The
consequence of failure is simply too
dire. If we are defeated, Iraq will be-
come a haven that our enemies will use
to launch attacks against us. The Mid-
dle East will remain destabilized. Ter-
rorists will fight us on our soil. And it
will send a dangerous signal to coun-
tries like Iran, North Korea, and Syria,
and embolden terrorists around the
world.

The Baker-Hamilton Commission
warned specifically against a precipi-
tous withdrawal. They said: ‘“The near-
term results would be a significant
power vacuum, greater human suf-
fering, regional destabilization, and a
threat to the global economy. Al Qaeda
would depict our withdrawal as a his-
toric victory.”

So our challenge, Mr. Speaker, is to
insist on victory and not accept defeat.
So, accordingly, I will not vote to deny
our troops the support they need to
protect themselves and America.

The nonbinding resolution before us
today is contradictory on supporting
the troops. On the first page it says we
will continue to support the troops in
Iraq, but on the next page it expresses
opposition to sending reinforcements
that our military says are needed to
support our troops currently on the
ground.

Mr. Speaker, how can you support
the troops but not the mission?

Let me say again that I will not vote
to deny our troops the support they
need to protect themselves and Amer-
ica. What I would vote for, if given the
opportunity, is a plan that would have
the force of law, that would set bench-
marks to measure progress, that would
ensure that funding for our troops is
not cut off, and that would keep Con-
gress fully apprised so that they can
make informed decisions.

In closing, I would just say that we
must not forget the sacrifice that our
troops are making. They are fighting
the enemy abroad so that we will not
have to fight them here. The bottom
line is that this is about America and
our security and a set of enemies who
have said again and again that their
goal is to destroy us.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col-
leagues to oppose this closed rule and
the underlying resolution.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Vermont (Mr. WELCH).

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Mr. Speak-
er, today we begin debate on the ques-
tion of whether to escalate the war in
Iraq.
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The administration’s policy on Iraq
has failed. It failed yesterday, it is fail-
ing today, and it will fail tomorrow.
These failures have left America weak-
ened, not strengthened.

Today, we must chart a new course.
We must end the war in Iraq.

Each one of us is immeasurably
proud of the service of our troops. They
answered the call to duty, and they
have done their job.
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I am particularly proud of our
Vermont troops and our families. No
State has sacrificed more per capita in
the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan than
our State of Vermont. But while our
men and women in uniform have done
their jobs, the President’s policies have
failed this country and failed our
troops, demonstrably and repeatedly.

Mr. Speaker, it is now our responsi-
bility to chart a new direction; one
that brings our troops home, restores
diplomacy to foreign policy and im-
proves the readiness of our military.
And we start today. No more troops, no
more phony intelligence, no more
blank checks. We must end this war.

Top military commanders have made
it clear that no amount of American
military force can take the place of the
political consensus required to end
Iraq’s civil war. We now face two ques-
tions: What is best for America and
what is best for Iraq? And the answer
to both questions is to end this war.

This resolution, Mr. Speaker, is just
a beginning. The President has left us
no choice. America must change the di-
rection of the war. If the President
won’t, we will.

Today, we choose the path which of-
fers us the best hope for success: esca-
lating the military conflict, as the
President proposes, or taking the first
step in a new direction. To strengthen
America, we must choose a new path.
Top generals have said it, the bipar-
tisan Iraq Study Group confirmed it,
and the American people demand it.

Mr. Speaker, the troops have done
their job. Now we must do our ours.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am very happy to yield 4 min-
utes to our colleague the gentleman
from Dallas, Texas (Mr. SESSIONS).

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Los Angeles.

Mr. Speaker, we are here today as a
result of the meeting in the Rules Com-
mittee last night where members of the
Republican minority tried to speak
about our desire to have more added to
this ‘‘simple resolution,” as it is being
called by the minority. And that it is,
a simple resolution.

Mr. Speaker, we implored upon the
committee to make in order more
amendments which would specifically
speak directly to the needs of trying to
provide direction and to work with the
President of the United States on
where we are in Iraq. In fact, on March
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15, 2006, Members of both parties from
this body supported the creation of a
bipartisan Iraq Study Group to review
the situation on the ground and to pro-
pose strategies on a way to move for-
ward.

For more than 8 months, the study
group met with military officials, re-
gional experts, academics, journalists
and other high-level officials. This
study group included James Baker and
Lee Hamilton as cochairmen. It in-
cluded Lawrence Eagleburger, Vernon
Jordan, Ed Meese, Sandra Day O’Con-
nor, Leon Panetta, William J. Perry,
Charles S. Robb and Alan Simpson.

Mr. Speaker, we believe that the
things which were embodied within
this Iraq Study Group report, which
came out this last December, embody
the kinds of things that the President
of the United States is attempting to
do now in Iraq. The President stood be-
fore each and every one of us as we sat
in this Chamber just a few weeks ago
and he outlined very clearly the
changes that are taking place and his
willingness not only to work with this
body, but willingness to be more spe-
cific.

I would like to read some of the
things from the Iraq Study Group re-
port that we will not be hearing as the
voice of the United States Congress.
That is, that the United States should
work to ‘‘provide political reassurance
to the Iraqi Government in order to
avoid its collapse and the disintegra-
tion of the country.”

America should ‘‘fight al-Qaeda and
other terrorist organizations in Iraq
using more special operations teams.”

We should ‘‘train, equip and support
the Iraqi security forces.”

And we should ‘‘deter even more de-
structive interference in Iraq by Syria
and Iran.”

But there is more. The ‘‘more” is
“We could, however, support a short-
term redeployment or surge of Amer-
ican combat forces to stabilize Bagh-
dad, or to speed up training to equip
the mission.”

Mr. Speaker, the bottom line is what
this resolution, that is nonbinding, is
all about is to politically neuter the
President of the United States, and, I
believe, our forces and our mission in
Iraq. It is about trying to do something
that is politics, rather than policy.

The Rules Committee last night
heard from several of our colleagues,
one of them SAM JOHNSON, who brought
forth an amendment that would clarify
that Congress and the American people
support our troops and the funding for
our Armed Forces that are serving in
harm’s way to make sure that we do
not put that element at risk.

Our colleague from Virginia, FRANK
WoLF, brought forth the things that I
just spoke about. He brought to the
Rules Committee the recommendations
from the Iraq Study Group, with this
emphasis on providing American com-
manders in Iraq with the strategic and
tactical means to support this war.
However, my colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side have decided that what they
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want to do is they want to have this be
all about politics and not about policy.
They are after a simple answer.

Last night, the Rules Committee met—and
after hours of testimony from members from
both parties, the Democrat members of the
Committee voted along party lines to shut out
every opportunity for amendment to the Reso-
lution that the House will be considering over
the next 3 days.

Our colleague from Texas, SAM JOHNSON,
brought an amendment that would have clari-
fied that Congress and the American people
support our troops and that funding for our
armed forces serving bravely in harm’s way
will not be cut off or restricted in any way.

Our colleague from Virginia, FRANK WOLF,
also brought to the Rules Committee a very
comprehensive amendment that would have
made clear that Congress supports the rec-
ommendations of the Irag Study Group—with
its emphasis on providing American com-
manders serving in Irag with the strategic and
tactical means that they need for success and
accelerated cooperation with Iragi leaders to
meet specific goals—as the strategy for mov-
ing forward to success in Iraqg.

A number of other members also spent a
large part of their evening sitting in the Rules
Committee, waiting to share their ideas about
how to improve this resolution—however, un-
fortunately the 13 members of the Rules Com-
mittee are the only ones who will have the
benefit of hearing and debating these good
ideas, because none of them were given the
opportunity to be considered and voted on by
the House.

Instead, today we are on the floor with a
completely closed process to debate a non-
binding resolution with no teeth and a serious
logical flaw.

In 2 short paragraphs, without explicitly stat-
ing that funds will not be cut off from our
troops serving in harm’s way, the resolution
asserts that Congress and the American peo-
ple will continue to support and protect the
members of Armed Forces who are serving in
Iraq. This non-specific language is something
that every member of this House clearly sup-
ports.

It also states that Congress disapproves of
the President’s plan to deploy 20,000 rein-
forcements to Iraq to bolster the mission and
provide additional support to troops already
serving on the ground.

This resolution gives no direction about how
we should proceed in Irag—instead, it settles
for some generic language about supporting
the troops without guaranteeing that Congress
will continue to fund their efforts as they re-
main in harm’s way—and it simply amounts to
a vote for the status quo.

Mr. Speaker, this is a serious debate for se-
rious people. We all understand that the cost
of failure in Iraq is too great to bear—it would
embolden radical Islamic terrorists and give
them a base from which to train and attack
America for generations.

But with this resolution my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle provide the troops
with nothing: no guarantees that we will con-
tinue to fund their heroic efforts; no guaran-
tees that Congress will heed the advice of the
Iraq Study group—which notes on page 73 of
their report that it would “support a short-term
redeployment or surge of American combat
forces to stabilize Baghdad, or to speed up
the training and equipping mission.”
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Nor does it provide the American people
with a clear picture of our direction in Irag—
it merely says “no” to the only strategy for
success which has been put forward.

Mr. Speaker, | think that Congress can do
better than this nonbinding vote for the status
quo in Irag. | know that a number of my Re-
publican colleagues tried to improve this legis-
lation, but were denied the opportunity by the
Democrat majority.

But | know that our troops serving in harm’s
way, and the American people deserve better
than this simplistic resolution that provides no
new ideas, outlines no strategy for victory, and
makes no guarantee that we will continue to
fund the efforts of our troops.

| am greatly disappointed in this resolution
and the Democrat majority’s efforts to prevent
this body from considering amendments from
thoughtful members to improve it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. CASTOR).

Ms. CASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished Rules Chair.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to bring this
debate to the floor of the Congress. I
oppose escalation of the war in Iraq
that is being pushed by President Bush
and Vice President CHENEY. Their in-
tention to send more young American
men and women into what is largely a
sectarian civil war is more of the same
‘‘stay the course’ mentality.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
Armed Services Committee, I am par-
ticularly concerned that the reckless
Bush escalation will undermine our
country’s readiness and ability to ad-
dress other global threats to our na-
tional security. Indeed, in recent testi-
mony, the Marine Commandant and
the Army Chief of Staff testified that
America will run a strategic risk by
implementing the escalation and stay-
ing on the same course in Iraq. The
generals confirmed that if our per-
sonnel and equipment are tied up in
Iraq, then our ability to handle future
threats and contingencies is reduced.

For example, in my State of Florida,
the National Guard does not have all of
the equipment it needs to train and de-
ploy soldiers. They are only 28 percent
equipped.

President Bush in essence confirmed
that the escalation will harm our Na-
tion’s readiness when he sent over his
proposed 2008 budget last week. He re-
quested an additional $235 billion for
this war. That is on top of already $350
billion of taxpayer money. In effect,
Bush’s war in Iraq is swallowing the
defense budget and our country’s abil-
ity to prepare for any other threat to
our national security.

The Bush plan also sacrifices health
care for children and our seniors and
investments in our own towns and
neighborhoods, while continuing this
war without end.

We will debate budgets and appro-
priations in the coming months, but
after 4 years of war, over 3,100 deaths of
Americans, $350 billion, and the Bush-
Cheney failure to aggressively pursue a
political solution, it is important that
we have this debate in the House of
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Representatives this week. It is impor-
tant for Members to go on record, and
it is important to demand a new direc-
tion on behalf of the American people.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am happy to yield 3 minutes to
a very hardworking former member of
the Rules Committee, our good friend
from Marietta, Georgia (Mr. GINGREY).

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to this rule and the
underlying legislation.

We are about to begin 3 days of de-
bate over the Democrats’ nonbinding
resolution, 3 days of debate over a reso-
lution that is nothing more than a po-
litical statement against our Presi-
dent.

Considering that last month Demo-
crats rammed six bills through this
House in a mere 100 hours, I would say
we have ample time this week to also
debate a Republican alternative to this
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, as you well know, last
week one of the Democratic Members
in this body repeatedly referred to us
as the ‘“‘Republic Party.” I don’t think,
Mr. Speaker, that that Member was
necessarily trying to pay us a com-
pliment. But indeed he did, because
this is a Republic, and we speak on be-
half of 650,000 constituents.

But the Democrats have taken that
away from us, Mr. Speaker. The Demo-
cratic leadership has shown us time
and time again their pledge of an open
and inclusive Congress amounts to
nothing more than tired campaign
rhetoric. So over and over the next 3
days, you will hear many Republican
opinions and ideas, but you will see no
Republican legislation.

Perhaps the Democratic leadership is
afraid that a Republican alternative,
like the bill introduced by a true
American war hero, Sam Johnson of
Texas, would force the Members to fi-
nally put their money where their
mouths are and vote ‘‘yes’ or ‘“‘no’” to
cut funding for the troops. But instead,
Mr. Speaker, the Democrats prefer to
debate nonbinding resolutions that
criticize the President’s plan without
offering any alternative or strategy for
victory.

Mr. Speaker, we should be using the
next 3 days to debate substantive legis-
lation, not political attacks. This non-
binding resolution may have been
crafted with the 2008 election in mind,
but I implore my colleagues to look far
beyond 2008 to the future of our Nation
and this global war on terror. Don’t
play politics with the security of the
United States of America. Don’t play
politics with possibly our last best
chance to secure freedom for the Iraqi
people on the greater stability in the
Middle East.

Mr. Speaker, the Democrats have
sometimes accused Republicans in this
Congress of being ‘“‘yes men’ for the
President. Well, I believe the Demo-
crats are being ‘“‘no men”’ for the Presi-
dent, blindly saying no to any plan he
proposes, without considering the mer-
its or what is best for the security of
this Nation.
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Mr. Speaker, it is absolutely unbe-
lievable that the Democrats are pro-
posing 3 days of debate on an issue as
critically important as Iraq without
any Republican input or alternative.
The manner in which this debate will
be carried out is an affront to the
American people and to our troops. I
ask my colleagues to join me in opposi-
tion to this shameful rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. SUTTON).

Ms. SUTTON. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, I support this rule on a
clear and concise resolution that ex-
presses the will of the American peo-
ple. Our troops are brave and capable.
They have fought overwhelming odds
and in the face of incomprehensible dif-
ficulty. They have engaged in many
acts of heroism. And this resolution
makes it unequivocally clear that
those of us who feel it incumbent to
speak out in opposition to the Presi-
dent’s escalation nonetheless continue
to support our troops.

All of us and all Americans support
our troops. They must have and we
must provide that which they need for
any mission which they are sent. But
Congress also has a responsibility to
provide oversight, to ensure that our
brave and honorable troops are pro-
vided a mission based on realistic as-
sessments and an achievable goal be-
fore we ask them to risk life and limb
to implement it.

The President has asked Congress
and the American people to support his
plan to escalate our involvement in the
war in Iraq by sending an additional
20,000 troops, and that doesn’t count
the additional 20,000 support personnel
that will be part of the escalation.

This war is almost 4 years long now.
Congress has not spoken as loudly and
as clearly as its responsibility requires.
As the Representative of the 13th Dis-
trict of Ohio, I cannot sit silent. I am
opposed to the President’s plan for es-
calation, and, as such, I fully support
this rule and resolution.

The President’s own military com-
manders and experts have advised
against this course of action. My con-
stituents and the American people
have made their position known. Peo-
ple across this Nation voted for a
change in direction in Iraq. The plan to
escalate is directly contradictory to
that call for change. It takes us further
down the wrong path, getting us deeper
and deeper with a policy that asks our
military to accomplish the non-
military mission of creating a viable,
unified government in Iraq.

Mr. Speaker, I support the rule and
resolution.
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Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand that there is much more time on
the other side, so I would like to re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
very pleased to yield 3 minutes to the
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gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
PATRICK J. MURPHY).

Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania. Mr. Speaker, I take the floor
today not as a Democrat or a Repub-
lican, but as an Iraq war veteran who
was a captain with the 82nd Airborne
Division in Baghdad. Three years ago 1
came home, but 19 of my fellow para-
troopers did not.

I rise to give a voice to the hundreds
of thousands of Pennsylvanians and
veterans across the globe who are deep-
ly troubled by the President’s plan to
escalate the number of American
troops in Iraq.

I served in Baghdad from June 2003 to
January 2004. I saw firsthand this ad-
ministration’s failed policies in Iraq.

In this new Congress, there are 49
new faces. I am proud that five of those
49 new faces are veterans. All five of
those veterans are Democrats.

Today, I stand with my other mili-
tary veterans, Sergeant Major TIM
WALZ and Admiral JOE SESTAK. We
stand together to tell this administra-
tion that we are against the escalation
and to say with one voice that Con-
gress will no longer be a blank check to
the President’s failed policies.

Mr. Speaker, the time for more
troops was 4 years ago, but this Presi-
dent ignored the military experts like
General Shinseki and General Zinni,
who in 2003 called for more troops, sev-
eral hundred thousand more troops, to
secure Iraq.

Now, Mr. Speaker, our President is
ignoring military leaders again, patri-
ots like General Colin Powell, General
Abizaid and the bipartisan Iraq Study
Group who were clear: the President’s
plan to send more of our best and brav-
est to die refereeing a civil war in Iraq
is wrong.

Mr. Speaker, it is a time for a new di-
rection in Iraq. From my time serving
with the 82nd Airborne Division in
Iraq, it became clear that in order to
succeed we must make it clear to the
Iraqis that we are not going to be there
forever. Yet 3 years after I left Iraq,
Americans are still running convoys up
and down Ambush Alley and securing
Iraqi street corners.

Today I am proud to stand with my
fellow veterans and support this resolu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, we often hear from our
colleagues on the other side that the
only way to support the troops is to
blindly support the President.

Mr. Speaker, I ask anyone to look at
Admiral JOE SESTAK, a man who was
responsible for the safety and security
of 15,000 sailors and marines, and tell
him that he does not support the
troops. I ask them to look at Sergeant
TiM WALZ, a man who served his coun-
try for 24 years in the Minnesota Na-
tional Guard as a noncommissioned of-
ficer, the backbone of our Army, and
tell him he does not support our
troops.

Mr. Speaker, we are the troops, and
we oppose the President’s escalation of
troops.
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Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to yield 2 minutes to my very
good friend, who is the progenitor of
the Iraq Study Group, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF).

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, last night I
testified before the Rules Committee
asking that the Iraq Study Group re-
port be made in order for debate today.
The Iraq Study Group offers the way
forward, a new approach, and is au-
thored by former Secretary of State
Baker and former chairman of the
House Foreign Affairs Committee, Lee
Hamilton. Yet there has been no vote
allowed. The American people have
been shut out with regard to having a
vote on the Iraq Study Group report.
You cannot pick and choose with re-
gard to the Iraq Study Group.

Let me read you some of the com-
ments that have been made by the
members who served on the Iraq Study
Group. Lee Hamilton, Jim Baker:
“There is no magic formula to solve
the problems of Iraq. However, there
are actions that can be taken to im-
prove the situation.

“Our political leaders must build a
bipartisan approach to bring a respon-
sible conclusion to what is now a
lengthy and costly war. Our country
deserves a debate that prizes substance
over rhetoric, and a policy that is ade-
quately funded and sustainable.”

That is the Iraq Study Group. Mem-
bers on both sides have said they sup-
port the Iraq Study Group, and yet
there is no vote allowed on the Iraq
Study Group.

““In this consensus report,”” Hamilton
and Baker go on to say, ‘‘the 10 mem-
bers of the Iraq Study Group,” bipar-
tisan, five and five, ‘“‘present a new ap-
proach because we believe there is a
better way forward.”

The better way forward, and the gen-
tleman who just spoke mentioned the
Iraq Study Group, is the Iraq Study
Group, and yet the Rules Committee
last night foreclosed a vote on the Iraq
Study Group which is bipartisan.

Lee Hamilton, Jim Baker, Leon Pa-
netta, Bill Perry, Ed Meese. Ed Meese’s
son is one of the colonels with General
Petraeus. Leon Panetta, who served
here in the Congress, but yet for some
reason the American people are not to
be given an opportunity whereby their
Congress can vote on the Iraq Study
Group.

There are good people on both sides.
Every resolution should be in order.
God bless you, what you are offering is
fine, but give the country, give the
American people, give us an oppor-
tunity to vote on the Iraq Study
Group. You cannot pick and choose.

I urge a defeat of the resolution and
urge that we allow this to be voted on
whereby we can have a successful pol-
icy to bring this country together.

Mr. Speaker, | rise against this rule and
against the underlying resolution.
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I've been to lIraq three times since the
United States sent Armed Forces there. | con-
tinue to be deeply concerned about the vio-
lence that continues to take the lives of U.S.
personnel as well as innocent Iraqi citizens.

That's why, upon my return from my third
trip in 2005, | worked to promote an inde-
pendent, bipartisan review of ongoing oper-
ations in Irag—what | called “fresh eyes on
the target. “

| initiated the legislation authorizing and
funding the Iraq Study Group, which was set
up through the U.S. Institute of Peace. The
10-member group—5 Republicans and 5
Democrats—was led by cochairs James A.
Baker lll, the Nation’s 61st Secretary of State
and honorary chairman of the James A. Baker
Il Institute for Public Policy at Rice University,
and Lee H. Hamilton, our former colleague in
this House and director of the Woodrow Wil-
son International Center for Scholars, who
also cochaired the 9/11 Commission.

The other members of the study group in-
cluded: Lawrence S. Eagleburger, former Sec-
retary of State; Vernon E. Jordan, Jr., former
advisor to President Clinton; Edwin Meese I,
former Attorney General; Sandra Day O’Con-
nor, retired Associate Justice of the U.S. Su-
preme Court; Leon E. Panetta, former White
House chief of staff for President Clinton; Wil-
liam J. Perry, former secretary of Defense;
Charles S. Robb, former Governor and Sen-
ator of Virginia, and Alan K. Simpson, former
Senator from Wyoming.

After more than 8 months of work, the panel
presented its report last December 6. The Iraq
Study Group was a truly bipartisan group who
came together—like this body should be com-
ing together—and offered the way forward in
Iraq.

| believe the group’s work provides an im-
portant framework to move forward in Iraq and
on January 24 | introduced H. Con. Res. 45,
expressing the sense of Congress that all the
recommendations of the Iraq Study Group be-
come the new baseline strategy for dealing
with Iraq. That’s the resolution we should be
advancing today.

In my car coming to the Capitol this morning
| heard a member of this body on a radio
interview say he’s voting for H. Con. Res. 63
because what we’re looking for is a new solu-
tion for Irag. We have that. It's the Irag Study
Group report. Look at the cover of the report—
“The way forward—A new approach.”

The Iraq situation has created a bitter divide
in our country. We all want to see an end to
the fighting in Iraq and stability there, as well
as an end to violence perpetrated by terrorists
around the world. | continue to pray for the
protection of the American service men and
women and civilians who are putting their lives
on the line every day and also for their fami-
lies here at home who continue to make tre-
mendous sacrifices.

The Irag Study Group met the test of devel-
oping a bipartisan consensus on how to suc-
ceed in Irag. When our country is divided we
are weak. When we are together we are
strong.

| want to read from the letter penned by
Secretary Baker and Congressman Hamilton
as the prelude to the Iraq Study Group’s rec-
ommendations:

There is no magic formula to solve the
problems of Iraq. However, there are actions
that can be taken to improve the situation
and protect American interests.
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Many Americans are dissatisfied, not just
with the situation in Iraq but with the state
of our political debate regarding Iraq. Our
political leaders must build a bipartisan ap-
proach to bring a responsible conclusion to
what is now a lengthy and costly war. Our
country deserves a debate that prizes sub-
stance over rhetoric, and a policy that is
adequately funded and sustainable. The
President and Congress must work together.
Our leaders must be candid and forthright
with the American people in order to win
their support.

No one can guarantee that any course of
action in Iraq at this point will stop sec-
tarian warfare, growing violence, or a slide
toward chaos. If current trends continue, the
potential consequences are severe. Because
of the role and responsibility of the United
States in Iraq, and the commitments our
government has made, the United States has
special obligations. Our country must ad-
dress as best it can Iraq’s many problems.
The United States has long-term relation-
ships and interests at stake in the Middle
East, and needs to stay engaged.

In this consensus report, the ten members
of the Iraq Study Group present a new ap-
proach because we believe there is a better
way forward. All options have not been ex-
hausted. We believe it is still possible to pur-
sue different policies that can give Iraq an
opportunity for a better future, combat ter-
rorism, stabilize a critical region of the
world, and protect America’s credibility, in-
terests, and values. Our report makes it
clear that the Iraqi government and the
Iraqi people also must act to achieve a stable
and hopeful future.

What we recommend in this report de-
mands a tremendous amount of political will
and cooperation by the executive and legisla-
tive branches of the U.S. government. It de-
mands skillful implementation. It demands
unity of effort by government agencies. And
its success depends on the unity of the Amer-
ican people in a time of political polariza-
tion. Americans can and must enjoy the
right of robust debate within a democracy.
Yet U.S. foreign policy is doomed to failure—
as is any course of action in Iraq—if it is not
supported by a broad, sustained consensus.
The aim of our report is to move our country
toward such a consensus.

This last sentence is the essence of what
we should be addressing this week. The rec-
ommendations of the Iraq Study Group pro-
vide the blueprint for a consensus. The work
has been done. The recommendations have
been made. Now is the time for implementa-
tion.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. WALZ).

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, today we will begin a long overdue
debate about the President’s troop es-
calation plan, and the Iraq war in gen-
eral. I spoke earlier this morning, and
I had the opportunity to address some
of the conflict between the testimony
of experts and this administration’s
wishful thinking in regard to this esca-
lation.

What is said here on the floor of Con-
gress, what is said by our experts and
what is said by the administration
matters. It matters because our troops
will be asked to fulfill the mission that
comes out of these discussions. Our de-
bate on this resolution is about far
more than expressing our disapproval
for the President. We offer this debate
in the hopes that it will shape the mis-
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sion that our soldiers are asked to
carry out, one that is based on facts
and reality, not blind ideology.

I retired from the Army National
Guard in the spring of 2005, and the
unit I served with is now in Iraq. Many
of these soldiers were kids that I
taught in my high school classroom,
that I coached on our football team.
They joined my Guard unit, and I
trained them. We deployed together in
support of Operation Enduring Free-
dom, and now they are deployed again
to Iraq.

As a 24-year veteran of the Army Na-
tional Guard, I know that our soldiers
are trained to fulfill the mission they
are given, but having a mission that is
achievable is the key to any military
success.

The previous Republican Congress
failed to hold the administration ac-
countable for providing a mission that
could succeed; and in so doing, they
failed to support our troops.

Last week, I had the opportunity to
speak with a field commander from the
Minnesota National Guard serving in
Iraq. He told me that our soldiers are
performing magnificently, every
minute of every hour of every day.
That is not the issue at hand here. The
issue at hand is providing a mission
that can succeed.

Mr. Speaker, when we recess for our
district work period next week, I will
g0 home and look into the eyes of the
families of these soldiers. These are the
same families and the men and women
who learned on cable television that
they would be extended in their tour of
duty. These are the same men and
women who will face financial loss be-
cause many of them had the plan to re-
turn to their jobs after an 18-month de-
ployment to work in agriculture and
construction businesses, and now they
will be delayed in their return. They
will miss the critical season. They have
been deployed for 2% of the last 4
years.

Mr. Speaker, we can and must do bet-
ter by our soldiers. The resolution we
will debate today and that I am in sup-
port of is meant as a first step to giv-
ing them an achievable mission and a
chance to return. Our soldiers are
trained to fulfill their mission without
question. We as civilian leaders have a
duty to question it on their behalf.

For the past 4 years, this Republican-
led Congress has failed in their duty.
This resolution is about this Congress
standing up and saying we will achieve
our duty to the same level of excel-
lence that our soldiers have.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire of my distinguished Chair of the
Rules Committee how many speakers
are remaining on the other side.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
have one remaining speaker. Is my col-
league ready to close?

Mr. DREIER. One remaining speaker,
then your close?

Ms. SLAUGHTER. That is right.

Mr. DREIER. Or you are prepared to
close now?

Ms. SLAUGHTER. No, I have one re-
maining speaker.
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Mr. DREIER. Then I will reserve the
balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Do you have any
further speakers?

Mr. DREIER. Here I am.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. All right. Why
don’t you go ahead then and we will
have our speaker after you.

Mr. DREIER. I would like to close
the debate on our side just before you
close the debate on your side.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I have only got
the one speaker. My understanding is if
you want to close, you need to do it
now.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentlewoman seek to close for her side?

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Yes. Mr. SESTAK
will be my final speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. To the
gentleman from California, Mr. SESTAK
represents the close for the majority
side.

The gentleman from California is
recognized.

Mr. DREIER. I would encourage the
gentleman to sit down so he can listen
to my eloquence, and then I will look
forward to hearing his.

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself the bal-
ance of the time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, on the eve
of the Civil War, that great philosopher
John Stuart Mill wrote: “War is an
ugly thing but it is not the ugliest of
things. The decayed and degraded state
of moral and patriotic feeling which
think nothing worth a war is worse.”’

No one likes this war that we are in.
As I said earlier, the President stood
here just weeks ago, and in his State of
the Union message he said, I wish very
much that this war were over and that
we had won. That is the goal. The goal
is victory.

We need to make sure that our men
and women in uniform, many of whom
are paying the ultimate price every
single day, as we look at the tragic loss
of life, we need to make sure that they
have everything necessary so that we
can, as my constituent Ed Blecksmith,
a father of a man who was killed 2
years ago last November in the battle
of Fallujah, said, so that we can com-
plete our mission.

Mr. Speaker, I believe very fervently
that you cannot support our troops
without supporting their mission. This
resolution that is before us unfortu-
nately undermines the ability of our
troops to complete their mission.

We have had some very thoughtful
proposals that have come forward. We
just had Mr. WoLF stand here and talk
about the opportunity that was denied
him to have a vote on the very impor-
tant bipartisan work of that Iraq Study
Group. Much of what the Iraq Study
Group has done has been already imple-
mented by this administration, but
there is more that needs to be done.
Mr. WOLF was tragically denied an op-
portunity to even have a vote on
whether or not we should support that
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bipartisan effort of the Iraq Study
Group.

We also had testimony last night,
Mr. Speaker, from a man who just yes-
terday marked the 34th anniversary
from being freed after 7 years as a pris-
oner of war in Vietnam, our colleague
from Dallas, Texas, Mr. JOHNSON. He
was denied a chance to have a sub-
stitute that would simply say that we
are not going to cut off funding for our
troops.

Now, there are many who have ar-
gued, Mr. Speaker, that this resolution
that we are going to consider in the
next few days is simply a first step. It
is a first step towards ultimately cut-
ting off funding, and, Mr. Speaker, I
think that would be wrong, and that is
why I am urging defeat of the previous
question. When we do that, we will be
making in order, when we defeat the
previous question, an opportunity for
us to say that we will not cut off fund-
ing for our men and women in uniform.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge a vote
against the previous question; and if by
chance we fail on that, I urge a ‘‘no”
vote on this rule, and I urge a ‘“‘no”
vote on the wunderlying resolution
which does, in fact, undermine the goal
of completing our mission and bringing
our men and women home.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield the remainder of our
time to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SESTAK).

Mr. SESTAK. Mr. Speaker, as this es-
sential debate begins today, I am quite
honored to be asked to make opening
remarks at its beginning.

I served in our military for over
three decades, entering during the
Vietnam War and serving under Presi-
dents Nixon, Ford, Carter, Reagan,
Bush, Clinton, and our Commander in
Chief today, President Bush. I had the
honor of leading men and women in
harm’s way, the highest honor that our
Nation can give to anyone; most re-
cently in combat, over at Afghanistan
and Iraq, where I commanded an air-
craft carrier battle group of 30 ships
and 15,000 sailors and marines.

Having worn the cloth of this Nation
so long, I know that duty of choice,
that the citizens of this great country
have about the future course of this
war in Iraq is not an unpatriotic one,
nor is what anyone will say in the next
few days unpatriotic.

If my 31 years in the military taught
me anything, it was that we serve in
this all-volunteer military to defend
Americans’ freedom to think as they
please and to say what they think,
even if they disagree with their lead-
ers. A democracy is based on freedom
of expression, and those who join the
military do so to fight, if necessary,
the wars which defend that freedom,
hoping that our use will be to a wise
end. And that is what concerns me
about Iraq.
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The continuing use of our national
treasure in what is an inconclusive,
open-ended involvement within a coun-
try with long-term benefits does not
match what we need to reap. It is why
I am opposed to a troop surge that dou-
bles down on a bad military debt that
has been tried already.

We need to apply our resources else-
where in the world, where terrorists
come from, including Osama bin Laden
who is still on the loose, or emerging
nations such as in the Western Pacific
have growing political and economic
interests and, therefore, influence that
may challenge ours.

I do not think that my extensive
military experience alone gives me li-
cense to disagree with our strategy in
Iraq, but just being an American who
has closely watched and thought about
the trade-off and benefits for our future
prosperity, interest, and values does.

Our military is a national treasure
that should not be used recklessly, nor
should it be hoarded like miser’s gold.
It is a vital resource if we are to con-
tinue to be a force for peace and pros-
perity, but throughout the world. And
that is why I firmly believe in a
planned end to our military engage-
ment in Iraqg within the next year as
the primary catalyst for change in Iraq
so their leaders are forced to accept the
political and military responsibility
for their country, with our diplomatic
and economic help, and limited mili-
tary support from outside Iraq, but
within the region is best. It is for our
Nation’s greater security that I believe
this, and why I cannot support a troop
surge that strains our military readi-
ness further and, more, our overall
strategic security in a war that does
not serve our Nation’s greater interest
in this world and our future.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. DREIER is as follows:

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 157 OFFERED BY REP.
DREIER OF CALIFORNIA

(1) In section 1, insert ‘“‘and any amend-
ment thereto’ after ‘‘previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the concurrent
resolution”.

(2) At the end of the resolution, add the
following:

Sec. 4. Notwithstanding section 1, it shall
be in order at any time to consider the
amendment printed in section 5, if offered by
Representative Sam Johnson of Texas or his
designee, which shall be in order without
intervention of any point of order, shall be
considered as read, and shall be separately
debatable for one hour equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent.

Sec. 5. The amendment referred to in sec-
tion 4 is as follows:

Strike all after the resolved clause and in-
sert the following: ‘““That Congress and the
American people will continue to support
and protect and Congress will not cut off or
restrict funding for members of the Armed
Forces who are serving or who have served
bravely and honorably in Iraq.”

(The information contained herein was pro-
vided by Democratic Minority on multiple
occasions throughout the 109th Congress.)

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT

IT REALLY MEANS
This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
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merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Democratic majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives, (VI, 308-311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘“‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Democratic majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . .. [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the defini-
tion of the previous question used in the
Floor Procedures Manual published by the
Rules Committee in the 109th Congress,
(page 56). Here’s how the Rules Committee
described the rule using information form
Congressional Quarterly’s ‘‘American Con-
gressional Dictionary”: “If the previous
question is defeated, control of debate shifts
to the leading opposition member (usually
the minority Floor Manager) who then man-
ages an hour of debate and may offer a ger-
mane amendment to the pending business.”

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of
Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question
on a resolution reported from the Committee
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question,
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate
thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Democratic major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
has expired.

The question is on ordering the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-

ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and 9 of rule XX, the
Chair will now put each question on
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order:

Suspending the rules and adopting H.
Res. 122, by the yeas and nays;

Ordering the previous question on H.
Res. 157, de novo vote;

Adoption of H. Res. 157, if ordered;

Suspending the rules and passing
H.R. 437, by the yeas and nays.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining
electronic votes will be conducted as 5-
minute votes.

———

RECOGNIZING THE SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE 65TH ANNIVERSARY OF
EXECUTIVE ORDER 9066 AND
SUPPORTING AND RECOGNIZING
A NATIONAL DAY OF REMEM-
BRANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
resolution, H. Res. 122.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BERMAN) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 122, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 426, nays 0,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 95]

YEAS—426
Abercrombie Bono Castor
Ackerman Boozman Chabot
Aderholt Boren Chandler
Akin Boswell Clarke
Allen Boucher Clay
Altmire Boustany Cleaver
Andrews Boyd (FL) Clyburn
Arcuri Boyda (KS) Coble
Baca Brady (PA) Cohen
Bachmann Brady (TX) Cole (OK)
Bachus Braley (IA) Conaway
Baird Brown (SC) Conyers
Baker Brown, Corrine Cooper
Baldwin Brown-Waite, Costa
Barrett (SC) Ginny Costello
Barrow Buchanan Courtney
Bartlett (MD) Burgess Crenshaw
Barton (TX) Burton (IN) Crowley
Bean Butterfield Cubin
Becerra Buyer Cuellar
Berkley Calvert Culberson
Berman Camp (MI) Cummings
Berry Campbell (CA) Davis (AL)
Biggert Cannon Davis (CA)
Bilbray Cantor Davis (IL)
Bilirakis Capito Davis (KY)
Bishop (GA) Capps Davis, David
Bishop (NY) Capuano Davis, Lincoln
Bishop (UT) Cardoza Davis, Tom
Blackburn Carnahan Deal (GA)
Blumenauer Carney DeFazio
Blunt Carson DeGette
Boehner Carter Delahunt
Bonner Castle DeLauro
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Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doolittle
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
Feeney
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gilchrest
Gillibrand
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hobson
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Inglis (SC)
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jindal
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Jordan
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur

Keller
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Knollenberg
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E

Lynch
Mack
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
MclIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Musgrave
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
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Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sali
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schmidt
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sestak
Shadegg
Shays
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sullivan
Sutton
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
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Udall (NM) Waters Wilson (NM)
Upton Watson Wilson (OH)
Van Hollen Watt Wilson (SC)
Velazquez Waxman Wolf
Visclosky Weiner Woolsey
Walberg Welch (VT) Wu
Walden (OR) Weldon (FL) Wynn
Walsh (NY) Weller Y. th
Walz (MN) Westmoreland Yzfl’;; AK)
Wamp Wexler Yo (FL)
Wasserman Whitfield ung
Schultz Wicker
NOT VOTING—38

Alexander Hastert Norwood
Cramer Jefferson Rush
Davis, Jo Ann Johnson (IL)

O 1202

Mrs. BONO and Mr. MOORE of Kan-
sas changed their vote from ‘‘nay’ to
‘‘yea.”

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

RECOGNIZING KAREN HAAS FOR
HER SERVICE AS CLERK OF THE
HOUSE

(Mr. LAHOOD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate Speaker PELOSI
for naming the first African American
woman to be Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives. And in doing so, I want to
recognize the outstanding service of
one Karen Haas.

Mr. Speaker, the reason I want to do
this is because earlier on in her career,
Karen and I both worked for then-Re-
publican leader Bob Michel, and she
was one of three or four people that ran
the leader’s office and did an extraor-
dinary job. She then came to work for
Speaker HASTERT and had the assign-
ment of trying to find people who could
keep this House under control. And be-
cause of her extraordinary skill and
abilities, Speaker HASTERT appointed
her Clerk of the House, which is an im-
possible job because she has to put up
with all of us, and she also has to keep
the House running.

She is an enormously talented
woman and has done a great, great job
for those of us who serve in the House.
Tomorrow is her last day as Clerk of
the House, and I thank all of you for
giving her a standing ovation for a job
well done.

Mr. HOYER. Will
yield?

Mr. LAHOOD. Of course I will yield.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for rising, and I thank the gentleman
for his remarks.

I said similar remarks, as the gen-
tleman may know, last week. But I cer-
tainly want Karen to know, I want ev-
erybody in this House to know, that
the opinions just expressed by Mr.
LAHooOD reflect, I think, Karen, the
opinions of everybody on this floor.
You have done a wonderful job for the
House of Representatives as an institu-

the gentleman

tion, a great job for your country, and
we know you will be a great success in
the future. And all of us stand ready to
tell anybody who wants to know what
an asset you have been to the House of
Representatives.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. LAHOOD. I thank the majority
leader.

Good luck, Karen. Thank you for
doing a great job.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, 5-minute voting will con-
tinue.

There was no objection.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H. CON. RES. 63, TRAQ WAR
RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the de novo vote on
ordering the previous question on
House Resolution 157.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 227, noes 197,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 96]

This

AYES—227
Abercrombie Cleaver Gonzalez
Ackerman Clyburn Gordon
Allen Cohen Green, Al
Altmire Conyers Green, Gene
Andrews Cooper Grijalva
Arcuri Costa Gutierrez
Baca Costello Hall (NY)
Baird Courtney Hare
Baldwin Crowley Harman
Barrow Cuellar Hastings (FL)
Bean Cummings Herseth
Becerra Davis (AL) Higgins
Berkley Davis (CA) Hill
Berman Dayvis (IL) Hinchey
Berry Davis, Lincoln Hinojosa
Bishop (GA) DeFazio Hirono
Bishop (NY) DeGette Hodes
Blumenauer Delahunt Holden
Boren DeLauro Holt
Boswell Dicks Honda
Boucher Dingell Hooley
Boyd (FL) Doggett Hoyer
Boyda (KS) Donnelly Inslee
Brady (PA) Doyle Israel
Braley (IA) Edwards Jackson (IL)
Brown, Corrine Ellison Johnson (GA)
Butterfield Ellsworth Johnson, E. B.
Capps Emanuel Jones (NC)
Capuano Engel Jones (OH)
Cardoza Eshoo Kagen
Carnahan Etheridge Kanjorski
Carney Farr Kaptur
Carson Fattah Kennedy
Castor Filner Kildee
Chandler Frank (MA) Kilpatrick
Clarke Giffords Kind
Clay Gillibrand Klein (FL)
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Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)

Aderholt
Akin
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Everett
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Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter

NOES—197

Fallin
Feeney
Ferguson
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Hall (TX)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hulshof
Hunter
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Jindal
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Keller
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Knollenberg
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E

Mack
Manzullo

Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murphy, Tim
Musgrave
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes
Paul
Pearce
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Porter
Price (GA)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Sali
Saxton
Schmidt
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
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Simpson Thornberry Weller
Smith (NE) Tiahrt Westmoreland
Smith (NJ) Tiberi Whitfield
Smith (TX) Turner Wicker
Souder Upton Wilson (NM)
Stearns Walberg Wilson (SC)
Sullivan Walden (OR) Wolf
Tancredo Walsh (NY)
Taylor Wamp ggﬁﬁg Egllf))
Terry Weldon (FL)

NOT VOTING—10
Alexander Jackson-Lee Murphy, Patrick
Cramer (TX) Norwood
Davis, Jo Ann Jefferson Rush
Hastert Johnson (IL)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during

the vote). Members are reminded there

are 2 minutes remaining on this vote.
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So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall
vote No. 96 on the previous question I
was unavoidably detained at a closed
Intelligence briefing. Mr. Speaker, if I
had been present, I would have voted
“yes.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 232, noes 192,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 97]

The

This

AYES—232
Abercrombie Cohen Green, Gene
Ackerman Conyers Grijalva
Allen Cooper Gutierrez
Altmire Costa Hall (NY)
Andrews Costello Hare
Arcuri Courtney Harman
Baca Crowley Hastings (FL)
Baird Cuellar Herseth
Baldwin Cummings Higgins
Barrow Davis (AL) Hill
Bean Davis (CA) Hinchey
Becerra Davis (IL) Hinojosa
Berkley Dayvis, Lincoln Hirono
Berman DeFazio Hodes
Berry DeGette Holden
Bishop (GA) Delahunt Holt
Bishop (NY) DeLauro Honda
Blumenauer Dicks Hooley
Boren Dingell Hoyer
Boswell Doggett Inslee
Boucher Donnelly Israel
Boyd (FL) Doyle Jackson (IL)
Boyda (KS) Edwards Jackson-Lee
Brady (PA) Ellison (TX)
Braley (IA) Ellsworth Johnson (GA)
Brown, Corrine Emanuel Johnson, E. B.
Butterfield Engel Jones (NC)
Capps Eshoo Jones (OH)
Capuano Etheridge Kagen
Cardoza Farr Kanjorski
Carnahan Fattah Kaptur
Carney Filner Kennedy
Carson Frank (MA) Kildee
Castor Giffords Kilpatrick
Chandler Gilchrest Kind
Clarke Gillibrand Klein (FL)
Clay Gongzalez Kucinich
Cleaver Gordon Lampson
Clyburn Green, Al Langevin

Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick

Aderholt
Akin
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
Everett
Fallin

Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter

NOES—192

Feeney
Ferguson
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Hall (TX)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hulshof
Hunter
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Jindal
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Keller
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kline (MN)
Knollenberg
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul (TX)
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Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murphy, Tim
Musgrave
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes
Pearce
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Porter
Price (GA)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Sali
Saxton
Schmidt
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
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Stearns Turner Westmoreland

Sullivan Upton Whitfield

Tancredo Walberg Wicker

Taylor Walden (OR) Wilson (NM)

Terry Walsh (NY) Wilson (SC)

Thornberry Wamp Wolf

Tiahrt Weldon (FL) Young (AK)

Tiberi Weller Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—10

Alexander Hastert Norwood

Cramer Jefferson Rush

Davis, Jo Ann Johnson (IL)

English (PA) Kirk

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Members are reminded that
they have 2 minutes remaining on this
vote.
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

LINO PEREZ, JR. POST OFFICE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 437.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. LYNCH) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 437, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 421, nays 0,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 98]

YEAS—421
Abercrombie Brown (SC) Culberson
Ackerman Brown, Corrine Cummings
Aderholt Brown-Waite, Davis (AL)
AKkin Ginny Davis (CA)
Allen Buchanan Dayvis (IL)
Altmire Burgess Davis (KY)
Andrews Burton (IN) Dayvis, David
Arcuri Butterfield Dayvis, Lincoln
Baca Buyer Davis, Tom
Bachmann Calvert Deal (GA)
Bachus Camp (MI) DeFazio
Baird Campbell (CA) DeGette
Baker Cannon Delahunt
Baldwin Cantor DeLauro
Barrett (SC) Capito Dent
Barrow Capps Diaz-Balart, L.
Bartlett (MD) Capuano Diaz-Balart, M.
Barton (TX) Cardoza Dicks
Bean Carnahan Dingell
Becerra Carney Doggett
Berkley Carson Donnelly
Berman Carter Doolittle
Berry Castle Doyle
Biggert Castor Drake
Bilirakis Chabot Dreier
Bishop (GA) Chandler Duncan
Bishop (NY) Clarke Edwards
Bishop (UT) Clay Ehlers
Blackburn Cleaver Ellison
Blumenauer Clyburn Ellsworth
Blunt Coble Emanuel
Boehner Cohen Emerson
Bonner Cole (OK) Engel
Bono Conaway English (PA)
Boozman Conyers Eshoo
Boren Cooper Etheridge
Boswell Costa Everett
Boucher Costello Fallin
Boustany Courtney Farr
Boyd (FL) Crenshaw Fattah
Boyda (KS) Crowley Feeney
Brady (PA) Cubin Ferguson
Brady (TX) Cuellar Filner
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Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gilchrest
Gillibrand
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hobson
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Inglis (SC)
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jindal
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Jordan
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Knollenberg
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)

Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
MeclIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Musgrave
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
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Reynolds
Rodriguez
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam

Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar

Sali

Sanchez, Linda

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schmidt
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sessions
Sestak
Shadegg
Shays
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sullivan
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walberg
Walden (OR)
Walsh (NY)
Walz (MN)
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Westmoreland
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Woolsey Wynn Young (AK)

Wu Yarmuth Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—13

Alexander Grijalva Rush

Bilbray Hastert Sensenbrenner

Braley (IA) Johnson (IL) Tancredo

Cramer Norwood

Davis, Jo Ann Pryce (OH)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Members are advised that
there are 2 minutes remaining.
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

—————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. JOHNSON of lllinois. Mr. Speaker, un-
fortunately | was unable to cast my votes on
the following rolicall votes on February 13,
2007. Had | been present to vote, | would
have voted as follows:

On rollcall No. 95—On the Motion to Sus-
pend the Rules and pass H. Res. 122, Recog-
nizing the significance of the 65th anniversary
of the signing of Executive Order 9066 by
President Franklin D. Roosevelt and sup-
porting the goals of the Japanese American,
German American, and Italian American com-
munities in a National Day of Remembrance,
| would have voted “aye.”

On rollcall No. 96—On Ordering the Pre-
vious Question on H. Res. 157, the Rule pro-
viding for consideration of H. Con. Res. 63,
disapproving of the decision of the President
announced on January 10, 2007, to deploy
more than 20,000 additional United States
combat troops to Iraq, | would have voted
“nay.”

On rolicall No. 97—On Agreeing to H. Res.
157, the Rule providing for consideration of H.
Con. Res. 63, disapproving of the decision of
the President announced on January 10,
2007, to deploy more than 20,000 additional
United States combat troops to Iraq, | would
have voted “nay.”

On rollcall No. 98—On the Motion to Sus-
pend the Rules and pass H.R. 437, naming a
post office after Lino Perez, Jr., | would have
voted “aye.”

—————

IRAQ WAR RESOLUTION

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the rule just recently adopted, I call
up the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 63) disapproving of the decision of
the President announced on January
10, 2007, to deploy more than 20,000 ad-
ditional United States combat troops
to Iraq, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 63

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That—

(1) Congress and the American people will
continue to support and protect the members
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of the United States Armed Forces who are
serving or who have served bravely and hon-
orably in Iraq; and

(2) Congress disapproves of the decision of
President George W. Bush announced on Jan-
uary 10, 2007, to deploy more than 20,000 addi-
tional United States combat troops to Iraq.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 157, debate
shall extend not beyond midnight on
Tuesday, February 13, 2007, or Wednes-
day, February 14, 2007, with 12 hours of
debate commencing on Thursday, Feb-
ruary 15, 2007, in each instance equally
divided and controlled by the majority
leader and minority leader or their des-
ignees.

Pursuant to section 2 of the resolu-
tion, on each demand of the majority
leader or his designee after consulta-
tion with the minority leader, it shall
be in order to debate the concurrent
resolution for an additional hour,
equally divided and controlled by the
majority leader and minority leader or
their designees.

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER) and the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER) each will control 5
hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Ladies and gentlemen of the House,
we entered today and we will be, for
the next 4 days, involved in the most
serious of discussions.

It is a heavy responsibility for any
Member of Congress to determine
whether or not to send our people in
harm’s way for the purposes of defend-
ing freedom. We should consider that
with great solemnity and with great
care. The reason for the extensive pe-
riod of debate is because we believe
that all Members of Congress ought to
have the opportunity to express their
view.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished Speaker of this House, NANCY
PELOSI of California.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman for yield-
ing and the solemnity with which he
introduced this debate.

My colleagues, in a few weeks the
war in Iraq will enter its fifth year,
causing thousands of deaths, tens of
thousands of casualties, costing hun-
dreds of billions of dollars, and dam-
aging the standing of the United States
in the international community. And
there is no end in sight.

The American people have lost faith
in President Bush’s course of action in
Iraq, and they are demanding a new di-
rection.

On January 10, President Bush pro-
posed deploying more than 20,000 addi-
tional combat troops to Iraq. This
week we will debate his escalation.

In doing so, we must be mindful of
the sacrifices our military personnel
are being asked to make in this war
and the toll it is taking on them, on
their families, and on our veterans.
Each one of us must determine, in a
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manner worthy of their sacrifice,
whether the President’s proposal will
make America safer, make our mili-
tary stronger, and make the region
more stable.

As this debate begins, let us be clear
on one fundamental principle: we all
support the troops.

In this bipartisan resolution that is
before us today, it clearly states: ‘“‘Con-
gress and the American people will
continue to support and protect the
members of the United States Armed
Forces who are serving or who have
served bravely and honorably in Iraq.”
We honor the service of our troops by
asking the difficult questions about
this war. As Republican Senator Rob-
ert Taft of Ohio said 2 weeks after
Pearl Harbor: ‘‘Criticism in a time of
war is essential to the maintenance of
any democratic government.”

And just 10 days ago, President Bush
told House Democrats: ‘I welcome de-
bate in a time of war . . . I do not be-
lieve that if you don’t happen to agree
with me, you don’t share the same
sense of patriotism I do,” the President
said.

In the spirit of responsibility to our
troops and the patriotism we all share,
let us consider whether the President’s
escalation proposal will lessen the vio-
lence in Iraq and bring our troops home
safely and soon.

From the standpoint of the military,
the President’s plan must be evaluated
for its prospects for success. It is based
on a judgment that the way out of Iraq
lies in sending more troops in. Our ex-
perience in Iraq has proven just the op-
posite. Four previous troop escalations
have resulted in escalating levels of vi-
olence.

And as with any military action, the
President’s plan must also be evaluated
on the additional burdens it will place
on our troops and military families
who have already sacrificed so much,
the impact it will have on the already
dangerous state of our military readi-
ness.

Our military has done everything
they have been asked to do, and they
have performed excellently. But in
order to succeed in Iraq, there must be
diplomatic and political initiatives.

There has been no sustained and ef-
fective effort to engage Iraq’s neigh-
bors diplomatically, and there has been
no sustained and effective effort to en-
gage Iraqi factions politically. The
Iraqi Government has failed to honor
promises made last year when the con-
stitution was adopted by failing to pro-
pose amendments to include all sectors
of Iraq in the civic life of the country.
As a result, today we are confronted by
little political accommodation, hard-
ening sectarian divisions, ethnic
cleansing by neighborhoods, and waves
of refugees burdening neighboring
countries.

After the Members of this body, this
House of Representatives, have fully
debated the President’s escalation pro-
posal, we will have a straight up-or-
down vote. In a few days, and in fewer
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than 100 words, we will take our coun-
try in a new direction on Iraq. A vote
of disapproval will set the stage for ad-
ditional Iraq legislation which will be
coming to the House floor.

Friday’s vote will signal whether the
House has heard the American people:
no more blank checks for President
Bush on Iragq. Our taxpayer dollars
must go to protect our troops, to keep
our promises to our veterans, and to
provide for the safety of the American
people.

In light of the facts, President Bush’s
escalation proposal will not make
America safer, will not make our mili-
tary stronger, and will not make the
region more stable; and it will not have
my support.

I urge my colleagues to support our
troops and vote ‘‘aye’ on the bipar-
tisan Skelton-Lantos-Jones resolution
before us today.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to our Republican lead-
er, Mr. BOEHNER of Ohio.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank my colleague from Florida for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, today we begin an ex-
tended debate on a resolution criti-
cizing the latest effort by American
forces to win in Iraq.

There is no question that the war in
Iraq has been difficult. All Americans
are frustrated that we haven’t seen
more success and that we haven’t seen
it more quickly.

But war is never easy and almost
never goes according to plan. Al Qaeda
and their supporters in the region have
been steadfast in their efforts to slow
us down and frustrate our efforts to
succeed. But because they cannot de-
feat Americans on the battlefield, al
Qaeda and terrorist sympathizers
around the world are trying to divide
us here at home.

Over the next few days, we have an
opportunity to show our enemies that
we will not take the bait.

It is fitting that yesterday was Presi-
dent Abraham Lincoln’s birthday. And
not since the dark days of the Civil
War has our homeland been a battle-
field. Lincoln’s leadership preserved
the Union through a turbulent age that
threatened to undo the American ex-
periment. His belief in the promise of
the United States, a promise enshrined
in the Declaration of Independence
that stated for the first time in history
that all men are created equal, this is
what drove him to pursue victory.

Surrounded by personal and political
rivals, Lincoln could have given up. He
could have recalled the Union forces
and sent them home. But he didn’t.

I think we need a similar commit-
ment to victory today.

The battle in Iraq is about more than
what happens there. This is one part of
a much larger fight, a global fight
against Islamic terrorists who have
waged war on the United States and
our allies. This is not a question of
fighting for land or for treasure or for
glory. We are fighting to rid the world
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of a radical and dangerous ideology. We
are fighting to preserve and defend our
sacred way of life. We are fighting to
build a safer and more secure America,
one where families can rear their chil-
dren without the fear of terrorist at-
tacks.

Lincoln famously said in 1858 that ‘‘a
house divided against itself cannot
stand.” I believe, as Lincoln did then,
that we must choose sides on a very
critical issue. Then it was whether we
should abolish the evil institution of
slavery. Today it is whether we will de-
feat the ideology that drives radical Is-
lamic terrorism. Will we do what it
takes to stand and fight for the future
of our kids and theirs? Will we commit
to defending the freedoms and liberties
that we all cherish? Or will we retreat
and leave the fight for another genera-
tion? These are the questions with his-
toric implications that will be an-
swered this week.

Many of my friends across the aisle
think this is exactly what we should
do, give up and leave. This nonbinding
resolution is their first step towards
abandoning Iraq by cutting off funding
for our troops that are in harm’s way.

And we know what al Qaeda thinks
when America retreats from the battle-
field. They think that we can’t stom-
ach a fight. This is why they haven’t
been afraid to strike us whenever and
wherever they have had the oppor-
tunity to do so.

This war didn’t start in Iraq. This
war didn’t start on 9/11. The war began
with the Iran hostage taking in 1979,
went on for well over a year. Then on
October 23, 1983, the suicide attack on
our Marine barracks in Beirut oc-
curred, killing 241 American service-
men and injuring 60 others. On Feb-
ruary 26, 1993, was the first World
Trade Center bombing that killed six
people and injured more than 1,000 oth-
ers. On June 25, 1996, the Khobar Tow-
ers in Saudi Arabia were bombed, kill-
ing 20 and injuring some 372 others. On
June 7, 1998, the Kenya embassy bomb-
ing killed 213 people and injured 5,000
more. And on June 7, 1998, the Tan-
zania embassy bombing killed 11 people
and 68 others were injured. On October
12, 2000, the USS Cole was attacked; 17
American sailors killed, 39 other sail-
ors injured.

We all know what happened on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, when 3,000 Americans
died for no other reason than they were
Americans.

Do we really believe that if we pack
up now, if we abandon Iraq and leave
the country in chaos, that our enemies
are just going to lay down their arms
and leave us alone?
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For too long, world leaders responded
to terrorism by retreating and just
hoping for the best. In a post-9/11
world, this is no longer an option.

God forgive us that it took such a
loss of life to open our eyes, but our
eyes are open. We are engaged in a
global war now for our very way of life.
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Every drop of blood that has been spilt
in defense of liberty and freedom, from
the American Revolution to this very
moment, is for nothing if we are un-
willing to stand up and fight this
threat.

We didn’t start this war. They did.
Now we have got a duty to finish it,
and, for the sake of our kids and theirs,
to win it.

The nonbinding resolution before us
today criticizes the new strategy for
succeeding in Iraq implemented by
General Petraeus. It ‘‘disapproves’ of
the strategy before it even has a
chance to begin. The general’s goal is
to stabilize the Iraqi democracy, deny
the terrorists a safe haven and ensure
stability in the region. It is a prudent
strategy that puts the performance of
the Iraqi Government front and center.

I can’t guarantee that this plan is
going to work. I hope it does. Repub-
licans have put forward a complemen-
tary bill aimed at helping it succeed.
But I again can guarantee you this: If
we cut off our funding for the troops
that are in the field and we abandon
Iraq, as many supporters of this non-
binding resolution want to, the con-
sequences of our failure will be cata-
strophic.

Last year, Osama bin Laden issued
this warning to the United States re-
garding the war in Iraq. He said, ‘I
would like to tell you that the war is
for you or for us to win. If we win, it
means your defeat and disgrace for-
ever.”

Now, think about this for a moment.
Al Qaeda knows what the stakes are
and it issued all of us a challenge. Now,
tell me, what message does it send if
we are afraid to meet that challenge?
What message are we sending to North
Korea, Iran, Venezuela and other en-
emies of freedom around the world? If
we abandon Iraq, regional stability is
going to be jeopardized. Iraq will be-
come a fertile breeding ground for rad-
ical Islamic terrorists. Without a cen-
tral government or other stabilizing
force, Iraq’s neighbors will be com-
pelled to enter Iraq to protect their
own interests. The consequences will
be devastating and could easily lead to
regional war.

If we abandon Iraq, the instability,
coupled with the damning image of an-
other American retreat, will embolden
Iran and Islamic militants and endan-
ger Israel. Iran’s leaders and terrorist
groups have made it clear of their in-
tentions to wipe Israel off the map. We
would be leaving a staunch ally in the
Middle East with nothing but chaos
and instability separating them from
their greatest enemy.

If we abandon Iraq, those who seek
weapons of mass destruction will know
they have nothing to fear from a fear-
ful America. Neither al Qaeda, North
Korea or Iran are going to give up their
quest for weapons of mass destruction
if they know they are free to pursue
these weapons, secure in the knowledge
that America doesn’t have the stomach
to stop them. We will be leaving for our
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children, and theirs, a vastly more dan-
gerous world.

During the Cold War, we took some
small comfort in the idea of mutually
assured destruction, that the Soviet
Union wouldn’t attack us because we
could retaliate with equal devastation.
There is no such comfort in a world
where terrorist gangs roam free. It is
the nature of our enemy to fight us
wherever and whenever they can.
Whether it is in Asia, in Africa or else-
where, al Qaeda has supporters and
sympathizers throughout the world.
They have the ability to strike us at
any time with their lethal force across
the globe.

Right now, we are fighting them in
Iraq. The battlefield is the most visible
part in the global war against these
terrorists, but it is but one part. If we
leave, they will just follow us home. It
is as simple as that. We cannot nego-
tiate with them. We can’t reason with
them. Our one and only option is to de-
feat them. And this nonbinding meas-
ure before us today will only embolden
them.

Now, it is important for this body to
debate the important issues of our day.
Last summer, the House held an ex-
tended debate on the war in Iraq and
the global war on terror which gave all
Members an opportunity to go on
record. We worked closely with our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle to
draft the language of that resolution,
and I believe that we had a productive
debate.

What we are dealing with here today
isn’t even a resolution to debate the
war itself. It is a nonbinding resolution
attacking a single strategy in the pros-
ecution of a much larger war. ‘‘Non-
binding’’ means nonleadership. It is not
accountable, and I don’t think it is the
right message for our troops.

This is a political charade, lacking
both the seriousness and the gravity of
the issue that it is meant to represent.
And, as I said before, the question be-
fore us today isn’t actually in this res-
olution. I think it is much more funda-
mental. The question is, do we have the
resolve necessary to defeat our ter-
rorist enemies? Will we stand and fight
for the future of our kids and theirs?

As President Eisenhower once said,
‘“‘History does not long entrust the care
of freedom to the weak or the timid.”
Does Congress have the fortitude to do
what needs to be done? Our soldiers do.
The men and women of our military
are the greatest force for freedom that
the world has ever known. They are
brave, they are committed and they
can win this fight if we ask them to. I
think the big question is, will we sup-
port them?

My colleagues, the world is watching.
The question is, how will we respond?

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the balance of
the time available to this side be joint-
ly managed by the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), the chairman
of the Armed Services Committee, and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
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LANTOS), the chairman of the Inter-
national Relations Committee.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WEINER). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 5%2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I speak today with a
heavy heart. I am deeply saddened as I
take the floor this afternoon; saddened
because we find ourselves embroiled in
a conflict in Iraq, a conflict that is in-
volved with insurgents that we failed
to acknowledge or recognize, a conflict
that is overlaid by sectarian violence
between the Shiite Muslims on the one
hand and Sunni Muslims on the other.

Mr. Speaker, this is a great American
tragedy. The mission of this Congress
is to urge the change of course.

We are here today because of a series
of irretrievable strategic mistakes.
Let’s understand the goal of this reso-
lution: number one, to fully extend our
support to those in the uniform of the
United States. I have been on the
Armed Services Committee now
throughout the years, and more re-
cently as its chairman, and I cannot
tell you how proud I am of those who
are in uniform, whether they be de-
ployed in the Middle East or some-
where else in the globe or here in our
country. We must let them know, and
this resolution does let them Kknow,
that we fully support them, as well as
their wonderful families.

The second part of this resolution
deals with the Presidential decision to
increase our troops by 21,500. However,
it is not clear what support troops are
needed. The Pentagon says 2,500 sup-
port troops. The Congressional Budget
Office says 13,000 minimum. But what-
ever it is, we find ourselves not seeing
a change in strategy, as was promised
by the administration and the White
House, but just another tactic that had
been used before, an increase in troops.
No more, no less. We are here to say
that is not a good idea.

The series of irretrievable mistakes
is a serious list: the skewed intel-
ligence we received from the Defense
Department Office of Special Plans;
the postwar phase of conflict that did
not have sufficient planning; not
enough troops, as pointed out by Gen-
eral Eric Shinseki, the former Army
Chief of Staff; allowing the uncon-
trolled looting and the breakdown of
law early on after the occupation
began; the dismissal of the Iraqi Army,
rather than giving them a paycheck
and a shovel or having them do secu-
rity work that is important to the sta-
bility of that country; the
deBathification, that put so many
thousands of Iraqis out of business, out
of work, including thousands of school
teachers. The administration has con-
sistently refused to adjust its overall
strategy.

I take no pleasure in this, but it is a
moment of “I told you so.” On Sep-
tember 4, 2002, and again on March 18,
2003, I sent letters to the White House
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predicting some of the deadly out-
comes we are experiencing today, and I
warned against a jagged ending to the
conflict. While there is a peacefully
elected Iraqi Government, it is a gov-
ernment so divided along sectarian
lines it has not been able to accomplish
even the most basic steps needed for
national reconciliation. And now we
have the President’s plan for a troop
increase, which is a tactic that we do
not approve.

The President’s plan will embroil our
troops even more deeply into the sec-
tarian conflict. Put together hastily, it
is insufficient as a requirement for suc-
cess. Forty percent of all of the Army
equipment of our country is either in
Afghanistan or Iraq. The readiness of
our troops is in peril. We are stretching
the Army and the Marine Corps to the
breaking point. That is where we are,
and basically it is because of the con-
flict in Iraq.

Today is an opportunity for us to ex-
press our support for the troops and to
say it is not a good idea to increase the
troop level in Iraq because it has been
tried unsuccessfully before.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
am proud to yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Mis-

souri (Mr. BLUNT), our Republican
whip.

7 1300
Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today in opposition to this resolution.
General Petraeus said a resolution like
this would discourage the troops. The
Secretary of Defense said a resolution
like this would embolden the enemy.
This Congress should be doing neither
of those things.

What this resolution will not do is
take a position on what we should do
as we face the challenge of our genera-
tion.

President Johnson was criticized a
generation ago and still today for
choosing bombing sites in Vietnam. He
was the Commander in Chief; yet he
should have left those tactical choices
to the military.

But his actions made imminently
more sense than this. It is hard to
imagine a group less capable of making
tactical decisions about specific troop
deployments than 535 Members of Con-
gress.

The resolution today is about the
exact number of troops. Will the one
tomorrow or next week be a vote on
which block in Baghdad to target or
which car to stop?

And, of course, today what we debate
is a tactic in the greater fight we are
in. The new commanding general deter-
mined this surge is the right course of
action. The Iraq Study Group was sup-
portive of “‘a short-term redeployment
or surge of American combat forces to
stabilize Baghdad or to speed up the
training and equipping mission, if the
U.S. commander in Iraq determines
that such a step would be effective.”

Mr. Speaker, we can all agree that
the current situation in Iraq cannot

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

continue. That is why the President
has advanced a new way forward.

Actions do have consequences, and
this resolution the Democrats advance
today is a vote for the status quo. It is
a vote for the current strategy because
it is a vote not to change that strategy.
The current strategy is not working,
and as a southwest Missourian told me
yesterday, We are there. He went on to
say, It really doesn’t matter how we
got there or what we thought. We are
in a fight that won’t stop if we leave.

The fact of the matter is that Con-
gress does have the power to end the
war if it has the political will to do so.

Almost 24 years ago, in November of
1983, the Congress voted to withdraw
from Lebanon by March of 1984. Many
of the proponents of this resolution
voted then, who were Members of Con-
gress then, voted to leave. They lost
1563-274, but the message was sent, and
we left anyway, and when we left, the
myth of American weakness began to
take hold in al Qaeda.

The language of this nonbinding reso-
lution does not tackle the tough issues
of war. It tries to have it both ways:
disapproving the tactics but supporting
the troops. It does not say we will fund
the troops in the future or not fund the
troops. It does not say we will supply
the troops in the future or not supply
the troops. This resolution just says
enough not to say anything at all.

America should see this move for
what it really is, a political first step
to cutting off funding to the dangerous
mission our troops face.

The truth is, we are in a war against
a hostile and ferocious enemy that will
stop at nothing. Imagine how this de-
bate this week bolsters those radical
terrorists whose sole goal is to destroy
America because we disprove, as no so-
ciety ever has, the dogma of religious
totalitarianism that they use every
day to recruit followers and funders
and suicide bombers.

Our diversity, our ability to live to-
gether, and the prosperity and vitality
that are the result have produced the
enemies we face today. As long as we
live as we do, they must be wrong.

This week, the Congress will send the
signal to those enemies and to those
who fight to protect us from them that
America has the will and indeed the
courage to continue fighting these Is-
lamic totalitarians or that we do not
take the consequences of failure seri-
ously.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee (Mr. LANTOS).

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my friend for yielding.

I must begin by reacting to the two
distinguished Republican speakers who
preceded me. The distinguished Repub-
lican leader recited movingly and accu-
rately terrorist outrages across the
globe. Those terrorist outrages make
the passage of our resolution all the
more urgent and all the more impera-
tive. We are not fighting terrorism in

H1495

Iraq. We are attempting to referee a re-
ligiously based civil war which saps our
strength and destroys our fabric as a
society.

As to the distinguished Republican
whip, may I say this resolution does
not make tactical decisions. It reverses
a mistaken course. The administration
is recommending an acceleration of the
wrong course. Our resolution reverses
that course.

Mr. Speaker, it is too late to go back
and make right all that has gone wrong
in Iraq, and clearly carrying on with
more of the same will do no good. But
the administration has yet to learn
that you cannot unscramble an omelet.
Instead, it is trying to add to the mix
another 21,500 men and women who de-
serve better than that.

In pursuing its policies in Iraq, the
administration cannot unscramble and
undo its many mistakes: buying into

rogue and flawed intelligence; dis-
banding the Iraqi Army; conducting
mindless and extreme de-

Baathification; permitting the early
looting and destruction and violence;
allowing the growth of a government
based on hate-filled sectarianism; al-
lowing waste, fraud and abuse in the
use of U.S. taxpayer funds; and on and
on ad nauseam and ad infinitum.

While we all hope that the goal of a
quiet and stable Iraq will be achieved
under General Petraeus, I am deeply
skeptical. It will be incredibly dif-
ficult, if not impossible. The place is
just too much of a mess.

Our continued heavy presence in Iraq
has not forced Iraqi leaders to take the
requisite actions on power-sharing, re-
source-sharing, and national reconcili-
ation. In fact, it has done the exact op-
posite. They have made minimal and
cosmetic efforts in the knowledge that
we will fill the gaps.

In the meantime, there are so many
other fronts, globally and here at
home, on which we might have made
much more progress if we had not been
fixated these last 4 years on Iraq. Do-
mestic and foreign problems have fes-
tered while we invested blood and
treasure in Iraq. As our Iraq problems
have mounted, our commitment and
ability to resolve other pressing issues
have vanished.

Last November, the American people
sent a loud and unmistakable message.
With the announcement of an esca-
lation of the war in Iraq, it is obvious
that the administration did not get it.
So we are trying one more time.

The resolution before the House is
the second chance for this administra-
tion to hear a strong and clear message
on Iraq, one it ignores at its peril and
at ours as a country.

The majority of Congress wants de-
escalation. The majority of the Amer-
ican people want de-escalation. Many
Republicans throughout the Nation,
and even our Republican colleagues in
this Congress, want de-escalation. Poll
numbers show that the Iraqi people
want the United States to gradually
withdraw, and Prime Minister al-
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Maliki has indicated in virtually every
way that he can that he, too, opposes
the surge.

But the administration wants esca-
lation. So it is going its own way, near-
ly alone.

There is a clear-cut policy difference
here, Mr. Speaker. It is reflected sim-
ply and unambiguously in our resolu-
tion. Those of our colleagues who op-
pose escalation should vote for the res-
olution. Those of our colleagues who
stand with the administration in sup-
porting escalation should oppose it.

Along with 52 hearings on Iraq in the
House and the Senate over the past 5
weeks, this resolution represents the
first phase in a long overdue process of
congressional oversight of the war in
Iraq. It is not the last phase. Congress
will be dealing with the Iraq issue for
months to come, in fact, for as long as
it takes to end this nightmare. But
this simple resolution will establish
the first marker. Those who want to
draw down the U.S. presence will be on
one side of that marker. Those who
want to take further steps into the
quagmire will be on the other.

Mr. Speaker, we are throwing our
soldiers into the midst of a civil war,
particularly those whom we are send-
ing to Baghdad. It is utterly unreal-
istic and grossly unfair to expect sol-
diers straight out of Iowa, Alabama, or
California to be able to differentiate
between Iraqi Sunnis and Iraqi Shias,
much less to be able to tell at a glance
which of these groups are with us and
which are against us. But that is ex-
actly what we are asking them to do,
and we are asking them to do it in an
urban terrorist setting and to do it
without any linguistic or cultural
background.

The first sentence of the recent Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate tells us
everything we need to know on this
issue: ‘“‘Iraqi society’s growing polar-
ization, the persistent weakness of the
Iraqi security forces and the Iraqi state
in general, and all sides’ ready recourse
to violence are collectively driving an
increase in communal and insurgent vi-
olence and political extremism.”’

Every day we read another article il-
lustrating the impossibility of the situ-
ation into which we have inserted our
brave men and women. One day, we
read how the Iraqi Army is infested
with militia members. Another day, we
read that countless members of al-
Sadr’s violently anti-American Mahdi
Army have actually been trained by
U.S. soldiers unaware of the trainees’
true affiliation. On yet another day, we
read that U.S. soldiers cannot even tell
their Iraqi counterparts the object of
their joint military missions for fear
that the mission will be compromised.

This weekend, we read an interview
with a U.S. soldier who acknowledged
that he had no idea whatsoever wheth-
er an arrest he witnessed by Iraqi secu-
rity forces was justified or merely an-
other instance of sectarian revenge.

Mr. Speaker, Iraq is a hall of mirrors,
and the administration has utterly lost
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its way. More troops will not help. The
United States wants Iraq to be a state
based on the rule of law, but too many
Iraqis prefer score-settling, chaos, and
civil war. We cannot create a stable
Iraq when the Iraqis themselves do not
seem to want it.

Let us not leave our finest young
men and women literally stranded in
an Iraqi maze. Let us make this resolu-
tion the first step on their journey
home. We must begin a reduction in
force at the fastest responsible rate
possible, consistent with the safety of
our troops.

And then it will be time to rebuild
our battered military and, just as im-
portantly, rebuild the battered reputa-
tion of the United States.

For the sake of our troops and our
national interests, I strongly support
this resolution and urge all of my col-
leagues to do likewise.

0 1315

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
am pleased to yield to Mr. PUTNAM of
Florida, the Republican Conference
chairman, such time as he may con-
sume.

Mr. PUTNAM. I thank my friend
from Florida for the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to oppose
this resolution because, unfortunately,
it is anything but resolute. In one leg-
islative breath it offers support for our
troops, but then expresses disdain for
the mission they have been asked to
carry out. And then, I must admit I am
surprised, after all the tough talk we
heard from the other side, this is a
rather toothless 97 words. The resolu-
tion does nothing to help win the war,
but it doesn’t do anything to help stop
it either, which allows the majority to
offer its support and withdraw it too.

Now, the majority has surely studied
its constitutional law, and knows that
the most direct way that it can affect
current strategy is to cut off the funds
necessary for winning this war. So why
are we not having this week a real
vote, a real up-or-down vote on funding
our men and women in harm’s way?
Actually, the Congress has had one up-
or-down vote, it was up only, when the
Senate unanimously confirmed General
David Petraeus as our commanding of-
ficer in Iraq. General Petraeus, who
took over just last Saturday, literally
wrote the book for the Army on
counterinsurgency  strategies. And
now, after unanimous Senate approval
and just days into his command, the
House is prepared to pull the rug out
from under him. If that is not a mixed
message, then what is it, Mr. Speaker?

Indeed, it is a shame that the major-
ity has brought to the floor such a nar-
row, nonbinding resolution that misses
the bigger picture, because this is so
much larger than what is going on in
any given neighborhood in Baghdad.

It is easy enough to go back and list
all the disappointments we have had in
Iraq; it is easy enough to wring our
hands about any one particular tactic.
But it is like focusing on one jungle, on
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one atoll on the march to Tokyo over
60 years ago. The very nature of our
enemy requires us to look at the bigger
picture. The harsh reality we have en-
countered in 5% years since militants
attacked us on American soil is that
its intricate web of terror is utterly
global.

Today, al Qaeda operates in over 60
countries, with members in the hun-
dreds and supporters in the hundreds of
thousands and perhaps even millions.
This is the case even after the tangible
successes that we have had.

More than three-quarters of al
Qaeda’s known pre-9/11 leaders have
been captured or Kkilled, more than
4,000 suspected al Qaeda members ar-
rested, and more than $140 million of
its assets seized from over 1,400 dif-
ferent bank accounts worldwide. And
after having accomplished all that, the
majority would have us consider a res-
olution that puts us one day closer to
handing militant Islamists a safe
haven the size of California. And when
ideological militants achieve their ob-
jectives, history tells us that they
don’t settle, that they only attempt to
expand their reach even further. And
that means following us home.

The consequences of failure in Iraq
read like a far-fetched war game, but I
assure you they are quite real: the in-
evitable incursion of Iranian and Syr-
ian combatants into the country, the
threat to peaceful Arab states, and the
further emboldening of Hamas and
Hezbollah.

So we have arrived at one of those
muddy historical crossroads. Will we
continue to take the fight to the
enemy, or will we fall back and hope
that the enemy does not follow us
home? That question is one that we
must continue to ask ourselves, even if
it is much larger than the narrow scope
of this resolution, this resolution that
was born of what has become an overly
politicized debate.

Time was, politics stopped at the wa-
ter’s edge; but no longer, it seems. A
discussion of this nature should be
about more than political labels and
single tactical issues. It should be
about the consequences for future gen-
erations.

The history of free peoples divides
itself as neatly as it can into genera-
tions for a reason: because it aspires to
celebrate the contributions made by
that group of people who consciously
join together to vanquish a common
enemy. If we do not join together now
to defeat this insidious foe, then it will
almost certainly fall to our posterity
do so. And they will have a much larg-
er concern than any one troop deploy-
ment in any one city. They will be
tasked with rebuilding the lasting
damage that was done to America’s re-
solve this week. They will look back
upon this discussion and seek to under-
stand what we were thinking when,
with just 97 words, we considered
shrinking from this critical moment.

The poet Robert Frost once wrote
that, ‘“The best way out is always
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through.” We doggedly seek the way
through. Success in Iraq, security for
our allies, and everlasting victory for
freedom. This week’s discussion should
be about the way through, not the way
back.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan, a veteran of the Second World
War, Mr. DINGELL.

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I wish I
could rise in support for the adminis-
tration’s policy. I wish it made sense. I
wish it was in the best interests of this
country to support that policy.

It has been now 4 years since the first
American soldier entered the deserts of
Iraq, and about 4 years since the Presi-
dent has declared victory. Since then,
more than 3,100 Americans have been
killed, 24,000 and more have been
wounded, and anywhere between 40,000
and 100,000 Iraqis have died.

You know, I am proud and grateful
that I could have the privilege of serv-
ing my country and making some
small offering to its success in time of
war. I understand how important it is
we support our troops there. They have
done a magnificent job, and everyone
in this Chamber, including this speak-
er, support them fully. It is regret-
table, however, the leadership in Wash-
ington that has been less than stellar.

Unfortunately, the veracity of this
administration and the respect in
which it is held on these matters ranks
somewhere around that great fantasist
Baron Munchausen, the teller of fan-
tastic tales.

I am against this plan, if it can be
called such, because it is just more of
the same policies and programs that
have consistently failed for 4 years. I
am against this surge because it will
not make Americans safer, because it
will put more American lives at risk,
because it continues to neglect the bat-
tle in Afghanistan, and because it com-
pletely disregards the necessary diplo-
matic and political recommendations
of the Iraqi Study Group.

Twenty-one thousand is too many to
kill and too few to succeed. And, more
importantly, that number is going to
be sent over there away from the ad-
ventures that we are confronting in Af-
ghanistan and the troubles that we are
seeing in that place, and we are going
to send people over there without ade-
quate preparation, proper equipment,
and training.

Vice President CHENEY has told us
that insurgency is in the last throes.
Mr. Speaker, the national Intelligence
estimates said that fanatical terrorism
has now, and I quote, ‘‘metastasized
and spread across the globe.”

At each possible turning point, the
toppling of Saddam Hussein’s statue,
the dissolving of the Army, the cre-
ation of the Iraqi Constitution, the
vote for the constitution, the Par-
liamentary elections, the capture of
Saddam, the death of Zarqgawi, the
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Bush administration has told us that
victory is at hand. And yet the killing
goes on and seems to have risen to new
levels and new evidence of risk.

I don’t believe that we can any more
condone this long train of failure which
has brought us so little success and
such tremendous sacrifice in blooded
treasure. It is time that we recognize
that our troops are in the middle of a
civil insurrection or a civil war. It is
time that we recognize that we must
turn this situation now over to the
Iraqis. The matter will be decided by
the Iraqis, not by us. It will not be de-
cided militarily, but rather politically,
by the people in the area, and not by
Americans who are coming increas-
ingly to be viewed as intruders and to
be less liked and less supported.

I know that commentators and de-
fenders of the administration will as-
sert that Iraq is too important, too
vital to our national interests to be de-
bated or criticized. I happen to think
the debate in this body on matters of
great importance is the reason that we
exist, and it is time that we speak on
behalf of the American people to tell
this administration: “Find a new
mechanism to prevail in this matter.
Find a new way to spend our lives and
treasure. Find a new way to see to it
that we prevail and that we make this
country safe,” because it is clear that
this is not going to happen with the
current policy as exemplified by this
administration.

I urge my colleagues to support this
resolution. I hope that the country will
see to it that the President finally
hears the message that his policies are
failed, it is time to make changes, and
that we have to do so in the interest of
the United States and world peace.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, at
this time I would like to yield as much
time as he may consume to Mr.
HUNTER, the ranking member of the
Armed Services Committee.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution by the
Democrat leadership sends a message
to three parties: America’s enemies,
America’s friends, and America’s
troops. And I think it is going to be re-
ceived by friend and foe alike as the
first sound of retreat in the world bat-
tle against extremists and terrorists.

Mr. Speaker, we are not stopping
anything with this resolution. In fact,
the Big Red One is already moving its
first brigade toward Iraq; the 82nd Air-
borne, America’s all-American divi-
sion, is already in Iraq. In fact, the
Second Brigade is already in their sec-
tor in Baghdad. As a matter of fact, in
the Baghdad plan, which reinforce-
ments are serving, all nine sectors now
have American and Iraqi forces in place
and operating. So you are not stopping
anything; you are simply sending a
message, and it is the wrong message.
Because this Nation has been for the
last 60 years involved in spreading free-
dom, and it is in America’s interest to
spread freedom. Nobody would say that
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it is in our interest or it is not in our
interest, for example, to have a free
Japan on that side of the Pacific, or to
have a free El Salvador in our own
hemisphere, or to have those nations
which were behind the Iron Curtain,
nations like Poland, now standing side
by side with us in Iraq. It is in our in-
terest to spread freedom.

Mr. Speaker, I have been here before.
A lot of us have. I remember in the
1980s, when Ronald Reagan was stand-
ing up to the Russians in Europe and
the USSR was ringing our allies in
France and Germany with SS-20 mis-
siles, and the President of the United
States moved to offset those missiles
with Pershing IIs and ground-launched
cruise missiles, and you had from the
left a call that this was going to start
World War III. And you had pundits
throughout this country, as a matter of
fact somebody showed me an old head-
line the other day, ‘‘Better Red Than
Dead,” which emanated from that de-
bate and that action.

But we stood tough, we offset the
Russians, we showed strength, and at
some point the Russians picked up the
phone and said, ‘““Can we talk?” And
when we talked, we talked about the
disassembly of the Soviet Empire.

In our own hemisphere, when we
went in and helped that fragile govern-
ment in El Salvador and stood up a lit-
tle shield around that government, we
had people saying that is going to be
the next Vietnam for the TUnited
States. Well, it wasn’t a Vietnam for
the United States, and Salvadorans are
standing with Americans now in Iraq.
In fact, I think we have got people who
died of old age waiting anxiously for
the next Vietnam.

Now we are in a different part of the
world, and it is a tough mission, and
moving freedom and spreading freedom
in that part of the world is very, very
difficult. And I would just say to my
colleagues, my friends who have talked
about the smooth road not taken, how
we have made mistakes; if we just kept
that Iraqi in place of Saddam Hus-
sein’s, somehow things would be better
now. Saddam Hussein’s army had 11,000
Sunni generals. Now, what are you
going to do with an army with 11,000
Sunni generals whose mission is to sta-
bilize a population which is in the ma-
jority Shiite?
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A lot of people have said we should
have had 200,000 to 300,000 troops in
country. Now at the same time they
would say we have got to put an Iraqi
face on this occupation. How do you
put an Iraqi face on the occupation
with 200,000 or 300,000 Americans in
country?

The facts are, there is no smooth
road. This is a tough and difficult road.
Our military planners have come up
with a strategy. It involves nine sec-
tors in Baghdad with Iraqi troops to
the front and with backup American
battalions behind them, mentoring
them, giving them advice, and in many
cases stiffening their spine.
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Now, there is no guarantee of suc-
cess. But this is a first time. I think we
should check our history, and my
friend, Mr. SKELTON, I think you should
check our history and see if this Con-
gress has ever, after a military oper-
ation is already in place, is already
moving forward, the Big Red One is al-
ready moving out. The all-American
division, the 82nd Airborne, already has
troops in place in combat, in the city,
that we retroactively say, you know,
we don’t support this. The only mes-
sage that can possibly send to the rest
of the world is a fractured message.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to end with
a comment, with a quotation from
Douglas MacArthur in his farewell
speech at West Point. I thought it was
appropriate for these times. He talks
about the American soldier, and he
says this, “Their story is known to all
of you. It is the story of the American
man at arms. My estimate of him was
formed on the battlefields many, many
years ago, and has never changed. I re-
garded him then, as I regard him now,
as one of the world’s noblest figures;
not only as one of the finest military
characters, but also as one of the most
stainless.

‘“‘His name and fame are the birth-
right of every American citizen. In his
youth and strength, his love and loy-
alty, he gave all that mortality can
give. He needs no eulogy from me, or
from any other man. He has written his
own history and written it in red on his
enemy’s breast.”

Mr. Speaker, our soldiers are engaged
in combat right now. The worst dis-
service that we can give to them is to
retroactively blast and degrade the
mission that they are currently under-
taking. There is no good role, there is
no good purpose that is served by this.

So I would ask all my colleagues, let
us get behind not only our troops, let
us get behind their mission. Let us
vote ‘‘no”’ on this resolution.

Mr. SKELTON. I yield 6 minutes to
the gentleman from New York, a Ko-
rean War veteran, recipient of the Pur-
ple Heart, recipient of the Bronze Star,
Mr. RANGEL.

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

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I didn’t
come down here, my colleagues, to talk
about General MacArthur, but I guess I
knew of him better than anyone in this
room.

General MacArthur was called out of
Korea. He was the commander of the
entire Armed Forces there, and left us
in the Second Infantry Division com-
pletely surrounded by the Chinese in
November of 1950. The last I remember,
he was called back by the Commander
in Chief, Harry Truman, for defying his
direction. So with all due respect to
the great late general, this is hardly a
time to talk about what soldiers have
to do when they defy authority.

I want to thank those who have given
us an opportunity today to express our-
selves under question of life and death.
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Very few people have this responsi-
bility, yet those here in this House,
you didn’t get elected to do this, but
today you have to decide whether or
not you want this war to continue and
how many people have to die before it
is stopped.

You here talk about me supporting a
draft, but I challenge anyone to tell me
that their feelings about this war in
Iraq would not be different if they
thought that their loved ones, their
family, their community, would be
placed in harm’s way.

Whether you are for or against the
war, or no matter how you voted, when
you see the casualties mounting up,
when you visit the hospitals and see
young dedicated people without their
skulls, their faces, their legs, their
arms, you don’t have to know any of
these kids to start crying. But if you
have children and grandchildren, and
your imagination allows you to believe
that they would be included in the
21,000, and no matter how many times
they go, there has to be a feeling that
maybe this is the last chance I have,
you have to have a different feeling if
you are not dealing with someone
else’s children.

Now, people would say these Kkids
want to fight. I mean, they are dif-
ferent from most kids. They volun-
teered. They want to do it.

It is strange how most of them
sought the $40,000, $30,000, $20,000 bonus
or sought educational benefits, or don’t
come from families that are affluent in
this country. It is strange that you
never heard the President of the United
States or the Secretary of Defense ever
make a plea to the patriotism of Amer-
ica to say, Give me your young, your
able body, give me your patriots, we
have a war to fight. You have never
heard that.

Oh, no, we applaud those who en-
listed, but there has never been a plea
out there for America to make sac-
rifices. A country at war, and the
President doesn’t ask people to sac-
rifice anything.

Well, my son in the Marines got out
of the Persian Gulf. He is out, and he
too enjoyed the GI Bill. But recently I
attended a funeral in my district of a
young man who died in Iraq, and I have
gone to others, and the family was out-
side, and they pled with me, please,
Congressman, tell them our son was a
hero. Please, Congressman RANGEL, we
thank you that you are here, salute my
son, please.

I have gone to these funerals before.
Most of these young men and women
were marines. So I was so used to see-
ing this blue uniform with the red
stripe. The family actually walked me
to the coffin, and my knees buckled.
Why? Because as sensitive and as pas-
sionate I am about the loss of life, in-
stead of seeing a brown-skinned Do-
minican in a marine outfit, I saw a sol-
dier about 20 years old. I saw a soldier
of about 20 years old in an Army uni-
form, not a Marine uniform. Guess
what, he looked just like me.
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I ask my colleagues to try to figure,
if you were involved as an individual,
as a Kid, or your family was involved,
that this great country and this great
Constitution has given you the right,
right in your hand, to determine who
lives and who dies. You cannot make a
mistake in supporting this resolution,
it is not going to hurt our beloved war-
riors, it is going to help our country, it
is going to help them, and it is going to
make us proud one day to be able to
say, when asked, What did you do when
this was going on in the world, and
your Congress was asked?

You would be able to say, There was
a resolution. It may not have been a
profile in courage, but I supported it,
and I am proud that I did.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
am pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to Mr. KING of New York,
the ranking member of the Homeland
Security Committee.

Mr. KING of New York. I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I also appreciate the op-
portunity to take part in this debate,
which as my friend from New York
(Mr. RANGEL) said, isn’t this a historic
debate? It is part of our job. It is our
obligation. It is a legal obligation; it is
a moral obligation to be heard on this
most pressing issue of our time.

I would also add at the outset, when
we have talked about those who died in
Iraq, and all of us go to the wakes of
those who were killed in our district.
Just the other day, if we are talking
about the quality of the type of person,
where they come from and who was
killed in Iraq, there was a young man
who was actually in what used to be
the heart of my district, very affluent
area, Manhasset. He was a graduate of
Duke TUniversity, all-American La-
crosse player, was offered a scholarship
to law school, but he turned it down to
go in as an enlisted man, as an Army
Ranger.

He served two tours in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, and he was Kkilled on his
third tour of Iraq. His family was proud
of what he did, what he accomplished,
what he stood for. I think it doesn’t
really add to the level of debate to
somehow be suggesting that those who
go to Iraq because they cannot be any-
where else or somehow it is all driven
by economic need, he was a young man
with everything in front of him.

He had all the opportunity in the
world, and he went, and he joined the
Army, went in as an enlisted man, died
as a sergeant, and he was on his third
tour in Iraq. So I think it is important
to put that in the RECORD. Also, I know
there are any number of Members in
this body who have had members of
their families serving in Iraq.

I think if we are going to talk about
the gentleman from New York who
wants to bring back the draft, we can
have that in a separate debate. But I
don’t think it should be part of this de-
bate.

Now, when this debate was actually
scheduled, I actually thought it would
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serve a constructive purpose. But as I
look at the resolutions being offered, if
I could really, I guess, quote from Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN of Connecticut, rather
than a resolution, it is really a resolu-
tion of irresolution.

It is inherently contradictory, be-
cause it pledges support to the troops
but also at the same time washes its
hands of what the troops are attempt-
ing to do. I have heard speaker after
speaker get up here today and say the
new policy cannot work. The new pol-
icy is more of the same. This is the
President’s policy. He hasn’t gotten
the message from the American people.

Well the fact is, this policy is strong-
ly supported by the new commander in
Iraq, General Petraeus. As was pointed
out, the Senate unanimously approved
the appointment of General Petraeus
by a vote of 81-0. Now, for people to
come here today and say this is an in-
herently flawed policy, this is a policy
that cannot work, this is a policy that
is doomed to failure, to me, after Gen-
eral Petraeus has said that he believes
the policy can work, that he supports
the policy, is to attack directly either
the credibility or the competency of
General Petraeus, and that is a terrible
message to be sending to our troops.

Actions do have consequences. I don’t
doubt the good faith of anyone on ei-
ther side of the aisle when it comes to
supporting the troops. The fact is,
often you have to think beyond what
the actual words are saying and realize
the consequences those words have.
For instance, my good friend, the
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, who I have actually traveled to
Iraqg with in 2003, where we met with
General Petraeus and others in Mosul
and with others and troops in Baghdad,
he said that Iraq is a mess, and we have
to end the nightmare.

Does anyone really think by Ameri-
cans pulling out the nightmare is going
to end, that the Middle East will be-
come stable if we leave? Certainly al
Qaeda doesn’t believe that. Certainly
the mullahs in Iran don’t believe that.
And also our allies don’t believe that.

Again, what are the consequences of
our actions? Are we saying just draw
down for the sake of drawing down? I
heard the distinguished Speaker of the
House of Representatives say our goal
is to get our troops home.

Well, I would say our goal should be
to have our troops come home after we
have achieved a goal, a goal of at least
a stable Iraq, an Iraq which is able to
protect its borders against Iran, and an
Iraq which is able to prevent al Qaeda
from setting up a privileged sanctuary
in Iraq, and an Iraqg which is able to
create a situation in the north where
the Kurds and the Turks are not fight-
ing with one another.

So these are all serious issues that
have to be addressed. I regret to say
this resolution does not address it in
any way. If anything, it is a serious
step backward.

Now, also we have heard that we have
to listen to the polls. We have to listen
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to what public opinion has to be at any
particular time. Well, if anyone wants
to go back and look at the polls, in
1952, President Truman’s popularity
rating was 22 percent. War in Korea
was amazingly unpopular, and yet
today he is acknowledged as one of our
greatest Presidents, and the war in
Korea is looked upon as an absolutely
indispensable step in the defeat of com-
munism, because they drew the line in
Asia at the 38th parallel.

I know my good friend Mr. RANGEL
served in Korea, he was wounded in
Korea, and he performed valiantly in
Korea. That war now is looked upon as
one of the linchpins of the Cold War
strategy, which, again, brought down
the Communist menace.
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Also I tried to research this. I am not
aware of any time in the entire history
of our country where the United States
Congress has adopted a resolution
questioning a particular battlefield
strategy.

Like him or not, and I certainly sup-
port him, but the President is our Com-
mander in Chief. I said the same thing
when President Clinton was our Com-
mander in Chief, and I was serving in
this body at that time when there was
tremendous criticism directed at him.

But the fact is, the President, no
matter where he or she happens to be
from, is the Commander in Chief. And
we are at war. It was a war that was
authorized by this Congress. And we
should not be, I do not believe, setting
the precedent of adopting resolutions
questioning specific strategies.

Should we have adopted a resolution
in the winter of 1944, 1945, questioning
President Roosevelt’s strategy in al-
lowing the intelligence failures that
brought about the Battle of the Bulge?
We can go step by step. Certainly
President Lincoln, during the Civil War
when strategies were changed through-
out the war and finally resulted in a
victory.

Also we have to realize that the war
in Iraq is part of an overall war against
Islamic terrorism. As the former chair-
man of the Homeland Security Com-
mittee, as ranking member of the
Homeland Security Committee, cer-
tainly we see that this is an enemy
which is overseas and it is here. It is an
enemy which is plotting every day to
find ways to attack us.

I know later the distinguished rank-
ing member of the Intelligence Com-
mittee will also speak to this part of
the issue. But the fact is, we do not
live in vacuums. We cannot isolate bat-
tlefields and silos and say this is Iraq,
this is Afghanistan, and this is the
Twin Towers.

The fact is, we are talking about ac-
tions having consequences. And I have
been very critical of the Republican
Party for 1983 when I believe we pre-
cipitously withdrew from Beirut. That
had consequences. I was in this body
when we precipitously withdrew from
Somalia. I was also in this body when
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the Twin Towers were attacked the
first time in 1993 and we took no ac-
tion, or Khobar Towers when a con-
stituent of mine was killed in 1996. We
took no action.

The USS Cole in 2000 when we took no
action. In 1998 the attacks on the Afri-
can embassies, where we took very lim-
ited action. All of those had con-
sequences. In fact, now we see after
September 11, 2001, we find the histor-
ical record where Osama bin Laden said
that when we saw that the United
States was willing to withdraw from
Somalia, how that emboldened Islamic
terrorists throughout the world, how
that showed them that we did not have
the staying power, we did not have the
guts to stick it out.

Listen, those who are really putting
it on the line, those who have the guts
are the men and women of the battle-
field in Iraq and Afghanistan. But also
we as elected officials have to show
some courage and not just give in to
the zeitgeists, not just give in to the
latest public opinion poll or to the lat-
est election, because quite frankly we
were not elected to win elections; we
were elected to show leadership and to
do what has to be done.

When future generations look back
at this, will they really say that we
helped the struggle against Islamic ter-
rorism by pulling out of Iraq, by not
continuing that fight? Does anyone
really think that that will not em-
bolden al Qaeda, that that will not em-
bolden Iran? Can anyone honestly say
that?

And so I believe that what dis-
appoints me about this debate and this
resolution is we are treating Iraq al-
most like it is a pinpoint. It is one
issue standing by itself, and it is not. It
is part of a mosaic; it is part of a
worldwide struggle. As someone who
lost more than 100 friends, neighbors,
constituents on September 11, I have
seen firsthand the evils of Islamic ter-
rorism.

As ranking member on the Homeland
Security Committee, I know how there
are forces in this country who would
take action against us. I know the con-
nections between forces in this country
and forces overseas. It is no secret. It
should not cause us any confusion as to
why al Qaeda wants us to lose in Iraq.

It should not cause us any confusion
as to why al Qaeda encourages the
enemy against us in Iraq, and in fact
has al Qaeda in Iraq itself fighting
against us.

So now we come to the question of,
with our troops committed there, with
this being an absolutely essential part
of the war against terrorism, what do
we do? I agree that there is a consensus
that the current policy has not been
successful. There have been successes,
but the policy itself has not been fully
successful.

That is true in almost every war in
which America has been engaged. It
was certainly true during World War II,
it was certainly true during Korea, and
even take a war like Kosovo, which is
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probably almost as antiseptic as a war
could be, even though every war when
anyone’s life is on the line is brutal
and deadly.

But from a strategic point of view,
we are talking about it should have
been a simple war. We ended up bomb-
ing a Chinese embassy in Belgrade. So,
I mean, mistakes are made. And for us
to say because mistakes are made we
should redeploy our troops, which real-
ly is a euphemism for withdrawal.

We are sending signals to the world.
We are sending signals to our troops,
we are sending signals to our allies, we
are sending signals to our enemies. On
the one hand if we are unanimously
confirming General Petraeus who sup-
ports this policy, and on the other hand
we are saying we know the policy can-
not work and we are actually going for
the first time in American history
going on record opposing a particular
strategic policy, then I would say,
where are we getting this from?

People say that this is just the same
policy as we have had all along. Gen-
eral Petraeus says it is not. And I do
not believe it is. Can I guarantee the
new policy will work? No, I cannot. But
I have met with generals, I have met
with military experts, and they give
good reasons why it can work. And
there are people of very good faith on
the other side who say it will not work.

But as I look at this, our commander,
who is looked upon as the expert in
counterinsurgency, who is the general
who has certainly achieved the most in
Iraq, and anyone who has been to
Mosul knows the job that he achieved
there, if he says this policy should
work, and can work, then I believe we
have the moral obligation, we have the
legal obligation, and we have the obli-
gation to history and for our children
and grandchildren that we not under-
cut General Petraeus, that we not tell
our troops we do not have faith in their
ability to carry out the mission which
General Petraeus says can be carried
out, and we do not embolden our en-
emies by saying just wait this out a
few months, wait it out a few months
and you will get it, wait us out a few
months and we will pull out like we did
in Beirut or Somalia.

We cannot allow that message to be
sent. The burden is on us. And if we fail
in this mission, and the mission I be-
lieve of standing with our troops,
standing with our commander in the
field, and standing with the policy that
the overwhelming majority of Congress
voted for in 2003, and also the pledge
that all of us made on September 11,
2001, then we will have failed in our ob-
ligations as Members of the United
States Congress and failed in our obli-
gation to our oath of office to do what
has to be done, which should be done,
which is essential if we are going to
win the war against Islamic terrorism.

Mr. SKELTON. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

I find it rather interesting, Mr.
Speaker, that those who oppose this
simple, straightforward resolution tend
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to confuse a permissive war with a nec-
essary war. The goals of the insurgents
in Iraq are far different from the ter-
rorists that had their genesis in Af-
ghanistan. Let us not be confused be-
tween the two conflicts or their origins
or those against whom we fight.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to a
veteran of the Korean War, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS).

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
our chairman, Mr. SKELTON, and I
stand proud today with my fellow vet-
erans in the House of Representatives
to register our opposition to the Presi-
dent’s plan to escalate the war in Iraq
and to show our support for our men
and women in uniform.

Now, last November 7 the American
people sent a clear message to Congress
and the President: we must end the war
in Iraq. Now after nearly 4 years of
bloodshed, death and destruction, Con-
gress is likely to go on record as oppos-
ing the plan for escalation of this war.

No longer will Congress stand by
while the President wages a war that
defies logic, common sense and human
decency. This week we shall take a
stand. This week, we tell this adminis-
tration enough is enough, stop ignoring
the American people, stop ignoring
your generals. And by the way, I in-
clude to the gentleman from New York
two speakers ago, General Colin Pow-
ell, no less agrees with us.

Stop ignoring the foreign policy ex-
perts. Stop wasting American lives and
resources on this disastrous and unnec-
essary conflict. This week’s debate on
this resolution represents an important
turning point in public dialogue about
Iraq. And so I welcome it, but it is not
enough. The escalation must be
stopped, and we cannot let the momen-
tum against the war subside after we
deal with the escalation.

Our priority must remain ending the
fighting and dying in Iraq. We must
end the senseless deaths of
servicemembers like marine Tarryl
Hill of Southfield, Michigan, who only
last Wednesday died when his vehicle
drove over a bomb in Fallujah.

Tarryl Hill was 19 years old. He had
joined the military to help finance his
education to become a chemical engi-
neer. I do not want to see one more
promising life like his extinguished on
the altar of this administration’s arro-
gance. The loss of Tarryl’s life brings
to mind the bereavement of another
patriot from Flint, Michigan, Lila
Lipscomb, whose 26-year-old son, Mi-
chael, died in Iraq in April 2003, when
his helicopter was shot down.

A member of a military family, Ms.
Lipscomb initially believed President
Bush when he told the Nation that war
was necessary for our national secu-
rity. But her son’s letters from the
front lines and his tragic death showed
her that he should have never gone to
Iraq.

I need to spend a little time explain-
ing my opposition to the troop surge,

February 13, 2007

which is simply even more of the same.
This policy is going in precisely the op-
posite direction recommended by the
generals who get transferred if they do
not agree.

It would simply expose GIs to more
intense door-to-door fighting, in the
vain hope that in the meanwhile the
Iraqis will miraculously reconcile with
us still being in their country.

The real and underlying question is
how we remove ourselves from this
quagmire. As I have emphasized many
times, our Constitution gives Congress
the central role in decisions of war and
peace. Last fall the American people
spoke loudly with their votes. We
should be here showing the voters that
we heard them and that their trust was
well placed.

The ultimate, unequivocal authority
of the Congress is the power of the
purse. And so we must use it. Sup-
porters of the President’s failed Iraq
policy have argued that using
Congress’s spending power to end the
war means that we do not support the
troops. It is beyond absurd to suggest
that those of us who favor ending fund-
ing for the war would simply abandon
the troops in the field without equip-
ment and the supplies they need.

Cliches about supporting the troops are not
really about our service members’ best inter-
ests. The true purpose of these accusations is
to distract us from the fact that we are bogged
down in an unwinnable war that threatens to
drag on for years, if not decades. Keeping our
troops out of harm’s way, especially when war
is unnecessary, is the best possible way to
support them. The American people under-
stand that marching ahead blindly into oblivion
is no way to support our troops. That is why
they have asked us to end this war.

Mr. Speaker, the administration continues to
live under the illusion that it can salvage its
reputation by achieving a military victory in
Irag, when it is clear that diplomacy is the
most effective means at our disposal. The re-
cent National Intelligence Estimate reflecting
the collective judgment of U.S. intelligence
agencies only confirms what we have seen in
the daily headlines for almost a year. It con-
cludes that the civil war has reached an inten-
sity that is “self-sustaining” and that there are
no Iraqi national leaders with the ability to stop
it. No wonder the administration stalled com-
pletion of the NIE until after the election and
the President’s presentation of his latest pro-
posal.

Most of the American people know that
there is only one way to proceed in Iraq. We
must begin the phased withdrawal of Amer-
ican troops in the next 4 to 6 months and con-
clude it within the year. Redeploying our
Armed Forces does not mean “cutting and
running.” On the contrary, we suggest contin-
ued and extensive involvement in the region
through renewed diplomacy, a regional con-
ference and reconstruction that is free from
fraud and abuse. This sensible path is the
only one that can lead us to victory.

ANNOUNCING THE PASSING OF THE HONORABLE
CHARLIE NORWOOD

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
have been informed by House leaders
that our colleague, Congressman CHAR-
LIE NORWOOD, has passed away. I would
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ask our colleagues to join me as we rise
in a moment of silent prayer for CHAR-
LIE.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Thank you,
colleagues and visitors.

Congressman NORWOOD was a proud
Vietnam veteran, and his service to our
Nation will be sorely missed. Mr. DEAL
will soon come to the floor to make a
statement on behalf of his State’s dele-
gation.

With that, I would like to yield such
time as he may consume to Mr. HOEK-
STRA, the ranking member of the Intel-
ligence Committee.
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Mr. HOEKSTRA. 1
gentlelady for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, let’s be clear of the pur-
pose of today. We face a real test of
what this House of Representatives
stands for and who we, as Representa-
tives, really are.

Do any of us really believe that the
resolution in front of us today is a seri-
ous piece of legislation? Does it prop-
erly recognize all of America’s military
and other national security profes-
sionals who defend us day and night?
What of the hundreds of folks in the In-
telligence Community that are ignored
in this resolution, who each and every
day are working hand in hand with our
Armed Forces trying to achieve success
in Iraq?

Does this resolution discuss or force
a debate on the really tough issues of
who it is that hates America and oth-
ers so much that they are willing to
kill innocent men, women and chil-
dren? Again, this resolution comes up
short.

What is the threat, and how should
America respond? That is the debate
that we should be having on this floor.
This resolution is all about staying the
course. It says, Support our troops and
don’t engage in new tactics; just keep
going down the same path. That is not
good enough.

There are people who hate us enough
to want to kill. I speak of militant Is-
lam’s hate for America, a hate that ex-
tends to others, including Muslims.
And these militant Islamists kill, they
kill violently and indiscriminately, but
this resolution is silent on the threat
that we face as a Nation, and it is si-
lent on how we should respond.

Who are these radical Islamists, and
what should America’s response to this
threat be? We face this on a global
basis. What is America’s response to
jihadism? How will America win this
war against this calculating enemy?
And how will America lead the world
once again in the face of such a ruth-
less threat?

The resolution that we are debating
today simply asks, Do you support
America’s fighting men and women,
and do you support or oppose a tactic
in a battle that is only one front in the
war with these military jihadists who
are bent on the destruction of the infi-
del America and others around the
world.

thank the
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Let me say to my colleagues that I
don’t believe I am wrong in saying that
this debate is really about whether or
not America is a great Nation that
leads in the face of difficulty. Nor do I
believe that I am wrong to question
what actually happens when this de-
bate and vote are over. Have we really
helped the American people understand
the threat? What message do we send
to our troops in harm’s way? And what
is it that the American public needs to
understand so that it can better under-
stand the challenges that we face? My
own answer, Mr. Speaker, was that we
need to understand the consequences of
failure. We need to fully understand
the nature of the threat that is posed
now, and moreover in the future, if we
fail in the larger war against militant
Islam.

Mr. Speaker, let me outline some
things about this very real threat to
our very existence that needs to be
known by the American public and, in-
deed, this body. This is not a global
war on terror. I have never liked that
term, I don’t know why we keep using
it. This is a global war with jihadists.
We are not at war with a tactic, we are
at war with a group of militant
Islamists who hate us and who hate
much of the rest of the world. What is
a jihadist, other than someone or some
group so full of hate that they are will-
ing to kill?

I have a passion for understanding
this threat. And thanks to a great deal
of superb research done by many ex-
perts on the subject, in particular the
author Mary Habeck, we have been en-
lightened as to who these individuals
are, and perhaps also get an insight
into the question of why do they hate,
and why do they hate so much that
they are willing to kill.

I can tell you that these militant
Islamist jihadists are a fringe element
of Islam who have very specific ideas
about how to revive Islam, return Mus-
lims to world power, and how to deal
with their enemies. They are com-
mitted to a violent overthrow of the
existing international system, and to
its replacement by an all-encompassing
Islamist state, the Caliphate.

Mr. Speaker, in studying this threat,
this militant Islamic jihadist threat,
we must also understand why Iraq is
such an important element of their war
against the West. This is where the let-
ter from al Qaeda’s number two leader,
Zawahari, to the late al Zarqawi out-
lining the Islamic Caliphate that would
stretch from Indonesia across the Mid-
dle East and Africa is instructive. In
that letter, Zawahari outlines a four-
stage plan to create this religious em-
pire.

Stage one. ‘‘Expel the Americans
from Iraq.”’” Expel them in defeat. I fear
that this debate may be the first step
in that process.

Stage two is to create an Islamic re-
ligious government in the old Meso-
potamia, that is, Iraq, developing it
and supporting it ‘‘until it achieves the
level of a Caliphate,” until it fills the
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void stemming from the departure of
the Americans.

Step three is to extend the jihad way
to secular countries neighboring Iraq.
The jihadists will attack heretic Mus-
lims, as they define them.

And stage four is the clash with

Israel, because Israel was established
only to challenge any new Islamic enti-
ty.
Let’s be clear about this. This jihad
is about them. It is about their god,
their religion, before it becomes any-
thing about anyone or anything else.
That’s right, it is about them before it
is about us.

The militant jihadists believe that
Islam worked well for over a thousand
years, spreading a true gospel, a uni-
fied society that followed the Shari’a, a
law handed down by God. They believe
that the modern world has forsaken
that pure religious life, and they be-
lieve that only in a Caliphate governed
by the Shari’a is the way to return to
that pure life.

This is the world that they now want
to recreate and force on the rest of the
world. That is why they are fighting
and that is why they are killing. They
see today’s world as one where unbe-
lievers, the United States, Japan and
others, dominate politically, cul-
turally, militarily and economically.
This directly assaults their religious
beliefs, as in effect, much if not all of
the world is controlled by unbelievers,
unbelievers who must be destroyed, in-
cluding secular Muslim states in the
region.

To illustrate, let me quote from
Osama bin Laden’s Fatwa. Listen to
what these people tell themselves and
each other: ‘“There is no more impor-
tant duty than pushing the American
enemy out of the Holy Land, no other
priority, except Belief, could be consid-
ered before it. There is no precondition
for this duty, and the enemy should be
fought with one’s best abilities. If it is
not possible to push back the enemy
except by the collective movement of
the Muslim people, then there is a duty
on the Muslims to ignore the minor dif-
ferences among themselves. Even the
military personnel who are not prac-
ticing Islam are not exempted from the
duty of jihad against the enemy.”

It should be clearly understood that
a central tenet of jihadists’ beliefs is
the belief that God is one; he has no
equals, he has no partners. This is im-
portant. If one believes that God is one
and all that matters of rule giving or
law making belongs to him, no human
being, no government could make laws
or alter the Shari’a laws of God. This
would be, for all intents, setting one-
self up to be the equal of God. Herein
lies the problem that these militant
Islamists have with the West and sec-
ular Muslim countries. This belief is
applied equally to infidels and Muslim
heretics.

The bottom line is that any govern-
ment or order of law other than Shari’a
is illegitimate. This belief, in their
minds, justifies the killing of heretical
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Muslims and non-Muslims alike. This
is not recent thinking. A prominent
early 20th century Egyptian Muslim
ideologue named Hasan al Banna pro-
fessed this point about Muslims and
nonMuslim heretics. He stated, quote,
we will not stop at this point, but we
will pursue this evil force to its own
land, invade its western heartland, and
struggle to overcome it until all the
world shouts the name of the Prophet
and the teachings of Islam are spread
throughout the world. All religion will
be exclusively for Allah.

He went on to say that this violence
would not be to avenge wrong suffered,
nor to kill the unbelievers, but to save
mankind from its many problems. Are
we starting to get a picture of who the
enemy may be? It is also important
that jihadists’ interpretation of Islam
is they will reject any system of laws
not based on Shari’a.

Democracy. Why do they hate us?
Democracy, he claimed, is the ultimate
expression of idolatry, giving reason
for the hatred of Western values. This
is about them, it is not about us.

Al Banna is not the only studied
ideologue. Another name, Sayyid Qutb,
wrote, ‘“‘Islam has a mandate to order
the whole of human life, and that the
Western idea of separation between re-
ligion and the rest of life is, quote, a
hideous schizophrenia that would lead
to the downfall of white civilization
and therefore its replacement by
Islam.”

Qutb maintained that political and
religious ideology of the jihadist is de-
rived directly from the Koranic argu-
ment that God, unique and without
partner, is the only being of sov-
ereignty. Therefore, the only role for
national leaders is to implement God’s
laws. This gives the jihadists their be-
lief that attacking secular or Muslim
heretic societies is justified. Qutb basi-
cally justified all-out warfare on all of
these societies.

Where does that leave us today? It
leaves us with a discussion that should
be much deeper than the resolution
that is in front of us. The resolution in
front of us is a shallow political docu-
ment.

Let me return to Osama bin Laden’s
Fatwa against the West. Let me use his
own words. In calling on all Muslims,
he says, ‘“The explosions at Riyadh and
Al-Khobar is a warning of this volcanic
eruption emerging.”’

To further his murderous goals, bin
Laden then went on to outline the ter-
rorist approach to his holy war to by
saying, ‘It must be obvious to you that
due to the imbalance of power between
our Armed Forces and the enemy
forces, a suitable means of fighting
must be adopted, i.e., using fast-mov-
ing light forces that work under com-
plete secrecy; in other words, to ini-
tiate a guerrilla warfare where the sons
of the nation, and not the military
forces, take part in it. And as you
know, it is wise, in the present cir-
cumstances, for the armed military
forces not to be engaged in conven-
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tional fighting with the forces of the
crusader enemy, unless a big advantage
is likely to be achieved and great losses
induced on the enemy side. That will
help to expel the defeated enemy from
the country.”

He goes on, ‘“Therefore, efforts
should be concentrated on destroying,
fighting and killing the enemy until,
by the grace of Allah, it is completely
defeated. The time will come, by the
permission of Allah, when you will per-
form your decisive role so that the
word of Allah will be supreme and the
word of the infidels will be the inferior.
You will hit with iron fists against the
aggressors.”’

The modern words of bin Laden alone
do not adequately explain the current
militant Islamic threat to the United
States and its friends around the
world. Again in their own words, this
quote from a senior al Qaeda leader,
quote, Islam became to be the only
hope in jihad under the banner of Islam
to become a solution for all of the en-
emies of America and of those weak-
ened nations, even to the leftist and
peace groups in the Christian world.
Whoever follows the writings of some
of the Western authors will find that
some of them started to declare,
through their writings, about the
American tyranny, that there is no
hope to face America other than
through the armed Muslims. To the ex-
tent that in one of the demonstrations
that included hundreds of thousands
against globalization and war in Italy,
the demonstrations carried a picture of
bin Laden placing Che Guevara’s hat
on it, drawing him to be a Che Guevara
look-alike. They wrote under his pic-
ture, ‘‘anti-American.”” Through this
action they expressed that the symbol
of today’s Islamic jihad is the only so-
lution to face America.
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Mr. Speaker, here is the true threat
to America and the West: this militant
Islamic jihad, a jihad that spans the
globe, including attacks in Bali; in
Spain; the United Kingdom; in the
Philippines; in Kashmir; in Kenya; in
Jordan; Israel; Nigeria; and, yes, in the
United States and Iraq. What is not
being discussed is this global problem,
this threat to peace and stability ev-
erywhere in the world. Why, I ask, is
the focus so keenly on Iraq as the prob-
lem, the only problem for us to debate?
Iraq is not the problem. It is but one
front in this larger war. The American
people are not being well served by our
leaders and the media that are solely
focused on the conflict in Iraq. This is
but a single front in a much larger war.

Mr. Speaker, let me close with these
final thoughts about the militant Is-
lamic threat we face not only in the
front in Iraq but, indeed, around the
world, including here in America.

There is a fundamental clash of civ-
ilizations at work here. There is a fun-
damental belief by the jihadis that
Islam must expand to fill the entire
world or else falsehood in its many

February 13, 2007

guises will do so. This belief includes
their facts that democracy, liberalism,
human rights, personal freedoms,
international law, international insti-
tutions are illegal, illegitimate, and
sinful. Democracy, and in particular
the United States democracy, is the
focus of their wrath because it is con-
sidered the center of liberalism. This is
not an enemy with whom we can nego-
tiate. We must contain them and de-
feat them.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution before us
does not address this threat, a real
threat to our very existence. We are at
war, and I fear we don’t even know that
we are under attack. This myopic reso-
lution does not recognize or address
that threat.

I urge my colleagues and the House
to vote ‘“‘no’’ on this resolution.

MOMENT OF SILENCE OBSERVED IN MEMORY OF
THE HONORABLE CHARLIE NORWOOD

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that we recog-
nize the Members of the Georgia dele-
gation to make the sad commentary on
Congressman NORWOOD’s passing.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MORAN of Virginia). Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentlewoman.

On behalf of my colleagues from the
State of Georgia, it is with great sad-
ness that I announce that our col-
league CHARLIE NORWOOD passed away
at approximately 12:45 today.

CHARLIE was a great Member of this
body and a friend to all.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask that this
body observe a moment of silence in
his memory.

Amen.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Missouri.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, once
again my friends on the other side of
the aisle are attempting to confuse the
conflict in Iraq with the war against
terrorists and has their genesis in Af-
ghanistan, trying to put it all in one
basket. That is not the case. Anybody
can have their own opinion, but, Mr.
Speaker, they may not have their own
facts.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield 5 minutes to
my colleague from California (Mr.
THOMPSON), a gentleman who is a Viet-
nam combat veteran of the 173rd Air-
borne Brigade.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the chairman for rec-
ognizing me for time.

Mr. Speaker and Members, as a com-
bat veteran, from the bottom of my
heart, I say thank you to the brave
men and women who have served in
Iraq, each with great distinction.

Our troops have done an outstanding
job. They have done all that has been
asked of them and more. They have
performed with the utmost profes-
sionalism, making all of us very proud.

Now, I believe it is past time that we
start bringing these brave men and
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women home. They should be home
with their families, not in the middle

of Iraq’s civil war. Moreover, we
shouldn’t be sending more troops into
Iraq’s civil war. Some of our

servicemembers have been on two,
three, and even four tours of duty in
Iraq already.

This escalation would put too much
strain on our military and not just our
troops. Much of our military’s equip-
ment is damaged. It will take years
and billions of dollars to repair it and
replace it. Nearly every Reserve and
National Guard member has been mobi-
lized. The escalation is in no one’s best
interest.

Two weeks ago I joined with my col-
league PATRICK MURPHY from Pennsyl-
vania, a decorated Army captain who
served in Iraq, to introduce binding
legislation to begin a phased redeploy-
ment of our troops out of Iraq. Our bill,
which has already attracted 20 co-au-
thors from both sides of the aisle and
has a companion bill in the Senate,
provides a practical and comprehensive
strategy for ending our military in-
volvement in Iraq. It sets a firm dead-
line for phased redeployment of our
troops beginning May 1 with all com-
bat brigades out by March 31 of 2008. It
provides a concrete plan for shifting se-
curity responsibilities to where they
belong: with the Iraqis.

I have visited with our troops in Iraaq,
and I have talked to those who have
been training the Iraqi security forces.
They have told me that the U.S. troops
have finished their job and that Iraq
needs to step up and start securing
their country. Americans cannot con-
tinue to do it for them.

Our bill recognizes that the Presi-
dent’s escalation plan is a continuation
of his failed ‘‘stay the course’ slogan
and it would not allow the increase of
troop levels without congressional ap-
proval.

Mr. Speaker, the United States can-
not win the peace in Iraq. The Iraqis
must be the ones to do that. Our bill
recognizes this reality and creates a
surge in diplomacy, not troops, by cre-
ating a special U.S. envoy that will
help build relationships between Iraq
and their neighbors. Our bill is a strat-
egy for success in Iraq and is the best
way to bring our brave men and women
home as quickly and safely as possible.

While I strongly believe that today
we should be debating and passing our
binding solution, H.R. 787, I know that
this week’s debate is the first real de-
bate we have had on Iraq in more than
4 years. In this week alone, we will
more than quadruple the amount of
time given to debate this war since it
began.

Thank you, Speaker PELOSI, for
bringing this important matter to the
floor. This resolution is a critical step
in getting our men and women out of
this ugly mess, a full blown civil war in
Iraq. I support today’s resolution,
which joins with the American people
in sending the President a loud and
clear message that escalation is not
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the answer. We need to focus on get-
ting our troops out of Iraq as safely
and quickly as possible and making
sure that the Iraqis step up and assume
the security responsibilities for their
country.

I also rise to tell those who have
served, those who are serving in Iraq
today, and their proud families thank
you. Your Nation thanks you for your
great service to our country.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

In this debate on Iraq, we must al-
ways be aware that the remarks are
not to be confined only to the Amer-
ican people. Our words will be heard
not just by our friends but by our en-
emies also. They are watching to see
what America will do. No weakness of
ours, no internal political struggle will
go unnoticed.

The suicide bombers, the leaders of al
Qaeda, the rulers of Iran, many others
are listening, seeking encouragement
for their fellow extremists, listening
for signs of our defeat.

We know from many sources that al
Qaeda, the terrorists in Iraq, and our
enemies planning further attacks on us
closely follow what is said and what is
done in the United States and use that
knowledge to help them calculate their
next steps against us. They routinely
cite statements by U.S. sources as vali-
dation of their strategy to defeat
America.

Let me quote Muhammad Saadi, a
senior leader of the Islamic jihad, who
said that talk of withdrawal from Iraq
makes him feel ‘“‘proud.” He said: ‘‘As
Arabs and Muslims we feel proud, very
proud from the great successes of the
Iraqi resistance, this success that
brought the big superpower of the
world to discuss a possible with-
drawal.”

They are looking for concessions of
defeat, signs of weakness, and it is
within this context that we embark on
this debate today.

The question before us concerns not
the past but the future. Where should
our country go from here? We are not
merely debating a resolution, but we
are deliberating on our Nation’s future.

The war in Iraq is but a part of a far
larger struggle, a global struggle, the
struggle against Islamic extremist
militants. As in the Cold War, our cur-
rent struggle is one of survival. The
enemy does not mean merely to chase
us away. The goal of the Islamic ex-
tremist radicals is to destroy us. If we
run, they will pursue. If we cower, they
will strike.

The choice before us is this: Do we
fight and defeat the enemy, or do we
retreat and surrender? We must not
fool ourselves into believing that we
can accommodate our enemies and
thereby secure their cooperation. We
should not believe that the enemies’
demands are limited and reasonable
and thus easily satisfied or that we can
find safety by withdrawing from the
world. This strategy has been tried in
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the past with catastrophic
sequences.

Neville Chamberlain genuinely be-
lieved that he had brought ‘‘peace in
our time” by washing his hands of
what he believed to be an isolated dis-
pute in what he termed ‘‘a far-away
country between people of whom we
know nothing.” That country was
Czechoslovakia, and Chamberlain’s
well-intentioned efforts to withdraw
Britain from the problems in that far-
away region only ensured that an im-
mensely larger threat was thereby un-
leashed.

The threat of Hitler did not appear
suddenly out of a vacuum. The chal-
lenges that we face today thus have
been building for many years.

We experienced the first attack on
the World Trade Center in 1993. The de-
struction of our embassies in Kenya
and Tanzania, the bombing of the
Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia in 1998,
the attack on the USS Cole in 2000, and
then most dramatically the attack on
our Nation on 9/11.

As these attacks built over the years,
we did little in response. Our enemies
came to believe that they could strike
us with impunity and that we would
shrink from our responsibilities, from
defending our interests, that we would
not stand up for our very own survival.
They felt safe in planning for larger at-
tacks.

Now our fight is truly one of global
proportions. Some may not want to be-
lieve it. The terrorists, however, are
certain to believe it. As stated by sen-
ior al Qaeda leader al Zawahiri, *“ . . .
Jihad in Iraq requires several incre-
mental goals. The first stage: expel the
Americans from Iraq. The second stage:
establish an Islamic authority or emir-
ate, then develop it and support it
until it achieves the level of a caliph-
ate, over as much territory as you can,
to spread its power in Iraq.”

He continues: ‘“The third stage: ex-
tend the jihad wave to the secular
countries neighboring Iraq. The fourth
stage: It may coincide with what came
before, the clash with Israel, because
Israel was established only to chal-
lenge any new Islamic entity.”

These are the words of al Zawahiri,
not my words. And this al Qaeda leader
went on to say: ‘“The whole world is an
open field for us.”

What then are the consequences of a
U.S. withdrawal and surrender? The
terrorists, our mortal enemies, will
have demonstrated that they have de-
feated us, the strongest power on
Earth. They will have proven that our
enemies only have to make the cost
too high for us and that we will give
up. The result would be an extraor-
dinary boost to their morale and stand-
ing in the world, resulting from such a
historic and momentous accomplish-
ment on their part. They will become
heroes in the minds of millions. They
will be inundated with recruits, with fi-
nancing, with support of all types.
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And they will be eager to go after us.

con-
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A leader of the terrorist organization
Islamic Jihad recently said of an Amer-
ican withdrawal from Iraq, ‘‘There is
no chance that the resistance will
stop.” He said an American withdrawal
from Iraq would ‘‘prove that resistance
is the most important tool and that
this tool works. The victory of the
Iraqi revolution will mark an impor-
tant step in the history of the region
and in the attitude regarding the
United States.”

These are his words, not mine.

We know that the terrorists would
draw these conclusions because they
have done so before when we recoiled in
the face of terrorist attacks. In bin
Laden’s 1996 Declaration of Jihad and
other statements, bin Laden repeatedly
pointed to America’s weakness being
its low threshold for pain. As evidence,
he pointed to the U.S. withdrawal from
Somalia in 1993 because of casualties
from attacks by al Qaeda and its allies.

Bin Laden said, ‘“When tens of your
soldiers were Kkilled in minor battles
and one American pilot was dragged in
the streets of Mogadishu, you left the
area carrying disappointment, humilia-
tion, defeat and your dead with you.
The extent of your impotence and your
weakness became very clear.”

These are bin Laden’s words,
mine.

We witnessed the consequences of So-
malia and the ensuing inaction. How-
ever, the implications for withdrawal
and surrender in Iraq could be even
greater. There would be an intensifica-
tion of the violence.

As the National Intelligence Esti-
mate on Iraq recently affirmed, ‘‘If Co-
alition forces were withdrawn rapidly
during the term of this estimate, we
judge that this almost certainly would
lead to a significant increase in the
scale and scope of sectarian conflict in
Iraq, intensify Sunni resistance to the
Iraqi Government, and have adverse
consequences for national reconcili-
ation.”

Iraq would become, as one of my
Democratic colleagues said in Decem-
ber of 2005, a ‘‘snakepit for terrorists.”

Sunni Arabs throughout the Middle
East would certainly view the resulting
situation as a Shiite victory in Iraq
and, in turn, as a win for the regime in
Iran. Neighboring countries would like-
ly seek to prevent Iranian domination
of Iraq and the region by providing fi-
nancial and other support, including
potentially troops, to anti-Iranian fac-
tions.

It would be interpreted as a defeat of
the U.S. and would thus strengthen
rogue regimes in Syria and Iran. Iran
would be free to expand its influence
throughout the Middle East, including
its long-term effort to dominate the
Persian Gulf and the world’s oil supply.

Iran’s sponsorship of terrorist organi-
zations such as Hamas and Hezbollah
would likely increase, thereby ensuring
the murder of countless civilians and a
further destabilization of countries in
the region and indeed beyond.

Let us not forget that Iran’s proxy,
Hezbollah, twice attacked in our own

not
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hemisphere, in Argentina, in the mid-
1990s. Let us not forget that in 2002 a
court case in the United States found
that one of two men were convicted of
financing Hezbollah of $2 million in il-
legal activity here in the United States
and that last year an individual from
Detroit was charged with supporting
Hezbollah financially and was de-
scribed by the United States Attorney
in the case as a ‘‘fighter, recruiter and
a fundraiser.”

Let us not forget that Iran is a na-
tion believed to be pursuing nuclear
weapons, and thus leaving the region
vulnerable to Iranian domination, and
that would have grave consequences for
the U.S. security priorities.

Surrendering Iraq over to the terror-
ists would erode the trust of the U.S. in
that region and affect our critical re-
gional interests in the entire neighbor-
hood. Our allies, such as Kuwait, Jor-
dan, Bahrain and Egypt may become
reluctant to continue their cooperation
with us, which currently includes pro-
viding access to their facilities,
logistical support that we need to pro-
tect our interests in the region.

The damage would not be confined,
however, to the Middle East. Our en-
emies would be encouraged to join
forces in a coalition to directly chal-
lenge the United States and expand
their efforts to undermine us and our
allies.

It is already happening. Venezuela’s
strongman Hugo Chavez is openly
forming an alliance with Iran, and re-
cently called on Iran and Venezuela to
join forces to ‘‘finish off the U.S. em-
pire,” quoting him.

Let us consider the consequences of
withdrawing and surrendering Iraq to
Islamic militant extremists. As James
Woolsey, the former Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency, has em-
phasized, ‘“We have to do our damndest
to win this thing, in spite of the his-
tory of mistakes in tactics and strat-
egy. The stakes are too high to do oth-
erwise. The whirlwind we will reap if
we lose means that we owe it to the
world and to future generations to do
everything humanly possible to avoid
giving the Islamists the encourage-
ment they will certainly obtain if they
win.”

Mr. Speaker, this is not just an ab-
stract policy discussion for me. This is
a subject close to my heart. My stepson
Doug and his wife Lindsay are both
marine pilots who served in Iraq along-
side many other brave Americans.
They understand the consequences of
defeat. They recognize the deadly
enemy that we are facing.

Lindsay will soon be deployed to Af-
ghanistan, in just a few weeks, where,
depending on our actions in this Cham-
ber this week, she could face a more
deadly enemy. All of us, all of us long
for a world in which the mortal chal-
lenge of Islamic militant extremism
does not exist. But that world is a fan-
tasy, and that is the world that this
resolution seems to address.

Many times in our history we have
met with great challenges, and many of

February 13, 2007

them seemed insurmountable. And yet
every time we rose to face them, and
we prevailed. We are faced once again
with an overwhelming challenge, that
of Islamic militant extremists focused
on our destruction and on world domi-
nation. There is no path backward,
there is no retreat, because that will
only bring disaster.

I am saddened that some in this
Chamber have felt the need on this
floor to characterize the decision of our
young men and women to join the mili-
tary as being motivated by money, by
bonuses and by other financial bene-
fits, rather than their patriotism.

My stepson Doug and my daughter-
in-law Lindsay are both college grad-
uates. Doug is a graduate of the Uni-
versity of Miami. Lindsay is a graduate
of the U.S. Naval Academy and has a
master’s in English. They have many,
many opportunities they could have
pursued. They chose to serve their
country, because they and many others
are patriots. They did not do it for bo-
nuses. They did not do it for money.

Let us not just support our troops.
Let us support their mission. And their
mission is to defeat the Islamic ex-
tremists.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, during
his 20 years of service to this country,
the gentleman to whom I am about to
yield earned two Distinguished Flying
Crosses, two Bronze Stars, the Soldiers
Medal and other awards. A Vietnam
combat veteran serving two tours as an
assault helicopter pilot, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
BOSWELL).

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

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman very much for the time.
I appreciate being part of this discus-
sion today.

Mr. Speaker, I couldn’t help but be
somewhat taken by Mr. RANGEL’S com-
ments about the lack of urgency and
the lack of sacrifice in our country be-
cause of what is going on with our
troops in Iraq and Afghanistan, and I
can say to you, whoever is listening or
watching, wherever you are, when I go
through my communities, my towns, I
sense the same thing. Where is the
sense of urgency and where is the sense
of sacrifice?

I will tell you where it is. When you
go to see the troops off, to see their
families, to see them, then you know
where the sacrifice is. Then you know
where the urgency is, to be there when
they go back the second or third time,
and, as some have said, the fourth.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this resolution, a resolution in sup-
port of our troops who are serving with
distinction in Iraq, and opposing the
President’s call for escalating the
troop levels in Iraq.

As a two-tour combat veteran of the
Vietnam conflict, as Ike said, as an as-
sault helicopter pilot, I, like many oth-
ers in this body, know firsthand of the
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everyday sacrifices made by our men
and women in uniform serving in Iraq.
And, I might add, if I could, I know the
sacrifices of their spouses and children.
Branded on me always will be the re-
minder of my children when I had to
leave, and they wondered if their dad
would come back. You can’t forget
that. And it is happening to our troops
repeatedly. More than 3,100 have given
the supreme sacrifice. Over 20,000 have
been injured, many of them very se-
verely.

This resolution recognizes our brave
men and women for performing their
mission to the best of their ability. All
Members of this body, all Members of
this body stand foursquare behind their
efforts.

As one Member of Congress who
voted in support of the Iraq war resolu-
tion in 2002, I recognize the pretext for
going to war was based on faulty, mis-
leading, misinformation. I cannot re-
verse that vote, but I can no longer ac-
quiesce to a failed and tragic military
exercise in Iraq.

Two months ago, Generals Casey and
Abizaid stated they did not support the
increase in U.S. troop levels in Iraq,
and recently President Bush main-
tained that that military policy with
regard to Iraq would be determined by
our military leaders. However, last
month, President Bush ignored his top
military advisers and called for a
20,000-plus increase in U.S. troops in
Iraq.

I and others have been pressing the
administration to level with the Amer-
ican people on the status of the Iraqi
Security Forces being trained and
ready to defend their Nation. If the
Iraqis are trained and ready, reportedly
over 300,000, as we have been told, it is
time to begin now a planned phased
withdrawal of U.S. troops. Sending
more U.S. troops to Iraq does nothing
to enhance the Iraqis’ training. It only
places more U.S. forces into harm’s
way to become additional targets of
the Iraqi civil war. This failed policy
must stop. We can support our troops
in the field and oppose this escalation
of U.S. forces.

The sectarian civil war violence in
Iraq is increasing, and U.S. troops are
becoming an increasing target of the
various tribes and factions. We cannot
continue to place ourselves in the mid-
dle of this civil war. It is time to insist
that the Iraqis resolve their own civil
war. We must insist and allow the
Iraqis to defend their own Nation. The
Bush administration stated that Iraq
Security Forces are trained and ready
in sufficient numbers to do the job.
Again, they stated over 300,000 trained
and equipped.

Therefore, I believe now is the time
to oppose any further escalation of
U.S. troop levels and now begin the
planned, phased withdrawal of U.S.
forces. 1 regret today’s resolution is
nonbinding. We need to begin address-
ing this matter in real substantive leg-
islation. I urge all of my colleagues to
support this resolution and to work in
unison to bring our troops home.
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Mr. Speaker, you know what we do
best? You know what we do best? I will
bet everybody who is paying attention
intends to file their income tax April
15. We do best when we are under pres-
sure to get it done.

I think it is time to say to Mr.
Maliki, you know what? You have got
your government in place. You have
got your chance for democracy. It has
been given to you. We went in there
and Saddam is gone. He is history. You
have got your chance. It is up to you.
Now, you have got your problems, but
you have got your government and it is
in place. You have your problems, but
you have to work them out. We cannot
come in there and settle a civil war.
And that is exactly what is going on.
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We were, like you were there and I
was with you in the White House, 14
months ago when they said to the
President, the Vice President, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, Secretary Rice and
General Pace, if you have got at that
time, 14 months ago, if you have got
over 200,000 troops trained, equipped
and in field, then what is your plan to
bring our troops home? And just like
now, silence fell in the room.

Now, the claim is over 300,000 trained
and equipped in the field and we are
not bringing ours home. So we should
say to Mr. Maliki, you have got to do
it, pick something, whether it is oil
fields or pick something and say start-
ing next week or the week after you
are responsible for their security be-
cause we are going to bring our troops
out and bring them home and we are
going to take them to Baghdad, put
them on airplanes and fly them home.
You have got to do it. It is yours to do
and we hold you responsible to do it.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, may I
inquire about the time that has been
consumed and the time remaining on
each side, please.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) has used 1 hour, 3 minutes,
having 3 hours and 57 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
SKELTON) has used 45 minutes, leaving
4 hours and 15 minutes remaining.

Mr. SKELTON. Then subject to the
Chair, I wish to recognize more than
one speaker in a row on our side.

I yield, Mr. Speaker, 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. BOYD), a
gentleman who is a Vietnam combat
veteran, rifle platoon leader of the
101st Airborne Division.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, may 1
ask the gentleman from Missouri, is it
your intent to keep going or will you
come back to the Republican side? Mr.
BoyD and I are lucky enough to be in
the same committee, and I think we
are probably working under the same
time constraint, if we could go back to
the Republican side. That is what I
wanted to ask you, after he speaks.

Mr. SKELTON. That would be fine.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you.

Mr. BOYD of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank my friend, chairman of the
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House Armed Services Committee, Mr.
SKELTON, for giving me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today with my
fellow veterans to express strong oppo-
sition to sending more than 20,000 addi-
tional United States troops to Iraq,
and I rise in strong support of the un-
derlying resolution that we are debat-
ing today.

Mr. Speaker, when thinking about
our political and military situation in
Iraq, I often reflect on my own service
in Vietnam and my thoughts there as a
person, when I served there as a young
man in uniform proudly defending the
ideals on which America was built.

I often think, how is it different
today? How is today’s soldier in Iraq
different than soldiers 40 years ago in
Vietnam? I think there are some dif-
ferences, but there are obviously many
striking similarities.

Obviously, our soldiers today have
communications technologies and
other war-fighting technologies that
are far superior to what we had 40
years ago in Vietnam. Soldiers now
have access to a 24-hour news cycle
that we did not have in the 1960s.

But, Mr. Speaker, what is the same,
what is exactly the same, is the fact
that our soldiers are trained and
equipped to accomplish the mission
given to them by their political leaders
in Washington. They are trained to
execute this mission and to the best of
their ability, without any thought to
whether that mission is right or wrong,
or even whether that mission is well
thought out. Clearly, this is very simi-
lar to what we experienced during Viet-
nam.

When I served in Vietnam, we were
trying to execute a mission that was
impossible to do because our political
leaders had given us a poorly defined
mission that we could not win mili-
tarily.

Our brave men and women serving in
Iraq rely on us, their political leaders,
to develop a winning strategy, and it is
very clear that we are not winning in
Iraq by any standard of measurement
that you might want to use.

I returned from my service in Viet-
nam at the height of the anti-war sen-
timent; and let me tell you, there was
no worse feeling than coming home
after a tour of duty to find that you
had come home to an American society
that was not grateful and was not be-
hind you.

I want to make sure that our sons
and daughters serving in Iraq today do
not experience what we experienced 35,
40 years ago. The American people and
their leaders in Congress all support
the men and women executing the out-
lined mission. These men and women
who have fought and defended our
country should be proud of the job they
have done, and we all are proud of
them.

However, we should have learned
from the mistakes our political leaders
made in Vietnam and not make those
mistakes again.

The problems we are having in Iraq
have nothing to do with our troops and
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their ability and their training and
their equipment. Our problem is with
our policy.

The men and women serving in Iraq
are counting on their political leaders
to develop a successful strategy in
Iraq, and interjecting more young
American men and women in uniform
into the crossfire of an Iraqi civil war
is simply not the right approach.

The warring factions in Iraq have
been at odds since the death of Muham-
mad in 632 A.D., and the United States
military is not going to solve an Iraqi
political problem, a problem that has
existed between the Sunnis and the
Shias for more than 1,400 years.

Past troop surges aimed at stemming
the violence in Iraq have failed, and
continuing to deploy more American
troops will not bring us any closer to a
self-governed Iraq.

We have been training and equipping
Iraqi security forces for almost 3 years.
We have 325,000 trained, conducting se-
curity operations there. The con-
tinuing presence of large numbers of
American troops in Iraq only postpones
the day when Iraqis will have to as-
sume responsibility for their own gov-
ernment. Ultimately, it is incumbent
upon the Iraqis to make peace and pro-
mote democracy in their own country.

With 140,000 of our troops in Iraq, the
war in Iraq is exhausting our resources,
resources that we, our people, are de-
manding that we have at home to solve
some of our domestic priorities such as
health care and education. And those
resources are not only dollars; they are
human blood.

Again, I stand here today to oppose
the Iraqi troop surge because all evi-
dence suggests that it is not a path to
victory in Iraq and will only put more
Americans in harm’s way.

Ultimately, the debate today is about
one thing, the men and women that
proudly wear the uniform and the best
way to take them out of the center of
an increasing sectarian conflict and
civil war in Iraq.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
am pleased to yield to Mr. KINGSTON
such time as he may consume, a mem-
ber of the Defense appropriations sub-
committee.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman from Florida
for yielding, and Mr. Speaker, I thank
you.

I want to say this, that if the troops
in Baghdad watched what Congress was
doing today, they would be outraged.
Fortunately for us in the Free World,
they do not sit around and watch C-
SPAN and what silly politicians do.
They live in a real world where there
are real bullets.

This resolution, on the other hand, is
not real. It is a political whip check de-
signed for press releases. It is non-
binding.

The Democrat National Chairman,
Howard Dean, famously said: ‘“The idea
that we are going to win the war in
Iraq is an idea which is just plain
wrong.”’

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Speaker PELOSI called the war ‘‘a
grotesque mistake.”

So if the situation in Iraq is so hope-
less, and unwinnable, why are we mess-
ing around with nonbinding resolu-
tions? If the war is a lost cause and
there is no longer an American inter-
est, why do we not just go ahead and
get out of there now? It is not worth
another life or another dime.

Conversely, if the cause is worth-
while, should we not fight to win? Non-
binding resolutions, Mr. Speaker, are
great for the Democrat club back
home, but for those of us who serve in
Congress, we are the law of the land.
We are elected to pass laws, fund wars
and influence policies. Our opinions, as
expressed in nonbinding resolutions
about what should happen in Sudan or
Israel or Cuba, they are appropriate,
but when it comes to American soil,
our job is to pass real legislation and
make real laws. We do not have to vent
our frustration. We can change policy.

This week’s resolution is just a
cover-your-rear-end political design to
give the legislative branch a chance to
say I told you so. But, Mr. Speaker, as
you know, like it or not, a real vote is
coming.

It is coming in the form of the fiscal
yvear 2008 supplemental bill. In that
supplemental resolution, $5.6 billion is
designed to pay for 21,500 new troops in
Iraq. All Members will have a chance
to vote on that supplemental bill; and
as you know, an amendment can be of-
fered to delete the $5.6 billion. A ‘‘no”
vote would be against it, and a ‘‘yes”
vote would be to say we are against
having the troops there and we are not
going to pay for it. That is what is real.

I think in November the electorate
made an adjustment. They did not like
what the Republican House was doing,
and I certainly understand that. I
think we did fail on many levels to de-
liver the products which we promised
we would deliver to the people. But the
Democrats are in the same situation. It
was an anti-war fever that swept so
many of them into office, but here we
are with a nonbinding resolution.

Now, I understand that it is frus-
trating. I serve, as you do, on the De-
fense Committee; and as you know,
many times we do not get all the infor-
mation that we want. We have heard,
as Mr. BOoYD said, general after general
after admirals after captains telling us
we do not need more troops in Iraq, and
now they are saying that they do. We
have also heard the President say the
decisions for military changes in Iraq
will be made in Baghdad, not in Wash-
ington, DC, and I hope that is the case
with this situation.

I am very frustrated about it, but one
thing we have been told unequivocally
by those same generals and admirals
and Secretaries of the Navy and Army
and Secretary of Defense and today
from the ambassadors from Jordan and
Egypt is that if America withdraws
from Iraq at this time, it is sure to
bring chaos and destruction. That will
lead to a full-scale sectarian war which
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could lead to a division. It could be so
chaotic that the TUnited States of
America would have to return to Iraq
in larger force numbers than we have
now. It could lead to Iraq becoming a
nation state controlled by terrorists or
terrorist sympathizers and that would
be in control of the third largest oil re-
serve in the world.

Now, we have seen what Mr. Putin
and Hugo Chavez down in Venezuela
are doing with their petro-dollars and
all the anti-American ill will they are
spreading around the globe. Would you
really want to empower a bunch of ter-
rorists with those kinds of oil reve-
nues?

Then the other thing we are told is if
you pull out immediately or quickly
what happens to U.S. credibility
abroad? As we are dealing with China,
who very recently shot down a sat-
ellite, we are very concerned about
that. North Korea, we are at the nego-
tiating table with them right now. And
Russia seems to be slipping away from
democracy and going back to some of
its older ways that we are worried
about. As I have just said, Hugo Chavez
is spreading bad street money all over
South America, which is not a good
sign.

And then finally, Mr. Speaker, if we
pull out, what does it say to the Amer-
ican servicemen who have already lost
their lives? Hey, sorry, we did not
mean it; your sacrifice was not worth
us gutting it out, if you will.

You know, it is interesting, the
President has been criticized for ‘‘stay-
ing the course,” and he is no longer
staying the course. Who is supporting
staying the course by a ‘‘yes’ vote to
this nonbinding resolution, but the
Democrat leadership and the Democrat
Party.
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If you are saying it is a lost cause but
we support you, how are you saying,
no, we are not going to send recruits?
It doesn’t make sense. You just can’t
have it both ways. This is staying the
course. The President no longer wants
to stay the course. He is saying let’s
plus-up the numbers, let’s divide Bagh-
dad nine different ways. And that is
something the RAND Corporation has
called for as it has studied the history
of nations that have insurgencies. Sub-
dividing the areas is an effective way
to fight insurgencies. The President
has said let’s go into al Anbar prov-
ince; let’s go into Sadr city. Those are
changing of the course.

Mr. Speaker, a ‘‘yes’” vote is a vote
to stay the course; a nonbinding reso-
lution is an insult to those who are in
harm’s way. If you truly believe that
the war is a lost cause, why mess
around with a nonbinding resolution?
A “no” vote to this is a vote for
change, and I believe it sends a strong-
er signal to the troops that we support
you and we are sending new recruits to
help you finish and complete this job.

Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania. Mr. Speaker, I now yield 6
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minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee, my fellow Blue Dog, Colonel
TANNER, a Vietnam Navy veteran, re-
tired colonel of the Tennessee Army
National Guard.

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to be here with the other
Democratic Members who are veterans
to talk about this resolution.

I want to start off by saying what
ALLEN BOYD said. I was on active duty
during the Vietnam years. The problem
here is not the troops; the problem is
the competency of the civilian leader-
ship that has gotten us into this mess.

This resolution supports our troops
and calls for a different strategy by our
civilian leadership with respect to Iraq.

When I was on active duty when 1
was in the military, I followed orders.
That was my job. My role here in Con-
gress as I see it is to try to help formu-
late some sort of competent civilian
leadership and strategy so the troops
can be successful. We have not seen
that in 4 years. The war began in Iraq
in March of 2003. Since then, we have
lost 3,124 people dead and over 23,000
wounded, and it is not a bit better
today than it was the day we started.

The war has cost Americans almost
$400 billion, with another request for
$285 billion more, with no end in sight.
Competent civilian leadership for our
men and women in uniform on the dip-
lomatic and political fronts must be
demanded by Congress and the Amer-
ican people if we are to properly honor
the sacrifice of the dead and the
wounded and their families.

Instead, what do we have? We have
unbelievable reports that the Pentagon
can’t identify 170,000 guns issued to the
Iraqi forces in October of 2005; some of
our soldiers buying their own body
armor; up-armored Humvees sitting in
Bosnia or Herzegovina while we needed
them in Iraq. And David Walker, the
Comptroller General, says he believes
that almost 30 percent of the money
spent over there has been wasted, sto-
len, or otherwise unaccounted for.

I think any patriotic American ought
to come to this floor if he or she has
the opportunity and ask questions
about the incompetency of the Pen-
tagon and civilian leadership thus far.

I believe any viable Iraqi strategy to
be successful must contain clearly de-
fined goals to hold the Iraqi leaders ac-
countable for their own security. Mr.
BOSWELL, a helicopter pilot in Viet-
nam, said as much earlier.

Our men and women in uniform have
performed magnificently. They have
completed every task assigned to them.
But impressive military might alone is
not enough if the Iraqi people cannot
or will not make progress in securing
their own country and establishing a
civil democracy.

Western-style democracy works be-
cause we have a theory called separa-
tion of church and state. When people
don’t go to the same church, they
nonetheless can get together Monday
through Friday and build a civil soci-
ety and get along with each other. If
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these folks are unwilling or unable to
do that for philosophical or psycho-
logical reasons, then we can only try to
force a square peg into a round hole for
so long. It has been going on for 4
years, and they are seemingly incapa-
ble. And I say that what we need to do
is rethink our strategy and that a pull-
back to the perimeter is preferable to
prolonging a costly and deadly mili-
tary strategy toward a political goal
that is out of reach.

Whether or not this new strategy
works, I am glad to see that General
David Petraeus will be commanding
our men and women on the ground. He
has proved himself a strong military
commander, and I wish him well. It is
not his strategy that I question.

Here is why this resolution is impor-
tant to me: not only do the majority of
the Iraqis in every poll that has been
taken over there say they will be bet-
ter off if we leave or get out or pull
back, or however one wants to talk
about it, but what it is doing in Iraq to
our effort in Afghanistan. I am going
to be leading a delegation to Brussels
next Saturday to talk about Afghani-
stan. We are losing our momentum in
Afghanistan because of the Iraqi whirl-
wind that is sucking everything into it
in terms of our military supplies, our
military approach, and so forth. Al-
most everyone who has looked at this
situation agrees, from the Baker-Ham-
ilton Report to everybody else, that we
need to radically change our strategy.

Listen to these words from the Coun-
cil of Foreign Relations. They say:
“The United States’ interests in the
Middle East and Persian Gulf region
can be more effectively advanced if the
United States disengages from Iraq. In-
deed, the sooner Washington grasps
this, the sooner it can begin to repair
the damage that has been done to
America’s international position.”

Speaking of Afghanistan, they also
say: ‘“‘Iraq is siphoning off so many re-
sources that we could end up failing in
Afghanistan as well.”” The report warns
that Iraq is all consuming and makes it
difficult for the United States to ad-
dress other priorities.

That is exactly what we are talking
about here, a different strategy for
Iran, for our troops to be successful; an
accountability from them as to their
own security, so that we can con-
centrate with 26 other nations in NATO
who are helping us fight the war in Af-
ghanistan, a war that we can win, a
war that we must win, and a war that
is every bit as important if not more so
in the war on terror than Iraq ever was.

Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania. Mr. Speaker, I now yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), a veteran of
the U.S. Navy.

(Mr. McDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
proudly stand today with fellow vet-
erans as the House debates the most
damaging, costly, and divisive course
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of U.S. military involvement since
Vietnam.

At a naval station in California, I
treated combat veterans returning
home from Vietnam, many with severe
physical and psychological wounds like
PTSD and the effects of agent orange.
After Vietnam, America swore there
would never be another tragic military
misadventure, but that is exactly what
is happening in Iraq.

The American people want this Con-
gress to end the war and to bring our
soldiers home now, not 2 years from
now at the end of this President’s
term. That is what the American peo-
ple elected Democrats to do in Novem-
ber.

What we do this week is a miniscule
little step. Step two will come when we
get to appropriations next month.

We have to get out of Iraqg. We have
to get out now, not 2 years from now.
We are killing them, they are killing
us, and nothing is getting better. And
the reasons we started this whole war
have turned out to be false. The Amer-
ican people know this, and today they
are watching our debate. They will
judge our actions.

Getting U.S. soldiers out of Iraq has
been my top priority since they were
sent there 4 years ago under false pre-
tenses. And the new claim by the Presi-
dent that escalating the war will re-
duce the violence is just another at-
tempt to mislead the American people.
It is a lot like Lyndon Johnson sending
the bombers into Cambodia and Laos.
They don’t accept it. The American
people don’t accept it and they won’t.

Those who claim we cannot leave
Iraq without causing chaos ignore re-
ality.

I ask to insert in the RECORD a piece
by Retired Lieutenant General and
Reagan administration NSA Director
William Odom that decisively debunks
this argument.

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 11, 2007]

VICTORY IS NOT AN OPTION
(By William E. Odom)

The new National Intelligence Estimate on
Iraq starkly delineates the gulf that sepa-
rates President Bush’s illusions from the re-
alities of the war. Victory, as the president
sees it, requires a stable liberal democracy
in Iraq that is pro-American. The NIE de-
scribes a war that has no chance of pro-
ducing that result. In this critical respect,
the NIE, the consensus judgment of all the
U.S. intelligence agencies, is a declaration of
defeat.

Its gloomy implications—hedged, as intel-
ligence agencies prefer, in rubbery language
that cannot soften its impact—put the intel-
ligence community and the American public
on the same page. The public awakened to
the reality of failure in Iraqg last year and
turned the Republicans out of control of
Congress to wake it up. But a majority of its
members are still asleep, or only half-awake
to their new writ to end the war soon.

Perhaps this is not surprising. Americans
do not warm to defeat or failure, and our
politicians are famously reluctant to admit
their own responsibility for anything resem-
bling those un-American outcomes. So they
beat around the bush, wringing hands and de-
bating ‘‘nonbinding resolutions’ that oppose
the president’s plan to increase the number
of U.S. troops in Iraq.
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For the moment, the collision of the
public’s clarity of mind, the president’s re-
lentless pursuit of defeat and Congress’s anx-
iety has paralyzed us. We may be doomed to
two more years of chasing the mirage of de-
mocracy in Iraq and possibly widening the
war to Iran. But this is not inevitable. A
Congress, or a president, prepared to quit the
game of ‘““‘who gets the blame” could begin to
alter American strategy in ways that will
vastly improve the prospects of a more sta-
ble Middle East.

No task is more important to the well-
being of the United States. We face great
peril in that troubled region, and improving
our prospects will be difficult. First of all, it
will require, from Congress at least, public
acknowledgment that the president’s policy
is based on illusions, not realities. There
never has been any right way to invade and
transform Iraq. Most Americans need no fur-
ther convincing, but two truths ought to put
the matter beyond question:

First, the assumption that the United
States could create a liberal, constitutional
democracy in Iraq defies just about every-
thing known by professional students of the
topic. Of the more than 40 democracies cre-
ated since World War II, fewer than 10 can be
considered truly ‘‘constitutional’”’—meaning
that their domestic order is protected by a
broadly accepted rule of law, and has sur-
vived for at least a generation. None is a
country with Arabic and Muslim political
cultures. None has deep sectarian and ethnic
fissures like those in Iraq.

Strangely, American political scientists
whose business it is to know these things
have been irresponsibly quiet. In the lead-up
to the March 2003 invasion, neoconservative
agitators shouted insults at anyone who
dared to mention the many findings of aca-
demic research on how democracies evolve.
They also ignored our own struggles over
two centuries to create the democracy Amer-
icans enjoy today. Somehow Iraqis are now
expected to create a constitutional order in
a country with no conditions favoring it.

This is not to say that Arabs cannot be-
come liberal democrats. When they immi-
grate to the United States, many do so
quickly. But it is to say that Arab countries,
as well as a large majority of all countries,
find creating a stable constitutional democ-
racy beyond their capacities.

Second, to expect any Iraqi leader who can
hold his country together to be pro-Amer-
ican, or to share American goals, is to aban-
don common sense. It took the United States
more than a century to get over its hostility
toward British occupation. (In 1914, a major-
ity of the public favored supporting Germany
against Britain.) Every month of the U.S. oc-
cupation, polls have recorded Iraqis’ rising
animosity toward the United States. Even
supporters of an American military presence
say that it is acceptable temporarily and
only to prevent either of the warring sides in
Iraq from winning. Today the Iraqi govern-
ment survives only because its senior mem-
bers and their families live within the heav-
ily guarded Green Zone, which houses the
U.S. Embassy and military command.

As Congress awakens to these realities—
and a few members have bravely pointed
them out—will it act on them? Not nec-
essarily. Too many lawmakers have fallen
for the myths that are invoked to try to sell
the president’s new war aims. Let us con-
sider the most pernicious of them.

(1) We must continue the war to prevent
the terrible aftermath that will occur if our
forces are withdrawn soon. Reflect on the
double-think of this formulation. We are now
fighting to prevent what our invasion made
inevitable! Undoubtedly we will leave a
mess—the mess we created, which has be-
come worse each year we have remained.
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Lawmakers gravely proclaim their opposi-
tion to the war, but in the next breath ex-
press fear that quitting it will leave a blood
bath, a civil war, a terrorist haven, a ‘‘failed
state,”” or some other horror. But this ‘“‘after-
math” is already upon us; a prolonged U.S.
occupation cannot prevent what already ex-
ists.

(2) We must continue the war to prevent
Iran’s influence from growing in Iraq. This is
another absurd notion. One of the president’s
initial war aims, the creation of a democracy
in Iraq, ensured increased Iranian influence,
both in Iraq and the region. Electoral democ-
racy, predictably, would put Shiite groups in
power—groups supported by Iran since Sad-
dam Hussein repressed them in 1991. Why are
so many members of Congress swallowing
the claim that prolonging the war is now
supposed to prevent precisely what starting
the war inexorably and predictably caused?
Fear that Congress will confront this con-
tradiction helps explain the administration
and neocon drumbeat we now hear for ex-
panding the war to Iran.

Here we see shades of the Nixon-Kissinger
strategy in Vietnam: widen the war into
Cambodia and Laos. Only this time, the ad-
verse consequences would be far greater.
Iran’s ability to hurt U.S. forces in Iraq are
not trivial. And the anti-American backlash
in the region would be larger, and have more
lasting consequences.

(3) We must prevent the emergence of a
new haven for al-Qaeda in Iraq. But it was
the U.S. invasion that opened Iraq’s doors to
al-Qaeda. The longer U.S. forces have re-
mained there, the stronger al-Qaeda has be-
come. Yet its strength within the Kurdish
and Shiite areas is trivial. After a U.S. with-
drawal, it will probably play a continuing
role in helping the Sunni groups against the
Shiites and the Kurds. Whether such foreign
elements could remain or thrive in Iraq after
the resolution of civil war is open to ques-
tion. Meanwhile, continuing the war will not
push al-Qaeda outside Iraq. On the contrary,
the American presence is the glue that holds
al-Qaeda there now.

(4) We must continue to fight in order to
‘“‘support the troops.”” This argument effec-
tively paralyzes almost all members of Con-
gress. Lawmakers proclaim in grave tones a
litany of problems in Iraq sufficient to jus-
tify a rapid pullout. Then they reject that
logical conclusion, insisting we cannot do so
because we must support the troops. Has
anybody asked the troops?

During their first tours, most may well
have favored ‘‘staying the course’’—whatever
that meant to them—but now in their sec-
ond, third and fourth tours, many are chang-
ing their minds. We see evidence of that in
the many news stories about unhappy troops
being sent back to Iraq. Veterans groups are
beginning to make public the case for bring-
ing them home. Soldiers and officers in Iraq
are speaking out critically to reporters on
the ground.

But the strangest aspect of this rationale
for continuing the war is the implication
that the troops are somehow responsible for
deciding to continue the president’s course.
That political and moral responsibility be-
longs to the president, not the troops. Did
not President Harry S Truman make it clear
that ‘‘the buck stops’ in the Oval Office? If
the president keeps dodging it, where does it
stop? With Congress?

Embracing the four myths gives Congress
excuses not to exercise its power of the purse
to end the war and open the way for a strat-
egy that might actually bear fruit.

The first and most critical step is to recog-
nize that fighting on now simply prolongs
our losses and blocks the way to a new strat-
egy. Getting out of Iraq is the pre-condition
for creating new strategic options. With-
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drawal will take away the conditions that
allow our enemies in the region to enjoy our
pain. It will awaken those European states
reluctant to collaborate with us in Iraq and
the region.

Second, we must recognize that the United
States alone cannot stabilize the Middle
East.

Third, we must acknowledge that most of
our policies are actually destabilizing the re-
gion. Spreading democracy, using sticks to
try to prevent nuclear proliferation, threat-
ening ‘‘regime change,” using the hysterical
rhetoric of the ‘‘global war on terrorism’—
all undermine the stability we so desperately
need in the Middle East.

Fourth, we must redefine our purpose. It
must be a stable region, not primarily a
democratic Iraq. We must redirect our mili-
tary operations so they enhance rather than
undermine stability. We can write off the
war as a ‘‘tactical draw’ and make ‘‘regional
stability’” our measure of ‘‘victory.”” That
single step would dramatically realign the
opposing forces in the region, where most
states want stability. Even many in the
angry mobs of young Arabs shouting profani-
ties against the United States want predict-
able order, albeit on better social and eco-
nomic terms than they now have.

Realigning our diplomacy and military ca-
pabilities to achieve order will hugely reduce
the numbers of our enemies and gain us new
and important allies. This cannot happen,
however, until our forces are moving out of
Iraq. Why should Iran negotiate to relieve
our pain as long as we are increasing its in-
fluence in Iraq and beyond? Withdrawal will
awaken most leaders in the region to their
own need for U.S.-led diplomacy to stabilize
their neighborhood.

If Bush truly wanted to rescue something
of his historical legacy, he would seize the
initiative to implement this kind of strat-
egy. He would eventually be held up as a
leader capable of reversing direction by turn-
ing an imminent, tragic defeat into strategic
recovery.

If he stays on his present course, he will
leave Congress the opportunity to earn the
credit for such a turnaround. It is already
too late to wait for some presidential can-
didate for 2008 to retrieve the situation. If
Congress cannot act, it, too, will live in in-
famy.

Chaos, not democracy, has taken
root in Iraq, and chaos will continue to
take U.S. lives until we act in our best
interest and order our people out of
harm’s way.

News accounts continue to remind us
that our soldiers don’t even have the
proper body and vehicle armor. We can-
not adequately protect the soldiers al-
ready serving, but more were ordered
in anyway. If you want the most basic
reason to vote to oppose escalation, it
is that we haven’t properly equipped
the troops already in Iraq, and we are
not doing any better by the troops we
are sending in now.

Just being on the record against the
President’s escalation of this war is
not enough. The only way to diffuse
the violence in Iraq is to defund the
war in Iraq. Congress has the power to
control the funding, and we have the
responsibility to exercise the power
vested in us by the Constitution. That
is what the American people elected us
to do. We must exercise our constitu-
tional power as a co-equal branch of
government and do what the President
is unwilling to do: bring our soldiers
home.
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When appropriations for Iraqg come to
the floor, I intend to offer an amend-
ment based on the 1970 Hatfield-
McGovern appropriations amendment
to end the war in Vietnam. It will be
an amendment to provide funding to
protect our soldiers as we bring them
home in a planned, safe, and orderly
way, and to prohibit taxpayers’ monies
from being used to continue or expand
the war in Iraq. This will provide a
transition for the Iraqi security forces
using a benchmark that matters: the
date when U.S. troops will be out of
there.

The Iraqis can’t help themselves
until we get out. Right now, almost
anything constructive that Iraqis do is
seen as collaborating with the United
States occupiers. We have to get out of
the way so the Iraqis can solve their
own problems. We can’t help; we just
make good targets.

So I want to encourage everyone in
the House to vote for this resolution. I
want to make it the biggest, strongest,
clearest vote that we can get to let the
President know for the second time, he
ignored the election, that the Congress
says ‘“‘no.”

I know that many Members of the
Republican Party are as distressed as I
am about Iraq, and I admire their cour-
age in standing up to their President.
Every veteran, including myself, in
this House and in this Nation is very
proud of our soldiers. They have done
what we have asked them to do. It is
time for new orders to be issued. It is
time to end the U.S. role in the Iraq
civil war. It is not a war on terrorism;
it is a civil war. And bring our soldiers
home. We can begin to do it imme-
diately. That is what I advocate and
that is what the American people ex-
pect from us.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
am so pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana, the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Western Hemisphere,
and a long-time veteran on leading the
fight against Islamic jihadists.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, those who don’t profit from history
are destined to make the same mis-
takes over and over again.

When I knew this debate was going to
take place, I went back and started
having my staff go through all the
newspapers they could find prior to
World War II criticizing Winston
Churchill for his stand against Hitler
and the build-up in violation of the
Treaty of Versailles of Nazi Germany,
and nobody listened. And as a result of
nobody listening, 62 million people
died. Not 1,000, not 10,000; 62 million
people died. You ought to read these
articles. They are very interesting. He
was maligned; he was criticized. They
said he should be run out of Par-
liament. And, of course, once the war
started, he became Prime Minister and
one of the greatest men of the 20th cen-
tury.
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We are in a world war now against
terrorism. I know my colleagues on the
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other side of the aisle said this isn’t a
world war, this is a civil war. But if
you look at the record, since 1983, there
have been numerous attacks, numerous
attacks, on the West. There have been
attacks at the World Trade Center in
1993. There was attacks in 1994; the
Khobar Towers in 1996; the U.S. embas-
sies in Kenya and Tanzania in 1998;
USS Cole in 2000; the September 11, 2001
attacks which brought this country
into the war; the London bombings in
2005 and countless other attacks. This
is not confined just to the Middle East.
These people want to spread their
venom throughout the world.

Now, if we pull out of Iraq, what does
that do? Everybody knows right now
that the President of Iran wants to ex-
pand his sphere of influence. He is
sending terrorists across the border
from Iran into Iraq. He is helping
Hezbollah in Lebanon.

Let me read to you a quote from him.
He said, ‘“‘Israel should be wiped off the
map’’ and that ‘“‘anybody who recog-
nizes Israel,” anybody who recognizes
Israel, ‘“‘will burn in the fire of the Is-
lamic nations’ fury.” And they have
been involved in terrorist attacks.
They are trying to build a nuclear
bomb right now, and they are watching
us on television as we speak, make no
mistake.

Iran and the terrorists are watching,
and they are thinking, my gosh, the
will of the American people is waning,
and we are going to turn tail and run.
We are going to pull out.

This isn’t Vietnam. Vietnam was a
country, Cambodia and Laos are coun-
tries in southeast Asia. This is a world
war. They have attacked the United
States of America. It was a worse trag-
edy than that which took place in Ha-
waii in 1941 when they attacked Pearl
Harbor, and now they are trying to de-
velop a nuclear bomb.

If we pull out of Iraq, you may rest
assured that Iran’s sphere of influence
will grow, and the fear of Iran through-
out the Middle East and the world will
grow. They will not back down from
their development of a nuclear weapon
and a delivery system that can reach
not only the Middle East and Europe,
but the entire world.

What I am trying to say now is if we
start pulling out and looking like we
are turning tail and running, we are
likely to be in another huge war in the
years to come. I don’t know whether it
will be 2 years, 5 years or 10 years, or
quicker than that. But if they develop
a nuclear weapon, and they see that we
are weak, and we are pulling out, they
are going to push like they have been
pushing, and they will push, and they
will push, and they will push until we
have to go into a war that is much
greater than what we face today.

There is a lot at stake right here,
right now. My colleagues, I think, are
being very myopic. They are not look-
ing at the big picture. This is some-
thing that I think all of us ought to
think about.

You know, we all have kids, and we
all have grandkids, and we all have
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friends who are fighting in Iraq right
now. We know young men who have
gone over there and sacrificed, lost
their arms and legs and have died, and
it is tragic, it is a horrible thing. World
War II was horrible.

Every war was horrible. When you
see people dying, in combat, you can
hardly stand it, because you know how
their families and they feel, those who
survive.

War is hell. But sometimes it is nec-
essary. If you don’t stand up to a bully
or a tyrant, then they will push, and
they will push, and they will push until
you have to fight. If you wait too long,
the fight is so severe that you really
get hurt. It is better to whip them at
the beginning than to wait until later
on when the cost is much, much high-
er.

Lord Chamberlain went to Munich in
1938. He signed a peace agreement on
Herr Hitler’s terms, gave the
Sudetenland to him and said, Hey, if
you don’t go into Poland or Czecho-
slovakia, we’ll let you have it. All we
want is peace, peace in our time.

He came back, and he had given the
green light to Adolf Hitler because he
appeared weak, and the allied forces
appeared weak, they were dismantling
their weapons and their military, and
he said, They’re weak. We can do what-
ever we want. So he started World War
II, and 62 million people died.

We are in the same situation today,
in my opinion, with the radical terror-
ists and Iran. We need to let them
know that we are going to be firm, and
we are going to stand up to whatever
they throw at us right now so that we
don’t face a major Holocaust down the
road. I really believe this. I am not just
saying this as a political speech. I am
not saying any of my colleagues are
just making political speeches now,
today. I really believe what they are
saying.

But I am convinced after studying
history and watching what happened in
the past, that if we don’t deal with this
problem now, we will deal with it later,
and the costs will be a heck of a lot
more than it is today, and it may in-
volve millions and millions of lives.
Can you imagine what would happen if
a nuclear weapon was launched in New
York, California or someplace else in
this country? Can you imagine?

Can you imagine a Holocaust if a nu-
clear war broke out involving Iran
throughout the world, not only in the
Middle East? This is what I think we
face right now. Deal with them now,
let them know we are going to stand
firm, Iraq is going to be a democracy.
We are not going to let Iran or any of
the terrorists prevail, and we are going
to stop a Holocaust in the future.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY) first
and only Iraq war veteran to serve in
this body, a Member of the 82nd Air-
borne Division, who received the
Bronze Star and his unit received the
Presidential Unit Citation.
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Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate it.

Mr. Speaker, I take to the floor
today, not as a Democrat or a Repub-
lican, but as an Iraq war veteran who
was a captain of the 82nd Airborne Di-
vision in Baghdad.

I speak with a heavy heart for my
fellow paratrooper Specialist Chad
Keith, Specialist James Lambert and
the 17 other brave men I served with
who never made it home.

I rise to give voice to hundreds of
thousands of patriotic Pennsylvanians
and veterans across the globe who are
deeply troubled by the President’s call
to escalate the number of American
troops in Iraq.

I served in Baghdad from June of 2003
to January of 2004. Walking in my own
combat boots, I saw firsthand this ad-
ministration’s failed policy in Iraq. I
led convoys up and down Ambush Alley
in a Humvee without doors, convoys
that Americans still run today because
too many Iraqis are still sitting on the
sidelines.

I served in al-Rashid, Baghdad,
which, like Philadelphia, is home to 1.5
million people. While there are 7,000
Philadelphia police officers serving,
like my father in Philadelphia, pro-
tecting its citizens, there were only
3,600 of us in al-Rashid, Baghdad.

Mr. Speaker, the time for more
troops was 4 years ago, but this Presi-
dent ignored military experts like Gen-
eral Shinseki and General Zinni, who,
in 2003, called for several hundred thou-
sand troops to secure Iraq.

Mr. Speaker, our President, again, is
ignoring military leaders, patriots like
General Colin Powell, like General
Abizaid and members of the bipartisan
Iraq Study Group who oppose this esca-
lation.

But most importantly, Congresses in
the past did not stand up to the Presi-
dent and his policies. But today I stand
with my other military veterans, some
who were just elected, like Sergeant
Major TIM WALZ, Admiral JOE SESTAK
and Commander CHRIS CARNEY. We
stand together to tell this administra-
tion that we are against this esca-
lation, and that Congress will no
longer give the President a blank
check.

Mr. Speaker, close to my heart is a
small park on the corner of 24th and
Aspen Streets in Philadelphia. This is
the Patrick Ward Memorial Park. Pat-
rick Ward was a door gunner in the
U.S. Army during Vietnam. He was
killed serving the country that he
loved. He was the type of guy that
neighborhoods devote street corners to
and parents name their children after
him, including my parents, Marge and
Jack Murphy.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you, how many
more street corner memorials are we
going to have for this war? This is what
the President’s proposal does. It sends
more of our best and bravest to die ref-
ereeing a civil war. Just a month ago,
Sergeant Jae Moon from my district in
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Levittown, Bucks County, was killed in
Iraq.

You know, a few blocks away from
this great Chamber, when you walk in
the snow, is the Vietnam Memorial,
where half the soldiers listed on that
wall died after America’s leaders knew
our strategy would not work. It was
immoral then, and it would be immoral
now to engage in the same delusion.
That is why sending more troops in the
civil war is the wrong strategy.

We need to win the war on terror, and
reasonable people may disagree on
what to do, but most will agree that it
is immoral to send young Americans to
fight and die in a conflict without a
real strategy for success. The Presi-
dent’s current course is not resolute, it
is reckless. That is why I will vote to
send a message to our President that
staying the course is no longer an op-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for a new di-
rection in Iraq. From my time serving
with the 82nd Airborne Division in
Iraq, it became clear that in order to
succeed there, you must tell the Iraqis
that we will not be there forever. Yet,
3 years now since I have been home, it
is still Americans leading convoys up
and down Ambush Alley and securing
Iraqi street corners. We must make the
Iraqis stand up for Iraq and set a
timeline to start bringing our heroes
home.

That is why I am proud to be an
original cosponsor, with Senator
BARACK OBAMA and fellow paratrooper,
Congressman MIKE THOMPSON, of the
Iraq De-escalation Act, a moderate and
responsible plan to start bringing our
troops home, mandating a surge in di-
plomacy and refocusing our efforts on
the war on terror and Afghanistan.

Mr. Speaker, our country needs a
real plan to get our troops out of Iraq,
to protect our homeland and to secure
and refocus our efforts on capturing
and killing Osama bin Laden and al
Qaeda. There are over 130,000 American
servicemen and women serving bravely
in Iraq. Unfortunately, thousands more
are on the way. An open-ended strategy
that ends in more faceless roadside
bombs in Baghdad and more street-cor-
ner memorials in America is not one
that I will support.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
am pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to Mr. PENCE, the rank-
ing member of the Subcommittee on
the Middle East and South Asia, whose
minority staff director, Greg McCar-
thy, setting up the posters, is an Iraq
war veteran and a marine as well.

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. I thank the ranking
member for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to the concurrent resolution for
the House, and I do so from a position
of a humble public servant, one who
has not served in Iraq in uniform, as
our previous speaker did, and others
have who are in this Chamber at my
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side, but as one who has been there. I
rise as one who is charged with public
responsibility as the ranking member
of the Middle East Subcommittee.

While this resolution before the Con-
gress today and this week, while this
resolution expresses support for our
troops in Iraq, the heart of the resolu-
tion is a statement of disapproval of
the President’s so-called surge of
troops in Iraq, and I cannot support it.

I see Iraq, as others have eloquently
stated, as the central front in the war
on terror. I rise today in opposition to
this resolution out of a fundamental
sense that we have a moral obligation
to finish what we started, to confront
the enemies of our way of life, and to
support our duly elected Commander in
Chief as he makes those decisions that
he deems necessary and appropriate to
achieve those ends.

Let me say from the heart, for a mo-
ment, my reasons for supporting this
troop surge. A few days before Presi-
dent Bush addressed the Nation, he in-
vited a handful of Members of Congress
down to the West Wing of the White
House. I must tell you that I had my
doubts about this troop surge. In all
four of my trips to Iraq, I had heard
consistently from our military com-
manders over the past several years
that a large American footprint in Iraq
was actually counterproductive to our
goals.
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But August and the aftermath of 2006
changed all of that. All of that advice
predated an extraordinary increase in
violence that commenced in the late
summer of last year, when it became
clear to all of us in this body, and to
freedom-loving people around the
world, that our strategy and tactics on
the ground in Iraq were not working.

Now, I took that skepticism and that
counsel into the Cabinet room of the
West Wing, and there I heard the Presi-
dent describe a new strategy and new
tactics. For all of the world to have
read the mnewspaper accounts, Mr.
Speaker, I would have assumed the
President was simply sending more
troops for more troops’ sake. But that
was not the case.

Despite what the previous speaker on
this floor suggested, this is a new
strategy. It is a new way forward. It is
an effort on the part of the President
to embrace an increase in troop
strengths in Baghdad that was initially
recommended by the Iraq Study Group,
and more on that in a moment.

But let me say that I believe this new
way forward, this new approach ought
to be given a chance to work. I believe
to oppose the President’s new strategy
in Iraq is to accept the status quo. And
the headlines of the last 24 hours
should tell every man and woman of
good will in this Congress that the sta-
tus quo in Iraq is not acceptable.

Now, earlier I mentioned that the ap-
proach of a troop surge in Baghdad was
first recommended by the Iraq Study
Group. I am quite struck, Mr. Speaker,
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that the previous speaker who is a
freshman Member of Congress from
Pennsylvania spoke, as many have in
the Democrat majority, quite glow-
ingly of the report of the Iraq Study
Group. And I admire this work product
greatly.

A bipartisan work authorized during
the last Congress, James A. Baker, III,
former Secretary of State, Lee Ham-
ilton of Indiana, a former chairman of
the House International Relations
Committee bringing together a bipar-
tisan group of wise counselors devel-
oped the Iraq Study Group report.

While I do not agree with every as-
pect of it, particularly those that talk
about having a dialogue with terrorist
states in the region, there is much that
recommends the American people to
the Iraq Study Group. And again I site
in evidence the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania’s glowing reference to that re-
port just moments ago.

Now, let’s look, if we can, at what
the Iraq Study Group has to say about
the idea of a troop surge in Iraq. I
would offer very humbly, and maybe
startling to some who are looking in,
Mr. Speaker, that the very words
““troop surge’’ comes from the Iraq
Study Group’s recommendations.

Allow me to quote from page 73 of
the book that is available in book
stores all over America. The Iraq
Study Group said: “We could, however,
support a short-term redeployment or
surge of American combat forces to
stabilize Baghdad or to speed up the
training and equipping mission if the
U.S. Commander in Iraq determines
that such steps would be effective.”

Let me emphasize that again. The
Iraq Study Group that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania and many in the
majority have heralded as an impor-
tant work that provides us with a vi-
sion for going forward says: ‘“We could,
however, support a short-term rede-
ployment of surge of American combat
forces to stabilize Baghdad.”

Mr. Speaker, that is precisely what
President Bush called for in January.
And it is precisely that which Congress
this week is poised to reject in a non-
binding resolution. I submit to you
today that if the Iraq Study Group is
to be cited again and again by the ma-
jority as source authority, and a fount
of wisdom, and I believe it is, then let’s
be clear about the recommendations of
the Iraq Study Group.

It is not to say, Mr. Speaker, that a
short-term redeployment or surge of
combat forces in Baghdad will solve
the present crisis and impasse that we
face. It simply is a strategy to quell vi-
olence with Iraqis in the lead, to create
the conditions of stability whereby a
long-term political solution can be
achieved.

Now let me say, Mr. Speaker, it was
my great hope that the resolution be-
fore us today would have come to the
floor under procedural rules that al-
lowed for amendments. For my part I
spent much of last evening offering an
amendment, along with others, that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

would state that it is the sense of Con-
gress that we should not take any ac-
tion that would result in the elimi-
nation or reduction of funds for our
troops.

I rise today not to complain about
procedure, but to say, Mr. Speaker, I
regret that this newly minted majority
could not do as the Democrat chairman
of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee appears prepared to act.

My amendment that was offered,
similar to others, has nearly identical
language to a resolution being offered
by the distinguished Senator LEVIN,
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee. And both of us agree that
Congress should affirmatively state
that it will not cut funding to the
troops.

I deeply regret that we were not able
to make that declarative statement
today. And let me say with great re-
spect to the chairman of this Armed
Services Committee, who needs not to
hear from me about the deep respect I
have for him, that I have to believe
that somewhere in his heart of hearts,
knowing his extraordinary record of
service to this country, that he may
well have hoped for a stronger state-
ment as well.

While the Democrat resolution before
us expresses the hope that Congress
and all Americans will continue to sup-
port and protect our brave men and
women serving in Iraq, it does not take
the next step to show tangible support
for our troops in the nature of funding.
And let me say this with great sin-
cerity: there is a fundamental dif-
ference between pledging to support
and protect our troops and pledging
not to cut off the funding for our war
in Iraq.

It is a specious distinction, and one
that is not lost on our colleagues in the
Senate. I would submit to you that
words have consequences, and ‘‘sup-
port” and ‘‘protect’” do not assure the
American people that we will continue
to fund our troops in the field.

I believe the American people under-
stand this point, Mr. Speaker. A poll
cited this morning in USA Today
shows that even though a majority of
Americans are opposed to the surge of
troops in Baghdad, a majority also op-
pose cutting off funding for the troops.

The American people do not want
Congress to defund this war in the ma-
jority, even if they are concerned about
the course and direction the war is tak-
ing. And Congress should tell the
troops and the American people that it
will never use the power of the purse to
accomplish policy ends in the field of
battle.

With this I close. Listening to this
debate today and to the opposition to
the surge being espoused by the Demo-
crat majority, I have begun to wonder
a very simple question: What if it
works? I have made it clear that I sup-
port the surge and the President’s new
strategy.

My good friends on the Democrat
side of the aisle and, as has been said,

H1511

some Republicans have made it clear
that they oppose the surge of forces in
Iraq. And that is their right, and if it is
in their heart, it is their duty. And at
this moment, it appears that a major-
ity of Americans are with the majority
in this Congress.

But what if? What if they are wrong?
What if you are wrong? What if the
surge and the new leadership of Gen-
eral Petraeus and the courage and
bravery of American men and women
in uniform and the sacrifices of Iraqis
in uniform succeed in the coming
months?

You know, it is a snow day back in
Indiana today, Mr. Speaker. And my
kids are even home watching this on
TV. I give my kids some pretty basic
advice sometimes. One of the pieces of
advice I give my kids when they are
facing challenges, I say to them, you
know, people don’t like losers, but they
like quitters even less.

And I think we ought to reflect on
that old maxim as we come upon this
decision today. If this new strategy in
Iraq succeeds in the coming months,
what will those who vote for this reso-
lution say? The truth is, we must fight
and win a victory for freedom in Iraq.
The truth is we have no option but vic-
tory.

In their hearts the American people
know this, and the American people
are willing to make the hard choices to
choose victory. Courage. Courage is the
key in this moment.

C.S. Lewis wrote that courage is not
simply one of the virtues, but the form
of every virtue at the testing point.
Courage then is the answer, not re-
crimination and retreat. We are at a
moment when the American people and
the Members of this body will take a
stand. This is a moment for courage.
Our brave men and women in Iraq ex-
hibit courage and uncommon valor
every day.

It is my hope and prayer that we in
this House might follow their lead and
show them that such courage resides
here as well. Let’s vote down this reso-
lution and find it within ourselves to
lead the American people by bringing
forward the resources and the support
necessary to see freedom within Iraq.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. NADLER).

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
support this resolution and to call
upon my colleagues to make a commit-
ment to protect our troops and to bring
them home as quickly and safely as
possible.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
and Members of Congress were de-
ceived. Every reason we were given for
invading Iraq was false. Weapons of
mass destruction, not there. Saddam
Hussein working hand in glove with al
Qaeda, not true.

I ask you, if the President had gone
to the American people and said, we
must invade a country that poses no
imminent threat to us and sacrifice
thousands of lives in order to create a



H1512

democratic government in Iraq, would
we have assented? I think not.

As the President now says to us that
we should continue indefinitely to ex-
pend American blood and treasure to
support one side in a sectarian civil
war, should Congress continue to con-
sent? I think not. We need to say
enough already. Enough with the lies
and the deceit and the evasions,
enough with the useless bloodshed.

We must protect our troops and en-
sure their safety while they are in Iraq.
But we must not send more troops
there to intervene in a civil war whose
outcome they cannot determine.

And we should set a swift timetable
to withdraw our troops from Iraqg and
let the contending Iraqi factions know
that we will not continue to expend
American blood and treasure to referee
their civil war.

Only if faced with the reality of im-
minent withdrawal of American troops
might the Iraqis strike a deal with
each other and end the civil war. We
know, Mr. Speaker, that the adminis-
tration has botched the handling of
this war. They stood by as Baghdad
was looted, they failed to guard ammu-
nition depots, they disbanded the Iraqi
Army, they crippled the government by
firing all of the competent civil serv-
ants in the name of debaathification,
and they wasted countless billions of
dollars on private contractors and on
God only knows what with no account-
ing.

And all this while they continued to
deny resources to the real war on the
real terrorists. They let Osama bin
Laden escape.
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They allowed the Taliban to recover
and to reconquer. They allow our ports
to remain unprotected from
uninspected shipping containers, and
they let loose nuclear materials re-
main unaccounted for, waiting to be
smuggled to al Qaeda to be made into
nuclear weapons.

And why does the President want
more troops in Iraq? To expand our
role from fighting Sunni insurgents to
fighting the Shiite militias also. Of
course, when we attack the Shiite mili-
tias, they will respond by shifting their
targets from Sunnis to American
troops. American casualties will sky-
rocket, and we will be fighting two
insurgencies instead of one.

I believe the President has no real
plan other than not to ‘‘lose Iraq’ on
his watch, and to hand over the whole
mess to a successor in 2 years. He will
ignore anything we do that doesn’t
have the force of law. That is why this
resolution must be only the first step.

In the supplemental budget we will
consider next month, we should exer-
cise the only real power we have, the
Congressional power of the purse. We
will not cut off the funds and leave our
troops defenseless before the enemy, as
the demagogues would imply. But we
should limit the use of the funds we
provide to protecting the troops while
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they are in Iraq and to withdrawing
them on a timetable mandated in the
law. We should provide funds to rebuild
the Army and to raise our readiness
levels. We should provide funds for dip-
lomatic conferences in case there is
any possibility of negotiating an end to
the Iraqi civil war. And we should pro-
vide funds for economic reconstruction
assistance. But above all, we must use
the power of the purse to mandate a
timetable to withdraw the troops from
Iraaq.

We must use the power the people
have entrusted to us. The best way to
protect our troops is to withdraw them
from the middle of a civil war they
cannot win and that is not our fight.

I know that if we withdraw the
troops, the civil war may continue and
could get worse. But this is probably
inevitable no matter how long our
troops remain. And if the Iraqis must
fight a civil war, I would rather they
fight it without 20,000 more Americans
dying.

Yes, the blindness of the administra-
tion is largely to blame for starting a
civil war in Iraq, but we cannot end it.
Only the Iraqis can settle their civil
war. We can only make it worse and
waste our blood and treasure point-
lessly.

So let us pass this resolution, and
then let us lead this country out of the
morass in Iraq so that we can devote
our resources to protecting ourselves
from the terrorists and to improving
the lives of our people.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina, United States Army veteran,
Mr. ETHERIDGE.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, as a
veteran, as you have heard, of the
United States Army, myself, I strongly
support our troops, our veterans and
their families. Let me state at the out-
set that our troops have done every-
thing that has been asked of them to
do. They have done it well. Exception-
ally well, I might say.

More than 34,000 from North Carolina
have been deployed on Operation En-
during Freedom and Operation Iraqi
Freedom. And more than 5,000 are cur-
rently over there now. More are pre-
paring to go back to the desert once
again.

I am tremendously proud of all the
troops from North Carolina and across
America who have laced up their boots,
followed their orders, and done their
duty. They are our heroes, and we sa-
lute them.

Regardless if one terms the Presi-
dent’s announced change in policy a
surge or an escalation or an augmenta-
tion, the so-called new plan can be
summed up in four words: more of the
same.

I myself have traveled to Iraq twice.
And after I returned last year I said
the administration must change from
this failed policy. Specifically, I said
that we need more burden-sharing sup-
port from other countries, more com-
munities and countries in the region,
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because the whole world has a tremen-
dous stake in a stable Iraq and a peace-
ful Middle East.

This administration’s arrogant dis-
regard for our international partners
has destroyed U.S. alliances that were
decades in the making. Those alliances
saw us through the darkest days of the
cold war when the very existence of our
country hung in the balance. Yet, this
administration tossed them aside like
yesterday’s news.

It is a sad tragedy to witness the for-
feiture of America’s moral standing in
the world and the abandonment of di-
plomacy as an effective asset for Amer-
ica’s interests.

We need to bring all the parties to
the table and discuss cooperative ac-
tion to secure Iraq’s long-term sta-
bility and a peaceful Middle East.

Mr. Speaker, I voted to give the
President the authority to topple Sad-
dam Hussein’s regime in Iraq because
he said it presented a ‘‘grave and gath-
ering threat to America.”

The President said Saddam Hussein
possessed weapons of mass destruction
and intended to wuse them against
America.

The President said Saddam was in ca-
hoots with Osama bin Laden’s al Qaeda
terrorists. I took the President of the
United States of America at his word.
We have learned, to our great regret,
what that was worth.

Now the President wants to send
21,000 more troops to Baghdad. Repub-
lican Senator Arlen Specter called the
new deployment ‘‘a snowball in July.”
An outgoing commander of the Central
Command, with responsibility for Iraq,
told the Senate last November, and I
quote, ‘I do not believe that more
American troops right now is the solu-
tion to the problem. I believe the troop
levels need to stay about where they
are.”

And the former Republican chairman
of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, John Warner, a decorated ma-
rine and former Secretary of the Navy,
said last month, ‘I feel very strongly
that the American GI was not trained,
not sent over there, certainly not by
resolution of this institution, to be
placed in the middle of a fight between
Sunni and Shiia and the wanton and
just incomprehensible Kkilling that is
going on at this time.”’

Mr. Speaker, I have voted for every
defense bill and war funding legislation
that Congress has passed for Iraq. I am
very concerned about the state of read-
iness of our American Armed Forces.

As the Representative for Fort Bragg
and Pope Air Force Base, I know that
America’s military and our military
communities have many unmet needs,
while the war in Iraq continues to con-
sume more and more public dollars,
with no end in sight.

In conclusion, I rise in support of this
resolution with no joy in my heart, but
with solid conviction in my soul. The
failure of this administration has gone
unchecked and unchallenged by the
Congress of the United States for far
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too long. We need a new direction in
Iraq.

The question before Congress is this:
Is more of the same in Iraq an accept-
able policy? The answer is no.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to Mr. ROYCE, the rank-
ing member of the International Ter-
rorism, Nonproliferation and Trade
Subcommittee, obviously an expert in
this field.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LYNCH). The chair is trying to address
an imbalance in the time for debate.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
very much agree, and we have been
doing that approach. There are some
time restraints from some of our Mem-
bers, and so it necessitated this
change, but we have been making sure
that the Democrats could get their
members in.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may proceed.

Mr. ROYCE. I will begin my remarks
by saying that I hope that these 3 days
of debate, Mr. Speaker, are character-
ized by civility and respect. Without
doubt, this is the most difficult issue
that we will confront in this Congress.

Iraq is terribly complex. The stakes
for our national security are great, and
the sacrifice in American lives and the
loss of Iraqi lives have been very pain-
ful.

This is a war unlike any other we
have fought, and it has been vexing. All
of us, supporters and opponents of this
resolution alike, Republicans and
Democrats, all Americans, have a vital
interest in our Nation succeeding in
helping to build a stable Iraq and de-
feating Islamist terrorism. That is the
challenge of our time.

As we have heard, mistakes have
been made. There is no doubt about
that. I have been dismayed by some of
them: the lethargy in training Iraqi
troops, the inability to meter oil and
protect civilian infrastructure. But we
can’t allow this to cloud our strategic
judgments.

To my mind, this resolution, indeed
our struggle in Iraq, can be boiled down
to two questions: Are Iraq and the
global struggle against Islamist ter-
rorism separable? And is Iraq hopeless?
The answer to both questions is no,
which leads me to a ‘‘no’ on this reso-
lution.

The rationale for this war has
changed, whether we like it or not. We
are now fighting for stability and mod-
eration against the Islamist terrorism
that is now host in Iraq.

Our Civil War didn’t start out as a
battle against slavery. It was a fight to
save the Union.

We started out fighting Saddam and
to stop what the majority of this House
believed was his weapons of mass de-
struction program. We are now fighting
Islamist terrorism. It is a different and
more daunting fight, but the con-
sequences of our success or failure are
no less critical because the stakes of
this battle have changed.
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Let there be no doubt about this: De-
feat in Iraq will be a terrible blow to
our national security. It will psycho-
logically boost the Islamist terrorists
who we are fighting there and else-
where.

The bipartisan Iraq Study Group re-
ported Ayman al-Zawahiri, deputy to
Osama bin Laden, has declared Iraq a
focus for al Qaeda. That declaration is
more than words.

While not all fighters in Iraq are
jihadists, many are. Some have wrong-
ly denied that here on the House floor
today. Jihadists are coming from all
over the world. The report reads,
“They will seek to expel the Americans
and then spread the jihad wave to the
secular countries neighboring Iraq.”
Chaos in Iraq will allow for more ter-
rorist safe havens there.

The 9/11 Commission stated that
every policy decision we make needs to
be seen through the lens of terrorist
sanctuaries. My colleagues, I would ask
if we are doing that.

And that report stated that if Iraq
becomes a failed state, it will go to the
top of the list of places that are breed-
ing grounds for attacks against Ameri-
cans abroad.

We saw what happened when Afghan-
istan descended into chaos. Al Qaeda
emerged out of the ruin to strike
America on 9/11. That is the type of
threat we are facing today, which will
be supercharged if Iraq fails.

We have to confront the potential
disaster scenario in the region that
U.S. failure in Iraq could bring, which
would be worsening strife which could
engulf the entire region, sparking a
wider war in this resource-rich area.

Saudis have warned that they are
prepared to aid Sunni militias. Jordan
could move troops into Iraq’s western
desert to serve as a buffer. The Turks
are increasingly worried about the
independent Kurdish movement. Iran
could move to secure the oil fields to
the south.

In describing the consequences of
continued decline in Iraq, the Iraq
Study Group wrote, ‘““‘Such a broader
sectarian conflict could open a Pan-
dora’s box of problems, including the
radicalization of populations, mass
movement of populations, and regime
changes that might take decades to
play out.”

This is the powder keg that is Iraq
today. The status quo is nasty. But the
consequences of failure, while unpre-
dictable, is far worse.

So to the second question: Is Iraq
hopeless? I can understand why many
Americans may feel that way. Every
day there are horrific car bombings,
the sectarian violence has intensified.
We will hear many assessments that
Iraq is hopeless in this debate.

No one is going to argue that success
is guaranteed. But arguments that we
have no chance of bringing stability on
the ground in Iraq are also extreme ar-
guments.

Are the forces of chaos so strong, and
are the forces of stability and modera-
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tion so weak as to doom with certainty
our efforts?

But I have spoken with too many
people in the field, people with some
optimism, that I am not ready to con-
clude that with certainty. And I don’t
think this House should reach that
conclusion.
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And that is my read of the bipartisan
Iraq Study Group which, while recog-
nizing the grave challenges, spoke of
improving the process for success. The
fact that the consequences of our de-
feat would be so great also leads me to
persist.

Let’s consider more about the impli-
cations of defeat. Look at neighboring
Iran. Most Americans remember the
1979 Iranian takeover of our embassy in
Tehran. That led to 444 days of cap-
tivity for our men and women. Unfor-
tunately, relations with Iran have only
worsened since. Iran today is a state
sponsor of terrorism. It aids Hezbollah,
and it backed this terrorist group’s war
on Israel this summer. With Iranian
backing, Hezbollah is the A Team of
terrorism, running highly sophisti-
cated operatives worldwide, including
here.

Some terrorism experts consider
Hezbollah to be a more challenging foe
than al Qaeda. Iran is backing the in-
surgents fighting our men and women
in Iraq. Iran is also storming ahead
with a nuclear weapons program.

The embassy takeover was a big mo-
rale boost for Islamist terrorists; some
trace the beginning of Islamist ter-
rorism to that embassy takeover. The
shattering of the Iraqi state in our
hands would be that 1979 morale boost
magnified. It would also prove the way
for tremendous Iranian influence in the
region.

We must face our responsibility to
the Iraqi people. Yes, we have given
them 4 years to come together; it has
been beyond frustration that they
haven’t. Tens of thousands of Iraqis
have died during this time. What hap-
pens if we leave or operate without the
manpower our military leadership says
it needs? I don’t think anyone believes
that the carnage won’t be several times
what we have seen.

We often hear calls to intervene in
countries for humanitarian reasons.
Some would like our military to go to
Darfur in Sudan. Maybe we should take
decisive military actions to stop that
genocide, but what about trying to fin-
ish a job where we have already made
a huge military commitment, knowing
full well that Iraq’s withdrawal would
lead to a brutal humanitarian crisis?

We also often hear from some about
how unpopular our country is world-
wide. This is said to greatly harm our
influence and interest. And there is
truth to that. Just wait if our with-
drawal precipitates a horrific scale of
ethnic cleansing. Is that the Iraqi leg-
acy we want? I am not ready to con-
cede the inevitability of this.

It is very important that our Nation
be united. Our success depends upon it.
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We need to be sowing discord among
the enemy, not ourselves. We have had
successes against Islamist terrorism
worldwide.

This resolution states that Congress
disapproves of the January decision of
the President to deploy more troops to
Iraq. The bipartisan Iraq Study Group
panel, but one month earlier, said it
could support a short-term redeploy-
ment of American combat forces to
stabilize Baghdad. This resolution goes
in the opposite direction.

I have heard the argument about why
this resolution isn’t a retreat, but it is
a nonbinding rebuke of the President’s
tactics, that it doesn’t cut off funding.
That may be the case on paper, but the
symbolism is far greater. I don’t see
how opposing our professional mili-
tary’s call for more troops at this piv-
otal time is anything but a signal of
permanent retreat. It is also congres-
sional micromanagement.

The war is horrible. The easy thing
would be to just say out. But we can’t
wish away the Islamist terrorists will
take great strength from our defeat.
That is what they are saying. These in-
dividuals in groups are as persistent as
they are brutal. They must be fought
and defeated. So let’s not give these
forces a win on the floor of the U.S.
House.

I ask my colleagues to think through
these implications and vote down this
resolution.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I now
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BAcA), former para-
trooper with both the 101st and 82nd
Airborne Divisions.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of House Concurrent Resolution
63.

I thank the Armed Services Com-
mittee chairman, Mr. SKELTON, for car-
rying this legislation in support of our
military troops and opposing the Presi-
dent’s plan to send at least 21,500 more
troops to Iraq.

I speak today as a proud veteran who
served in the United States armed serv-
ice as a paratrooper in the 101st and
82nd Airborne Division.

As a veteran and as a Congressman, I
voted against this war in year 2002 be-
cause no one could convince me why we
had to be there in the first place. I was
tormented with this decision. I talked
to many of my constituents. I called
the bishop in my area. I couldn’t see
what invading Iraq had to do with se-
curing the homeland. No one in the ad-
ministration could convince me that
there were weapons of mass destruc-
tion in Iraq. But we sent our troops
there anyway, without proper training
or proper equipment.

This administration was in such a
hurry to invade Iraq that we sent our
military in there with defective body
armor and Hummers that couldn’t
withstand the roadside bombs. In fact,
before Congress made any appropria-
tions for an Iraq invasion, the Presi-
dent took $600 million from our troops
in Afghanistan and sent it to Iraq.
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The administration has refused to
listen to its own generals, to Congress
or to the American people. They just
do what they want.

After September 11, I was willing to
do anything to make our country safe,
like all of us. We came together in a bi-
partisan way. I believed in fighting ter-
rorists in Afghanistan was the right
thing to do, but the current situation
in Iraq proves what we have been say-
ing all along, that the Iraq war has not
and will not make America safer. In-
stead, it is costing the American tax-
payers $200 million every day. The
money that we spent in Iraq could have
sent 17 million high school students to
college. Can you imagine, 17 million
students going on to college right now
that we could have provided assistance
to, or paid for 6 million new school
teachers, reduced the student ratio,
funded the No Child Left Behind Act,
or help with Katrina. But more money
has been spent on this war, and yet it
is costing us money for those that are
losing their lives right now.

Over 3,000 men and women have given
their lives for this war, and over 23,000
are coming home wounded or disabled.
Mr. Speaker, over 10,000 of these troops
are so severely wounded that they will
never be able to serve again. Let me
tell you, and you have to look at them,
never able to serve again.

Now the President wants to send
21,600 more troops to the most dan-
gerous part of Iraq. Why? Why are we
sending our troops to fight in another
country’s civil war? Mr. Speaker, this
isn’t a strategy for success. This is a
desperation attempt by the administra-
tion who can’t admit that they made a
mistake. They made a mistake, and
they need to admit it. And the sooner
we come to this realization, the better
off this country will be. As a veteran, I
understand that sometimes war is nec-
essary, but as a veteran, I also know
that war should always be the last re-
sort because war means someone’s sons
and daughters won’t come home. That
means separating parents from their
children, leaving their homes, someone
making a sacrifice.

In my home State of California
alone, we have lost 3256 men and women
in Iraq. Back in my home district, we
have lost 10 outstanding young men. It
just breaks my heart. Mr. Speaker, you
don’t put the American families
through this kind of pain unless you
are sure, beyond any shadow of doubt,
that there are no other options. The
President had failed to convince me in
2002, and I am still not convinced to
this day.

I say let’s support this resolution.
Let’s bring back our men.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on H. Con. Res. 63.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?
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There was no objection.

Mr. SKELTON. I yield the balance of
my time, Mr. Speaker, to my friend,
my colleague, the gentleman from
California, the chairman on the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs (Mr. LAN-
TOS). I ask unanimous consent that he
be allowed to control the time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my friend from Missouri for
yielding.

I am very pleased to yield 5 minutes
to a distinguished member of the For-
eign Affairs Committee, chairman of
our Europe Subcommittee, my friend
and colleague from Florida (Mr.
WEXLER).

Mr. WEXLER. Thank you, Mr. LAN-
TOS.

Mr. Speaker, today I stand with the
American people in support of this res-
olution and in opposition to the Presi-
dent’s escalation of the Iraq war. I
stand in opposition to a President that
failed the American people by initi-
ating an ill-conceived war; an adminis-
tration that misled the Nation, vulner-
able after 9/11, into believing that Sad-
dam Hussein had weapons of mass de-
struction; an administration that in-
vented links between Baghdad and al
Qaeda; that ignored the views of the in-
telligence community, while con-
vincing Americans that our brave sol-
diers would be greeted in Iraq as lib-
erators; an administration that assured
us that Iraqi oil money would pay for
the reconstruction; and that through
military force, rather than diplomacy,
we would cultivate American values of
freedom and democracy in Iraq.

The American people know that they
have been taken down a false path by
this administration, down a spiraling
path of war under false pretenses into a
quagmire with a President who will not
change course, even in the face of a
growing civil war. This resolution
sends the President an unequivocal
message that he must change direction
of this war.

How did we arrive in this desperate
situation? From the top down, the
President, the Vice-President and the
Secretary of State have manipulated
evidence, broadcast half truths, and
doctored intelligence through an or-
chestrated effort to smear and destroy
those who have opposed their policies.
Just last week, in a scathing report,
the Defense Department’s Inspector
General concluded that the Pentagon
took inappropriate action by advancing
conclusions that were not backed up by
the intelligence community.

The American people have judged the
actions of this President, they see this
war for what it is, and they spoke
clearly in November, stating loudly
that we must end our disastrous Iraq
policy. Yet this administration con-
tinues its defiant disregard of the views
of the American people. Not the voice
of the American people nor the conclu-
sions of the Iraq Study Group have
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budged this administration from its
stubborn and misguided path. And now,
the President is doubling down on a
bad bet that risks the lives of thou-
sands more American soldiers on a mis-
guided plan that ignores the rec-
ommendations of our military com-
manders on the ground.
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Unbelievably, President Bush has al-
ready tried twice the strategy of esca-
lation. It failed both times. To try
again is to act in blind faith, ignoring
the facts, ignoring the experts, ignor-
ing the will of the American people,
and, worst of all, ignoring the terrible
sacrifices that will undoubtedly be en-
dured by our soldiers and their fami-
lies.

Mr. Speaker, our troops must be re-
deployed from Iraq. Instead of a surge
of American troops entering Baghdad,
there should be a surge of American
soldiers back into every town and
every city across our Nation. For our
troops who have given so much in Iraq,
for our military families whose lives
have been shattered by this war, it is
time to bring them home.

How do we honor our brave men and
women? How do we honor over the 3,000
who died, and thousands more who
have been maimed? Instead of an esca-
lation, we should honor these soldiers
by bringing them home and giving
them the best health care, the best
mental health support that they have
justly earned.

I applaud Congress for taking a stand
on this war. I only wish we were voting
on a binding resolution that mandates
a redeployment of troops and cuts off
funding for this tragic escalation. Each
month we remain in Iraq, 100 more
American soldiers die, hundreds more
are maimed, and $5.5 billion is spent.

Mr. Speaker, we have endured 4 years
of a failed Iraq policy, longer than we
were in World War II, longer than we
were in the Korean War, and we can af-
ford no more blank checks for this
President.

Today I stand with the American
people, our soldiers in Iraq, with my
fellow Members of Congress on both
sides of the aisle in strong opposition
to the President’s escalation in Iraq
and in support of our redeploying our
troops and reversing, most impor-
tantly, our Nation’s failed strategy in
Iraq.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. BOUSTANY).

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in vigorous opposition to this resolu-
tion. With all due respect to my col-
leagues across the aisle, this resolution
does not outline a new strategy for how
we move forward in Iraq and it will
have absolutely no impact on the cur-
rent strategy. Furthermore, it is the
wrong signal to send to our allies in
the region and the wrong signal to send
to our troops, those brave, courageous
men and women in uniform who have
performed magnificently and done ev-
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erything that we have asked them to
do.

This nonbinding resolution addresses
a tactic, not an overall strategy; a tac-
tic that the President of the United
States as Commander in Chief has full
constitutional authority to move with.

Now, I respect my colleagues across
the aisle, and I know we all want to see
a disengagement of our troops from
harm’s way in Iraq. But I would submit
that disengagement must be done
under favorable circumstances in the
interests of our national security.
There is no other alternative.

Let’s look at what would happen with
a failed policy in Iraq. Iraq is on the
verge of anarchic fragmentation. There
are 27 ethnic groups in Iraq. It is not as
simple as a Sunni versus Shiia conflict.
There are other splinter groups using
violence for their own designs.

Precipitous withdrawal from Iraq
will lead to unprecedented violence,
spilling over into neighboring coun-
tries such as Jordan, Kuwait and Saudi
Arabia, and we will see Shiia uprisings
in Lebanon and Bahrain, which have
significant Shiia populations. Jordan is
already facing massive numbers of ref-
ugees coming across the border, put-
ting strain. And Iranian influence is
growing. The regime is intent on gain-
ing hegemony in the region, exerting
its influence widely throughout the
Middle East and controlling oil and gas
reserves to use the money to further
fuel terrorism. Al Qaeda will consoli-
date a base to work from in western
Iraq to perpetrate further
transnational terrorism, and Turkey
will be compelled to cross borders to
deal with separatist groups.

America, dear America, will lose sup-
port of its vital allies in the region and
our reputation will suffer immensely
for a very long period of time, much
longer than what we saw after the
Vietnam conflict.

It is clear to me that security and po-
litical reconciliation in Iraq run par-
allel, and without halting the spiral of
violence, reconciliation within Iraq
will not occur. Without halting the spi-
ral of violence, our allies in the Persian
Gulf and the broader Middle East will
be forced to deal with their own polit-
ical disruption, rather than starting
multilateral dialogue that is so essen-
tial for a longer standing peace
throughout this entire region, whether
we are talking about the Palestinian
issues, Lebanon, Iraq or Iran. Our allies
in the region, particularly, need polit-
ical cover. I have heard this from nu-
merous Arab Ambassadors whom I
have had many conversations with.

The ground must be laid for multilat-
eral diplomacy. It will not occur during
a spiral of violence. Our allies in the
region have given commitment that
they will help with Iragqi military
training, police training, as well as re-
building of Iraq and further resources,
once the stage is set with security and
a move toward reconciliation.

So, if we are going to be responsible
in this body, there are questions we
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really need to ask if we are going to
formulate a strategy and work with
this administration for a winning
strategy in Iraq. The questions that
need to be asked are these: What are
the benchmarks for its Iraqi military?
What are the benchmarks for the Iraqi
Government, for reconciliation and for
internal reform in Iraq? What are the
rules of engagement for our troops who
will be going over there to assist in
this Baghdad security operation? What
resources are available? What man-
power and personnel are available to
our State Department and USAID to
help and assist in the reform and rec-
onciliation process so that we can cre-
ate the groundwork for diplomatic res-
olution? And as we look at a clear
holding bill, who is going to do the
holding? Who is going to do the build-
ing? These are questions that a respon-
sible Congress should be asking, not
whether or not to support this surge.

The American people voted for
change. This resolution offers nothing
to shape a new strategy on how to
move forward successfully in Iraq. The
American people deserve more from
Congress, and, by God, our troops de-
serve more from this Congress.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. BARRETT), a mem-
ber of the Foreign Affairs Committee.

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentlelady for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, over the next 2 to 3
days, Members of Congress will come
to the well and they will talk about the
Iraq resolution. They will talk about
troop levels and spending and funding
and security, training, strategy, a lot
of different things in a lot of different
ways, with valid arguments on both
sides. But I want to boil it down to
something simple, something that I un-
derstand, something that means more
to me than some of the things I men-
tioned.

There is a gentleman from my dis-
trict, a Major Rick Simmons, a native
of Pickens, South Carolina, an Eagle
Scout, a Citadel grad. From time to
time he has written me letters con-
cerning different issues in Iraq. He is in
Fallujah right now.

He wrote me a letter dated 5 Feb-
ruary, 2007. It is a rather lengthy let-
ter, but I want to read you one sen-
tence from this letter:

“This is not Bush’s war, it is my war,
and it is the war of every volunteer
here because we know how high the
stakes are for this country.” “My
war.” That is what he says. ‘“This is
my war.”

Rick, first to you and all your com-
rades over there, I say thank you and
God bless you. I pray for you every day.
But I want to tell you something, son;
it is my war too. It is my war and my
children’s war and my children’s chil-
dren’s war.

This is our war, ladies and gentle-
men. This is the greatest enemy that
we have ever faced in my lifetime, Mr.
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Speaker. And when I raised my right
hand and put my left hand on the
Bible, it was to support and defend the
Constitution of the United States
against all enemies. And it was to pro-
tect the protectors, the protectors of
liberty, the protectors of democracy,
the protectors of freedom. And if it
takes a troop surge and a funding
stream that is guaranteed, I will do ev-
erything I can to ensure the protectors
have everything they need.

There is only one way out of Iraq,
Mr. Speaker. There is only one way out
of this war. Victory. Victory. I urge my
colleagues to do the right thing and I
urge them to vote against this resolu-
tion.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5% minutes to a new
member of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, my mneighbor from Northern
California, Ms. LYNN WOOLSEY.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I am a
proud member of the Foreign Affairs
Committee, I am a member of the Pro-
gressive Caucus and the Out of Iraq
Caucus, and I have been working to
bring our troops home since before we
sent them there.

Mr. Speaker, the decision to send
more brave Americans into the Iraq
grinder is an act of staggering arro-
gance for the President. Nearly two-
thirds of our people think this is a
deeply flawed, tragically misguided
policy. They get it, Mr. Speaker. They
can see that more troops won’t stop the
sectarian violence, because it is our
very military presence that ignited
this sectarian violence in the first
place.

The human cost in Iraq has been dev-
astating. By some estimates, several
hundred thousand Iraq citizens have
died, died for the cause of their own so-
called liberation. No wonder a majority
of Iraqis want the occupation to end.

As the late columnist Molly Ivins put
it, “Iraq is clearly hubris carried to the
point of insanity. It is damn hard to
convince people you’re killing them for
their own good.”

I hope that an overwhelming vote in
favor of this resolution will compel the
President to rethink his Iraq policy.
But, if not, this body will have no
choice but to take further steps. Ulti-
mately we must do more than send a
message. We must send a convoy of
military planes to bring our troops
home.

Together with my colleagues, Con-
gresswomen LEE and WATERS, I have
offered a plan to end the war once and
for all. Our bill is H.R. 508, the Bring
Our Troops Home and Iraq Sovereignty
Restoration Act. H.R. 508 would com-
plete a fully funded military with-
drawal from Iraq within 6 months of
enactment, because our military and
their families have given enough for
this policy that is only increasing the
terrorist threat and doing damage to
our national security. The bill would
accelerate the training of Iraqi Secu-
rity Forces during that 6-month period.
And because Iraq is not yet ready to
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defend its people against thugs, insur-
gents and militias, our bill calls for an
international stabilization force to
help keep the peace in Iraq. But it
would stay only for 2 more years and
would deploy only at the request of the
Iraqi Government.

Because we have already poured
enough of the people’s money down
this sinkhole, H.R. 508 would prohibit
any further funding to deploy U.S.
troops, but would provide the resources
for a safe withdrawal of all of our U.S.
military personnel and contractors.

The proposal would also provide for
humanitarian aid and major invest-
ments to rebuild Iraqg’s physical and
economic infrastructure, because tak-
ing our troops out of Iraq doesn’t mean
abandoning Iraq.
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We can and we must go from military
occupier to reconstruction partner.

Our proposal expressly prohibits the
construction of U.S. military bases in
Iraq because it is that kind of perma-
nent occupation that fuels the rage and
anti-American jihadists in the Middle
BEast.

Iraq should belong to the Iraqis, and
that includes Iraq’s resources. So under
the terms of our bill, the United States
would forfeit any proprietary claim to
Iraqi oil.

Finally, H.R. 508 guarantees full
health care funding, including mental
health benefits, for U.S. veterans in
military operations in Iraq and other
conflicts. It is the least, the very least,
we can do to express our gratitude and
repay their sacrifices.

Mr. Speaker, we must never, ever for-
get what war does to bodies, to minds,
to families, to communities and to the
human soul. The victims of war are not
pieces to be moved around on a chess
board. They are our fellow citizens in a
global village that gets smaller every
day. They are our brothers. They are
our sisters. They are God’s children
and have as much right to human dig-
nity as you or 1.

The one thing I desperately hope we
have learned from the Iraq nightmare
is that we must find more sensible, hu-
mane ways to keep America safe and
resolve global conflict because, if we do
not, given the kinds of weapons that
are available today, I fear that we are
putting the entire planet on a path to-
ward destruction.

I fear most of all for our children.
“War,” said Martin Luther King, Jr.,
“is a poor chisel to carve out tomor-
row.” Mr. Speaker, tomorrow belongs
to our children. So, for their sake, we
must find alternatives to war. We must
protect America by relying not on our
basest impulses, but on the most hon-
orable and humane of American values,
our love of freedom, our desire for
peace, our capacity for global leader-
ship, and our compassion for the people
of the world.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5% minutes to my
friend from Georgia, a new member of
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the Foreign Affairs Committee (Mr.
SCOTT).

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
thank you very much. It is indeed an
honor to stand before this House as a
very proud member of our Foreign Af-
fairs Committee under our distin-
guished Chairman LANTOS and also to
stand as our co-chair of our Demo-
cratic Group on National Security, as
well as a voting member of the NATO
parliament.

I have been to Iraq. I have been to Af-
ghanistan, been to Pakistan, been to
Kuwait. I have been there with our sol-
diers and our generals, and what I am
about to say is based upon my experi-
ence in this whole arena.

Now, a lot has been said and I think
it has been misguided, very unfortu-
nate. So allow me, if I may, to state for
the record exactly what this resolution
does.

There has been talk up here about
this resolution is here to cut funds.
Nothing could be further from the
truth. There is no Democrat in this
Congress who would dare cut the funds
from our soldiers who are in harm’s
way, and any Member that continues
to say that is doing a disservice to this
Congress and to the people of the
United States.

This resolution does not say we are
pulling out troops. We know the situa-
tion in the Middle East. We know this
region is vital to our interests. The
issue here is not pulling out troops.
The issue here is a vote, up or down, on
a policy that says two things, 57 words.
Allow me to read them to you.

It says that the ‘‘Congress and the
American people will continue to sup-
port and protect the members of the
United States Armed Forces who are
serving or who have served bravely and
honorably in Iraq.”

Then it says: ‘““‘Congress disapproves
of the decision of President George W.
Bush announced on January 10, 2007, to
deploy more than 20,000 additional
United States combat troops to Iraq.”

That is what it says. Those two
things. Let us not mislead the Amer-
ican public anymore, certainly not on
what we are going to vote on here
today. I stand as a proud member who
has cosponsored, who supports this res-
olution 100 percent because of four im-
portant reasons.

The first reason is that this 21,500-
man escalation, number one, is deceiv-
ing in and of itself, when we know from
the CBO account that it is not 21,500. It
is more like 48,000 when you put the
support troops involved. I am here to
tell you, this is a dangerous strain on
an already overstrained military.

Let me share with you what the Na-
tional Security Advisory Group is say-
ing. It says this: nearly all of the avail-
able combat units in the U.S. Army,
Army National Guard, Marine Corps,
have been used in the current oper-
ations. Every available combat brigade
from the active duty Army has already
been to Afghanistan or Iraq at least for
a 12-month tour, and most are now in
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their second or third tours of duty.
There is a strain here, and some are on
their fourth tours of duty.

Approximately 95 percent of the
Army National Guard’s combat battal-
ions and special operations units have
been mobilized since 9/11, and there is
very little available combat capacity
remaining in the Army National
Guard.

All active duty Marine units are
being used on a dangerously tight rota-
tion schedule, but here is another.

We often forget that these are sol-
diers with families, with mothers, with
fathers who are out there, separated
from their children. Listen to this.
This is why we are against this 21,500,
or 48,000, surge. Between 2001 and 2004,
divorce rates among active duty Army
officers have tripled, and rates among
Army enlisted soldiers have gone up.

Let me conclude by saying this: on
the bleached bones of many great past
nations and civilizations are written
those pathetic words, ‘‘too late.” They
moved too late. The American people
are watching us and they are hoping
and they are praying that we not move
too late, and let us get our young men
and women out of this crossfire of a
civil war.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
am pleased to yield 5 minutes to the
gentlewoman from North Carolina
(Mrs. MYRICK), the Chair of the Con-
gressional Anti-Terrorism Caucus.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, Iraq is
just one battlefield in this
multigenerational struggle against
radical Islamist jihadists, but it is a
very important battlefield.

This is the beginning stage of a
multigenerational worldwide struggle
that will last throughout our lives and
likely our children’s lives.

It is hard to accept that the safety
and security that most Americans felt
in the 1980s and the 1990s was just a
smokescreen while the Islamist ex-
tremists planned and carried out a one-
sided war in other parts of the world.

On September 11, we saw the un-
thinkable: airplanes flown into build-
ings, thousands of innocent people
killed, and the killers claiming that
this was done because God desired it.
Some people still do not understand
how anyone could rationalize such dis-
gusting acts.

For the past few years, and specifi-
cally in the past month, I have joined
with some of my colleagues to learn
about the true nature of the threat
that we face from this jihadist ide-
ology. This ideology is preached by the
likes of Osama bin Laden, Moqtada al-
Sadr, Hassan Nasrallah, and the aya-
tollahs in Iran.

Our presence in Iraq did not make us
vulnerable to these killers. There were
many previous worldwide attacks be-
fore America was attacked on Sep-
tember 11 and before we entered Iraq.

We face this threat because we refuse
to succumb to live in a world where
women cannot speak, as I speak now,
without risk of death. We face this

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

threat because we seek a world where
people of all religions and races and
sexes are entitled to the same rights.
We cannot retreat.

If we pull out, there is no doubt that
Iraq will become a safe haven for al
Qaeda, Hezbollah and other terrorist
groups to plan and carry out attacks
on unbelievers or infidels. How do I
know this? Because they tell us. They
told us before 9/11, but we did not pay
attention. They tell us all the time
that they will not stop until all lands
from India to Morocco and Spain to
Russia are governed by radical Islamic
law.

In 1938, Adolf Hitler told us what he
was going to do, and we refused to pay
attention. We cannot afford to repeat
that historical mistake.

This is not a Democrat and Repub-
lican issue. Our security is an Amer-
ican issue, and I hope we are going to
start to act as Americans, like the
American people expect us and want us
to do.

We must understand that we are
fighting the first battles of a war
against radical Islamist ideology that
will be waged for the next 50, maybe 100
years.

Mistakes have been made and more
mistakes will be made in the future.
War is never easy; nor is it predictable.
But if the people of the United States
understand the true nature of the
threat that we all face and Congress re-
alizes that this war against jihadism
will be fought in various forms around
the world for at least the next 50 years,
then we can make informed policy de-
cisions that will help us in the future.

We must plan now for the future. We
need to unite as a country behind this
struggle against radical Islamic
jihadists.

It is downright irresponsible to tell
our troops that we support you but do
not support the mission that you are
fighting. What message does that send
to our troops? It may score political
points, but it hurts our troops who are
over there fighting to defend us and
our right to be here and speak freely.

This resolution does not deal with
the larger problem of radical Islamic
jihadists. So I strongly urge a ‘‘no”
vote. We must support our troops in
the field by supporting their mission. I
support our troops wholeheartedly and
believe their mission is just and nec-
essary for the security interests of our
country.

The world our children and grand-
children will inherit will be a better
place because we had the courage to
stand up today to fight these battles.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CUMMINGS), a senior member
of the Armed Services Committee.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, as a
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee and a member of the Board of
Visitors of the United States Naval
Academy, I rise today to express my
unwavering support for the men and
women who wear the uniform of our
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proud Nation and to make clear my
staunch opposition to putting more of
these men and women in harm’s way in
Iraq.

In the absence of a clear and mean-
ingful strategy for success, it is time to
extricate our troops out of this civil
war and redeploy them out of the occu-
pation of Iraq.

Back in 2002, I joined my colleagues
in the Congressional Black Caucus in
formulating a brief and succinct state-
ment of principles regarding the Iraq
war. Within these principles we ex-
pressed our clear opposition to a uni-
lateral first strike action in the ab-
sence of clear evidence of an imminent
threat to the United States. We further
stated that any post-strike plan for
maintaining stability in the region
would be costly and would likely re-
quire a long-term commitment of our
troops and treasure.

Today, it is very clear that the over-
throw of Saddam Hussein has provoked
sectarian divisions in the Iraqi society
that are now expressed daily through
violence on a staggering scale. It is
also clear that our efforts to stabilize
Iraq has, indeed, required the massive
commitment of both lives and taxpayer
dollars that we predicted.

What was not clear then but is clear
now is that this administration had no
definite plan for achieving our stated
objectives in Iraq.
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The administration had lofty rhet-
oric, but no strategy for creating a sta-
ble democracy that could be our part-
ner in the war on terror.

Mr. Speaker, I raise these points to
remind our Congress that from the be-
ginning of this war there have been
voices raised not in opposition to our
President but in demand of a strategic
approach to the growing threats we
face, opposition and demand of an hon-
est assessment of what could be accom-
plished with military force, and in de-
mand of a clear purpose for why we
send our troops into harm’s way, our
young men and women, the future of
our Nation into situations where they
may seriously be injured or Kkilled.
These are the very points that the res-
olution before us today demands.

I have no illusions about the danger
inherent in the growing number of na-
tions that may soon have the capa-
bility to construct weapons of mass de-
struction. To the contrary, I am con-
vinced that maintaining the peace in
this increasingly dangerous world has
become a precondition to our contin-
ued survival.

The question is, given the situation
in which we find ourselves in Iraq and
given that our primary consideration
must always be the security of our Na-
tion, is sending additional troops into
action most likely to stabilize that na-
tion and the region? Is it the action
most likely to cause Iraqis themselves
to take the essentially political ac-
tions that only they can take to create
a government capable of governing? Is
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it the action likely to initiate the rec-
onciliation between Sunni and Shiite,
and the most recent National Intel-
ligence Estimate says is critical to re-
ducing the violence in Iraq?

I have seen no compelling evidence
that the answer to any of these ques-
tions is ‘“‘yes,” and many of our top
military commanders have testified
that sending 21,500 more United States
forces to Iraq will not create a path to
success.

Our forces have done all and more
than we have asked them to do, and
their families have been patiently sac-
rificing for 4 long years. The voters
spoke in November, and we as Members
of Congress of the United States do not
have the right to remain silent. We
cannot allow more to be asked of our
soldiers now if their mission is not
clear. The President has no plan likely
to produce victory. And if, as the Na-
tional Intelligence estimates suggest,
the Iraqi forces and the government
are not capable of being partners in
their own reconstruction, I urge my
colleagues to support our troops by
supporting this resolution.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to yield 5 minutes to Dr.
WELDON of Florida, a member of the
Appropriations Committee.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to address H. Con.
Res. 63, disapproving of the decision of
the President announced on January
10, 2007 to deploy 20,000 additional
United States combat troops to Iraq.

This resolution essentially has, by
my interpretation, three sections. It
has the first section, which speaks in
support of our troops; and then it has
the second section, disapproving of the
mission of 20,000 of the troops, which is
a little bit of an inconsistency. We are
saying we support the troops, but we
don’t support what you are trying to
do.

But the most important part of this
resolution is the third section shown
here in white. There is nothing there.
No plan.

So the authors of this resolution are
essentially saying, we don’t approve of
the President’s plan but we have no
plan to deal with this challenge.

Ladies and gentlemen, we won the
war in Iraq. What we are struggling to
win now is the peace, establishing a
peaceful government that can run this
country. And we have very determined
opponents seeking to make sure that
chaos reigns in that country and we do
what this resolution is leading us to
do, which is essentially to leave.

Indeed, a senior member on that side
of the aisle recently said in the press
that, ‘“This is the bark, and the bite is
coming.” We supposedly support the
troops, but what is next is no funding
for the troops; that this Congress under
this new leadership is going to exercise
the power of the purse and cut off the
flow of money.

But, ladies and gentlemen, my col-
leagues, this is not Vietnam. The war
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in Iraq in not going to go away. It is
going to continue to be a problem. If
we do withdraw our troops, as many in
this room want us to do, the war on
terror will continue.

We had a meeting today with the
Ambassador from Jordan and the Am-
bassador from Egypt asking us not to
withdraw; that we have to stay and
persist and to try to establish a peace-
ful regime there. And they have their
reasons, because they know this is a
component of the war on terror. And
the war on terror is a bad term; it is a
war on radical fundamentalist jihadist
Islam. And these jihadists are not
going to stop coming at us. Indeed,
since over the last 4 years, there have
been attack after attack after attack
in Bali, in Spain, in London, and they
are going to keep coming after Western
interests, because their goal and their
agenda is to defeat the West, to defeat
everything we stand for, and to ulti-
mately establish a global fundamen-
talist Islamic regime.

I oppose this resolution. I am going
to vote against it, and I encourage all
of my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to do the same. The President’s
plan was recommended to us in the
Iraq Study Group. It is amazing, many
of the people who are saying they are
going to vote for this supported the
Iraq Study Group, and the Iraq Study
Group recommended many of the com-
ponents that are in the President’s
plan. We need to give this time to
work. I know the American people are
losing patience in this conflict, but I
also know the stakes in this conflict
are huge. And if we fail, the con-
sequences could be huge to the region,
they will be huge to the world, they
will be huge to the American people
and our children and our grand-
children.

So I strongly encourage a ‘‘no’’ vote
on this resolution.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5% minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MEEKS), a senior member of
the House Foreign Affairs Committee.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, there is a concept from the people
of West Africa called Sankofa. Lit-
erally translated, it means, ‘It is not
taboo to go back and fetch what you
have forgot.”

Today, I want to use the premise of
Sankofa and go back to some of the
things that have occurred in the recent
past with regard to Iraq so that we can
learn from those lessons. In order to
know where we need to go in Iraq, we
have to evaluate what missteps have
been made. That is our responsibility.

As we look at the last 5 years, the
President has shown no accuracy on
the challenges we face in Iraq. While
our soldiers are courageously carrying
out their orders, it has become appar-
ent that military action to bring secu-
rity to Iraq has reached its limitation,
but our President insists on escalating
military force.

I recall over 4 years ago hearing the
President and the administration push
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for war with talk about a smoking gun
that would come in the form of a mush-
room cloud. The administration pulled
on the emotions of the public while our
Nation was still in shock from 9/11. Our
President pushed for war with arro-
gance. “‘Bring it on,”” he said. Coalition
of the willing. Deck of cards. Freedom
on the march. Mission accomplished. A
plan for victory. Those are just some of
the promises that have been made, but
the administration has not been able to
make good on those promises. It is fair
to say that the President has defaulted
on a promissory note.

Today, the question before us is can
the President make good on the prom-
ise of security in Iraq with an esca-
lation of the combat operation. All of
the facts point to a strong ‘“‘no” on
that question.

After reviewing all of the facts, I saw
that increased troops did not work in
the spring of 2004, when troop levels
were raised by thousands, but this did
nothing to prevent the continued upris-
ing, and April of 2004 was the second
deadliest month for American forces. I
have heard from generals, former Sec-
retaries of State, and a bipartisan com-
mission, all saying that escalation will
not work. I am vehemently opposed to
the escalation of the Iraq war and its
open-ended commitment to a failing ef-
fort.

The President only accepts the ad-
vice of those who agree with him. After
months of threats and a long military
build-up, the United States attacked
Iraq on March 19, 2003. The administra-
tion cut short U.N. arms inspections
after a war-sanctioned resolution failed
by a wide margin to gain support in the
U.N. Security Council. Because the
President could not get the U.N. or the
world public in support of an invasion,
he developed his unilateral preemptive
doctrine.

The President has had generals tell
him that this war should end and an es-
calation is not the answer; but when he
gets advice he doesn’t like, he simply
fires the generals.

He has had a commission of experts
advise him that a diplomatic political
effort with all of Iraq’s neighbors
would be the most effective way to en-
able the U.S. to move its combat forces
out of Iraq responsibly. However, the
President did not like that advice, so
he has chosen to simply ignore it.

When the President needed Congress
to approve military action against
Iraq, he cared about the perspective of
the Congress then. As Congress begins
to conduct oversight of the combat op-
eration, the President wants to ignore
the voices of dissent that come from
this very body.

The cameras of history are rolling,
and I hope and pray that at the end of
this debate history can record that this
body, starting with this resolution as a
first step, has taken the appropriate
action to end a morally wrong war that
threatens to irreversibly stain the fab-
ric of Congress if we do not exercise
our constitutional authority and our
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patriotic responsibility to balance the
President’s power.

To move forward and bring security
to Iraq will require a bipartisan effort;
it will require dialogue with Congress,
dialogue between Congress and the ad-
ministration, and dialogue and diplo-
macy between Iraq and all of its neigh-
bors, as the Iraq Study Group wisely
recommended. I am reaching across the
aisle to my colleagues who also believe
that military action has its limitations
and a diplomatic offensive will bring a
new and critical approach to secure
Iraq.

This war has created deep humani-
tarian crisis in Iraq and a deep polit-
ical crisis in the international system.
Based on all that has happened leading
up to this war and since its commence-
ment, I cannot in good conscience sup-
port any escalation of military force in
Iraq. But I plan to move forward with
a strong push for a diplomatic effort to
a problem that military action simply
has not been able to solve.

Some ask what will happen in Iraq if
we leave, but the more fundamental
question is, what will happen to Iraq
and the United States if we stay.

Dr. King, when speaking on Vietnam
once said, ‘“A time comes when silence
is betrayal. That time has come for us
in relation to Vietnam.”” I echo those
sentiments today. If Congress is silent
while the President escalates the war
in Iraq, we betray the American people,
we betray the American soldiers, and
we betray our constitutional responsi-
bility.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
am pleased to yield 5% minutes to Mr.
WoLF of Virginia, the ranking member
of the State and Foreign Operations
appropriations subcommittee.

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, we are a co-
equal branch of government. We do not
work for the President or the adminis-
tration; our job is to thoughtfully con-
sider the issues before us, and to work
with the President and with the admin-
istration. When we agree, it is our re-
sponsibility to work together for the
best interests of our country; and
where we cannot agree, however, we
have an equal responsibility to make
the case of why we disagree, and offer
responsible and thoughtful alter-
natives. This resolution does not meet
that test.

Some may say that is what we are
doing in the House this week, dis-
agreeing with the President and offer-
ing alternatives to the plan. This reso-
lution fails. There is no plan offered.

Certainly the resolution before us in-
cludes a statement on which we all un-
equivocally agree: support for our
brave men and women in the Armed
Forces who are serving or who have
served in Iraq.
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Yet it also includes a statement of
disapproval on the plan for Iraq offered
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by the President, a statement of dis-
agreement to which, again, no alter-
native is offered. If we disagree with
the President’s plan, we should be of-
fered reasoned, vresponsible alter-
natives. Instead of speaking today as
Democrats or Republicans, we should
come together, speaking as Americans
who are seeking to answer the ques-
tions of how to move forward with suc-
cess in Iraq.

Under the process today, we have
only one option from the other side of
the aisle. Is that what the American
people expect from this House? No. The
American people expect more. What is
so amazing to me and in this Congress,
you voted, this Congress voted and
passed legislation last year that set
our country on a course to find our way
forward in Iraq. We have to look no far-
ther than the report of the bipartisan
Iraq Study Group to find a way for-
ward, a new approach for Iraq, an ap-
proach that can bring us victory.

That is what we should be consid-
ering today. The recommendations of
this distinguished group can bring us
to a consensus and unite the Congress
and the Nation on Iraq. I have been to
Iraq three times, and since there, I con-
tinue to be deeply concerned.

So when I came back from my third
trip, I offered this idea of an inde-
pendent Dbipartisan commission we
called fresh eyes on the target, and
many Members on your side have been
hailing it, yet you would not permit
this to come up for a vote. Why would
the Rules Committee shut down some-
thing that many of you ask for over
and over? And there are Members on
my side who don’t like it, but it is the
only balanced plan.

This legislation was set up, the 10
Members, bipartisan, five Republicans,
five Democrats, Jim Baker, former
Secretary of State; Lee Hamilton, who
served here and has probably, quite
frankly, forgotten more about this
issue than any Members on your side
or any Members on my side. A 10-0 de-
cision, Leon Panetta, Ed Meese, whose
son will serve with General Petraeus,
they came up with this idea.

Yet the Rules Committee has shut
this down not to permit a vote. They
worked for more than 8 months sup-
ported by expert working groups, and
senior military advisors in the areas of
the economy, reconstruction, military,
security and political development.
The study’s report was issued on De-
cember 6 and was hailed, but yet it is
not permitted to come up for a vote.

Because of the importance of this
group, I introduced a sense of Congress
resolution in support of the rec-
ommendations. I asked the Rules Com-
mittee late last night to make my res-
olution in order to be considered dur-
ing the debate. By doing so, I believe
the House will be working to meet our
responsibility as political leaders to
seek a bipartisan consensus on the
issue of war and peace.

But the request, not on my behalf,
but on behalf of the American people,
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was turned down by the Rules Com-
mittee. Believe me, just for a second,
maybe our side at times treated you
wrong; but, believe me, you are getting
to be a fast learner, because every time
you seem to speak over here, the Re-
publican side of the aisle is shut down
from offering anything. This is the
major issue of war and peace. Can you
imagine if this were 1937 or 1938 or 1939
in the House of Parliament, and it was
a resolution like this with Nazi Ger-
many pouring over Europe, there would
be some resolution, and everyone else,
Churchill would have been shut out be-
cause he wanted to offer something
constructive to make a difference.

Let me read from a letter penned by
Jim Baker and Congressman Hamilton.
There is no magic formula, they said,
to solve the problem of Iraq. They basi-
cally say there are actions to take. The
political leaders need to establish a bi-
partisan approach. They go on to make
the report, the consensus report as to
work that they have done. We rec-
ommend their report, and then they
end by saying, ‘“‘Yet, U.S. foreign pol-
icy is doomed to failure—as is any
course of action in Iraq—if not sup-
ported by a broad, sustained con-
sensus.” Then they go on to say how
dangerous this is.

I ask you, why? Why couldn’t we get
a vote? Why couldn’t the American
people get a vote on something that
many on your side may not like, but
most do, and some on my side may not
like, but most do, and I ask, this body
ought to be voting on the Iraq Study
Group to show the American people
that we can be successful.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. ACKERMAN), a member of the
Foreign Affairs Committee and chair-
man of the Middle East Subcommittee.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, the
coalition of the willing no longer is. If
those who are no longer with us are
against us, then we have lost the sup-
port and the admiration of the entire
world. Those of us who came of age in
the sixties believing that war is the ul-
timate breakdown of civilized process
have done the unthinkable. We trusted
our leadership when we should have
questioned more.

We gave war a chance. We called
upon our sons and daughters entering
the prime of their young lives to step
up, as had generations before them, to
defend our freedom and our liberty
against an Iraqi nuclear threat that did
not exist. Our young people did not dis-
appoint. They answered the call, have
been fighting bravely and ferociously,
putting their lives on the line every
day for going on 4%z years.

They followed the orders of their offi-
cers right up to the Commander in
Chief, and a grateful Nation, indeed,
can ask no more. They did not dis-
appoint. But it is we who let them
down, tragically. We are reminded that
the President is the Commander in
Chief, and, indeed, he is. He sent them
to fight and die in a war based on a
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faulty and tortuously shifting premise.
That we, in our positions of great
trust, were misled and then misplaced
our trust, does not excuse us.

He sent them to fight in a war with-
out equipping them properly, and, as
many generals believe initially, in in-
sufficient numbers. With an abundance
of prayers but inadequate plans, he
sent them to fight international terror-
ists; but, instead, they are mired down,
enmeshed, and are being slaughtered in
someone else’s sectarian and deadly
civil war while the real terrorists pre-
pare to retake Afghanistan.

Six years ago I voted with the Presi-
dent. He is our President. I did not
want him to fail. His failure is our
country’s failure, and that is not ac-
ceptable. But here is where we are. We
have lost the support of even those in
the region who wanted Saddam’s de-
mise. We have not found the real ter-
rorist, Osama bin Laden.

We have lost the support of the coali-
tion of the willing. We have lost the
support of our major allies. We have
lost the prestige and admiration of the
world. We have lost our credibility. We
have lost the confidence of the Amer-
ican people. And we have lost over 3,000
precious lives of our bravest patriotic
and promising young citizens. I voted
with the President, and I was wrong,
but I know I was wrong.

Grown-ups know that not every story
has a happy ending regardless of good
intentions. I am afraid this is one such
story. I am afraid we have been led into
a dead-end chasm from which there is
no easy escape. Under the administra-
tion’s leadership, everything has gone
wrong. So what do we do now? Do we
compound the disaster?

Perhaps we can learn from the great
Iraqi poet, Omar Kyayyam, who in the
Runaiyat wrote:

“The Moving Finger writes; and hav-
ing writ,

Moves on; nor all your Piety nor Wit

Shall lure it back to cancel half a
Line,

Nor all your Tears wash out a Word
of it.”

Mr. Speaker, sending 20,000 addi-
tional troops is not a change of plans,
it is merely an escalation. About one
out of every 40 people we send to Iraq
comes home in a casket. As an old
math teacher, I can tell you by ex-
trapolation that sending 20,000 more
brings home 500 more dead. Little else
changes.

This vote is, indeed, nonbinding. It is
but the little boy in the crowd yelling,
“The emperor has no plan.” Mr. Speak-
er, managing failure is unpleasant, but
reinforcing it is criminal. Vote for the
resolution so that we might help the
President to avoid compounding this
disaster.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
before I yield the 5 minutes to Mr. KING
of Towa, I would like to yield 15 seconds
to Dr. GINGREY of Georgia to make
some remarks.

Mr. GINGREY.
gentlelady yielding.

I appreciate the
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Mr. Speaker, in response to our ar-
ticulate friend from the State of New
York, in regard to his comment, we
have given war a chance. I would just
say to him, you have. We have given
war a chance, and we have not given
victory a chance. This is not the time
to pull the rug out from under those
who have given their lives for their
country.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. With that, Mr.
Speaker, I would like to yield to Mr.
KiING of Towa for 5 minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the
gentlelady for yielding this time, and I
appreciate very much the privilege to
address you, Mr. Speaker, and the mes-
sage that is coming, at least from our
side of the aisle.

Mr. Speaker, I take us back to how
do we identify this enemy that we are
fighting? So I looked back through
some of the history. In 1783, we made
peace with Great Britain. The Revolu-
tionary War, for combat purposes, was
over. 1784, American merchant marines
were being attacked in the Mediterra-
nean by Barbary pirates.

In 1786, two diplomats, Thomas Jef-
ferson and John Adams, went over
there to meet with them, and their
idea was, we will be able to talk them
into peace. Well, they talked to them
all right, and the representative of the
Barbary pirates, Mr. Sidi Haji Abdul
Rahman Adja, responded to them, and
this is in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
from Thomas Jefferson’s report.

He asked him, why do you fight us,
why do you attack us, why do you kill
us? We have done nothing hostile to-
wards you. His answer was, It is found-
ed on the laws of our Prophet. It was
written in the Koran. All nations who
should not have acknowledged their
authority were sinners, that it was
their right and duty to make war upon
them wherever they could be found and
to make slaves of all they could not
take as prisoners, and that every Mus-
lim who should be slain in battle was
sure to go to Paradise.

I take you back to today. We call our
marines leathernecks. The reason for
that is they wore a heavy leather col-
lar to diminish the odds that they
would be beheaded by this enemy who
has, to this day, at least fairly re-
cently, is still beheading marines. That
is how this started.

Now, we are in a war. Von Clauswitz
wrote that the object of war is to de-
stroy the enemy’s will and ability to
conduct war. That means take away
their munitions, take care of their ar-
mies, destroy them if you can. But in
the end, whatever you might do doesn’t
break their will. You have to destroy
their will. There is nothing going on on
this side of the aisle that is dimin-
ishing the will of our enemy.

I will tell you, they will interpret it
as encouraging the will of the enemy. I
would point out this quote from
Moqtada al Sadr. I heard this over al
Jazeera TV when I was in the Middle
East, actually in Kuwait City, waiting
to go into Iraq the following morning,
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June 11, 2004. He said, “‘If we keep at-
tacking Americans, they will leave
Iraq the same way they left Vietnam,
the same way they left Lebanon, the
same way they left Mogadishu.”

June 11. Where does he get this from?
Well, he gets part of it from General
Jeaps’ book in Vietnam, the successful
general there. They understand, as I
heard to my own shock and sorrow, a
World War II veteran said to me on one
of the days we were honoring him, We
haven’t really won a war since World
War II.

Think about what that means. Think
about what that means to our enemies
who are encouraged by this kind of de-
bate and this kind of behavior. We
must have the resolve. I point out also
our casualties. We have lost 2,534
brave, patriotic Americans in hostile
action. We have lost 591 to accidents
within that theater.

The loss in American lives as a price
to be ready between Desert Storm 1
and the beginnings of Operation Iraqi
Freedom, that 10 years, was a little
over 5,000, averaging 505 a year. There
is a price to be ready, and they pay
that price. Those lost lives are every
bit as precious to us.

I listened to the debate over on this
side of the aisle. A brave American,
former admiral from Pennsylvania,
stated that he believes his job now is to
come in and help manage a successful
conclusion to the war.

Well, I want to compliment Judge
Louie Gohmert, who had the urge from
the bench, to legislate from the bench,
and realized that his constitutional re-
sponsibility, if he wants to legislate, is
to run for Congress. So now we have
Representative GOHMERT in Congress
actually legislating instead of legis-
lating from the bench.

I would submit my question to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania: Do you
really think your job is to come here
and micromanage the war? Do you
really think that is constitutional? Re-
gardless of that question, do you think
it is wise?

How would you like it if Congress
made a decision that you really only
needed one destroyer in your task
force, or you get along without the
submarine or maybe you only needed
half the supplies on your supply ship?
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That would be micromanagement
that I think he would raise a powerful
objection to. And so I would point out
that here on the floor of this Congress
when we had Nouri al-Maliki, the
Prime Minister of Iraq, speaking from
that very podium behind me, July 26,
2006, a short half a year ago, he said,
“The fate of our country and yours is
tied. Should democracy be allowed to
fail in Iraq and terror permitted to tri-
umph, then the war on terror will
never be won elsewhere.”

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to be here
and to be part of this debate. I wanted
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to congratulate the bipartisan way in
which this resolution was brought be-
fore this House with two Members of
the Armed Services Committee, the
chairman, IKE SKELTON from Missouri,
and Republican Member JONES from
North Carolina, and also Chairman
LANTOS of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee. I congratulate them in their
leadership.

At a recent send-off of troops being
redeployed from my home district in
Missouri, I told the families that I
would work in Congress to bring their
loved ones home safe, sound and soon.
However, this proposed military esca-
lation flies in the face of that inten-
tion.

As we enter the fifth year of this mis-
managed war in Iraq, with an ill-de-
fined plan, it is irresponsible to think
that an escalation is in the best inter-
ests of our troops. The Bush escalation
plan is yet another indication that the
President has failed to listen to the
American public, military experts, the
bipartisan Iraq Study Group, and Dem-
ocrat and Republican Members in this
Congress.

Even General Colin Powell, the
former Secretary of State, said, I am
not persuaded that any surge of troops
in Baghdad for the purposes of sup-
pressing this communitarian violence,
this civil war will work.

It is my solemn responsibility to act
on behalf of Missouri constituents and
their overwhelming desire for change. I
am proud to see the new Congress has
begun to systematically analyze the
President’s proposal regarding the war
in Iraq.

Since the beginning of the year, we
have already held 52 hearings in this
Congress about the war in Iraq. Evi-
dence this new Democratic-led Con-
gress is exercising real oversight and
demanding accountability on the Iraq
war. We will continue to ask the tough
questions about the President’s plan,
continue to insist on a new direction
while always putting our troops first.

We have the best military in the
world, and we owe our troops a clear
mission. Our men and women in uni-
form have done their job two and three
times over, and our civilian leadership
must provide a clear, achievable objec-
tive so they can come home soon.

This Congress has a grave duty to lis-
ten and take action. Recently, the
mother of a young soldier being de-
ployed back to Iraq told me, Congress-
man CARNAHAN, I am one of those
mothers who is against the war in Iraq,
but my son volunteered to serve his
country. Please be sure they get the
support and equipment they need to
come home quickly and safely.

That mother’s heartfelt request is a
powerful example of our national unity
and resolve to support our troops and
oppose this escalation policy that is
not making the Iraq Government more
self-reliant. In fact, it is using us fur-
ther as a crutch.

It is not making the Middle East re-
gion more stable. In fact, many of our
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military leaders say our very presence
there is fueling the insurgency, and it
is not making our country safer.
Today, the House begins a detailed de-
liberation on House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 63, which is only the beginning of
this Congress’s oversight of the Presi-
dent’s strategy in Iraq.

This straight-forward resolution
plainly expresses our support for the
brave men and women who are cur-
rently serving or who have served in
the Armed Forces. In my home State of
Missouri, over 27,000 men and women
have been deployed to serve in Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom and Operation
Iraq Freedom since September 2001.

It is our duty as Members of Congress
to ensure they have the necessary
training, equipment, resources and sup-
port while in harm’s way and when
they return home.

When debate concludes this week, it
is my firm hope that the result will be
a bipartisan vote reflecting both our
unwavering support of our troops and
the reality that a fourth U.S. esca-
lation is the wrong direction for our
country.

As the new majority, we have the op-
portunity to develop a comprehensive
and commonsense solution to enable us
to protect our troops, maintain our ob-
ligation, and end this conflict as quick-
ly as possible. We stand ready to pro-
vide real peace of mind for the Amer-
ican people by securing our homeland
and changing course in Iraq.

Great change is possible when this
Congress acts in unison with the Amer-
ican public. In the weeks and months
ahead, this Congress will act in a bipar-
tisan way to carefully and thoroughly
examine the President’s proposals and
pass decisions through hearings, debate
and oversight using all tools available
to change the direction of this war.

Most importantly, we will continue
to support our troops in hopes of de-es-
calation of the war and escalation of
the political solution for Iraq. Working
together, Mr. Speaker, great change is
possible.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5% minutes to the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG), a member
of the Anti-Terrorism Caucus.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding. I rise in
opposition to House Concurrent Reso-
lution 63, the resolution that calls on
us to disapprove of the increase in
troops in Iraq. I rise to oppose it, and
I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to carefully reflect on what
we are doing.

This debate may benefit the Amer-
ican people. This resolution will un-
doubtedly harm America and harm our
troops. Every American wants our
troops home. Every American wants
this war over. But it is not that easy.
You cannot just wish this war would
end and believe it will go away as a
problem for America. Life is never that
easy.

Let us begin with the text of the res-
olution. Make no mistake about it, it
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is very brief, and all of us should have
read it. It is two sentences long. It es-
sentially says: stay the course. A reso-
lution which says, we oppose increas-
ing troops, but we support our current
troops is a resolution that says, stay
the course.

It is not a resolution that says with-
draw. That might be a morally defen-
sible position, because perhaps we
should withdraw, at least some believe.
It is not a resolution that says, put in
more troops. It is a resolution that
says, adding more troops is wrong, but
we support those that are there.

That is a resolution to stay the
course. I would suggest no American
believes we should stay the course. 1
would suggest that the RAND study
and the Army’s manual on counterin-
surgency both suggest that staying the
course is wrong. Indeed, it is a recipe
for failure. Both RAND and our own
counterinsurgency manual say, if any-
thing, we should have between 400,000
and 450,000 troops there.

So why would we support staying the
course? Now, we all know that many of
us, and I included, wanted a change in
strategy in Iraq. My colleagues on the
other side called for a change in strat-
egy. This surge is the change in strat-
egy.

Indeed, and I am mystified, and I am
glad some of my colleagues today have
made the point, this is the change in
strategy, at least one of them, rec-
ommended by the Iraq Study Group. I
thought my colleagues on the other
side supported that. It seems to me
that there is also an important flaw in
this debate.

My colleagues say that this is a non-
binding resolution. I would suggest to
you that when you are at war, and
when the United States Congress acts
with regard to that war, it is not non-
binding. The world is watching. The
world is watching every word that is
said on this floor.

I believe we have a moral duty to fin-
ish what we began. Earlier on the floor,
my colleagues have mentioned that
many leaders in the region, in the Mid-
dle East, have begged us not to leave.
They have begged us to stay at least
long enough to stand up the Iraqi Gov-
ernment so that it can defend itself.
They have implored us not to leave.

Let me give you their words. They
have said, because they opposed our
originally going in, the coalition came
uninvited, it should not Ileave
uninvited. They are making the point
that we have a duty to finish this ef-
fort. They have talked about analogies.
They pointed out that a heart surgeon
who begins a heart surgery is not enti-
tled, halfway through the surgery, to
say, you know what, I am tired, I want
to leave.

On the other side of the aisle many of
my colleagues have said this is hard.
Indeed, it is hard. But that is not a jus-
tification for leaving. The best analogy
I heard was one that said, this is like
stepping on a land mine, where you put
your foot on it, but you know that if



H1522

you lift your foot off it will blow up.
We have put our foot on a land mine in
Iraq. But if we lift our foot off before
the Iraqi Government can defend itself,
it will blow us up, and it will blow
them up.

You cannot wish this war away. And
so I would suggest this resolution is
binding. The world is watching. Our al-
lies, if we abandon Iraq, will never
trust us again. But why do they want a
nonbinding resolution? Because they
do not want to accept responsibility.

The President does not have that
choice. He has responsibility. Those
who oppose this war have a duty to
take a stand, one side or the other. If
you oppose the war, then seek with-
drawal. If you do not, then do not un-
dermine our troops. Because make no
mistake, this nonbinding resolution
hurts our troops.

Let me just conclude with this point.
In the midst of an ongoing war, it is
impossible to support the troops and
oppose the mission. Let me make that
clear. The world is watching. Our en-
emies, al Qaeda, and the radical
jihadists who hate us and want to kill
us are watching. If we tell them we op-
pose the mission, we are encouraging
them. They have guns, rockets, and
missiles pointed at our troops. This
resolution is a grave error. I urge my
colleagues to oppose it.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5% minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA), who is a member
of the Foreign Affairs Committee and
chairman of the Higher Education
Committee.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of H. Con. Res. 63.
The State of Texas has a proud history
of military service. Thousands of Tex-
ans have fought with distinction in
every conflict this country has entered.

Hundreds of my constituents are cur-
rently serving in Iraq and Afghanistan.
They are willing to leave behind their
families and friends to risk their lives
in service to their country. Many will
never return home. Many will come
home maimed and injured.

I want to read the names of the
young people from the 15th District of
Texas who have given their lives in
Iraq and Afghanistan: Darrell Shipp,
Benito Ramirez, Javier Marin, Julio
Alvarez, Gary Moore, Tomas Garces,
Mark Anthony Zapata, Juan Calderon,
Christopher Ramirez, Dustin Sekula,
Juan Garza, James Kesinger, Mitchell
Mutz, John Russell, Quinton Gertson,
Christopher Kilpatrick, Tina Priest,
and Daniel Galvan.

I know how much their families and
friends have grieved at their loss. I
have spoken to their parents and
spouses and have attended many of
their funerals. We are all so very proud
of their military service and know they
did their very best.

However, as an elected Representa-
tive of the United States Government,
I have a responsibility to make sure
that the sacrifices of these brave men
and women were not in vain.
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I have a responsibility to see that
more Americans will not be sacrificed
unnecessarily. I have supported the
funding to give our military the body
armor, the equipment and training
they need, and I will continue to see
that they have whatever they need.
But I will not support an administra-
tion policy that puts more troops in
harm’s way, with no apparent end in
sight and with no clear goals on how to
win the fight.

In 2002, I stood in this well and I
spoke on that resolution giving the
President permission to go to war, and
I voted against going to war with Iraq
because I didn’t believe we had all the
information we needed on Iraq’s nu-
clear capabilities and weapons of mass
destruction and its support for ter-
rorism. I was concerned that the Presi-
dent had not convinced the 39 countries
who had supported us in the previous
war with Iraq. I was disappointed that
the President did not have an exit plan
after we defeated Iraq. And I was dis-
appointed that the President would not
put in the budget what we were going
to spend on that war.

No one denies that Saddam Hussein
was a cruel dictator who brutally op-
pressed his people, and I am glad that
the Iraqis are free of this tyranny. But
the Bush administration did not have
accurate information then, and I don’t
believe they have an accurate picture
of the situation today.

Our troops are now caught in the
middle of a civil war between religious
groups that have hated each other for
centuries. There is no defined enemy
and no clear battle lines.

The task of imposing and growing de-
mocracy in a place where it has never
been is not the job of our military. It
must come from the political will of
the Iraqi people. Only the Iraqis can
decide whether they want to put aside
centuries of discord and come together
to create a stable, democratic country
where the rights of every group is rec-
ognized. The Iraqi Government must
take responsibility for its own future.

After more than 4 years, the U.S. is
not safer because of our efforts in Iraq.
By dividing our resources, we have al-
lowed the Taliban to reemerge in Af-
ghanistan and have given al Qaeda a
strong foothold that it never had be-
fore in Iraq. Syria and Iran have gained
influence throughout the entire region.

We have spent hundreds of billions of
dollars at the expense of critical pro-
grams at home like education, health
care and homeland security. Our mili-
tary is severely strained with troops on
their third and fourth tours of Iraq.
Units are being deployed, either under-
staffed or with new personnel, that has
decreased unit cohesiveness, Dpro-
ficiency and morale. Equipment is
worn out and our readiness to deal with
an additional crisis is in jeopardy.

Unfortunately, most of his generals
disagree. The distinguished members of
the bipartisan Iraq Study Group dis-
agree, and more importantly, the
American people disagree.
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I hope my colleagues will join me in
supporting H. Con. Res. 63 and opposing
the President’s decision to send more
troops to Iraq.

We have spent hundreds of billions of dol-
lars at the expense of critical programs at
home like education, health care and Home-
land Security. Our military is severely strained
with troops on their third and fourth tours of
Irag. Units are being deployed either under-
staffed or with new personnel that has de-
creased unit cohesiveness, proficiency, and
morale. Equipment is worn out and our readi-
ness to deal with an additional crisis is in jeop-
ardy.

I\)IIS. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
before I turn over our segment of the
debate to Mr. HOEKSTRA of the Intel-
ligence Committee, I would like to rec-
ognize our last speaker for our seg-
ment, Mr. SHUSTER of Pennsylvania, a
member of the Anti-Terrorism Caucus,
for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, ‘“So
they go on in strange paradox, decided
only to be undecided, resolved to be ir-
resolute, adamant for drift, solid for
fluidity, all-powerful to be impotent.”
The words of Winston Churchill on the
eve of World War II ring true today as
clearly as they did decades ago describ-
ing our state of affairs.

I am disappointed with my colleagues
in the majority. They spent the time
and effort solidifying their caucus
against the war in Iraq. They devised a
number of plans to withdraw our
troops. They made Iraq the focus of
their agenda in November and not
staying the course their slogan. How-
ever, they stand today, as Churchill
said, resolved to be irresolute in their
position on Iraq.

The resolution we debate in the
House today is based on flawed logic.
The resolution states that Congress
supports the efforts of our troops in
mind but not in body. The fact is, this
resolution is framed upon the idea that
the current state of affairs in Iraq is
beyond recovery and should be aban-
doned.

Instead of offering any real alter-
natives, the Democrats have drafted a
nonbinding resolution that rejects the
President’s plan to reinforce our troops
and give the Iraqi Security Forces the
assistance they need. This resolution
does not bring us one step closer to vic-
tory. This resolution does nothing
more than reinforce the status quo.

This resolution does show the Amer-
ican people that yet again, the Demo-
crats, for all of their rhetoric, have no
plan, no alternative to fight the threat
of Islamic jihad. They instead have
chosen, amazingly, to simply stay the
course.

I will be the first to admit that, de-
spite the outstanding jobs that our
troops on the ground have done,
progress in the war is slow and frus-
trating. We overthrew a violent despot,
only to see a new and dangerous threat
emerge. But we can not be fooled into
thinking that by leaving Iraq this
threat will melt away.

By the very admission of the Islamic
fundamentalists we fight, this war is
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only part of a larger power play to con-
solidate power and form a jihadist Is-
lamic state in the center of the Middle
East.

In a speech released this month,
Ahman Zawahiri praised al Qaeda’s
master plan for Iraq. He asked Allah to
consolidate Iraq so that it unites all
our Muslim brothers in Iraq and sets
up an Islamic state which will proceed
to liberate Jerusalem and take steps
towards reestablishment of the Caliph-
ate.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is a grave
mistake for us to not take our enemy
at their word. The jihadists do not
want peace. They want capitulation.
We ignored their threats in the 1980s
and they bombed our Marine barracks
in Beirut. We ignored their rhetoric in
the nineties and they bombed the
World Trade Center and our embassies
in Africa. We ignored their threats in
the days leading up to September 11,
and our world was changed forever.

Democratic Presidential Candidate
John Edwards described this resolution
best when he compared it to a child
standing in a corner, stomping his feet.
This resolution may draw headlines,
but it will not change a thing.

We have one Commander in Chief,
not 435 separate executives. What the
Congress does have is the power of the
purse and the ability to cut off the
funding for the war. Let’s be honest.
This resolution is the first step in that
direction.

If cutting off funding is the Demo-
crats’ plan, and I believe it is, then let
them state it openly. They are no
longer the voice of the opposition in
Congress. They are the majority, and
they have an obligation to govern. It is
time for them to create a plan, a real
course of success. The American people
are waiting.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5% minutes to the Representative from
California, DIANE WATSON, senior mem-
ber of the Foreign Affairs Committee.

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, the esca-
lation of the conflict in Iraq is an exer-
cise in futility. It has been 3 years now
since the President declared that our
original mission was accomplished in
Iraq.

And then the President let victory
escape from our grasp. He confused the
toppling of Saddam Hussein with ac-
complishing the mission.

But there is a more important ques-
tion being raised here on the House
floor. It is an issue which has confused
our mission in Iraq from the beginning.
And it is the preposterous argument
that Iraq is part of the war against al
Qaeda.

The al Qaeda attack on America
killed almost 3,000 innocent Americans
in New York, at the Pentagon, and in a
field outside of Shanksville, Pennsyl-
vania. We pursued al Qaeda into Af-
ghanistan, dislodged the Taliban and
cornered Osama bin Laden at Tora
Bora. We had al Qaeda on the run. We
had the world united against terror and
in favor of freedom and democracy.
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But then the President switched his
focus at a critical time. He dismissed
the factors which had brought success
in Afghanistan, a just cause, clear evi-
dence, and a community of nations,
and instead pursued his Iraqi adventure
based on faulty intelligence and em-
ploying a strategy rejected by his own
Army Chief of Staff and numerous
other generals.

Thus, the President gave al Qaeda
breathing room; he let them regroup,
because he lost focus on the war on al
Qaeda, to wage war on Iraq. Mean-
while, in Afghanistan, al Qaeda and the
Taliban regrouped.

Iraq is not the central front in the
war on al Qaeda. Iraq is a distraction
from the war on al Qaeda. Each day we
spend in Iraq is a day we are not work-
ing to bring the perpetrators of 9/11 to
justice.

Whatever happened to Osama bin
Laden? Why aren’t we looking for him?

We have a direct connection to 9/11.
The families of those who perished on
9/11 are still waiting for an answer.

This escalation is an appalling dis-
play of our weakness. We are sending
only 21,000 combat troops to Iraq be-
cause, after stretching our military
thin for 4 years, that is all the troops
we have available at the moment.

The President cannot tell us what
victory is or when he hopes to achieve
it. What is really our goal in Iraq?
What are we trying to achieve? And are
we going to leave this mess for the
next President?

Today, Iraq is consumed by civil war.
Her neighbors, including our allies,
Jordan, Kuwait and Turkey, are over-
whelmed with refugees, and Iran is
strengthened and emboldened. If that
is not already destabilized, then the
word truly has no meaning.

The occupation itself is what is de-
stabilizing Iraq. The occupation is
placing Americans on the Killing fields.
The occupation undermines American
prestige and authority, and the occupa-
tion in Iraq makes it harder to defeat
al Qaeda.

The military battle is over. Our only
hope is to change course, to acknowl-
edge the reality that we have lost the
military struggle in Iraq. Only then
can we reengage with a strategy to
give us a political victory.

We must remove our forces and move
forward with a political and diplomatic
strategy to engage both our allies and
our adversaries in the region. This will
mean talking to Iran, not capitulating
to Iran. Even at the height of the Cold
War, Reagan was willing to talk to
Moscow. Until we are willing to engage
with Iran, our friends in the Middle
East, who fear Iranian dominance as
much as we do, will not believe we are
serious about confronting the Iranian
threats.

Last, and most appalling, is the des-
peration accusation that we are going
to cut off funds for our troops. Simply
not true.

This attack is especially galling
when it has been a Republican Con-
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gress and a Republican President who,
for 4 years, left our troops vulnerable,
without proper equipment, without
proper armor, and in an effort to fight
this war on the cheap.

I will never vote to leave our troops
without the support they need. But nei-
ther will I vote to continue down a
path that is putting them at needless
risk.

Vote for this bill.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to yield 6 minutes to my
colleague from Alabama, who recog-
nizes the danger of believing that we
can negotiate with al Qaeda and bin
Laden, Mr. EVERETT.

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the ranking member of the Intelligence
Committee, my friend from Michigan.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
opposition to H. Con. Res. 63, the
Democrats’ nonbinding resolution that
does nothing to improve the outcome
of the war, but does much to hurt the
war against terrorism.

The resolution claims they support
the troops. However, regardless of what
the previous speaker said, they refuse
to protect the money our troops must
have while they are in harm’s way.
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If we wanted to have a meaningful
debate on the real issues facing this
country, we would take up Congress-
man SAM JOHNSON’s bill that opposes
any effort to cut off or restrict funding
for our military.

But that is not the debate we are
having today. Instead, we are debating
a nonbinding resolution that, in my
mind, can only hurt our troops who are
on the battlefield as we speak, and this
resolution can only give comfort to
those who wish to kill Americans.

Making Iraq a secure place is dif-
ficult because of deep-seated religious
and ethnic divisions. This is high-
lighted by the murderous acts of
Saddam’s dictatorship that killed so
many thousands. In addition, al Qaeda
and local terrorists along with hostile
foreign governments, including Iran,
have both encouraged and funded the
current violence in the hopes that Iraq
will not follow the path to democracy.
They must not be allowed to succeed.

Any American lives lost in the de-
fense of our Nation is one too many.
Yet we must not turn from our task of
defeating terrorism before the job is
done. President Bush is the Com-
mander in Chief and intends to rein-
force American troop strength by 21,000
soldiers to help Iraq’s new government
finally control violence and restore
order. While I believe the decision to
increase troop strength in Iraq could
have been made much sooner and in
greater numbers, it today presents the
only viable option to bringing order to
the country and laying the foundation
for Iraqi Government control of that
nation’s security.

Iraq’s government is taking new
steps to control the violence from all
ethnic groups and made it clear that
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our abandoning them at this stage
would guarantee failure for democracy
in Iraq. And it would ensure a tremen-
dous setback in America’s battle to
deny terrorism a foothold and give
them more chances to continue to kill
Americans. Pulling back now with no
viable plan to stabilize Iraq would be a
disastrous action. This sentiment was
expressed in the most recent National
Intelligence Estimate on Iraq.

Mr. Speaker, as you know, the NIE is
the intelligence community’s most au-
thoritative written judgments on na-
tional security issues and is designed
to help us develop policies to protect
U.S. national security interests. Spe-
cifically, this report states: ‘‘Coalition
capabilities, including force levels, re-
sources, and operations, remain an es-
sential stabilizing element in Iraq.” In
addition, it goes on to say: “If coali-
tion forces were withdrawn rapidly
during the term of this estimate, we
judge that this almost certainly would
lead to a significant increase in the
scale and scope of sectarian conflict in
Iraq, intensify Sunni resistance to the
Iraqi Government, and have adverse
consequences for national reconcili-
ation.”

While America must not be in Iraq
indefinitely, we should not leave with-
out ensuring that the terrorists that
are there are put down. To do other-
wise would be terribly shortsighted and
would ultimately embolden our ter-
rorist enemies who have made no se-
cret of their desire to continue to kill
Americans.

As a member of the House Armed
Services Committee and Intelligence
Committee, I have monitored the de-
velopments in the war on terrorism, in-
cluding those in Iraq. I met with Presi-
dent Bush in the White House to dis-
cuss the military mission in Iraq short-
ly after he outlined his strategy for
Iraq in early January. We explored
what would happen in Iraq, the Middle
East, and America if we withdrew from
the fight before Iraq’s democratic gov-
ernment is strong enough to maintain
the peace. Our conclusion was that Iraq
would become a sanctuary for terror-
ists and a base from which they could
launch future attacks against Ameri-
cans.

Some Members have tried to claim
that the war in Iraq has nothing to do
with the war on terrorism. That is the
only way they can justify this non-
binding resolution, and that is pure
nonsense.

We have the greatest military on the
face of the Earth, one that no other
military dare stand before lest they be
destroyed. The only thing that can de-
feat us is the lack of will. And may God
help us if we lose the will to defend this
great Nation against terrorism.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California, HILDA SOLIS, member of the
Energy and Commerce Committee and
Vice Chair of the Environment and
Hazardous Materials Subcommittee.

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time.
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I rise today in support of H. Con. Res.
63.

I am a strong supporter of our service
men and women and strongly com-
mitted to finding a reasonable and re-
sponsible resolution which includes a
redeployment of our troops. However, a
responsible resolution does not include
the deployment of more of our brave
service men and women to Iraq. Sixty-
six percent of Americans oppose the
President’s escalation plan to send ad-
ditional troops to Iraq. They believe, as
I do, without a new policy to secure the
peace and stabilize Iraq, further esca-
lation will do nothing but unneces-
sarily risk the lives of more U.S. serv-
ice men and women.

There are currently 135,000 U.S.
troops courageously serving in Iraq. At
the direction of our government, they
left their fathers, mothers, brothers,
children, and wives. This war is having,
as you know, a significant impact on
their families and our communities.

In the district that I represent, the
32nd Congressional District of Cali-
fornia, we have lost 13 sons to combat.
Note the photograph that I have here
on display. This includes Lance Cor-
poral Francisco Martinez from the city
of Duarte in the San Gabriel Valley,
who bravely served our country despite
not even being a U.S. citizen. I was
able to meet his parents. They were
very humble individuals who spoke
only Spanish and proudly stated that
their son served their country with
honor. It breaks my heart to think
that this was only one servicemember,
only one of the more than 3,000 families
that have been through this since the
war started almost 4 years ago.

The past 3 months, as you Kknow,
have been the deadliest months in the
war in over 2 years. While Latinos
make up 12 percent of the U.S. popu-
lation, they make up 17 percent of the
service men and women in combat in
Iraq, and 11 percent of those have al-
ready been killed. U.S. casualties are
now more than 3,100 and more than
23,400 service men and women have
been wounded in action, and nearly
half of those wounded will not be able
to lead a normal life because of severe
injuries, permanent disabilities, and
post-traumatic stress syndrome. Yet
many of these service men and women
will return to Iraq for a second, third,
and maybe even a fourth tour.

The President’s proposal to escalate
ignores the real needs of our troops and
the grave reality of this situation.
Three times in the past 2 years the
number of U.S. troop levels have in-
creased in Iraq. Three times this ap-
proach has failed. And during Oper-
ation Together Forward, additional
troops were sent into Baghdad because
of an increase in sectarian violence.
U.S. military spokesman General Wil-
liam Caldwell stated that the increase
was a failure and had ‘‘not met our
overall expectations of sustaining a re-
duction in the levels of violence.” Even
the commander of the U.S. Central
Command in Iraq has testified that top
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military commanders in Iraq do not be-
lieve that increasing the number of
troops is the right approach. He stated,
“I do not believe that more American
troops right now is the solution to this
problem. I believe that the troop levels
need to stay where they are.”

Increasing the number of U.S. troops
is not a solution. The increase does
nothing to improve long-term security
and end sectarian violence. Our coun-
try needs a policy to secure and sta-
bilize Iraq and one that constructively
engages in diplomacy and partners
with our neighboring countries and the
region to create a stable and peaceful
nation, not a blank check to send more
men and women into harm’s way. We
need a policy and a plan to put the wel-
fare of our service men and women first
so they can come home, rejoin their
families, and receive the care they de-
serve. They should include adequate
services for returning service men and
women, including culturally competent
care, mental health care for veterans,
housing and education.

We need a plan to ensure that U.S.
tax dollars are not going to war profit-
eering and fraud, such as the $1.4 bil-
lion that has been somehow charged by
Halliburton. I strongly believe that
this is possible, but it will require
courage, cooperation, and leadership on
the part of all my colleagues. Let me
say to my colleagues that I support our
troops and the war on terror. Unfortu-
nately, the war in Iraq is not the war
on terror.

Mr. Speaker, I will continue to sup-
port and protect our sons and daugh-
ters who are serving, as these young
people have served us so well. I will do
so by voting for this resolution and by
supporting their redeployment.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
at this time 5 minutes to my colleague
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my good friend for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the co-Chairs of the
Iraq Study Group, former Secretary of
State James Baker and former House
Foreign Affairs Chairman Lee Ham-
ilton, wrote late last year: ‘“There is no
magic formula to solve the problems of
Iraq. However, there are actions that
can be taken to improve the situation
and protect American interests.

“Many Americans are dissatisfied,”
they go on to say, ‘‘not just with the
situation in Iraq but with the state of
our political debate regarding Iraq. Our
political leaders must build a bipar-
tisan approach to bring a responsible
conclusion to what is now a lengthy
and costly war. Our country deserves a
debate that prizes substance over rhet-
oric and a policy that is adequately
funded and sustainable. The President
and Congress,” Baker and Hamilton go
on to say, ‘must work together.”

“The President and Congress must
work together.” ““‘Our country deserves
a debate that prizes substance over
rhetoric.” Good advice, especially
when we are in the middle of a war to
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help a suffering people living in a tor-
tured land striving to matriculate from
dictatorship to democracy.

Like many Americans, Mr. Speaker, I
too have serious questions about this
war, especially its cost in human life. I
too am impatient and want our men
and women brought safely home as
quickly as possible.

But with so many Americans and
Iraqis and coalition forces at risk, it is
important to ask what message a non-
binding surge disapproval resolution
with no force of law might have on a
troop surge already under way and
what message do we send to our troops,
our allies, and our enemies. Will it de-
moralize even a little, maybe a lot,
those brave Americans who have put
their lives on the line so that others
may be free? Will it undermine the re-
solve, commitment, and solidarity of
those nations that have stood with us
against the hate and murder of the ex-
tremists? And how will our enemies re-
gard passage of this resolution? With
celebration? Will they step up their al-
ready far too robust campaign of ter-
rorism, murder, and suicide bombing?

If the Democratic leadership wants
to stop the surge or the war itself,
bring a measure to the floor to defund
it. The debate on defunding the war
and, most certainly, the vote would
have predictable clear-cut con-
sequences. The President can’t spend
money on a war he doesn’t first get
from Congress. But by offering what is
essentially a sense of the House resolu-
tion, the weakest, least effective way
of driving home a point because it com-
pels nothing, I am concerned that the
House this week may, unwittingly, sig-
nificantly hurt the morale of our
warfighters while empowering the hate
mongers. Surely no one in this Cham-
ber wants that.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GENE GREEN), member of the
House Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee and Vice Chair of the Sub-
committee on Health.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague for al-
lowing me to speak.

I rise today in support of this resolu-
tion. The President’s escalation, or
surge, as he calls it, is not a strategy
that will quell the violence in Iraq.

We have heard for too long that
change in Iraq is just around the cor-
ner, and we continue to spend billions
of dollars and have taken thousands of
U.S. casualties.

I supported our goals to bring democ-
racy to Iraq, voted for the Iraq resolu-
tion, and voted for the billions of dol-
lars to support that effort. And I will
not vote to cut funding for our troops
while they are in the field in Iraq and
Afghanistan.

J 1800

They are doing their best with a very

flawed plan, and that doesn’t come

from just GENE GREEN saying it. I
heard it less than a year after we went
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there, from e-mails that parents for-
warded me.

Our goals were great in Iraq. The
plan was not. The administration’s
plan has not worked since the first
year. It is time we send a strong mes-
sage to the President that we no longer
support the administration’s strategy.

President Bush addressed the Nation
on January 10 of this year to announce
his plans to send an additional 21,500
soldiers and marines to Iraq. This move
ignores advice from the military and
has been tried before without success.

General John Abizaid, former com-
mander of the Central Command, testi-
fied before the Senate Armed Services
Committee on November 15, 2006, that
he and General George Casey, the
Corps Commander, and Lieutenant
General Martin Dempsey all agreed
that more troops were not needed. The
White House is continuing with the
same flawed strategy to pacify the
country that has not worked, and add-
ing another 20,000 troops will not make
it work.

March 19 of this year will mark 4
years since we went into Iraq. May 1
will mark 4 years since the President
declared ‘‘mission accomplished.” But
we turn on the news today and still see
headlines, ‘“‘Car Bombers Kill 60 in
Baghdad,” ‘“‘Four More American Sol-
diers Killed in Gunfight With Militia.”

We have made great strides in Iraq,
but we are now trying to police a war
between sectarian armies. Our troops
have performed all that has been asked
of them, and according to the National
Security Council’s analysis, we have
achieved many of our initial objec-
tives: removing Saddam Hussein from
power, assisting Iraq with a constitu-
tion and free elections, and helping es-
tablish democratic institutions.

It is time for the Iraqis to take con-
trol of their own country and that we
begin bringing our troops home. This is
in the best interests of our military,
the Iraqis and our national security.

Our forces cannot indefinitely sus-
tain the demands we currently are
placing on them. Joint Chiefs Chair-
man Peter Pace acknowledged last
week when testifying before the House
Armed Services Committee that non-
deployed U.S. forces are not suffi-
ciently equipped, echoing similar con-
cerns expressed recently by Army Chief
of Staff Peter Schoomaker and Lieu-
tenant General Steven Blum, chief of
the Pentagon’s National Guard Bureau.

The Guard, nationwide, is only
equipped to about 30 percent of their
needs. Units are taking equipment with
them into theatre and being forced to
leave much of it for other units to use
when they come home. It will cost
about $25 billion to reequip the Na-
tional Guard and Reserves to pre-Iraqi
war levels.

We cannot continue to send troops to
Iraq for 12-month deployments every
other year and expect to maintain a
well-equipped and experienced fighting
force with high morale.

This resolution expresses the beliefs
of many Members of this House that
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sending an additional 21,500 troops to
Iraq is not in our Nation’s interests
and not a solution for the violence in
Iraq. The solution is for the Iraqi Gov-
ernment, the elected government, to do
what they need to do. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting this
resolution.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, I
yield 6 minutes to my colleague from
California (Mr. ISSA), a member of the
Intelligence Committee.

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be modified at page 1, line 6, after the
word ‘“‘Iraq” to include ‘‘personnel from
the United States Intelligence Commu-
nity who are serving or who have
served bravely and honorably world-
wide to counter radical jihadists.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
KAPTUR). The previous question has
been ordered without amendment.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, does that
mean that unanimous consent cannot
be offered?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The pre-
vious question has been ordered, to
adoption of the concurrent resolution
without intervening motion.

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, further
point of inquiry. My understanding is
that a unanimous consent request is al-
ways in order separate from the rule. Is
that not correct?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
not correct. Under the present cir-
cumstances the Chair is constrained
not to entertain an amendment to the
resolution.

Mr. ISSA. Thank you, Madam Speak-
er.

Madam Speaker, that makes it very
clear that in fact even if there is no ob-
jection to including the brave men and
women who operate, often without
weapons, who operate behind enemy
lines, who in fact are part of our Intel-
ligence Community, they cannot be in-
cluded in this resolution. It is a sad
day when democracy does not even in-
clude that which there is no objection
to from being considered.

Notwithstanding that, Madam
Speaker, I think it is extremely impor-
tant that we deal with the limited
strict language we have been offered,
and, in the spirit of that strict lan-
guage, I must oppose it. I must oppose
it because in fact on a strict basis this
resolution, if heeded by the administra-
tion, says stay a failed course of ac-
tion.

Madam Speaker, it is amazing that
the election very clearly told us in No-
vember that the American people were
not comfortable with the conduct of
this war; that in fact on both sides of
the aisle, people were calling for a
bolder vision, a vision that was more
aggressive diplomatically and mili-
tarily. In fact, two Presidential can-
didates, Senator HILLARY CLINTON and,
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in fact, Senator MCCAIN, are and have
been saying we should have had more
troops early, we should have more
troops now. It is amazing that in fact
the one thing this resolution is saying
is stay the course, make no changes.

Further, regardless of what my Dem-
ocrat colleagues would say today, the
next step after ‘“Mr. President, we will
not send more troops,” is, ‘“Mr. Presi-
dent, we will not send more tanks; Mr.
President, we will not send further per-
sonnel and intellectual gatherers to
understand our enemy; Mr. President,
we won’'t send more translators; Mr.
President, we cannot and will not sup-
port more body armor; Mr. President,
we will not support this war on terror
throughout the region.”

Those are the next steps, because you
can’t simply say, as this resolution
tries to, stay the course. Do nothing.
No increases, no decreases. Support the
troops, but send them no more.

That makes as much sense as telling
the people at the Alamo, stay the
course. That wasn’t the right solution
at the Alamo. At the Alamo they
should have either increased their
forces so that they could have sus-
tained the bombardment, or with-
drawn.

We, in fact, are in a position where
the President has made a multitude of
new initiatives, one of which includes
additional troops to help relieve those
tired troops, to help bring the force
level up to a level similar to exactly
what Presidential candidates on both
sides of the aisle were clamoring for
just a few weeks ago and throughout
the election.

Madam Speaker, one of the other
things that just amazes me, today I
took a little time and I checked out
how many Members of Congress served
in the military. It turns out it is less
than one-third. I checked out how
many Members went to Iraq in the pre-
vious Congress. It turns out less than
one-third.

The fact is that we are considering a
resolution as though we were General
Petraeus, a man who was unanimously
confirmed in the Senate just a few days
ago, and deployed to support and de-
fend our troops and this effort, who is
solidly convinced that we have to do
more and do it better and who is there
to do it and was unanimously con-
firmed.

In closing, Madam Speaker, only
here, with less than one-third of the
Members having gone and seen what is
going on in Iraq, less than one-third
having served in the military, even at
a minor level of lieutenant or captain
or private, have the hubris to say that
we have to not add, not subtract, just
keep the exact same number that we
and the American people believe is not
getting the job done. That is exactly
what this resolution is claiming to do.
We are not given an alternative in any
way, shape or form.

So, Madam Speaker, there is no
choice on either side of the aisle.
Whether you believe we should have
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more or we should have less, nobody
believes that we should stay the exact
course with no change, and that is
what this is asking for.

So I call on my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to realize that in fact
this resolution calls for the one thing
that the American people most object
to, and that is unchanged staying the
course at this level. The American peo-
ple called on us in November to do
something bolder, to bring peace in the
region, and I call on you to vote down
this resolution just exactly to do that.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY), a mem-
ber of the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee and chairman of the Sub-
committee on Telecommunications.

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman.

Madam Speaker, this debate marks
the beginning of the end of the ill-con-
ceived, mismanaged and ultimately
failed war in Iraq. The war in Iraq was
launched on the basis of false and mis-
leading intelligence about a non-
existent nuclear weapons program.
When the inspectors looked for nuclear
weapons in all the most likely places,
there was nothing there. When they
looked in all the unlikely places, there
was nothing there. When this was re-
ported to the world, the world said
“don’t invade.” But when this was re-
ported to the President of the United
States, he chose to invade Iraq. In
other words, the President did the op-
posite of what the evidence would dic-
tate.

Here we are, 4 years after the inva-
sion. The American people looked at
the facts on the ground in Iraq and
voted in November to de-escalate. The
generals looked at the situation and
said de-escalate. The Iraq Study Group
analyzed our options and said we
should de-escalate.

So what has the President of the
United States decided? After all the
evidence, he has chosen to escalate the
war. Once again, our President is doing
the opposite of what the evidence and
common sense dictates.

Our troops continue to fight hero-
ically to prevent Iraq from sliding into
anarchy, but they are losing ground to
a deep emotional cycle of religious
strife and revenge that goes back 14
centuries. Our soldiers cannot be beat-
en on the military battlefield, but nei-
ther should they be faulted for failing
to drain a political swamp.

The American people are now speak-
ing out with one clear voice, in frustra-
tion and in anger, demanding change,
demanding a new direction in Iraq. But
the President isn’t giving us a new di-
rection. All he has to offer is more of
the same, an escalation of our troop
presence in Iraq. And this escalation
ignores the recommendation of the bi-
partisan Iraq Study Group, which said
that all combat brigades not necessary
for force protection could be out of Irag
by the beginning of 2008.

This week, we have a choice: We can
say no to the President’s failed war in
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Iraq, we can say no to the President’s
escalation, and we can say no to the
unnecessary loss of another American
soldier, marine or airman; or we can
once again vote to stay the course and
to continue on with this failed policy.

Many Americans have expressed frus-
tration that the resolution we vote on
this week is a nonbinding resolution,
and I understand that frustration. On
January 9, Senator KENNEDY and I in-
troduced companion bills in the Senate
and House to block President Bush’s
new plan to escalate troop levels in
Iraq. Our legislation would prevent the
obligation or expenditure of a single
dollar to increase the number of troops
in Iraq unless Congress affirmatively
voted to do so.

But I would not dismiss this resolu-
tion’s importance simply because it is
nonbinding. Twenty-four years ago,
this House took up another nonbinding
resolution when it first debated my nu-
clear freeze resolution. We passed the
nuclear freeze on the floor of the
House. It was nonbinding and it never
passed the Senate. But it nevertheless
changed the course of this Nation’s nu-
clear weapons policy. It did so because
of the pressure it put on the White
House to change, and it was followed
by binding legislation that halted tests
of anti-satellite weapons, cut funding
for Star Wars and cut in half the plan
size of the MX missile force.

That is why I fully understand why
some Republican Members have simul-
taneously denounced this resolution as
silly and unserious, and, at the same
time, have tried to prevent its passage.
Why are they afraid of a nonbinding
resolution? Because this resolution ex-
poses the lack of support in the Con-
gress for the President’s escalation
scheme.

The administration’s failed strategy
has already ended any chance of a suc-
cessful short-term outcome. The just-
released, deeply pessimistic National
Intelligence Hstimate on Iraq simply
confirms this situation.

We are in the middle of a sectarian
religious civil war in Iraq, and the
presence of our troops is preventing the
Iraqi people from taking responsibility
for their own security and for their
own political solution that must fol-
low.

This war should never have been
fought, period. It was a mistake, the
American people know it was a mis-
take, our military leaders know it was
a mistake and a bipartisan majority in
the United States Congress know it
was a mistake.
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Let’s pass this resolution and send a
strong signal to the Bush administra-
tion that it is time to stop the esca-
lation, bring this war to an end, and
bring our troops home. I urge adoption
of this resolution.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
KAPTUR). Please state your parliamen-
tary inquiry.
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Mr. HOEKSTRA. Does this resolution
include any provisions expressing sup-
port for the members of the United
States intelligence community serving
inside of Iraq?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will not interpret the pending
measure.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Further parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may state his inquiry.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. When would it be
appropriate to ask for unanimous con-
sent to correct this oversight in this
resolution that only addresses support
for our armed services, but as the rank-
ing member of the Intelligence Com-
mittee, I feel that it does a great injus-
tice to the hundreds of people in the in-
telligence community who are not rec-
ognized for their service in Iraq?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would look to the majority man-
ager of the concurrent resolution for
any proposal to alter it.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Further parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may state his inquiry.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Would it be appro-
priate at any time during the debate on
this resolution to ask for unanimous
consent to modify this resolution to
address the significant oversight in the
underlying resolution?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would only entertain such a re-
quest at the instance of the majority
manager of the concurrent resolution.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I thank the Chair.

With that, I would like to yield 5
minutes to my colleague from the
State of Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO).

Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Speaker, I
am privileged to be a member of the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs.
Our chairman, Mr. LANTOS, has sched-
uled for March a hearing to discuss the
different proposals relating to the han-
dling of the war in Iraq. He has prom-
ised a lot of time for debate on all the
different bills introduced in the House
of Representatives, ranging from those
that call for us to pull out of Iraq im-
mediately, to those that demonstrate
our presence there as part of a larger
war, not against a nation, but against
a movement, Islamic jihadis. They are
everywhere and are responsible for at-
tacks in India, Jordan, Israel, England,
Egypt, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Rus-
sia, Spain, Turkey, the Gaza, Morocco,
Pakistan and in the United States and
Iraq.

Chairman LANTOS wants to make
sure that all sides are heard, that all
possible alternatives are given an air-
ing. But that is what is missing in the
bill that the Democratic majority has
given us this evening: it can’t be
amended. Can you imagine three days
of debate without the opportunity to
amend a bill? That implies the Demo-
cratic leadership believes they have a
monopoly on truth and fear input from
other Members of Congress.

The bill we are debating today con-
demns the infusion of up to 21,000 more

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

troops in Iraq. However, at a time
when we should be excited about a new
proposal calling for a major shift in our
policy on Iraq, the bill we are debating
condemns it. This proposal taps as its
new leader Lieutenant General David
Patraeus, who should be given an op-
portunity to succeed. Confirmed unani-
mously by the Senate, he has extensive
knowledge of other wars and military
conflicts and has resolved that Amer-
ica can achieve a favorable result in
Iraaq.

The new policy is a shift in the rules
of engagement and calls upon the
Iraqis themselves to step up in respon-
sibility and achievement. A Wash-
ington Post story dated January 12 of
this year with the byline, ‘With-
drawals could start if Iraq plan works:
Gates,” repeats the words of Secretary
of Defense Robert Gates testifying be-
fore the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee on January 11, Gates said: “‘If
these operations actually work, you
can begin to see a lessening of the U.S.
footprint both in Baghdad and Iraq
itself. Then you could have a situation
later this year where you could actu-
ally begin withdrawing.”’

Isn’t that what Americans want, a
plan of action with a new focus, stabi-
lizing Iraq and bringing our troops
home? But that plan is not being de-
bated today, and that is why I am
going to vote against this resolution.

We live in extremely dangerous
times. We Lknow Iran is developing
atomic weaponry. We also know that
six other Arab nations are actively
seeking atomic technology, according
to the International Atomic Energy
Agency. The stakes are onerous. That
is why America’s men and women in
uniform not only deserve our support
in the field, but also here in the House
of Representatives, by allowing their
opinions to be voiced through their
Members of Congress. It is the least we
can do for them.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California, MAXINE WATERS, Chair
of the Out of Iraq Caucus.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I rise
as Chair of the 76-member Out of Iraq
Caucus, and I will be followed by many
other members during this hour. I rise
in support of our troops and in support
of this resolution opposing the Presi-
dent’s escalation of this war.

Madam Speaker, I support this reso-
lution, hoping this will be a first step
in ending this war and reuniting our
troops with their families and loved
ones. This is an unbinding resolution.
The real test for this Congress is going
to be whether or not we will continue
to fund this war.

For nearly 4 years, our troops have
served bravely and admirably in Iraq.
Unfortunately, the President and his
administration have decided to pursue
a political agenda when it decided to
push for an invasion of Iraq. The Presi-
dent ignored the advice of dozens of ex-
perts inside and outside the govern-
ment about invading Iraq. For exam-
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ple, the administration ignored the in-
telligence community’s opinions about
the status of Iraq’s weapons of mass de-
struction programs. The administra-
tion also ignored recommendations
about the number of troops needed to
secure Iraq following the fall of Sad-
dam Hussein. In addition, the Presi-
dent and the administration ignored
warnings about the difficulty and dan-
ger of occupying Iraq and that Iraq
would likely break down into sectarian
violence.

In short, the administration ignored
everything that conflicted with its
plan to invade Iraq. Unfortunately, no
one has borne the burdens of the ad-
ministration’s Iraq narrow agenda
more than our troops and their fami-
lies. The decision to escalate the war,
to send more than 21,000 additional
troops to Iraq, will only increase the
burden on our troops. Many of the
troops serving in Iraq have served two,
three, even four tours of duty. And of
course the failed Iraq policy has re-
sulted in the death of 3,109 U.S. troops,
including 3256 from my own State of
California, and injury of more than
23,000 others.

Madam Speaker, many experts be-
lieve that the President’s latest plan
will not work, and early indications
support that conclusion. About 5,000
troops have arrived in Baghdad since
the President announced the plan in
January, yet the violence and devasta-
tion in Iraq is increasing. It is esti-
mated that more than 2,276 Iraqi civil-
ians have died so far this year and that
more than 1,000 Iraqi security forces
and 33 U.S. servicemen have died in
just the past week. We are sending
thousands more troops to Iraq in what
is now known to be a civil war. Sending
more troops to Iraq is not the answer.
The key to stabilization is bringing our
troops home and renewing our commit-
ment to diplomacy.

This resolution is the first step in
reining in this President and his mis-
guided policies. However, as many have
noted, this is, again, an unbinding reso-
lution. I look forward to working with
my colleagues on the war, spending
bills that will be considered in the
coming months to enact meaningful
changes to this failed policy and to fi-
nally bring our troops home. The fu-
ture of the entire Middle East is at
stake.

The President does not appear to un-
derstand or appreciate the situation in
Iraq is deteriorating each day. We are
losing; however, we can win. And we
will win by using leadership to engage
and unite rather than attempting to
overpower and conquer. Who are we
fighting? The Sunnis, the Kurds, the
Shias? Who are the insurgents? Some
Sunnis, some Shias, some Kurds? Who
are the terrorists? Shias, Sunnis,
Kurds, Syrians, Iranians? Who are we
fighting? I don’t think our soldiers
know, and I am not so sure this admin-
istration has really given the Kkind of
deep thought and consideration as to
who we are really fighting.
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Diplomacy is the only answer. Today,
we must oppose this escalation. How-
ever, I have no choice but in the final
analysis to oppose continued funding of
the American taxpayers’ dollars to the
war giant whose appetite cannot be
satisfied, but in the interest of peace,
must be denied.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. At this time I would
like to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam
Speaker, I think we need to ask our-
selves several questions: Does this res-
olution make America safer? Does this
resolution send a message to our allies
that draws them closer to us? Does this
resolution encourage our troops, or
does it discourage our troops?

We heard about de-escalation and
when that might be appropriate, when
it may not be. But I can tell you that
this resolution does not accomplish de-
escalation. In fact, it does not even
support the troops on their way as we
speak. It only supports the troops who
have served or are currently serving.

Madam Speaker, in my conversations
with constituents, with soldiers, with
those closest to the situation, they see
hope, they see hope in a change of
strategy. We know that the status quo
is not what we need to do, and that is
why a change in strategy is certainly
in order.

I don’t pretend to be General
Patraeus, and I hope that none of us
pretend to know more about the situa-
tion than General Patraeus.

I am concerned when we hear that
this resolution is the first step for cut-
ting funding. Why don’t we just put
that resolution up right now? We can
save a lot of time; we can send a more
direct message. Is that the appropriate
thing to do? I hope that you will join
me in voting ‘‘no”” on this resolution
because I support our troops and their
mission.

Mr. CARNAHAN. I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from New York, JOSE
SERRANO, member of the House Appro-
priations Committee.

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

Mr. SERRANO. This is, indeed, a
very solemn occasion; and anyone
watching this debate, either on tele-
vision or in the gallery, should under-
stand that we take very seriously what
we say here today. We may disagree on
what the final outcome should be, but
we do take it very seriously.

And I take it seriously as I recall a
funeral I attended, it seems a long time
ago, for a member of the Armed Forces,
Luis Moreno, who was killed in Iraq. I
remember that rainy morning, leaving
the church on the way to the cemetery,
the pain and the sadness that took
place in the whole community, the
pain and the sadness that engulfed a
family and everyone who was there.

We took seriously the loss of that
life, and we honor every day the fact
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that he was sent to that battlefield and
he gave his life for that particular
cause, which we discuss today.

We are here in his honor to say that
we have to make sure that we no
longer continue to escalate this war
which was presented to us, it seems
again, a long time ago based on, at the
minimum, false information, and at
most, sadly, lies presented to this Con-
gress.
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We have to make sure that no further
loss of life takes place. So much has
been said today about supporting our
troops. Well, I know of no greater sup-
port than to bring them home tomor-
TOwW morning.

I know a lot of people will say, if you
bring them home, Iraq will become a
mess. Well, has anyone noticed that
Iraq is a mess?

Well, if you bring them home now,
Iraq will become a country in a civil
war. Has anyone noticed that Iraq is
involved in a civil war?

The question is, will we wait for
more Americans to lose their lives and
more to be wounded?

When I say that we were given bad
information or possibly lied to, we
were told at that time, I remember,
how the weapons of mass destruction
were stored in Iraq and that we had to
get them before they got us, and how
there was a link between al Qaeda and
September 11 and Saddam Hussein. And
now, even the administration and its
ardent supporters agree that there was
no link between Saddam Hussein and
September 11, there was no link be-
tween al Qaeda, there was no link be-
tween any of that that we were told;
and we still haven’t found the weapons
of mass destruction. It was simply a
desire to take us to where we shouldn’t
be. And in the process, we really blew
it.

I was in New York City on September
11; T was not with my colleagues here.
It was election day in New York, pri-
mary day, and I was there in New York
on that day for some local elections. I
lived through that moment, and I know
how painful that was. But beginning
with September 12, the world was with
us. BEvery country was supportive of
what we were going through. It always
amazed me that countries that live
with terrorism on a daily basis thought
that, for some reason, the attack on us
was in many ways even bigger than the
attacks on their own country, and they
supported us. We could have taken that
goodwill and used it for positive things
throughout the world. What did we do?
We totally lost the goodwill by going
and invading a country that had noth-
ing to do with September 11. And so
now, the same people who supported us
no longer support us.

What we are doing here today is ex-
erting a constitutional right. This is
not a political exercise, this is not a
legislative exercise, this is Members of
Congress saying that it is our right to
oversee the President and to stop him
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whenever we can when we know that
any President, any administration is
making a mistake.

Now, how has this administration
been able to keep us supportive in some
ways up to now? By doing something
which is really sad, by questioning our
patriotism. And so tonight and tomor-
row and for the next couple of days
more will question our patriotism. But
I ask you, isn’t a true patriot he or she
who is not holding back to question the
actions of his country even during war-
time? Isn’t that the true patriot who is
willing to say, even during wartime,
stop it now, stop the madness before it
goes any further and before we lose
more of our young people?

And so we gather here after 3,109
losses, after 23,000 wounded soldiers
saying we have to stop it now, and we
have to vote for this resolution.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. At this point in
time, I would like to yield 5% minutes
to a member of the Foreign Affairs
Committee and also a member of the
Subcommittee on the Middle East, Mr.
FORTENBERRY from Nebraska.

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Madam Speak-
er, when I left home this week for
Washington, my 6-year-old Kathryn be-
came very sad. See, she has big, beau-
tiful brown eyes and they welled up
with tears at the prospect of my leav-
ing again for Washington. And she said
to me, Daddy, why do you have to be a
Congressman? And I thought of the
words of the Revolutionary War author
Thomas Paine when he said, ‘I prefer
peace; but if trouble must come, let it
come in my time so that my children
can have peace.”

Madam Speaker, this is a pivotal mo-
ment for our Nation and a very grave,
solemn policy debate. We cannot afford
to allow the ups and downs of the daily
news cycle set the course for our delib-
erations. The stakes in Iraq are simply
too high.

During last year’s debate on Iraq, I
emphasized that this war is different
from wars of the past. There is no
front, no lines of demarcation, no clear
enemy in distinct uniforms. This is a
war that invades tranquil time and
space without warning, carried out by
those who hide among populations
seeking to exploit the wvulnerable for
ruthless, ideological purposes.

We have never before waged a war in
an era of globalization, in an age when
technology eviscerates the concept of
distance, magnifies our losses,
trivializes our accomplishments, and
places our adversaries in a far better
position to leverage our freedoms, par-
ticularly the freedom of speech,
against us. These are the complexities
we face now.

Madam Speaker, I submit that our
choices now stand to determine not
only the future of the Middle East but
the very future of civilization. We can
point fingers and blame each other, or
we can think constructively together.

So what are our choices? The Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate categori-
cally rejects an arbitrary or precipi-
tous U.S. troop withdrawal. The result
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would be horrific chaos, a humani-
tarian disaster, destabilizing the entire
Middle East, emboldening the geo-
political aims of Iran, and leading to a
much less peaceful world in very short
order.

The conflict in Iraq is dangerous,
risky, and complex. And we can all
agree that our troops are doing an out-
standing job, and so are their families
who bear the biggest burden in their
absence.

I submit that our time and energy as
leaders of this Nation should be focused
on new, clear military and geopolitical
strategies.

First, Iraqis must fight for their own
country now. They must lead in the
battle for Baghdad now.

Over the past several months I joined
colleagues in urging the President to
deploy trained Iraqi troops into the
heart of the battle for Baghdad, and I
am Dpleased to see that this rec-
ommendation is now under way. How-
ever, I remain concerned about expos-
ing our forces to unnecessary danger in
the sectarian violence of Baghdad. As
best we can, our troops should remain
in support and training roles. I also be-
lieve that it is prudent to send rein-
forcements to our marines in Anbar
province who are achieving good suc-
cess against al Qaeda elements in col-
laboration with Sunni tribal leader-
ship.

Second, we must engage responsible
members of the international commu-
nity, particularly the pan-Arab world,
to assume a unified and decisive role in
neutralizing the forces of chaos and
helping secure stability and peace
throughout the Middle East.

Third, we must provide meaningful
congressional oversight. And I com-
mend Chairman LANTOS for taking this
lead in the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee and for his commitment to a
substantive and reasoned debate in this
regard.

I would have liked to have had the
opportunity to support a constructive
bipartisan initiative drawing upon the
substantive resources like the Iraqi
Study Group to enhance congressional
oversight and set out meaningful
benchmarks to measure progress to-
ward the stabilization of Iraq and the
drawdown of our troops.

While it would be politically easier
for me to vote for this resolution, I
cannot. I see no useful purpose in sup-
porting a nonbinding resolution that
may have the unintentional con-
sequence of undermining our efforts
while our troops remain in harm’s way.

Madam Speaker, this resolution,
while wrapped in the mantle of sup-
porting our troops, does not point to a
credible way forward in Iraq. I believe
I would make the same decision if a
Democratic administration were strug-
gling with similarly arduous chal-
lenges. If we flinch now, regardless of
the goodwill behind our motivations, if
we are perceived as weak and divided
and eager to throw up our hands in
frustration, we will pay a heavy price.
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And every nation that counts upon us
as a friend and ally will also pay a very
heavy price. None of us wants to see
the repeat of the last helicopter out of
Saigon.

I urge my colleagues, let’s find con-
structive ways to get the job done.

Mr. SKELTON. May I make an in-
quiry, Madam Speaker, of how much
time has been consumed and how much
time remains on each side, please.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri has 2 hours, 28
minutes. The gentleman from Michi-
gan has 2 hours, 15% minutes.

Mr. SKELTON. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The great Chinese strategist and
thinker once wrote that war should not
be begun unless the end is in sight.
Sadly, that admonition of Sun Tzu was
not adhered to in this war in Iraq.

Let me bring us back to what we are
all about today. We have been hearing
discussions ranging from both ends of
the football field. This is a very simple,
straightforward resolution.

The first part of it is: We fully sup-
port the American troops. And I am
going to say, Madam Speaker, we are
so proud of them. They are volunteers,
they are professionals, they understand
the word duty.

And, secondly: We do not agree with
the troop increase of 21,500, for the sim-
ple reason it has not worked in the
past, for the simple reason it is going
to cause somewhere between 2,500 and
13,000 support troops to support that ef-
fort. And, consequently, it is not a
well-thought-out tactic. And despite
the fact that some wish to call it a
strategy, it is a tactic, and there is a
large difference between the two.

Madam Speaker, at this time I yield
5 minutes to a member of the Energy
and Commerce Committee as well as
the Budget Committee, the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. I thank my colleague
for yielding.

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of this resolution supporting our
troops and disapproving the President’s
plan to escalate the war in Iraq.

More than 4 years ago, the resolution
to support a war in Iraq came before
this House. After careful consideration
of the evidence and arguments put
forth for a unilateral preemptive at-
tack on Iraq, I decided I could not in
good conscience vote for that resolu-
tion.

My ‘‘no’’ vote against the President’s
plan for war in Iraq is one of my proud-
est moments in Congress. I didn’t be-
lieve the case where war had been
made. There was no real evidence of
weapons of mass destruction in Iraq.
The administration’s arguments about
al Qaeda connections with Iraq were
specious, and its attempt to link Iraq
with the tragedy of 9/11 was shameful.

I was deeply concerned about the ef-
fects of preemptive war on America’s
standing in the world, and equally wor-
ried about the ramifications for the
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greater Middle East, a region of great
importance and even greater fragility.
And I had strong concerns about the
administration’s preparation for the
aftermath of a war in Iraq. The admin-
istration was completely focused on
waging war and not on winning the
peace.

Unfortunately, Madam Speaker, all
of those concerns have been borne out.
There were no WMDs, no al Qaeda con-
nections, no 911 link. It was all
trumped up evidence by an administra-
tion consumed with toppling the dic-
tator in Iraq. Today, Iraq is in civil
war, the Middle East is even more un-
settled, and our standing in the world
is at a low point. The international
support given to America after 9/11 was
squandered and will take years to re-
pair the damage. And, as a Nation, we
are even less secure today than we
were the day we invaded Iraq. I point
this out only because it is critically
important to know where we have been
if we want to know where we should be
going.

This resolution gives voice to the
deep, deep opposition here in the Con-
gress and throughout the country to
the President’s plan for escalating the
war in Iraq.
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I speak for the vast majority of my
constituents on the central coast of
California when I state my unequivocal
opposition to this escalation. The ad-
ministration’s plan looks like more of
the same failed policies that got us
here in the first place. It is a plan
based more on hope than on fact, but-
tressed by hysterical rhetoric. It is a
plan opposed by numerous military
leaders and experts. It is, quite frank-
ly, simply not believable.

The recent National Intelligence Es-
timate makes it perfectly clear that
the President’s grand plan is just never
going to work. The resolution here be-
fore us puts Congress on record against
the proposition that success will come
only after more troops are thrown into
battle.

The other objective of this resolution
is to remind everyone that opposing
the war in Iraq, and especially oppos-
ing the President’s escalation, is con-
sistent with supporting our troops. Our
men and women in uniform have done
everything we have asked them to do
and so much more. Over 3,000 have
made the ultimate sacrifice. More than
20,000 others have been injured, so very
many of them seriously.

Let no one doubt the bravery of our
troops and the support that I and my
colleagues who are opposed to this war
have for them. I am eternally grateful
for the sacrifices our men and women
in uniform and their families are will-
ing to make every single day. They
continue the long distinguished line of
soldiers, sailors and airmen that have
kept our country and so many others
free from tyranny and oppression, but
their service is due more than heartfelt
appreciation and flowery words from
politicians.
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Their sacrifice, their service, is owed
responsible leadership from those civil-
ian leaders with whom power ulti-
mately rests, and that is where our sol-
diers have been let down. This adminis-
tration has taken arrogance, stubborn-
ness and incompetence to new heights.
It ignored the advice of military ex-
perts leading up to and throughout this
war.

It stocked reconstruction teams with
political hacks, and it brushed off the
indisputable reality of Iraq in a melt-
down. It dismissed the considered opin-
ion of the Iraq Study Group, the Con-
gress, most importantly, the American
people.

Make no mistake, the failure of the
war in Iraq lies at the highest levels of
the White House and at the desks of
the Pentagon’s civilian leadership, and
the cost of that failure is borne by our
troops, their families and the Iraqi peo-
ple. It is time for the administration to
stop obfuscating the conditions on the
ground in Iraq, stop the charade about
so-called new plans that will finally
bring success in Iraq.

Madam Speaker, it is time to stop
the war in Iraq. Support the troops. In-
deed, bring them home.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, at
this time I would like to recognize my
colleague from New Jersey (Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN) for 5 minutes.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Madam Speaker, today tens of thou-
sands of our young men and women are
serving in uniform heading for Iraq.
More are headed there as we speak.
They will do what American soldiers
do. They will serve our Nation with
courage and pride, and for that they
deserve our deep gratitude.

Today in the House we are engaging
in a debate on a resolution that de-
clares their military and humanitarian
missions failed. I have seen this resolu-
tion described in the press as symbolic,
toothless and meaningless. I couldn’t
disagree more. Our consideration of
this resolution, the words spoken on
this floor, carry great meaning and
weight.

The actions of this body have con-
sequences. When Members speak, the
world listens: our friends, our allies,
our rivals, our enemies and future en-
emies alike. What are they hearing?

I remember just 2 weeks ago, during
the Super Bowl, seeing the video of our
troops in Baghdad watching the game.
Our soldiers watched that game. Every
Member on this floor should know with
certainty that our soldiers surely are
watching this debate, and so are their
families, and so are our enemies and so
are the loved ones of those who made
the ultimate sacrifice in their service
to our Nation.

Instead of showcasing the best par-
tisan rhetoric and working for political
advantage, we should be working to-
gether with our Commander in Chief to
honor their service and commitment,
to find a way forward in Iraq that pro-
tects our Nation and results in a stable
Iraq that can govern and protect itself.
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I know that none of us are happy
with the progress of the war. I know
that the American people are strug-
gling with this war. I struggle too. I
am reminded that we have been sent
here by our constituents to exercise
our best judgment and to bring our ex-
perience to bear on the most pressing
issue facing our Nation, the global
threat of a radical Islamic fundamen-
talism.

Last week in the House Appropria-
tions Committee on Defense, on which
I serve, I asked the chiefs of staff of the
Army about the consequences of failure
in Iraq. I was reprimanded for getting
off topic. But that is the topic. That is
the point. Withdrawal from Iraq will
have consequences, both immediate
and in the seeds of future conflicts.

What will Congress do if we leave
Iraq to flounder and descend into
chaos, and how will we handle the next
challenge laid before us, for there will
be others. Do any of us doubt the deter-
mination of forces who are counting on
our failure, on our resolve? This is the
most fundamental question that con-
fronts us, not solely the question of
troop reinforcement that is already
under way. Our answer to this question
will be the legacy, not just of this
President, but of all of us in this Cham-
ber.

Over 35 years ago I served with the
Army in Vietnam. While I never much
advertised this fact, I was proud to
serve, even as my father, then a Mem-
ber of Congress himself, was subject to
many personal attacks on the home
front from those who opposed the Viet-
nam War.

Like many soldiers then, I wanted to
do my time and come back safely. I
promised myself one day that if I had
the chance, I would be a better person,
a better elected official, for that mili-
tary experience. I promised myself that
I would never let our soldiers down
wherever they might be.

Madam Speaker, we are Americans
first, and as Republicans and Demo-
crats, we need to come together to
work on solutions in Iraq and the Mid-
dle East. We are a Nation at war, lives
are on the line, and we could do much
better than this resolution.

Mr. SKELTON. Madam Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Northern Virginia, a member of the
Appropriations Committee, Congress-
man JIM MORAN.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Madam
Speaker, I would like to paraphrase a
poem that Rudyard Kipling wrote upon
the death of his son in World War I
that seems particularly apt to the war
in Iraq:

When they ask why the young men
died

Tell them it’s because the old men
lied.

Madam Speaker, when the White
House announced 4 years ago the U.S.
military would attack Iraq under the
guise of the global war on terrorism,
there wasn’t one single uniformed mili-
tary officer who believed that Iraq was
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part of a global war on terrorism. Sad-
dam had had nothing to do with the 9/
11 attack.

Saddam wasn’t harboring any al
Qaeda cells that did attack us. In fact,
they understood that starting a new
war would distract us and limit us
from accomplishing our immediate
need to eliminate Osama bin Laden.
Saddam was a vicious, secular, despotic
dictator, but he saw al Qaeda as a
threat to his control, and al Qaeda
viewed Saddam as an enemy of their
religious extremist world vision.

The U.S. Intelligence Community
knew that there was no clear evidence
that Saddam was a threat to the
United States. There was no failure of
our professional Intelligence Commu-
nity, but there was an abysmal failure
of our political leadership.

So how did we get to this point? First
we were scared with the threat of
Saddam’s arsenals or weapons of mass
destruction, al Qaeda training camps,
an Iraqi meeting with the 9/11 hijacker,
mobile labs, aluminum tubing, yellow
cake uranium. But there were no weap-
ons of mass destruction, Madam Speak-
er.

The training camps didn’t exist.
Mohamed Atta never met an Iraqi
agent in Prague. The White House
knew, before they informed us about
the mobile labs, that our experts had
determined that they were not in any
way related to chemical or biological
weapons. Likewise, the aluminum tub-
ing was bogus information. Well before
the so-called yellow cake uranium
from Niger was cited as evidence at an
attempt at nuclear armament, our In-
telligence Community had informed
the White House that it was a hoax.

Yet we were told repeatedly by the
President and the Vice President that
Saddam was a threat to global sta-
bility, that there was a direct connec-
tion between Iraq and al Qaeda and
September 11. We were told in the
buildup to the war that our troops
would be greeted by the Iraqis as lib-
erators, being offered flowers in the
streets. This was propaganda that the
State Department warned the White
House not to believe, but they nonethe-
less peddled it to the Congress and to
the American people.

We were told that to liberate Iraq
was to spread freedom and democracy,
to keep oil out of the hands of poten-
tial terrorist-controlled states. We
were told that the war would pay for
itself with Iraqi oil revenues. Yet all
we have done is to finance our enemies,
the insurgents and Iranian Shiia inter-
ests.

After Baghdad fell, we were told that
America had prevailed, that the mis-
sion was accomplished, that the resist-
ance was in its last throes, that more
troops were not needed. As things went
from bad to worse, we were told of
turning point after turning point, the
fall of Baghdad, the death of Saddam’s
sons Uday and Qusay, the capture of
Saddam, a provisional government, the
trial of Saddam, a charter, a constitu-
tion, an Iraqi Government, elections,
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purple fingers, a new government, the
death of Saddam, all excuses for trium-
phant rhetoric while the reality on the
ground continued to worsen.

We were told, as they stand up, we
would stand down. We would stay the
course. Now we are told that there is a
new course, but it is in the same mis-
guided direction. Falsehood after false-
hood unravels each day, with the morn-
ing paper reporting even more deaths.

Now the American people are being
asked to put 20,000 more sons and
daughters, brothers and sisters, hus-
bands and wives into the line of fire,
and into the dead zone between the sec-
tarian sides of a civil war. A message
was sent to President Bush on Novem-
ber 7, 2006. This surge of more troops
into Iraq defies the will of the Amer-
ican people.

But this is a new Congress. We will
no longer be cowed by leaders using 9/
11 as a political ploy against sensible
people who oppose the administration’s
failed Iraq policy. Today for the first
time since the war began, Congress will
g0 on record opposing the President’s
failed Iraq policy. Some will argue that
it is a nonbinding resolution, that it
will not have the impact of a law, that
it will not stop a roadside bomb or
bring a single soldier home to their
family. But the President understands
what this resolution means. It is the
beginning of the end of this wrong war
of choice.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 10 minutes to my colleague from
New York, a member of the Intel-
ligence Committee, roughly 1 minute
for every foot of snow that his commu-
nity has recently received.

Mr. MCHUGH. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. Very roughly, you owe me a few.

Madam Speaker, listening to this de-
bate tonight, it becomes obvious that
kind of like life itself, those of us in
Congress have moments of high drama
and great importance, and by any
measure, the date this evening and to-
morrow and the days that follow and,
most importantly, the vote that will
attend it, is just such a moment.

I would observe, Madam Speaker, in
the now nearly 231 years that this
great Union has endured, this House
has encountered few sessions demand-
ing greater honesty, greater selfless-
ness, and greater wisdom than that of
occasions of war. And as I said, this is
such a time.

But this debate really does stand
alone. It is unique over the more than
two centuries and three decades of our
history, because from my study at no
time in this Nation’s history has the
Congress considered the matter before
us this week. The question of shall we
resolve, in a mnonbinding resolution,
that this House disagree with a mis-
sion, duly designated by the constitu-
tional authority vested in the Presi-
dent, as Commander in Chief, in the
conduct of the war, that this same Con-
gress, in an earlier session has, in fact,
expressly endorsed.

I have listened today with great in-
terest. I have enormous respect for all
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Members on both sides of the aisle. But
I have heard about how wherever they
are, many Members tonight will go to
the well when they ultimately vote and
try to send the President a message,
try to signify to the administration
that this war has not been conducted in
the appropriate way. It has not
achieved the objectives that we all felt
were possible, in fact, absolutely nec-
essary at its outset.
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I would say, Madam Speaker, I un-
derstand that perspective; not only un-
derstand it, in many ways I strongly
share that perspective. But I have to
argue the fact of the matter is, for all
of the good intentions we have here to-
night, the negative aspect of such an
action is going to far outweigh, far out-
weigh whatever good it might attempt
to achieve.

The reality is, if this message is
heard at all at the other end of Penn-
sylvania Avenue, it is going to speak in
whispers. Whispers. But in other lands,
in other continents, in other cities, far,
far away, when this resolution comes
before us, and if it is passed, it is going
to crash like thunder. In places like
Ramadi and Basra, from Baghdad and
beyond, friend and foe alike are going
to hear something far different than
what we intend.

They are going to hear that through
this vote we have abandoned the Iraqi
people. They are going to hear that
America has forsaken this struggle.
They will hear that we disavow our
military objective in Baghdad really
before it has meaningfully begun, and
most importantly in the shadows
where our enemies lurk, in places like
Tehran and Damascus, the message
will fail where its authors intend, but
it will succeed very, very mightily
where they wish it would not.

Madam Speaker, for all of the good
intent embodied in this proposal, it
will not bring a single soldier home
sooner. This vote, no matter what the
tally, no matter what this board shows
as to green and red at the end of the
day, will not shorten this conflict by a
single month, not by a week, not by a
day. It will not change the course of a
single battle. It will not even alter a
pebble that lies on the battlefields in
which those struggles will be fought.

It will, however, say to the insur-
gents, the Saddamists, the radical Is-
lamic militants and their patrons that
time is on their side. It will say that
America has no stomach for this fight.
And somewhere in a cave in Afghani-
stan, or in a hut on the Afghan-Paki-
stan border, Osama bin Laden is going
to smile.

His words of a failure of America will
be that much closer to reality. As he
has said: ‘““The epicenter of these wars
is Baghdad, the seat of the caliphate
rule.” They keep reiterating that ‘‘suc-
cess in Baghdad will be success for the
United States, failure in Iraq the fail-
ure of the U.S. Their defeat in Iraq will
mean defeat in all their wars and a be-
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ginning to the receding of their Zionist
crusader tide against us.”

Those are bad messages, Madam
Speaker. But I would suggest respect-
fully to all of my colleagues for all the
wrong messages this resolution will
send to our enemies, nothing it con-
tains will be more devastating