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Bush’s first getting us into war and the
way he has handled the war. Neither
party holds a patent on patriotism. I
know all of my Republican colleagues
would agree with this, or at least I
hope so. Yet Rush Limbaugh took it
upon himself to attack the courage and
character of those fighting and dying
for him and for all of us. Rush
Limbaugh got himself a deferment
from serving when he was a young
man. He never served in uniform. He
never saw a person in the extreme dif-
ficulty of maintaining peace in a for-
eign country engaged in civil war. He
never saw a person in combat. Yet he
thinks his opinion on the war is worth
more than those who have been on the
front lines. What is worse, Limbaugh’s
show is broadcast on Armed Forces
Radio which means that thousands of
troops overseas and veterans here at
home were forced to hear this attack
on their patriotism. Rush Limbaugh
owes the men and women of our Armed
Forces an apology.

This past Friday, many Democrats
joined me in drafting a letter to the
chief executive officer of Clear Chan-
nel, Mark Mays, that we will send out
this week. Here is what we wrote:

Dear Mr. Mays, At the time we sign this
letter, 3,801 American soldiers have been
killed in Iraq, and another 27,936 have been
wounded. 160,000 others awoke this morning
on foreign sand, far from home, to face the
danger and uncertainty of another day at
war. Although Americans of goodwill debate
the merits of this war, we can all agree that
those who serve with such great courage de-
serve our deepest respect and gratitude. That
is why Rush Limbaugh’s recent characteriza-
tion of troops who oppose the war as ‘‘phony
soldiers’ is such an outrage. Our troops are
fighting and dying to bring to others the
freedoms that many take for granted. It is
unconscionable that Mr. Limbaugh would
criticize them for exercising the fundamen-
tally American right to free speech. Mr.
Limbaugh has made outrageous remarks be-
fore, but this affront to our soldiers is be-
yond the pale. The military, like any com-
munity within the United States, includes
members both for and against the war. Sen-
ior generals, such as General John Batiste
and Paul Eaton, have come out against the
war while others have publicly supported it.
A December 2006 poll conducted by the Mili-
tary Times found just 35 percent of service
members approved of President Bush’s han-
dling of the war in Iraq, compared to 42 per-
cent who disapproved. From this figure
alone, it is clear that Mr. Limbaugh’s insult
is directed at thousands of American service
members. Active and retired members of our
armed forces have a unique perspective on
the war and offer a valuable contribution to
our national debate. In August, seven sol-
diers wrote an op-ed expressing their concern
with the current strategy in Iraq. Tragically,
since then, two of those seven soldiers have
made the ultimate sacrifice in Iraq. Thou-
sands of active troops and veterans were sub-
jected to Mr. Limbaugh’s unpatriotic and in-
defensible comments on your broadcast. We
trust you will agree that not a single one of
our sons, daughters, neighbors and friends
serving overseas is a ‘‘phony soldier.” We
call on you to publicly repudiate these com-
ments that call into question their service
and sacrifice and to ask Mr. Limbaugh to
apologize for his comments.

Just as patriotism is the exclusive
realm of neither party, taking a stand
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against those who spew hate and im-
pugn the integrity of our troops is a
job that belongs to both parties. I can’t
help but wonder how my Republican
colleagues would have reacted if the
tables were turned—if a well-known
Democratic radio personality had used
the same insulting line of attack
against troops who support the war.
The letter I read will be available on
the Senate floor all day. During the
votes, after the votes, colleagues on
both sides of the aisle will have every
chance to add their names to it. I en-
courage all to do so. If we take the Re-
publican side at their word that last
week’s vote on another controversial
statement related to the war was truly
about patriotism, not politics, then I
have no doubt they will stand with us
against Limbaugh’s comments with
equal fervor.

I am confident we will see Repub-
licans join with us in overwhelming
numbers. ‘‘Confident’” is the wrong
word. ‘‘Hopeful” is the right word. I am
hopeful we will see Republicans join
with us in overwhelming numbers.
Anything less would be a double stand-
ard that has no place in the Senate.

I ask my colleagues, Democrats and
Republicans, to join together against
this irresponsible, hateful, and unpatri-
otic attack by calling upon Rush
Limbaugh to give our troops the apol-
ogy they deserve. I hope all will sign
this letter.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business for 60 minutes,
with the time equally divided between
the majority and the Republicans, and
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each.

The Senator from Iowa.

————

NATIONAL YOUTH ANTIDRUG
MEDIA CAMPAIGN

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, as
cochairman of the Senate Caucus on
International Narcotics Control, I have
had a distinct interest in the National
Youth Antidrug Media Campaign and
how we can improve its quality and im-
prove its effectiveness. In 1998, the
White House Office of National Drug
Control Policy, with overwhelming bi-
partisan  support from  Congress,
launched a historic initiative to en-
courage Kids to stay drug free. That ef-
fort in 1998 built upon the success of
former First Lady Nancy Reagan’s
‘“‘just say no’’ campaign. The National
Youth Antidrug Media Campaign tar-
gets youths age 9 to 18. The campaign
also targets parents and other adults
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who might have influence over the
choices young people make about
drugs.

Research has clearly shown that if
we can keep children free from drugs
until the age of 20, chances are very
slim that they will ever try or become
addicted to drugs. Maintaining a coher-
ent antidrug message begins early in
adolescence and continues throughout
the growing years. This is essential for
educating and enabling our young peo-
ple to reject illegal drugs. Through re-
alistic portrayals, the media campaign
is designed to show Kkids the harmful
effects of drugs and the benefits of a
drug-free lifestyle.

I wish to call my colleagues’ atten-
tion to the poster behind me. This is
one of those famous antidrug advertise-
ments that maybe they remember from
a long time ago. They might recall this
famous advertisement known for its
unforgettable slogan: ‘‘This is your
brain; this is your brain on drugs.’”’ Cre-
ated by the Partnership for a Drug
Free America in 1987, it is widely rec-
ognized as one of the known influential
ads of all time. While most of us have
probably never seen an actual brain on
drugs, this commercial helped to shape
the view of an entire generation re-
garding the dangers of drugs.

The National Youth Anti-Drug Media
Campaign is without a doubt the single
most visible symbol of the Federal
Government’s commitment to youth
drug prevention. These advertisements
are an important source of information
for kids and parents about the risks
and dangers associated with illegal
drugs. Sadly, though, we have come a
long way from the cost and success of
those early ads, such as the one you see
on the easel.

In the 10 years prior to the creation
of the media campaign in 1998, the
Partnership for a Drug-free America
was able to secure grants from various
businesses, foundations, and agencies
to create over 1,000 ads. Included in
that number is the famous ‘‘this is
your brain on drugs’ ad which ran in 90
percent of America’s households every
day.

Between 1987 and 1998, national and
local media outlets donated over $2.3
billion worth of free advertising space.
If you adjust that number for today’s
pricetag, that would be nearly $3 bil-
lion worth of donated media time. Un-
fortunately, as drug use began to de-
cline, then, as you might expect, so did
the generous donations of free air time.
By 1998, Congress decided—since it was
not going to be free—to fund a paid
media campaign employing the part-
nership’s antidrug messages.

Since that time, the Federal Govern-
ment has spent well over $1.5 billion to
create, to research, to produce, and to
distribute ads to prevent teen drug use.
Yet I fear we are continuing to spend
precious antidrug dollars to fund in-
creasingly mediocre ads that fail to ef-
fectively reach our Nation’s youth. In
other words, they are nothing like the
brain being fried ad I told you about.
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